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Abstract. Sparse parametric models are of great interest in statistical learning and
are often analyzed by means of regularized estimators. Pathwise methods allow to effi-
ciently compute the full solution path for penalized estimators, for any possible value of
the penalization parameter λ. In this paper we deal with the pathwise optimization for
bridge-type problems; i.e. we are interested in the minimization of a loss function, such
as negative log-likelihood or residual sum of squares, plus the sum of ℓq norms with
q ∈ (0, 1] involving adpative coefficients. For some loss functions this regularization
achieves asymptotically the oracle properties (such as the selection consistency). Nev-
ertheless, since the objective function involves nonconvex and nondifferentiable terms,
the minimization problem is computationally challenging.

The aim of this paper is to apply some general algorithms, arising from noncon-
vex optimization theory, to compute efficiently the path solutions for the adaptive
bridge estimator with multiple penalties. In particular, we take into account two dif-
ferent approaches: accelerated proximal gradient descent and blockwise alternating
optimization. The convergence and the path consistency of these algorithms are dis-
cussed. In order to assess our methods, we apply these algorithms to the penalized
estimation of diffusion processes observed at discrete times. This latter represents a
recent research topic in the field of statistics for time-dependent data.

Keywords: adaptive thresholding operators, gradient descent, nonconvex optimiza-
tion, path consistency, proximal maps, regularized estimators, stochastic differential
equations

1. Introduction

It is well known that the optimization methods play a crucial role in machine learning,
statistics and signal/image processing. Many practical problems arising in statistical
learning fall into the following class of problems

(1.1) min
θ

{
f(θ) := g(θ) +

m∑
i=1

hi(θ)

}
,

where g : Rp → R is a loss function, while the functions hi : Rpi → R, with
∑n

i=1 pi = p,
represent nonsmooth and possibly nonconvex regularization terms.

Sparse parametric models are of great interest in statistical learning and are often
analyzed by means of regularized estimators. A classical example is the linear regression
model y = Xθ + ε, where y is the response vector and X is the n× p predictor matrix,
θ := (θ1, ..., θp)

⊤ ∈ Rp is the parametric vector and ε is a centered sub-Gaussian random
vector with independent components. In the high dimensional case, when p > n, the
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parameters can be estimated by means of regularized estimator, such as the LASSO,
and many statistical guarantees can be obtained under the sparsity assumption, i.e.
∥θ∥0 = s < p. A more general regularized least squares problem is obtained by solving
the (1.1) with g(θ) = ||y−Xθ||2 and involving a ℓq-penalty h(θ) = λ||θ||qq. This leads to

the bridge estimator θ̂(bridge), which is obtained (see [18]); i.e.

(1.2) min
θ

{
||y −Xθ||2 + λ||θ||qq

}
,

where ||θ||q :=
(∑p

j=1 |θj |q
)1/q

, q ∈ (0, 1]. 1 The latter performs simultaneously both

parameter estimation and variable selection. The ℓq-penalties exhibit singularities (they
are not differentiable); this allows for sparse estimation. For q = 1, the estimator (1.2)
becomes the Least Absolute Shrinkage and Selection Operator (LASSO) introduced in
[38] and the optimization problem is convex. Since for q ∈ (0, 1), The ℓq regularization
term represents a bridge between the ℓ0-norm

∑p
j=1 1θj ̸=0 and ℓ1 penalty. The reader can

consult [19],[21] and [22] for a discussion about the asymptotic properties of the bridge-
type estimator. (1.2) represents a non-convex and non-smooth optimization problem
and as such, despite its interesting theoretical properties, efficient computation of the
path solutions for (1.2) is a non-trivial matter.

Other types of nonconvex penalties have been dealt with in [17] (Smoothly Clipped
Absolute Deviation), [46] (Minimax Concave Penalty) and [11] (Log-Sum). In literature,
some algorithms and methods have been proposed for nonconvex optimization problems
such as local quadratic approximation (LQA) ( [17]), minorization-maximization (MM)
([23]), local linear approximation (LLA) ([48]), and coordinate descent ([10] and [32]).

Although the non-convexity of the penalties leads to overall non-convex optimization
problems (and then computationally hard), numerous empirical studies have shown that
gradient-based optimization methods, while only guaranteed to find local optima, often
produce estimators having the oracle properties with consistently smaller estimation
error than the LASSO estimators (see, e.g., [17] and [48]).

A recent interesting application of the penalized estimation (1.1) concerns the model
selection for sparse stochastic processes; see, for instance, [15], [31], [26], [13] and [14],
[27]. Therefore in this setting the regularization methods involve a loss function given,
for instance, by the negative log-likelihood Ln(θ) (which is generally not convex).

Mixed-rates asymptotics. There are several econometric models where the ex-
act evaluation of the structural parameters requires estimators that exhibit mixed-rates
asymptotics (in [1] some examples are discussed). This highlights the need for sparse
parametric models where different rates of convergence must be considered simultane-
ously. Then the problem becomes

(1.3) min
θ

{
Ln(θ) +

m∑
i=1

hi(θ)

}
.

where each group of parameters has a different regularization term.

1Even though ||θ||q :=
(∑p

j=1 |θj |
q
)1/q

, q ∈ (0, 1), is not a norm, we may still use this terminology

as it is customary in literature.
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A motivating example is given by discretely observed diffusion processes (Xt)t≥0 so-
lution to the stochastic differential equation

dXt = b(Xt, α)dt+ σ(Xt, β)dWt

with parametric vectors α ∈ Rp1 and β ∈ Rp2 appearing in the drift and diffusion term,
respectively. A suitable estimator of α and β involves two different rates of convergence
(see, e.g., [45]) and then the penalty term is split by grouping the parameters related to b
and σ. In this framework, bridge and LASSO-type estimators have been studied in [15],
[37] and [16], where h1(α) and h2(β) are weighted ℓqi penalties with qi ∈ (0, 1], i = 1, 2.

By resorting to the same approach introduced in [16], it is possible to generalize the
case of diffusion process to an arbitrary number of penalization terms. In order to
take into account the multiple asymptotic behavior of the non-regularized estimator,
we suggest to penalize different sets of parameters with different ℓq norms. Therefore,
we are interested in to the estimator obtained as minimizer of the objective function
(1.3), where hi represents an ℓqi penalty. We highlight again that the penalties as well
as Ln are not convex in general. The aim of this paper is to compute efficiently the
solutions for the estimation/selection problems of type (1.3) representing a non-convex
optimization problem with non-differentiable penalties. We observe that (1.2) falls into
the class (1.3).

The classical convex optimization tools are not useful to compute efficiently the esti-
mator minimizing (1.3). For this reason, in the last decades, there has been an increasing
interest for the nonconvex optimization problems and some algorithms has been proposed
in literature (see, e.g., [8] and [29]). By resorting to the recent advances in the nonconvex
optimization theory, we propose some algorithms for computing the pathwise solution
(as the tuning coefficient varies) for a bridge-type estimators with multiple penalties
arising from problem (1.3). Up to our knowledge, this is the first attempt in the sta-
tistical literature to compute efficiently the pathwise solution of a problem involving
bridge-type constraints, without using convex relaxation of the penalties. Essentially,
the present paper represents the follow-up of [16], where we focus on the computational
and algorithmic issues of the same problem.

The paper is organized as follows. in Section 2 we recall some notions from noncon-
vex optimization theory which are needed to deal with bridge-type estimators. Further
details are given in the Appendix. In Section 3 we introduce the adaptive bridge-type
estimators and the general statistical setting. The pathwise optimization algorithms are
introduced in Section 4, where two methods are proposed: the first one is an acceler-
ated gradient descent algorithm, while the second approach is based on the blockwise
proximal alternating minimization. Furthermore, the convergence properties of the up-
dates produced by the two methods are investigated. Section 5 allows an analysis of the
path consistency for each parameters. This property is close to the oracle features of
the bridge estimators. Finally, Section 6-7 contain the applications of our methods. In
particular, the algorithms are applied to a generalized linear models based on an expo-
nential family of distributions (Section 6) and to an ergodic diffusion process (Section
7). Some simulations are performed and the results compared for different estimators.
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2. Preliminaries on ℓq regularizers

Let us assume that the function f is not differentiable and not necessarily convex. If
f = g + h, where g is differentiable and h is not, it is possible to apply a proximal map
method by minimizing the quadratic approximation to g and leave h alone. Define a
proximal map (in set-valued sense) as

(2.1) proxs,h(x) := arg min
u

{
1

2s
∥x− u∥2 + h(u)

}
given x ∈ Rp and s > 0. We observe that for s > 0

proxs,h(x) = prox1,sh(x)

and proxh(x) := prox1,h(x). Then a proximal gradient descent algorithm seeks a mini-
mizer by performing successive updates as follows (see for more details on this method
[9] and [7])

θt ∈ arg min
θ

{
g(θt−1) + ∇g(θt−1)⊤(θ − θt−1) +

1

2st
||θ − θt−1||2 + h(θ)

}
(2.2)

= arg min
θ

{
1

2st
||θ − (θt−1 − st∇g(θt−1))||2 + h(θ)

}
= proxst,h(θt−1 − st∇g(θt−1)).

A crucial point is the choice of the stepsize: a common choice is to use a backtracking
rule.

In order to exploit algorithms based on the gradient descent in our framework, it
is crucial to introduce a suitable proximal map (2.1) with h(θ) = λ

∑p
i=1wi|θi|q, q ∈

(0, 1], λ > 0. For this reason, we deal with the proximity operator

(2.3) proxλ||·||qq(z) = arg min
θ

{
1

2
∥z − θ∥2 + λ||θ||qq

}
= (proxλ|·|q(z1), · · · , proxλ|·|q(zp))

where z = (z1, ..., zp)
⊤ ∈ Rp. Therefore, it is sufficient to solve the one-dimensional

optmization problem

(2.4) T q
λ(z) := proxλ|·|q = arg min

θ∈R

{
1

2
(z − θ)2 + λ|θ|q

}
, z ∈ R,

where T q
λ denotes the adaptive thresholding map associated to the ℓq metric. It is

possible to show that for 0 < q < 1 (see Theorem 1 in [30] and [12]) the operator T q
λ can

be expressed in the following form

(2.5) T q
λ(z) =


0 |z| < tq,λ

{0, sgn(z)θq,λ} |z| = tq,λ

sgn(z)θ∗(z) |z| > tq,λ

where

(2.6) θq,λ = [2λ(1 − q)]
1

2−q , tq,λ = θq,λ + λqθq−1
q,λ
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and for |z| > tq,λ, θ
∗(z) is the solution to

(2.7) θ + λqθq−1 = |z| , θ ∈ (θq,λ, |z|).
We have that

lim
q→0+

T q
λ(z) =: T 0

λ (z) =


z |z| >

√
2λ

{0, z} |z| =
√

2λ

0 |z| <
√

2λ

and

(2.8) lim
q→1−

T q
λ(z) =: Sλ(z) = sgn(z)(|z| − λ)+ =

{
sgn(z)(|z| − λ) |z| > λ

0 otherwise

representing the hard and soft-thresholding operators, respectively, used in best-subset
selection and LASSO regression, respectively (see, e.g., [20] and [30]).

Let us note that there are two solutions at |z| = tq,λ, but for practical purposes we
will set T q

λ(±tq,λ) = 0. In general it is not possible to solve (2.7) analytically and a
numerical scheme is to be adopted, which can be done rapidly and allows a solution θ∗

(see equation (5) in [30]).
Besides the case q = 1 (which recovers the soft-thresholding operator (2.8)), explicit

expression for T q
λ are available only in the cases q = 1

2 and q = 2/3. Nevertheless, q = 1/2
is considered to be superior in some applications (see [44]). In particular for q = 1/2
one has

(2.9) T
1
2
λ (z) =

0 |z| ≤ 3
2λ

2
3

2
3z

(
1 + cos

(
2π
3 − 2

3 arccos

(
λ
4

(
|z|
3

)− 3
2

)))
|z| > 3

2λ
2
3

with a slight modification w.r.t. to Theorem 1 in [44] to account for a factor of 1/2 in the
objective function (see also [12]). Examples of the operators T q

λ are shown in Figure 1.
In particular in Figure 1a, the operators corresponding to several different values of q
are depicted. Notice how T q

λ(z) it is not a continuous function of z: the operators jump
to zero, but the width of the jump is smaller than the hard-thresholding operator T 0

λ .
Notice also that the jump points of T q

λ do not change monotonically with q. In

Figure 1b a comparison between T
1
3
λ and Sλ is shown. Notice how for large values of

|z|, T q
λ(z) approaches the bisector, i.e. T q

λ(z) ≈ z, |z| >> tq,λ (for q = 1/2 this can be
checked by a direct computation in (2.9)). This is a desirable behavior because values
of the input away from zero remain unchanged. This corresponds to the fact that the ℓq

penalty, being concave, applies smaller penalization to large values of the parameters.
The soft-thresholding operator instead systematically shifts the input to zero no matter
its magnitude. In a sense we can say that operators T q

λ , 0 < q < 1, interpolate between
hard-thresholding and soft-thresholding. From the point of view of pathwise estimation
this leads to discontinuous paths.

Let z = (z1, . . . , zp)
⊤ ∈ Rp, w = (w1, . . . , wp)

⊤ ∈ Rp
+ and 0 < q ≤ 1. Let us denote

with

(2.10) Tq
λw(z) := (T q

λw1
(z1), . . . , T

q
λwp

(zp))
⊤
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−3 −2 −1 0 1 2 3

−
2

−
1

0
1

2

(a) Family of T q
1 operators for q = 0.1, 1/3, 0.5, 2/3, 0.9 from the

“furthest” to the x-axis to the “closest” respectively. The bisector
is shown in grey.

−4 −2 0 2 4

−
4

−
2

0
2

4

(b) Comparison of T
1
3
1 (z) (solid line) and the soft thresholding S1(z)

for larger values of z. The bisector is shown in grey.

Figure 1
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the adaptive q-thresholding operator which will play a crucial role in the optimization
algorithms. For q → 1−, the operator (2.10) reduces to the component-wise adaptive
soft thresholding operator as the vector map Sλw : Rp 7→ Rp

(2.11) Sλw(z) := (Sλw1(z1), . . . , Sλwp(zp))
⊤.

Finally, by setting h(θ) = λ
∑p

i=1wi|θi|q, q ∈ (0, 1], in the proximal map (2.2), the
above discussion allows to explicit the update as follows

(2.12) θt = Tq
λstw

(θt−1 − st∇g(θt−1)).

3. Bridge-type estimators with multiple penalties

Let us start recalling the shrinking estimators with multiple penalties introduced in
[16]. We deal with a parameter of interest θ := (θ1, ..., θm)⊤, where θi := (θi1, ..., θ

i
pi)

⊤, pi ∈
N, i = 1, ...,m. Furthermore, θ ∈ Θ := Θ1 × · · · × Θm ⊂ Rp, p :=

∑m
i=1 pi, where Θi

is a bounded convex subset of Rpi . We denote by θ0 := (θ10, ..., θ
m
0 )⊤ ∈ int(Θ), where

θi0 := (θi0,1, ..., θ
i
0,pi

)⊤, i = 1, ...,m, stands for the true value of θ. Furthermore, we assume

that 0 ∈ int(Θ).
Let us assume that there exists a loss function θ 7→ Ln(θ) and

θ̃n = (θ̃1n, ..., θ̃
m
n )⊤ ∈ arg min

θ
Ln(θ).

Usually Ln(θ) is a (negative) log-likelihood function or the sum of squared residuals.

Furthermore, suppose that θ̃n admits a mixed-rates asymptotic behavior in the sense
of [35]; that is for the asymptotic estimation of θi0, i = 1, ...,m, is necessary to consider

simultaneously different rates of convergence for θ̃in, i = 1, ...,m. More precisely, we deal
with rin, i = 1, ...,m, representing sequences of positive numbers tending to 0 as n→ ∞.
Im stands for the identity matrix of size m. Furthermore, we introduce the following
matrices

An := diag(r1nIp1 , ..., r
m
n Ipm).

For the estimator θ̃n the following assumptions hold true: 1) the estimator θ̃n is consis-
tent; i.e.

(3.1) A−1
n (θ̃n − θ0) =

(
1

r1n
(θ̃1n − θ10), ...,

1

rmn
(θ̃mn − θm0 )

)⊤
= Op(1);

θ̃n is asymptotically normal; i.e.

A−1
n (θ̃n − θ0) =

(
1

r1n
(θ̃1n − θ10), ...,

1

rmn
(θ̃mn − θm0 )

)⊤
d−→ Np(0, I),

where I := Γ−1 and Γ is a p× p positive definite symmetric matrix.
We assume that θ0 is sparse (i.e., some components of θ0 are exactly zero). Let

p0i := |{j : θi0,j ̸= 0}|, i = 1, ...,m, and p0 :=
∑m

i=1 p
0
i . For the sake of simplicity,

hereafter, we assume θi0,j ̸= 0, j = 1, ..., p0i , and it is equal to 0 otherwise, for any
i = 1, ...,m. Therefore, our target is the sparse recovery of the model; i.e. we want to
identify the true model θ0 by exploiting a multidimensional random sample (Xn)n on
some probability space. For this reason we use a penalized approach involving suitable
shrinking terms. Since θ̃n admits a mixed-rates structure, we penalize different sets
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of parameters with different norms. Therefore, the adaptive objective function with
weighted ℓqi penalties should be given by

Ln(θ) +

 p1∑
j=1

λ1n,j |θ1j |q1 +

p2∑
j=1

λ2n,j |θ2j |q2 + ...+

pm∑
j=1

λmn,j |θmj |qm
(3.2)

where qi ∈ (0, 1] and (λin,j)n≥1, j = 1, ..., pi, i = 1, ...,m, are sequences of real positive
random variable representing an adaptive amount of the shrinkage for each element of
θi.

Hereafter, the sequences of weights (λin,j)n≥1 will take the form

(3.3) λin,j = λwi
n,j , j = 1, ..., pi, i = 1, ...,m

where λ > 0 is a constant not depending on n and wi
n,j > 0 (possibly random). Moreover

for a vector z = (z1, . . . , zp)
⊤ ∈ Rp and w = (w1, . . . , wp)

⊤ ∈ Rp
+, we denote the

w−weighted ℓq norm with

(3.4) ∥θ∥qq,w :=

p∑
j=1

wj |θj |q, q > 0.

We follow two possible approaches. The first estimator is obtained by minimizing the
cost function (3.2). In order to obtain a reasonable algorithm for the above problem, we
must enforce some assumptions on Ln.

Definition 1. Let Ln be a proper, coercive and C2 function. We define the adaptive
bridge-type estimator θ̌n : R(n+1)×d → Θ as follows

(3.5) θ̌n = (θ̌1n, ..., θ̌
m
n )⊤ ∈ arg min

θ∈Θ
Gn(θ;q)

where

(3.6) Gn(θ;q) := Ln(θ) + λ

m∑
i=1

∥θi∥qi
qi,wi

n

with wi
n = (wi

n,1, w
i
n,2, ..., w

i
n,pi)

⊤, q = (q1, . . . , qm), and qi ∈ (0, 1] , i = 1, ...,m. For

qi = 1, , i = 1, ...,m, (3.5) becomes a LASSO-type estimator.

For m = 1, the estimator (3.5) has been studied in [26] with one penalty. The authors
obtained the selection consistency and the convergence in law of (3.5) by means of a
polynomial type large deviation inequality for the statistical random field associated
to Ln. We shed in light that the ℓqi-norms, with qi ∈ (0, 1], allows non-differentiable
terms with some singularities. This choice is crucial to perform the selection of the true
sub-model.

By setting

(3.7) Ln(θ) :=
1

2
(θ − θ̃n)⊤Gn(θ − θ̃n),

where Gn be a p×p almost surely positive definite symmetric random matrix depending
on n, θ̌n becomes the least squares approximated estimator studied in [42], [37] and
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[16]. In this case, under suitable assumptions on Gn and θ̃n, the regularized estimator
(3.5) has the desirable oracle properties; that is θ̌n is consistent, selects correctly the
true sparse model and is asymptotically normal with reduced covariance matrix (see
Theorem 1-3 in [16]). For a discussion on the oracle features of a penalized estimator
the reader can consult [17].

The loss function (3.7) is particularly useful in our framework, because allows to

perform penalized estimation for diffusion processes. Therefore, hereafter θ̂n stands for
the bridge estimator arising from problem (3.5) with loss function (3.7).

Finally, we introduce the following notation.

• For the p× p matrix Gn = (gkℓ : k, ℓ = 1, . . . , p), with p =
∑m

h=1 ph, we write Gi

to denote the i−th block of rows of the matrix, i.e. the pi × p matrix

Gi :=

(
gkℓ : k =

i−1∑
h=1

ph + 1, . . . ,
i∑

h=1

ph, ℓ = 1 . . . , p

)
,

for i = 1, . . . ,m.
• Let Gij the j−th row vector of the matrix Gi, i.e.

Gij :=

(
gkℓ : k =

i−1∑
h=1

ph + j, ℓ = 1, . . . p

)
,

for i = 1, . . . ,m, j = 1, . . . , pi.
• We use the notation Gi to denote the principal submatrix of G with columns

and rows corresponding to the i−th block, i.e. the pi × pi matrix defined as

Gi :=

(
gkℓ : k, ℓ =

i−1∑
h=1

ph + 1, . . . ,

i∑
h=1

ph

)
.

• For a positive definite matrix G denote with Λ(G) its largest eigenvalue.
• We denote with Di the pi × pi diagonal matrix with entries gkk, i.e.

Di := diag

(
gkk : k =

i−1∑
h=1

ph + 1, . . . ,

i∑
h=1

ph

)
.

4. Pathwise optimization for bridge-type estimators

In practise, it is not easy to calculate the values of (3.5) for any value of λ. This
depends on the nonconvex and nonsmooth nature of our problem which falls into the
class (1.1). By resorting to some tools arising from the nonconvex optimization theory,
we introduce efficient algorithms for computing the adaptive bridge-type estimator (3.5).
In particular we focus our attention on the pathwise solution of the estimator.

A linear approximation to the bridge penalty around an initial estimate θ̃ (see [48])
has been considered in the literature. This approach regains convexity and results in a
“modified” soft-thresholding operator. We suggest two procedures which don not require
convex relaxation of the penalties; they are obtained by specializing the following two
optimization algorithms:

• Accelerated gradient descent approach for non-convex problems as in [29], which
is a modification of the algorithm introduced in [4].
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• Block coordinate optimization for non-convex problems, see [8] (see also [43] or
[34]). This respects the grouped structure of the original problem.

Hereafter, we assume that for any starting point θ0 ∈ int(Θ) of the algorithm, the
associated level set; i.e. {θ ∈ Rp : Gn(θ) ≤ Gn(θ0)}, is contained within int(Θ).

4.1. Accelerated proximal gradient algorithm. A popular approach to penalized
problems is to consider iterative proximal gradient algorithms (see Section 2). Acceler-
ated algorithms rely on an interpolation between the current estimate and the previous
steps. This ideas are exploited in the Fast Iterative Shrinkage-Thresholding Algorithm
(FISTA) in [33], [5] and [4] in the convex framework. FISTA has widely been applied
for ℓ1 penalized estimation problems. Essentially, at each iteration the accelerated algo-
rithm extrapolates a point by combining the current point and the previous point, then
a proximal map function is iteratively applied till the convergence of the algorithm is
reached.

Let us introduce the fast optimization method extending the FISTA algorithm to the
nonconvex problem (3.5). First, we observe that for the gradient descent approach with
function h given by the weighted ℓq norm (3.4), the proximal map is equal to (see Section
2)

(4.1) proxs, λ||·||qq,w(x) = arg min
u

{
1

2s
∥x− u∥2 + λ∥u∥qq,w

}
= Tq

λsw(x)

where x ∈ Rp, s > 0, 0 < q ≤ 1 and Tq
λw is the component-wise adaptive hard-

thresholding operator (2.10). Let us introduce

(4.2) T
q
λsw(θ) :=

(
Tqi

λswi(θ
i − s∇iLn(θ)) : i = 1, . . . ,m

)
, s > 0, θ ∈ Θ,

where ∇ig stands for the “partial” gradients obtained deriving g w.r.t. the components
of θi, i = 1, 2, ...,m. For qi = 1, i = 1, 2, ...,m, the proximal map (4.2) reduce to the
soft-thresholding operator

(4.3) Sλsw(θ) :=
(
Sλswi(θi − s∇iLn(θ)) : i = 1, . . . ,m

)
, s > 0,

where Sλswi is given by (2.11).
For any fixed n ∈ N and λ > 0, we present an implementation of the monotone Accel-

erated Proximal Gradient (APG) proposed in [29] for problem (3.6) involving nonconvex
and nonsmooth multiple adaptive penalties. We denote by θ̌n(λ) the bridge-type esti-
mator. For the sake of simplicity, in what follows we set h := h(θ) := λ

∑m
i=1 ∥θi∥

qi
qi,wi ,

θ̌t := θ̌t(λ) and drop the subscript n. Furthermore, since Ln is C2 follows that it has
Lipschitz continuous gradient with global Lipschitz constant L(Ln) (see Appendix for
the exact definition).
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Algorithm 1 Pathwise accelerated proximal gradient descent algorithm

1. Fix λ > 0 and an initial values η0 ∈ int(Θ) (possibly depending on λ). Initialize
θ̌1 = θ̌0 = η0, c1 = 1, s < 1

L , u <
1
L , where L is an upper bound of L(L) := L(Ln).

2. At step t = 1, 2, ..., compute

(4.4) ηt = θ̌t +
ct−1

ct
(ζt − θ̌t−1) +

ct−1 − 1

ct
(θ̌t − θ̌t−1)

(4.5) ζt+1 = proxs,h(ηt − s∇Ln(ηt)) = T
q
λsw(ηt),

(4.6) υt+1 = proxu,h(θ̌t − u∇Ln(θ̌t)) = T
q
λuw(θ̌t),

ct+1 =
1 +

√
1 + 4c2t
2

(4.7)

θ̌t+1 =

{
ζt+1 if G(ζt+1) ≤ G(υt+1)

υt+1 otherwise
(4.8)

3. Repeat the previous steps over a grid of λ values to get the full path of the
coefficient estimates.

From (2.3), (2.4), (4.1) and (4.2), it is not hard to verify (4.5) and (4.6) hold. Further-
more, Algorithm 1 as shown in [5] and [29] can achieve a O(1/t2) rate a of convergence
for convex cost functions and the monotony in the nonconvex case, in contrast to the
non-accelerated proximal gradient algorithm. The crucial point is the monitor υ (see
[29]), which allows to correct the accelerated term ηt+1 when it has the potential to fail;
this “monitored acceleration” ensure that the accumulation point is a critical point and
then it guarantees the convergence of the updates θ̂t, t = 1, 2, .... We observe that the
constant stepsizes appearing in Algorithm 1, could be computed by backtracking line
search which allows to provide steps with different length at each iteration (see for more
details [29]).

It is an easy task to verify the assumptions required in Theorem 1 in [29] for the
convergence of Algorithm 1. Therefore, for each λ > 0, n ∈ N and qi ∈ (0, 1], i = 1, . . .m,
the sequences of bounded estimates {θ̌tn : t = 1, 2, . . .} produced by Algorithm 1 converge
to a critical point θ̌∗n of Gn(θ;q); i.e.

(4.9) θ̌∗n := lim
t→∞

θ̌tn, with 0 ∈ ∂Gn(θ̌∗n;q).

For other results on the convergence of the algorithm the reader can consult Theorem 3
in [29].

Remark 4.1. If Ln(θ) := 1
2(θ − θ̃n)⊤Gn(θ − θ̃n), the bridge-type estimator θ̂n reduces

to the regularized estimator studied in [37] and [16]. Clearly the proximity operator

(4.2) becomes T
q
λsw(θ) :=

(
Tqi

λswi(θ
i − sGn(θ − θ̃n)) : i = 1, . . . ,m

)
, s > 0, θ ∈ Θ.

Furthermore, if qi = 1, i = 1, 2, ...,m, Gn becomes a convex cost function and the the
LASSO-type estimator θ̌n represents the global minimum of the problem. Furthermore,
since ∇Ln(θ) = Gn(θ − θ̃n), the Lipschitz constant L(Ln) becomes by the spectral norm
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||Gn|| = Λ(Gn) where Λ(Gn) stands the largest eigenvalue of Gn. Therefore, from The-

orem 2 in [29], we can conclude that for qi = 1 the sequence {θ̂tn, t = 1, 2, . . .} generated
by Algorithm 1 by applying the proximal map (4.3), approaches to the LASSO-type esti-

mator θ̂n with an O(1/t2) convergence rate; i.e.

(4.10) Gn(θ̂tn) − Gn(θ̂n) ≤ 2Λ(Gn)||θ̂0n − θ̂n||2
α(t+ 1)2

, θ̂0n ∈ int(Θ).

4.2. Blockwise proximal alternating minimization. In order to take into account
the multiple-penalties structure of our problem, we also consider a (non-accelerated)
block coordinate descent approach, i.e. we update one block of parameters at each
step. The main point is to consider the approximations of our cost function by means
of the standard proximal linearization (see (2.2)) of each subproblem and alternating
minimization on each block θi ∈ Θi, i = 1, ...,m, by the proximal maps. This scheme is
known in the literature as Proximal Alternating Linearized Minimization (PALM) and
it has been introduce in [8].

For the sake of simplicity, in what follows we set G(θ) := Gn(θ;q), θ̌t := θ̌tn(λ) and drop
the subscript n. Let us generate a sequence of estimates {θ̌t : t = 1, 2, ...} as follows. Let
L be a KL function (see Appendix for the definition) and qi ∈ (0, 1] ∩Q, i = 1, 2, ...,m.

Algorithm 2 Pathwise PALM algorithm

1. Fix λ > 0, some initial values θ̌0(λ) ∈ int(Θ).
2. At step t = 1, 2, ..., cycling through the block components of θ = (θ1, . . . , θm)⊤

(block proximal gradient) update the i−th block as

θ̌i,t = proxλsi∥·∥qi
qi,w

i
(θ̌i,t−1 − si∇iL(θ̌1,t, ..., θ̌i−1,t, θ̌i,t−1, ..., θ̌m,t−1)(4.11)

= Tqi
λsiwi

(
θ̌i,t−1 − si∇iL

(
θ̌1,t, ..., θ̌i−1,t, θ̌i,t−1, ..., θ̌m,t−1

))
with step size si = αi/Li(L) with 0 < αi < 1.

3. Repeat the previous steps over a grid of λ values to get the full path of the
coefficient estimates.

As observed for Algorithm 1, it is not hard to prove (4.11). Note that in this case
constant step sizes are used but, as noted in [34], it is possible to implement backtracking
rules also in the block coordinate case.

Algorithm 2 has two fine properties: 1) for the updates (4.11) the statement (4.9)
fulfills; i.e. the bounded sequence {θ̌t : t = 1, 2, ...} is convergent to some accumula-
tion/critical points; 2) if we chose a starting point quite close to the bridge-type esti-
mate θ̌n, then {θ̌t : t = 1, 2, ...} tends to θ̌n (see Theorem 2.12 in [3] for the a detailed
statement).

The adaptive norms ∥ · ∥qi
qi,wi are semi-algebraic functions (see Appendix) and then

Gn is a KL function. We observe that ∥ · ∥qi
qi,wi are bounded level sets and then the

updates sequence {θ̌t : t = 1, 2, ...} is bounded. Since it is easy to check that Gn satisfies
Assumption 1-2 in [8] (see also Remark 3 in the cited paper), the property 1) follows from
Theorem 1 in [8]. The property 2) is a consequence of Lemma 3-4 in [8] and Theorem
2.12 in [3].
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Remark 4.2. Clearly, a fine example is given again by Ln(θ) = 1
2(θ − θ̃n)⊤Gn(θ − θ̃n).

In this case, the i-th block is updated with

θ̂i,t = Tqi
λsiwi

(
θ̂i,t−1 − siGi

(
(θ̂1,t, ..., θ̂i−1,t, θ̂i,t−1, ..., θ̂m,t−1)⊤ − θ̃n

))
.(4.12)

Moreover, 1
2(θ−θ̃n)⊤Gn(θ−θ̃n) is a semi-algebraic function (see the discussion in Appen-

dix) and then Gn is semi-algebraic as well. Therefore, the convergence results following
Remark 6 in [8], hold true.

5. Path consistency

Define λmax as the smallest penalization value such that the null vector is a stationary
point for (3.2). From result (4.9), we derive that a sufficient condition for this to happen

is that the null-vector is a fixed point of the threshold updates T
q
λsw. So we define

(5.1) λmax := sup
s

inf{λ > 0 : T
q
λsw(0) = 0},

with 0 ∈ Rp, where s is suitably bounded, e.g. s < 1/L(Ln).
For the bridge-type estimator obtained by means of the least squares approximation,

we replace T
q
λsw with T̃q

λsw.

Remark 5.1. The sequence of λ values should start with the smallest λmax such that all
the parameter as estimated as zero and proceed backwards, using the previous estimate as
starting point. This allows for greater efficiency in practice (see, e.g., Chapter 5, [20].)

Proposition 1. For Algorithm 1 , if 0 < qi < 1, i = 1, 2, ...,m,

(5.2) λmax = max
1≤i≤m
1≤j≤pi

(wi
j)

−1(|∇ijLn(0)|/cqi)2−qiL(Ln)qi−1.

For Algorithm 1-2 with LASSO-type penalty (qi = 1), we get

(5.3) λmax = ∥W−1
n ∇Ln(0)∥∞,

where Wn is the diagonal matrix containing the weights wn = (w1
n, ...,w

m
n )⊤ on the main

diagonal.

Proof. In the LASSO-type case it is possible to directly manipulate subdifferentials. In
fact, in order for θ = 0 to be a solution (dropping the subscript n), it is required that

0 ∈ ∇ijL(0) + λwi
jsij ⇔

1

wi
j

∇ijL(0) ∈ [−λ, λ] ∀i, j.

For qi < 1 we can proceed as follows. Note that the threshold value in (2.6) can be
rewritten as

(5.4) tq,λ = λ
1

2−q cq, cq = [2(1 − q)]
1

2−q

(
1 +

q

2(1 − q)

)
In order for a solution obtained by updates of the form (4.2) to remain null it suffices
that

T
q
λsw(0) = 0 ⇔ |s∇ijL(0)| ≤ cqi(w

i
jsλ)

1
2−qi ,
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⇔ λ ≥
(
c−1
qi |∇ijL(0)|

)2−qi s
1−qi

wi
j

,(5.5)

∀ 1 ≤ i ≤ m, 1 ≤ j ≤ pi. Since s < 1/L(L), inequalities (5.5) are satisfied by (5.2).
□

Remark 5.2. For block-wise type Algoritm 2, one can replace the global Lipschitz con-
stant with the minimum of the partial Lipschitz constants. Note that (5.3) can be seen
as a special case of (5.2) for the quadratic loss case, in the limit as qi → 1−.

Lemma 1. Under the assumptions

(5.6) Dn := AnGnAn
p−→ D,

where D is a p× p positive definite symmetric random matrix

(5.7) ainr
i
n = Op(1),

with ain = max{wi
j , j ≤ p0i }, i = 1, ...,m, for the bridge-type estimator θ̂n, λ

(n)
max → ∞ in

probability, as the sample size n→ ∞; i.e. P (λ
(n)
max > M) → 1, for any M > 0.

We include here the superscript n to highlight the dependence of the maximal λ on
the sample size.

Proof. In this case

λ(n)max = max
1≤i≤m
1≤j≤pi

cqi−2
qi

|Gij θ̃|2−qi

wi
j

∥G∥qi−1

and note that G, θ̃,w depend on n. Let ln = mini r
i
n. First note that, for every n

∥G∥ = max
∥v∥=1

v⊤Gv = max
∥v∥=1

(A−1
n v)⊤Dn(A−1

n v) ≤ l−2
n ∥Dn∥

and ∥Dn∥ = Op(1) for the condition (5.6).
Denote with ℓ = ℓ(h, k) the index in {1, . . . , p} corresponding to group h, position k.

Also denote with ν the index (depending on n) of the smallest rate, i.e. rνn = ln.
So, for j ≤ pi0, for any i and n

1

wi
j

|Gijθ
0|2−qi∥G∥qi−1 =

1

wi
j

∣∣∣∣∣
m∑

h=1

ph∑
k=1

(Gij)ℓ(h,k) θ
0
ℓ(h,k)

∣∣∣∣∣
2−qi

∥G∥qi−1

(5.8)

=
1

wi
j(r

i
n)2−qi

∣∣∣∣∣
m∑

h=1

ph∑
k=1

(Dn
i,j)ℓ

θ0ℓ
rhn

∣∣∣∣∣
2−qi

∥G∥qi−1

=
1

wi
j(r

i
n)2−qi

∣∣∣∣∣∣
pν∑

k′=1

(Dn
i,j)ℓ(ν,k′) θ

0
ℓ(ν,k′) +

m∑
h=1,h̸=ν

ph∑
k=1

(Dn
i,j)ℓ(h,k) θ

0
ℓ(h,k)

ln
rhn

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2−qi

∥G∥qi−1

l2−qi
n

≥ 1

ain(rin)2−qi

∣∣∣∣∣∣
pν∑

k′=1

(Dn
i,j)ℓ(ν,k′) θ

0
ℓ(ν,k′) +

m∑
h=1,h̸=ν

ph∑
k=1

(Dn
i,j)ℓ(h,k) θ

0
ℓ(h,k)

ln
rhn

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2−qi

l−qi
n ∥Dn∥qi−1
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=: Unl
−qi
n (rin)qi−1 → ∞, n→ ∞,

where ain = max{wi
j , j ≤ p0i }. By assumptions (5.6) and (5.7), the terms in the absolute

value are Op(1) as well as ∥Dn∥, since each (Dn
i,j)ℓ converges in probability and 0 ≤

ln ≤ rhn (implying that the ratios ln/r
h
n are bounded). Overall Un = Op(1) and, since

rin, ln → 0, (5.8) is unbounded.
Therefore

λ(n)max = max
1≤i≤m
1≤j≤pi

cqi−2
qi

|Gij θ̃|2−qi

wi
j

∥G∥qi−1 ≥ max
1≤i≤m
1≤j≤p0i

cqi−2
qi

|Gij θ̃|2−qi

wi
j

∥G∥qi−1(5.9)

where the constants cqi do not depend on n. For each term on the RHS, by convexity
of x 7→ x2−qi we can write

1

wi
j

|Gij θ̃|2−qi∥G∥qi−1 =
1

wi
j

[
|Gij θ̃|2−qi − |Gijθ0|2−qi + |Gijθ0|2−qi

]
∥G∥qi−1(5.10)

≥ 1

wi
j

[
(|Gij θ̃| − |Gijθ0|)(2 − qi)|Gijθ0|1−qi + |Gijθ0|2−qi

]
∥G∥qi−1

≥ 1

wi
j

[
−|Gij(θ̃ − θ0)|(2 − qi)|Gijθ0|1−qi + |Gijθ0|2−qi

]
∥G∥qi−1

=
1

wi
j

[
−|rinGijAnA

−1
n (θ̃ − θ0)|(2 − qi)

1

rin|Gijθ0|
+ 1

]
|Gijθ0|2−qi∥G∥qi−1 → ∞

where the conclusion follows from (5.8) and the fact that A−1
n (θ̃−θ0) = Op(1), rinGijAn =

Op(1) element-wise, while

rin|Gijθ0| =
∑
h,k

(Dn
i,j)ℓ

θ0ℓ
rhn

→ ∞

making the terms into square brackets an Op(1). The proof in the lasso can be performed
by adapting the steps above. □

The fact that the solution path is identically null from some point on seems in contra-
diction with the consistency property of the estimators. The following theorem addresses
the issue of path consistency.

Theorem 1 (Path consistency). Under the assumptions (3.1), (5.6) and (5.7), for the

bridge-type estimator θ̂n, as n → ∞, the path estimates {θ̂n(λ) : λ > 0} produced either
by

(i) any algorithm in the case with qi = 1∀i; (LASSO-type)
or

(ii) the block-wise Algorithm 2, for 0 < qi < 1, if the starting point is quite close to θ̂n
(see Theorem 2.12 in [3]);

are pointwise consistent with respect to λ, i.e.

A−1
n (θ̂n(λ) − θ0)1{λ(n)

max>λ} = Op(1), n→ ∞, ∀λ > 0.

Under additional technical assumptions as in [16], the updates at point (i) and (ii) satisfy
the oracle properties of variable selection and asymptotic normality.
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Proof. (i) In the LASSO case the stationary point coincides with the global minimum.

For any fixed λ > 0, by Lemma 1 and recalling that θ̂n satisfies the selection consistency
property, it is not hard ti prove that for any ε > 0

P (An,ε) := P ({λ(n)max > λ} ∩ {|θ̂n(λ) − θ0| ≤ ε}) −→ 1,

implying that the path is not identically null at such λ. Then the consistency follows.
(ii) In the bridge case the argument is analogous, where (local) convergence to a global

minimum is guaranteed under the same conditions discussed for PALM Algorithm.
□

Remark 5.3. If we consider each coordinate as a single block in a PALM-type algorithm,
update (4.12) takes the form

(5.11) θ̂i,tj = Tqi
λsijw

i
j

(
θ̂i,t−1
j − sijGij

(
(θ̂1,t, ..., θ̂i,tj−1, θ̂

i,t−1
j , ..., θ̂m,t−1)⊤ − θ̃

))
valid for step-sizes sij < α/gℓℓ, gℓℓ being the Lipschitz constant of the one-dimensional
block. We refer to this algorithm as the bridge version of the coordinate descent algo-
rithm.

We close this section with a comparison between LASSO and Bridge-type solution
paths. Figure 2 shows typical sample paths outcome of Algorithm 1 and those arising
in the LASSO case. The effect of the discontinuity of the T q operators on the Bridge
paths is apparent. The following sections discuss detailed comparisons of the techniques
in terms of estimation performance.

6. Applications to Generalized Linear Models

6.1. Penalized GLMs. Estimator (3.5) can be applied to penalize likelihood functions
arising from generalized linear models (GLMs). For instance, it is well known that for
an exponential family of distributions with natural parameter θ ∈ Θ ⊂ Rp

(6.1) f(x; θ) = exp


p∑

j=1

θjTj(x) − ψ(θ)

h(x)

the natural parameter space Θ is convex ([28], Lemma 2.7.1) and, as an immediate
consequence, the density is log-concave. This means that the theoretical results regarding
estimator (3.5) hold, considering as the loss function Ln the negative log-likelihood

(6.2) Hn(θ; q) :=
n∑

i=1

ℓi(θ) + λ∥θ∥qq,wn
,

where ℓi(θ) = − log f(xi; θ). Note that in this case, we consider only one parameter
group since there is a unique rate of convergence.

We would like to stress the fact that the problem of finding estimators based on
(6.2) has been considered several times in the statistical literature (e.g. [48], [21] and
[19] for regression problems). Nevertheless in all cases due to difficulties caused by
the non-convexity of the problem, the solution is computed in terms of some convex
approximation. Our work shows that by exploiting non-convex analysis results the exact
solution of the bridge estimator can be computed. Moreover the solution retains the



PATHWISE OPTIMIZATION FOR BRIDGE-TYPE ESTIMATORS AND ITS APPLICATIONS 17

0.0 0.25 0.5 0.75 1.0

log λ/ log λmax

(a) Sample path of the estimates for the LASSO estimator

0.0 0.25 0.5 0.75 1.0

log λ/ log λmax

(b) Sample path of the estimates of Algorithm 1

Figure 2. Comparison between LASSO and Bridge path.

particular features of the estimator, which are variable selection combined with non-
continuous estimation path and penalization vanishing for large values of lambda.
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In particular in [48] the one-step LLA estimator is introduced, derived as

(6.3) arg min


n∑

i=1

ℓi(θ) +

p∑
j=1

p′λ(|θ̃j |)|θj |


where θ̃ denotes an initial (unpenalized) estimator for θ and p′λ is the derivative of
a penalty function pλ. In the context of bridge estimation the penalty term in (6.3)
becomes

(6.4) p′λ(|θ̃j |)|θj | ∝
1

|θ̃j |1−q
|θj |

meaning that the proposed estimator is in fact equivalent to a weighted lasso estimator
(e.g. compare with the choice of the weights (7.3)). Note also that in [48] a quadratic
approximation of the log-likelihood is further considered, making the LLA one step
estimator a particular case of the bridge-type estimator with weights given by (6.4). In
the case of regression problems with othonormal designs, the ”linear” approximation of
the bridge penalty is capable of retaining the property of the vanishing penalization for
large coefficients (for an illustration see Figure 2 in [48]). Specifically in this case, it is
well known that the lasso solution is the soft-thresholding operator applied to the least
squares estimator, incorporating the weights, θ̂ = Sqλ/|θ̃j |1−q(|θ̃j |). Note that the weights

and the input are inversely related, causing the ”vanishing penalization” effect.
However, for general quadratic approximation problems, it is not guaranteed that the

penalization will vanish for large inputs, since the iterative updates of the form (4.3),
for example, are based on weights which are now ”fixed” with respect to the input of
the operator.

6.2. Simulation study. Consider the linear regression model

y = Xθ0 + ϵ

where yi ∈ Rn, X ∈ Rn×p, θ0 ∈ Rp and ϵi ∼ N(0, σ2) are i.i.d. random variables.
The goal is to compare the predictive performance of the bridge estimator

θ̂q = arg min
θ

{
||y −Xθ||22 + λ||θ||qq

}
,

its one step LLA approximation as in (6.4), denoted with θ̂qL, and the classic lasso

estimator θ̂1.
We consider a high-dimensional setting with p = 500. Roughly 2/3 of the components

of θ0 are equal to zero (specifically 346), the others are positive or negative numbers in
the range [-10, 10]. Following the same scheme as in [47], columns xi and xj of X have

correlation 0.5|i−j|. We set σ = 10.
The models are fitted by applying Algorithm 1 using n = 1000 training points. The

optimal λ value is chosen by cross-validation and the prediction error is measured on
1000 test points. LLA and LASSO solution were computed using existing R libraries,
grpreg and glmnet respectively.

The results are summarized in Table 1, showing that Bridge estimator can achieve a
better performance in this context. In Figure 3 we show the test error as a function of
the normalized penalization parameter. In particular we see that Bridge can achieve a
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Bridge LLA LASSO
Test MSE 25.85 26.01 26.9

Table 1. Test error comparison for bridge, one step LLA and LASSO
estimators.
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Figure 3. Comparison of test errors as a function of normalized penal-
ization parameter λ/λmax for bridge (solid line), LLA (dashed), LASSO
(dotted). Figure B is a zoom of Figure A around the minimum of the
curves.

lower test error for suitable values of the tuning parameter, at the cost of a more rapid
increase in bias as the penalization parameter increases.

7. Application to Stochastic Differential Equations

7.1. Ergodic diffusions. Let (Ω,F ,F = (Ft)t≥0, P ) be a filtered complete probability
space. Let us consider a d-dimensional solution process X := (Xt)t≥0 to the following
stochastic differential equation (SDE)

(7.1) dXt = b(Xt, α)dt+ σ(Xt, β)dWt, X0 = x0,

where x0 is a deterministic initial point, b : Rd × Θα → Rd and σ : Rd × Θβ → Rd ⊗ Rr

are Borel known functions (up to unknown parameter vectors α and β) and (Wt)t≥0 is a
r-dimensional standard Ft-Brownian motion. Let θ := (α, β) ∈ Θ := Θα × Θβ ⊂ Rp1+p2

and denote by θ0 := (α0, β0) the true value of θ. As discussed in the Introduction,
assume that θ0 has a sparse representation.

The process X is sampled at n+ 1 equidistant discrete times tni , such that tni − tni−1 =
∆n for i = 1, ..., n, (with tn0 = 0). Therefore the data are observations Xn := (Xtni

)0≤i≤n.
We consider a high-frequency sampling scheme, i.e with the following asymptotics as
n → ∞: n∆n −→ ∞, ∆n −→ 0 and n∆p

n −→ 0 for some p ≥ 2, and there exists
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ϵ ∈ (0, (p − 1)/p) such that nϵ ≤ n∆n for large n. A widely used loss function in this
context, for p = 2, is the negative quasi-log-likelihood function

ℓn(Xn, θ) :=
1

2

n∑
i=1

{
log det(Σ(Xtni−1

, β))

+
1

∆n
(∆iX − ∆nb(Xtni−1

, α))⊤Σ−1(Xtni−1
, β)(∆iX − ∆nb(Xtni−1

, α))

}
.(7.2)

with Σ(x, β) := σσ⊤(x, β) and ∆iX := Xtni
− Xtni−1

, leading to the quasi-likelihood
estimator

θ̃n = (α̃n, β̃n) ∈ arg min
Θ
ℓn(Xn, θ).

Under mild regularity conditions, for instance the functions b and σ are smooth, Σ is
invertible and X is an ergodic diffusion, the quasi likelihood estimator has the following
asymptotic properties (see e.g. [25] or [45]):

(i) α̃n is
√
n∆n-consistent while β̃n is

√
n-consistent; i.e. (

√
n∆n(α̃n−α0),

√
n(β̃n−

β0))
⊤ = Op(1);

(ii) θ̃n is asymptotically normal; i.e

(
√
n∆n(α̃n − α0),

√
n(β̃n − β0))

⊤ d−→ Np1+p2(0, diag((Γ11)−1, (Γ22)−1)),

where Γ11 and Γ22 are the components of the Fisher information matrix of the diffusion.
From (i) and (ii) emerge that the estimator θ̃n exhibits a mixed-rates asymptotic

regime with two different rates,
√
n∆n and

√
n, for the two groups of parameters α and

β.
The bridge-type estimator (3.5) can be implemented by setting Ln(θ) := 1

2(θ −
θ̃n)⊤Gn(θ− θ̃n), and Gn = ℓ̈n(Xn, θ) (the Hessian matrix). We consider adaptive weights
of the form

w1
n,j =

w1
n,0

|α̃n,j |δ1
, w2

n,k =
w2
n,0

|β̃n,k|δ2
j = 1, , . . . , p1, k = 1, . . . , p2,(7.3)

where the exponents δ1 and δ2 are such that δi > 1 − qi, 1, 2 and wi
n,0 have suitable

asymptotics (constants will do for δi > 2 − qi). In this setting the oracle properties of
the regularized estimator (3.5) hold by setting An = diag(1/(

√
n∆n)Ip1 , 1/

√
nIp2). See

[16] for details.
It is worth mentioning that in literature appeared different estimators for ergodic

diffusions satisfying the asymptotic properties (i) and (ii), for instance the quasi-Bayesian
estimator or the hybrid multistep estimator ([40], [41], [24]).

7.2. Simulation study. Consider a multivariate diffusion process X = (X1, . . . Xd)⊤ =
(Xt)t≥0 ∈ Rd driven by the SDE

(7.4) dXt = AXtdt+B dWt
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Figure 4. A simulated sample path of the solution to (7.4)

where A = (αi,j : i, j = 1, . . . d) and B = (βi,j : i, j = 1, . . . d) are parameter matrices
assumed to be positive definite. In our case d = 4 and the true parameter matrices are

(7.5) A =


4 −1.8 0 0
0 4 −1.8 0
0 0 4 −1.8
0 0 0 4

 B =


4 0 0 0
0 4 0 0
0 0 4 0
0 0 0 4


In this case the process components are not independent because of the dependence

in the drift term. However the correlation between the components can be ascribed to
a specific “causality” structure in the sense of Granger ([16] and references therein for
details): e.g. it is clear that X4 is not caused by the other components whereas it causes
X3.

Therefore the goal of this study is to show how the estimator (3.5) with Ln(θ) := 1
2(θ−

θ̃n)⊤Gn(θ − θ̃n) and Gn = ℓ̈n(Xn, θ), is able to highlight the true dependency structure
between the observed random signals by starting with “full” parameter matrices and by
setting to zero the parameters corresponding to non-existing relations.

In order for the model to be identifiable the matrix B is restricted to be upper trian-
gular, so the parameters βi,j , i < j are set to zero and are not to be estimated. Moreover
to enforce positive definiteness the diagonal elements A and B are restricted to be posi-
tive2. So the parameter space Θ ⊂ R26 is the cartesian product of intervals either of the
form [−50, 50] or [0, 50] for diagonal elements.

Discretely sampled data from model (7.4) are simulated from the true model. We
consider the cases n = 1000 and n = 10000, corresponding to ∆n = 0.015, T = 15,
∆n = 0.003, T = 30 respectively, where n denotes the length of the sampled series, ∆n

the time interval between subsequent observations and T is observation horizon.

2For A this is only a necessary condition. A further check is made during the optimization process to
return a high objective function value if the condition is not met, and the optimization is repeated with
a new random starting point until an admissible solution is found.
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The initial estimator θ̃n := (α̃n, β̃n) is derived by optimizing (7.2). The penalized
estimator (3.5) is obtained by setting

(7.6) w1
n,j =

1

|α̃n,j |4
, w2

n,k =
1

|β̃n,k|4
j = 1, , . . . , p1, k = 1, . . . , p2.

and for the Bridge estimator we set q1 = q2 = 1/2.

We estimate the overall relative mean square error MSEθ0 = E∥θ̂ − θ0∥2/∥θ0∥2 and
the model selection probability P0, i.e. the probability of estimating exactly as zero all
of the zero parameters and only those. Since the oracle properties are asymptotic results
for finite samples a small margin of error in model selection can be expected. Thus we
report the estimates for approximate P0, given by the probability of correctly identifying
the true relations with at most one zero parameter not estimated as zero or vice versa.
The results of the simulation study are shown in Table 2. The column corresponding to
λ̃opt shows the best performance achieved along the path. In all cases λ̃opt ≈ 0.5. We
can draw the following conclusions:

• Adaptive penalized techniques can improve convergence of the estimates in a
mean square error sense for mild penalization values with respect to the initial
QML estimates. Larger penalization values, closer to λmax, will cause the per-
formance to deteriorate instead, since the estimates are heavily shrunk to zero.

• Penalized techniques with n = 10000 reach a high probability of correctly identify
the true model. The best accuracy achieved is around 59 % for both methods. If
we allow for a small margin of error (at most one parameter not set to zero or vice
versa), we obtain an approximate model selection probability higher than 96%.
Note that for smaller penalization Bridge selection probability is much higher
than the lasso. Bridge selection shows a generally higher selection probability for
almost all penalization values, as shown in Figure 5, while at the peak value where
they tend to coincide, also for n = 1000. This suggests that Bridge estimator is
able to speed-up the convergence of the estimator for smaller sample sizes and is
more robust to the choice of the tuning parameter. This is useful in real-world
applications where the tuning parameter has to be chosen using some validation
technique: a sub-optimal choice of λ will impact less bridge estimates.

• Algorithms efficiency. Figure 6 shows a comparison of the average number of
iteration required by Algorithms 1 and 3, for both bridge and LASSO variants.
The block variant is implemented by considering the drift and diffusion parame-
ters as blocks, i.e. (θ1, θ2) = (α, β). We also compare these algorithms with the
coordinate descent, which is based on univariate updates of the parameter vector
(see [39]), and is commonly used in statistical applications ([20], chapter 5). The
coordinate descent for bridge is meant in the sense of block-wise algorithm with
one block parameters, as in Remark 5.3. The fastest algorithm is the accelerated
GD as could be expected. Interestingly enough the block-wise algorithm can
achieve a similar performance, even if not accelerated. The results suggest that
taking into account the block structure of the problem lead to an improvement
in computation time by a factor of 3̃ with respect to coordinate-wise algorithms.
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Figure 5. Model selection proportions for n = 103 as a function of the
normalized penalization parameter.
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Figure 6. Comparison between algorithms APGD (Alg.1), PALM (Alg.
3), CD (Coordinate Descent) for lasso (dashed) and bridge (solid line):
number of iterations as a function of the normalized penalization param-
eter. In CD in the bridge case is meant to be (Alg.3) with one-parameter
blocks (n = 104).
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QMLE LASSO Bridge

λ̃ = 0.25 λ̃ = λ̃opt λ̃ = 0.7 λ̃ = 0.25 λ̃ = λ̃opt λ̃ = 0.7

MSEθ0

n = 1000 0.072 0.058 0.052 0.085 0.058 0.051 0.074

n = 10000 0.035 0.023 0.029 0.093 0.023 0.027 0.075

P0
n = 1000 - 0.025 0.271 0.033 0.065 0.278 0.034

n = 10000 - 0.168 0.590 0.019 0.323 0.598 0.021

appr. P0
n = 1000 - 0.145 0.765 0.237 0.294 0.775 0.249

n = 10000 - 0.519 0.962 0.183 0.730 0.963 0.199

Table 2. Numerical results.

Appendix

Let us recall few definitions concerning subdifferential calculus and variational analysis
for nonconvex and nonsmooth functions (see, e.g., [36]). A function f : Rn → (−∞,∞]
is said to be proper if dom f ̸= ∅, where dom f = {x ∈ Rn : f(x) < +∞} . Furthermore,
h is lower semicontinuous at point x0 if lim infx→x0 f(x) ≥ f(x0). Furthermore f is
coercive if it is bounded from below and f(x) → ∞ when ||x|| → ∞, where || · || stands
for the euclidean norm.

A function f : Rn → R is of type C1,1; i.e. continuously differentiable with Lipschitz
continuous gradient, if

||∇f(x) −∇f(y)|| ≤ L(f)||x− y||, ∀x, y ∈ Rn,

where L(f) > 0 is the global Lipschitz constant of ∇f.
Now, we introduce the subdifferential for a function. This mathematical tool plays a

crucial role in our analysis.

Definition 2 (Subdifferential). Let f : Rn → (−∞,∞] be a proper and lower semicon-
tinuous function.

(i) The Frechét subdifferential of f at x ∈dom f , written ∂̂f(x), is defined as follows

∂̂f(x) :=

{
u ∈ Rn : lim

y ̸=x
inf
y→x

f(y) − f(x) − u⊤(y − x)

||y − x|| ≥ 0

}
.

When x /∈dom f , we set ∂̂f(x) = ∅.
(ii) The limiting-subdifferential, or simply the subdifferential, of f at x ∈ Rn, written

∂f(x), is defined as follows

∂f(x) := {u ∈ Rn : ∃xk → x, f(xk) → f(x), and ∂̂f(xk) ∋ uk → u as k → ∞}.
(iii) x ∈ Rn is called critical point if 0 ∈ ∂f(x).

The well known Fermat’s rule remains unchanged; that is if x ∈ Rn is a local minimizer
of f then 0 ∈ ∂f(x) (see Theorem 10.1 in [36]).

If f : Rn → (−∞,∞] is a proper and convex function, as particular case we obtain the
definition of subdifferential for a convex function (see [6] and Proposition 8.12 in [36]);
i.e. for any x ∈ dom f

∂f(x) = {u ∈ Rn : f(y) ≥ f(x) + u⊤(y − x),∀y} = ∂̂f(x).

When f is also differential at x, u ∈ ∂f(x) coincides with ∇f(x).
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Now, we recall the essentials issues about the Kurdyka– Lojasiewicz (KL) property
(see [2] for more details) playing a crucial role in the nonconvex optimization theory.
These property guarantees the global convergence of the whole sequence generated by a
nonconvex algorithms to a critical point (see, e.g, [2], [8] and [29]).

Let Φη, η ∈ (0,+∞], be the class of concave and continuous functions φ : [0, η) → R+

such that the following conditions fulfill: 1) φ(0) = 0; 2) φ ∈ C1((0, η)) and φ is
continuous in 0; 3) φ′(s) > 0 for all s ∈ (0, η).

Definition 3 (Kurdyka– Lojasiewicz property; see [2]). Let f : Rn → (−∞,∞] be a
proper lower semicontinuous function. Then f is said to have the KL property if for any
ū ∈dom ∂f := {u ∈ Rn : ∂f(u) ̸= ∅} there exists η ∈ (0,+∞], a neighborhood U of ū
and a function φ ∈ Φη such that for all u ∈ U ∩ {u ∈ Rn : f(ū) < f(u) < f(ū+ η)} the
following inequality holds

φ′(f(u) − f(ū))dist(0, ∂f(u)) ≥ 1.

The KL property is not so restrictive. Several functions appearing in the optimiza-
tion problems, such as semi-algebraic functions are KL functions (see [2] and [8] for a
formal definition of semi-algebraic function and its property). Typical semi-algebraic
functions include real polynomial functions, finite sums/product and compositions of
semi-algebraic functions, ||x||0, ||x||p, with p > 0 and rational.
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