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Abstract

Recent research has studied the role of sparsity in highrdiroeal regression and
signal reconstruction, establishing theoretical limitsrecovering sparse models from
sparse data. This line of work shows tliatregularized least squares regression can
accurately estimate a sparse linear model fromoisy examples ip dimensions, even

if pis much larger tham. In this paper we study a variant of this problem where the
originaln input variables are compressed by a random linear transtimtom < n
examples inp dimensions, and establish conditions under which a spaesarimodel
can be successfully recovered from the compressed dataimfanyr motivation for
this compression procedure is to anonymize the data anémpeeprivacy by reveal-
ing little information about the original data. We charaize the number of random
projections that are required fég-regularized compressed regression to identify the
nonzero coefficients in the true model with probability ayggmhing one, a property
called “sparsistence.” In addition, we show tligtregularized compressed regression
asymptotically predicts as well as an oracle linear modeltagerty called “persis-
tence.” Finally, we characterize the privacy propertieshef compression procedure
in information-theoretic terms, establishing upper baiod the mutual information
between the compressed and uncompressed data that deeag.to z
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. INTRODUCTION

Two issues facing the use of statistical learning methodspiplications arescale and privacy.
Scale is an issue in storing, manipulating and analyzingemely large, high dimensional data.
Privacy is, increasingly, a concern whenever large amooint®nfidential data are manipulated
within an organization. It is often important to allow resgieers to analyze data without compro-
mising the privacy of customers or leaking confidential infation outside the organization. In
this paper we show that sparse regression for high dimeailsitata can be carried out directly on
a compressed form of the data, in a manner that can be showratd grivacy in an information
theoretic sense.

The approach we develop here compresses the data by a ramg@mndr affine transformation,
reducing the number of data records exponentially, whigs@rving the number of original input
variables. These compressed data can then be made avélastatistical analyses; we focus on
the problem of sparse linear regression for high dimensidaia. Informally, our theory ensures
that the relevant predictors can be learned from the corapdedata as well as they could be from
the original uncompressed data. Moreover, the actual giieds based on new examples are as
accurate as they would be had the original data been madalzeaiHowever, the original data
are not recoverable from the compressed data, and the ceseprdata effectively reveal no more
information than would be revealed by a completely new samfst the same time, the inference
algorithms run faster and require fewer resources than thehrtlarger uncompressed data would
require. In fact, the original data need never be stored;tha be transformed “on the fly” as they
come in.

In more detail, the data are represented asgp matrix X. Each of thep columns is an attribute,
and each of tha rows is the vector of attributes for an individual record eTdata are compressed
by a random linear transformation

X > X = 0X (1.1)

where® is a randomm x n matrix withm <« n. It is also natural to consider a random affine
transformation

X 5 X = 0OX+A (1.2)

whereA is a randonm x p matrix. Such transformations have been called “matrix nmgskn the
privacy literature (Duncan and Pearson, 1991). The erafidsandA are taken to be independent
Gaussian random variables, but other distributions arsilples We think ofX as “public,” while

® andA are private and only needed at the time of compression. Herveven withA = 0 and®
known, recoveringl from X requires solving a highly under-determined linear systath@mes
with information theoretic privacy guarantees, as we destrate.
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In standard regression, a respoitse: Xp + ¢ € R" is associated with the input variables, where
¢ are independent, mean zero additive noise variables. Ipassed regression, we assume that
the response is also compressed, resulting in the transtbrespons¥ € R™ given by

Y Y = oY (1.3)
= OXpB + De (1.4)
= XB+¢ (1.5)

Note that under compression, the transformed noised®e is not independent across examples.

In the sparse setting, the parameter vegtar RP is sparse, with a relatively small numkeof
nonzero coefficients sugp) = {j By # O}. Two key tasks are to identify the relevant variables,
and to predict the responsge€ g for a new input vectox € RP. The method we focus on &-
regularized least squares, also known as the lasso (Tapshit996). The main contributions
of this paper are two technical results on the performandaisfestimator, and an information-
theoretic analysis of the privacy properties of the procedOur first result shows that the lasso is
sparsistentinder compression, meaning that the correct sparse sé¢edn¢variables is identified
asymptotically. Omitting details and technical assunmitor clarity, our result is the following.

Sparsistence (Theorem _314):If the number of compressed exampfhesatisfies

Con
Cis2lognps < m < | —— 1.6

and the regularization parametey satisfies

mA2
mn— 0 and —M > oo, (1.7)
log p

then the compressed lasso solution
~ 1 ~ -
= in—|Y — XBl5+ 4 1.8
Pm = arg n/}m 2m|| Blz2+ Amll Al (1.8)

includes the correct variables, asymptotically:

P (suppfm) = supdp)) — 1. (1.9)

Our second result shows that the lasspassistentunder compression. Roughly speaking, per-
sistencel(Greenshtein and Ritov, 2004) means that thegquoezeredicts well, as measured by the
predictive risk

R(8) =E (Y — XB)?, (1.10)

where nowX € RP is a new input vector and is the associated response. Persistence is a weaker
condition than sparsistency, and in particular does natrasshat the true model is linear.
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Persistence (Theoreni 4]1): Given a sequence of sets of estimatBfsn, the sequence of com-
pressed lasso estimators

Pom = argmin |Y — X85 (1.11)
IBl1<Lnm

is persistent with the oracle risk over uncompressed datarespect tdBn m, meaning that

R(am) — inf  R(f) —> 0, asn— oo. (1.12)
IAII1<Lnm

in casdog?(np) < m < n and the radius of théy ball satisfied n m = o (m/ log(np))Y/*.

Our third result analyzes the privacy properties of comgegdgegression. We consider the prob-
lem of recovering the uncompressed dtdrom the compressed daté = ®X + A. To pre-
serve privacy, the random matricésand A should remain private. However, even in the case
where A = 0 and® is known, ifm < min(n, p) the linear systenX = ®X is highly under-
determined. We evaluate privacy in information theoregrers by bounding the average mutual
information! (X; X)/np per matrix entry in the original data matrk, which can be viewed as a
communication rate. Bounding this mutual information isnrately connected with the problem
of computing the channel capacity of certain multiple-ante wireless communication systems
(Marzetta and Hochweld, 1999; Telatar, 1999).

Information Resistence (Propositions 5]1 an@ 5l2): The rate at which information aboitt is
revealed by the compressed d&taatisfies

o = SUD- O;;Ox) e (?) >0, (113)

where the supremum is over distributions on the originad dat

As summarized by these results, compressed regressiomastecpl procedure for sparse learning
in high dimensional data that has provably good properiiag basic technique has connectionsin
the privacy literature with matrix masking and other methgakt most of the existing work in this
direction has been heuristic and without theoretical gu&es; connections with this literature are
briefly reviewed in Section 2]C. Compressed regressionlsoih the ideas underlying compressed
sensing and sparse inference in high dimensional datazsteyghich have attracted a great deal
of recent interest in the statistics and signal processamgneunities; the connections with this
literature are reviewed in Section 2.B dnd2.A.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Se@iave review relevant work from

high dimensional statistical inference, compressed sgrand privacy. Sectionl 3 presents our
analysis of the sparsistency properties of the compresssd.| Our approach follows the methods
introduced by Wainwright (2006) in the uncompressed casxti@[4 proves that compressed
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regression is persistent. Sectidn 5 derives upper boundiseomutual information between the

compressed datX and the uncompressed daXa after identifying a correspondence with the
problem of computing channel capacity for a certain moded ofiultiple-antenna mobile com-

munication channel. Sectidn 6 includes the results of éxpetal simulations, showing that the
empirical performance of the compressed lasso is consigtiéim our theoretical analysis. We

evaluate the ability of the procedure to recover the relevanables (sparsistency) and to predict
well (persistence). The technical details of the proof drsistency are collected at the end of
the paper, in Sectidn 71.B. The paper concludes with a dismuss the results and directions for

future work in Sectiofl8.

Il. BACKGROUND AND RELATED WORK

In this section we briefly review relevant related work infnidimensional statistical inference,
compressed sensing, and privacy, to place our work in cantex

A. Sparse Regression

We adopt standard notation where a data ma{rbasp variables anch records; in a linear model
the respons¥ = XS + ¢ € R" is thus am-vector, and the noisg is independent and mean zero,
E(e) = 0. The usual estimator ¢f is the least squares estimator

B =XTX)"1XTy. 2.1)

However, this estimator has very large variance whpeis large, and is not even defined when
p > n. An estimator that has received much attention in the relimature is thelasso s,
(Tibshirani, 1996), defined as
1« i
o = argmin_—> (Y = X[ /)*+n > _1j] (2.2)
j=1

i=1
.1
= argmin_|[Y = XI5 + Znll Bll1, (23)

wherel, is a regularization parameter. The practical success apdriance of the lasso can be
attributed to the fact that in many casgds sparse, that is, it has few large components. For
example, data are often collected with many variables irhtpe that at least a few will be useful
for prediction. The result is that many covariates contediitle to the prediction ofr, although

it is not known in advance which variables are important. éd¢aevork has greatly clarified the
properties of the lasso estimator in the high dimensiortéhge

One of the most basic desirable properties of an estimatoorisisistency; an estimatg, is
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consistentn case 5
I Bn — Bll2— 0. (2.4)

Meinshausen and Yu (2006) have recently shown that the lassansistent in the high dimen-
sional setting. If the underlying model is sparse, a natygaimore demanding criterion is to ask
that the estimator correctly identify the relevant varésbl This may be useful for interpretation,
dimension reduction and prediction. For example, if anaffe procedure for high-dimensional
data can be used to identify the relevant variables in theaintiten these variables can be isolated
and their coefficients estimated by a separate proceduravtnks well for low-dimensional data.
An estimator issparsisteljﬂ if

P (supp(Bn) = suppp)) — 1, (2.5)

where supff) = {j : | # 0}. Asymptotically, a sparsistent estimator has nonzerofieoef
cients only for the true relevant variables. Sparsistenopfs for high dimensional problems
have appeared recently in a number of settings. MeinshamskeBuhlmann(2006) consider the
problem of estimating the graph underlying a sparse Gausggaphical model by showing spar-
sistency of the lasso with exponential rates of convergendbe probability of error. Zhao and [Yu
(2007) show sparsistency of the lasso under more genersé dastributions. Wainwright (2006)
characterizes the sparsistency properties of the lassbdwisg that there is a threshold sample
sizen(p, s) above which the relevant variables are identified, and b&bweh the relevant vari-
ables fail to be identified, where = ||f]lo is the number of relevant variables. More precisely,
Wainwright (2006) shows that wheX comes from a Gaussian ensemble, there exist fixed con-
stants O< 6y < 1 and 1< 6, < 400, wheret, = 6, = 1 when each row oK is chosen as an
independent Gaussian random veetoN (0, | px p), then for any > O, if

n> 2@,+v)slog(p—s)+s+1, (2.6)
then the lasso identifies the true variables with probataliproaching one. Conversely, if
n < 2@ —v)slog(p—s)+s+1, (2.7)

then the probability of recovering the true variables usirglasso approaches zero. These results
require certainncoherenceassumptions on the dabg; intuitively, it is required that an irrele-
vant variable cannot be too strongly correlated with theo§eglevant variables. This result and
Wainwright’s method of analysis are particularly relevamthe current paper; the details will be
described in the following section. In particular, we refethis result as the Gaussian Ensemble
result. However, it is important to point out that under coegsion, the noise = ®e¢ is not
independent. This prevents one from simply applying thesSiam Ensemble results to the com-
pressed case. Related work that studies information ttiediraits of sparsity recovery, where

1This terminology is due to Pradeep Ravikumar.



the particular estimator is not specified, includes (Waighir 2007; Donoho and Tanner, 2006).
Sparsistency in the classification setting, with expora¢ndites of convergence féi-regularized
logistic regression, is studied by Wainwright et al. (2007)

An alternative goal is accurate prediction. In high dimensiit is essential to regularize the model
in some fashion in order to control the variance of the edtimand attain good predictive risk.

Persistence for the lasso was first defined and studied byn&reen and Ritov (2004). Given a

sequence of sets of estimatds, the sequence of estimatgis € B, is calledpersistenin case

R(Bn) — int R(p) 5o, (2.8)

whereR(f) = E(Y — X' )2 is the prediction risk of a new pa{iX, Y). Thus, a sequence of

estimators is persistent if it asymptotically predicts adlvas the oracle within the class, which
minimizes the population risk; it can be achieved under wweaksumptions than are required for
sparsistence. In particular, persistence does not asdwrteue model is linear, and it does not
require strong incoherence assumptions on the data. Thksre$ the current paper show that
sparsistence and persistence are preserved under coropress

B. Compressed Sensing

Compressed regression has close connections to, and drawsition from, compressed sensing
(Donoho, 2006; Candes et al., 2006; Candes and Tao, 2C06)Ret al., 2007). However, in a
sense, our motivation here is the opposite to that of comsptesensing. While compressed sensing
of X allows a spars& to be reconstructed from a small number of random measutspoam goal

is to reconstruct a sparse functionXf Indeed, from the point of view of privacy, approximately
reconstructingX, which compressed sensing shows is possibleig sparse, should be viewed as
undesirable; we return to this point in Sectidn 5.

Several authors have considered variations on compressasihg for statistical signal processing
tasks|(Duarte et al., 2006; Davenport etial., 2006; Haudt,e2@06; Davenport et al., 2007). The

focus of this work is to consider certain hypothesis tespngpblems under sparse random mea-
surements, and a generalization to classification of a kigtamtwo or more classes. Here one

observesy = ®x, wherey € R™, x € R" and® is a known random measurement matrix. The
problem is to select between the hypotheses

Hi:ty=a(@s +eo), (2.9)

wheree € R" is additive Gaussian noise. Importantly, the setup explbie “universality” of the
matrix ®, which is not selected with knowledge®f The proof techniques use concentration prop-
erties of random projection, which underlie the celebrdaéadma of_ Johnson and Lindenstrauss
(1984). The compressed regression problem we introduceeaonsidered as a more challeng-
ing statistical inference task, where the problem is tocdétem an exponentially large set of linear
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models, each with a certain set of relevant variables wikkmawn parameters, or to predict as well
as the best linear model in some class. Moreover, a key ntiotivor compressed regression is
privacy; if privacy is not a concern, simple subsamplinghe tdata matrix could be an effective
compression procedure.

C. Privacy

Research on privacy in statistical data analysis has a |l@tgris, going back at least to Dalenius
(19774a); we refer to Duncan and Pearson (1991) for discassid further pointers into this lit-
erature. The compression method we employ has been caliéak maskingn the privacy lit-
erature. In the general method, thex p data matrixX is transformed by pre-multiplication,
post-multiplication, and addition into a new x g matrix

X = AXB+ C. (2.10)

The transformatiorA operates on data records for fixed covariates, and the tnanafionB op-
erates on covariates for a fixed record. The method encapdulathis transformation is quite
general, and allows the possibility of deleting recordppsassing subsets of variables, data swap-
ping, and including simulated data. In our use of matrix nragkwe transform the data by re-
placing each variable with a relatively small number of amdaverages of the instances of that
variable in the data. In other work, Sanil et al. (2004) cdesthe problem of privacy preserving
regression analysis in distributed data, where differantables appear in different databases but
it is of interest to integrate data across databases. Tleatraork of Ting et al.|(2007) considers
random orthogonal mappingé — RX = X whereR is a random rotation (rank), designed to
preserve the sufficient statistics of a multivariate Garssind therefore allow regression estima-
tion, for instance. This use of matrix masking does not stiaenformation theoretic guarantees
we present in Sectidd 5. We are not aware of previous worlathaltyzes the asymptotic properties
of a statistical estimator under matrix masking in the highehsional setting.

The work of Liu et al.|(2006) is closely related to the curneaper at a high level, in that it consid-
ers low rank random linear transformations of either the space or column space of the daa

Liu et al. (2006) note the Johnson-Lindenstrauss lemmagiwimplies that’, norms are approx-
imately preserved under random projection, and argue $teaily that data mining procedures
that exploit correlations or pairwise distances in the dat&h as principal components analysis
and clustering, are just as effective under random prajectiThe privacy analysis is restricted
to observing that recovering from X requires solving an under-determined linear system, and
arguing that this prevents the exact values from being ek

An information-theoretic quantification of privacy wastaulated by Agrawal and Aggarwal (2001).
Given a random variablX and a transformed variabl€, Agrawal and Aggarwal (2001) define



the conditional privacy loss of given X as
PX|X)=1— 271X (2.11)

which is simply a transformed measure of the mutual inforomalbetween the two random vari-
ables. In our work we identify privacy with the rate of infoatron communicated abot through
X under matrix masking, maximizing over all distributions ¥n We furthermore identify this
with the problem of computing, or bounding, the Shannon ciypaf a multi-antenna wireless
communication channel, as modeled by Telatar (1999) andéftarand Hochwald (1999).

Finally, it is important to mention the extensive and cutiyeactive line of work on cryptographic
approaches to privacy, which have come mainly from the #tezal computer science community.
For instance, Feigenbaum et al. (2006) develop a framewmrkdcure computation of approx-
imations; intuitively, a private approximation of a furmti f is an approximationf that does
not reveal information abow other than what can be deduced frdnx). [Indyk and Woodruff
(2006) consider the problem of computing private approxénmeearest neighbors in this setting.
Dwork (2006) revisits the notion of privacy formulated byl®aius (1977b), which intuitively de-
mands that nothing can be learned about an individual reacdlatabase that cannot be learned
without access to the database. An impossibility resuliviergwhich shows that, appropriately
formalized, this strong notion of privacy cannot be achievin alternative notion odlifferential
privacyis proposed, which allows the probability of a disclosurg@¥ate information to change
by only a small multiplicative factor, depending on whetbenot an individual participates in the
database. This line of work has recently been built upon bpiRwet al. (2007), with connections
to compressed sensing, showing that any method that giceisade answers to a large fraction of
randomly generated subset sum queries must violate privacy

[1l. COMPRESSEDREGRESSION ISSPARSISTENT

In the standard settings is an x p matrix,Y = XS + € is a vector of noisy observations under a
linear model, ang is considered to be a constant. In the high-dimensionahgeite allowp to
grow withn. The lasso refers to the following quadratic program:

(P1) minimize ||Y — XA||3 such that||g]l1 < L. (3.1)
In Lagrangian form, this becomes the optimization problem
.1
(Pp)  minimize 1Y = XBII3+ AnllBlla, (32)

where the scaling factor/2n is chosen by convention and convenience. For an appropghaiee
of the regularization parametér= A(Y, L), the solutions of these two problems coincide.
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In compressed regression we project each colipre R" of X to a subspace ah dimensions,
using anm x n random projection matri®. We shall assume that the entriesioére independent
Gaussian random variables:

®jj ~ N(,1/n). (3.3)

Let X = ® X be the compressed matrix of covariates, anf let @Y be the compressed response.
Our objective is to estimatg in order to determine the relevant variables, or to predadt.\Whe
compressed lasso is the optimization problemYet ®Xf + ®e = ®X + €:

~ L 1 -~ <
(P minimize ——IY = XI5+ AmllAl1, (3.4)
with Qm being the set of optimal solutions:

~ R
O = argmin oY — XI5+ AmllBl1. (3.5)
perp M

Thus, the transformed noiges no longer i.i.d., a fact that complicates the analysis ¢bnvenient
to formalize the model selection problem using the follagwdefinitions.

Definition 3.1. (Sign Consistency)A set of estimators,, is sign consistenwith the truep if
P (3pn € Qn S.t.5gMBn) = sgn(p)) — 1 asn — oo, (3.6)

where sgf) is given by

1 ifx>0
sgnx) =130 ifx=0 (3.7)
-1 ifx<0O.

As a shorthand, we use

€ (sgrpn) = sgr(p*)) = {3B € Qnsuch that sgip) = sgr(s*)) (3.8)
to denote the event that a sign consistent solution exists.
The lasso objective function is convex fh and strictly convex fop < n. Therefore the set of
solutions to the lasso and compressed |ds#) (8 convex: if and’ are two solutions, then by

convexity + p(B — J) is also a solution for any e [0, 1].

Definition 3.2. (Sparsistency)A set of estimatorS,, is sparsistentwith the truep if

P (3fn € Qn s.t. SUpifn) = suppB)) — 1 asn — oo, (3.9)
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Clearly, if a set of estimators is sign consistent then ip@rsistent. Although sparsistency is the
primary goal in selecting the correct variables, our analgstablishes conditions for the slightly
stronger property of sign consistency.

All recent work establishing results on sparsity recovesguanes some form agicoherence condi-
tion on the data matriX. Such a condition ensures that the irrelevant variablesa@rmo strongly
correlated with the relevant variables. Intuitively, vattt such a condition the lasso may be sub-
ject to false positives and negatives, where an relevardblaris replaced by a highly correlated
relevant variable. To formulate such a condition, it is cment to introduce an additional piece
of notation. LetS = {j : B; # 0} be the set of relevant variables and &t= {1,...,p} \ S

be the set of irrelevant variables. Th&r, and X< denote the corresponding sets of columns of
the matrixX. We will impose the following incoherence condition; reldtconditions are used by
Donoho et al.[(2006) and Tropp (2004) in a deterministidrsgitt

Definition 3.3. (SIncoherence)Let X be am x p matrix and letS C {1, ..., p} be nonempty.
We say thaiX is S-incoherentn case

|EX&EXs| + [ 3XEXs— g, < 1—1#, for somey e (0,1], (3.10)
where|| Allsoc = max Z}O:l |Aij| denotes the matrixo-norm.

Although it is not explicitly required, we only apply thisfd@tion to X such that columns oX
satisfy| X H; =0(n),Vj €{1,..., p}. We can now state the main result of this section.

Theorem 3.4. Suppose that, before compression, we have Xp* + ¢, where each column of
X is normalized to havé>-normn, ande ~ N(0, 6°1,). Assume thaX is S-incoherent, where
S = supp(f*), and defines = |S| andpm = minics|B|. We observe, after compression,

Y = XpB* +F, (3.11)
whereY = ®Y, X = ®X, andé = ®e, where®d;; ~ N(0, 1/n). Suppose

16C1s2  4C,s n
( 2 + ; )(In p+2logn+log2(s+ 1)) <m< /16 logn (312)

with Cq = % ~ 2.5044andC, = +/8e ~ 7.6885 andiy — O satisfies

my?A2, 1 | [logs
a ——— —> oo, and (b) — — 4+
® fogp—9) e N

Then the compressed lasso is sparsistent:

P (supp(Bm) = suppf)) — 1 asm — oo, (3.14)

(%XEXS)*HOO} 50 (313)

wherepBn is an optimal solution tq3.4).
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A. Outline of Proof for Theorem 3.4

Our overall approach is to follow a deterministic analysisthe sense that we analygeX as a
realization from the distribution ob from a Gaussian ensemble. Assuming tKasatisfies the
S-incoherence condition, we show that with high probabiitX also satisfies th&-incoherence
condition, and hence the incoherence conditibnd)rand [(71H) used by Wainwright (2006). In
addition, we make use of a large deviation result that shb@$ is concentrated around its mean
Imxm, Which is crucial for the recovery of the true sparsity pattdt is important to note that the
compressed noiseis not independent and identically distributed, even wharddioned ond.

In more detail, we first show that with high probability-In—¢ for somec > 2, the projected data
® X satisfies the following properties:

1. Each column oK = ®X has¢»-norm at mostn(1 + n/4s);

2. X is Sincoherent, and also satisfies the incoherence condifoha) and[71H).
In addition, the projections satisfy the following propest

1. Each entry ofb®T — | is at most,/blogn/n for some constari, with high probability;

2. P (I3 (@x, By) = (x, y)| = 7) < 2exp( gz ) for anyx, y e R" with [x]lz, Y]z < 1.

These facts allow us to condition on a “good’and incoherentb X, and to proceed as in the
deterministic setting with Gaussian noise. Our analyss ttollows that of Wainwright (2006).
Recall S is the set of relevant variables fhand S = {1,..., p} \ Sis the set of irrelevant
variables. To explain the basic approach, first observetties KT conditions imply thaff € RP

is an optimal solution to[{d), i.e., € Qm, if and only if there exists a subgradient

Ze d|flli={zeRP|z =sgn(p) for fi # 0, and[Zj| < 1 otherwisé (3.15)
such that
leror lore -
SXTKF - =X 447 =0, (3.16)
m m

Hence, the (sgr(ﬁ) = sgr(/)’*)) can be shown to be equivalent to requiring the existence of a
solutionf e RP such that sgff) = sgn(8*), and a subgradiefite 2| 8|11, such that the following
equations hold:

1 s o~ 1o -

Exgcxs(ﬁs— ﬁg)—axgce = —IZs, (3.17a)
lsrx (5 —ﬁ*)—EXTE = —JZs= —Asgn(B%) (3.17b)
ms s(ps s m 8¢ = S = anps), .
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whereZs = sgnfg) and|Zs:| < 1 by definition ofZ. The existence of solutions to equations
(3.17a) and[(3L70) can be characterized in terms of two eveht¢) and£(U). The proof pro-
ceeds by showing th&(£(V)) —» 1andP(EU)) —» 1 asm — oo.

In the remainder of this section we present the main stepkeoptoof, relegating the technical
details to Sectiofl_7]B. To avoid unnecessary clutter intimtawe will useZ to denote the
compressed datX = ®X andW to denote the compressed respolfse= @Y, andw = ¢ to
denote the compressed noise.

B. Incoherence and Concentration Under Random Projection

In order for the estimatefin, to be close to the solution of the uncompressed lasso, wéregthe
stability of inner products of columns & under multiplication with the random matri, in the
sense that

(DX, DXj) ~ (Xi, Xj). (3.18)

Toward this end we have the following result, adapted fromtRi et al. |(2007), where for each
entry in®, the variance i% instead of%.

Lemma 3.5. (Adapted from Rauhut et al. (2007)) etx, y € R" with | x|l», |lYll, < 1. Assume
that® is anm x n random matrix with independeht(0, n—1) entries (independent af y). Then
forallt > 0

P (‘rﬂn@x, DY) — (X, y)( > r) < 2exp(cl_+§zr) (3.19)

with C1 = % ~ 2.5044andC, = /8e ~ 7.6885

We next summarize the properties®KX that we require. The following result implies that, with
high probability, incoherence is preserved under randayjeption.

Proposition 3.6. Let X be a (deterministic) design matrix that3sincoherent withf,-normn,
and letd be am x n random matrix with independeht(0, n—1) entries. Suppose that

16C1s?  4C
m > ( . ZS) (np+clnn+In2(s+ 1)) (3.20)
n n

for somec > 2, whereC,, C, are defined in Lemmnia 3.5. Then with probability at Ieast 1/n°
the following properties hold foZ = ®X:

14



1. Z is S-incoherent; in particular:

132325 = 1], — [EXE3Xs = 15| = 2. (3.21a)
|328zs), + |5282s-1s], < 1-2. (3.21b)
2. Z = ®X is incoherent in the sense ¢f.1d) and (Z.18):
H zgczs(zgzs)‘luoo < 1—9y/2 (3.22a)
Amin (228Zs) > 37;7. (3.22b)
3. Thet, norm of each column is approximately preserved, foj all
[@x;]5—m] < T_g (3.23)

Finally, we have the following large deviation result foethrojection matrixp, which guarantees
thatR = ®®T — In.m is small entrywise.

Theorem 3.7. If ® is m x n random matrix with independent entrig@s; ~ N(O, %), then
R=od®" — | satisfies
2

P([m_ax|Rn| > /16 Iogn/n] U [r_r;éax|Rij| > \/2Iogn/n]) < % (3.24)
i 17]

C. Proof of Theorem 3.4

We first state necessary and sufficient conditions on theteiasgnfm) = sgn3*)). Note that
this is essentially equivalent to Lemma 1.in Wainwright (€)@ proof of this lemma is included

in Sectiori Z.F for completeness.

Lemma 3.8. Assume that the matrizg Zs is invertible. Then for any givean, > 0 and noise
vectorw € R™, £ (sgdﬁm) = sgr(/)’*)) holds if and only if the following two conditions hold:

‘z;zs(zgzs)—l[%zgw—Amsgr(ﬁg)] — %chco‘ < Jm (3.25a)
son(ps + (L2329 228w — imsorpD)]) = sorpy.  (325b)
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Letb = sgnpg) ande € RS be the vector with 1 in'h position, and zeros elsewhere; hence
lell, = 1. Our proof of Theorerh 34 follows that lof Wainwright (2008Ye first define a set of
random variables that are relevant {a2fa) and[(250):
. _ — _ w
VieS, v = Z] {zs(zgzs) 1/1mb+[lmxm— Zs(zLzg) 1Z§]a},(3.26a)
vies U = o +(3283z9) 7 [AzLo - imb]. (3.26b)

We first define a set of random variables that are relevant twiflon (3254), which holds if and
if only the event

E(V) = [max|v,-| < zm] (3.27)
jest
holds. For Condition (2508), the event
£U) = {maxiUil < (3:28)
le

wherepn = minics ||, is sufficient to guarantee that ConditignZ388) holds.

Now, in the proof of Theorerh 3.4, we assume tthahas been fixed, and = ®X and d®T
behave nicely, in accordance with the results of Sectioh B8 R = ®®T — I,m as defined
in Theoren 3.l7. From here on, we u(s#a,j |) to denote a fixed symmetric matrix with diagonal

entries that arg/16 logn/n and off-diagonal entries that a(€2 logn,/n.

We now prove thal (£(V)) andP (£(U)) both converge to one. We begin by stating two technical
lemmas that will be required.

Lemma 3.9. (Gaussian Comparisonf-or any Gaussian random vectof, . .., Xp),

E (fg:i)r(] |Xi |) < 3//logn [max VE (X2). (3.29)

<I<n

Lemma 3.10. Suppose thdk% XIXs— Is| ., is bounded away frorh and

(16C152 4Czs)
m > o+
n

1 logs 1,10 -1

=2 | (EXTX 0 331
pm{‘/m+m‘(nss) - @31)
1| Jlogs |Gzize™Y {0 (332)
Pm m mtmeS<S 00 ' .

16

(logp+ 2logn + log 2(s + 1)). (3.30)

Then

implies that




Analysis of £(V). Note that for eaclvj, for j € S,
uj =E(Vj) =inZ{ Zs(25Z9)7'b.
By Propositioni 3.6, we have that
-1 .
ui < im|2525(2829) 77| < @—n/2)im vi €

Let us define
Vi = 2] {[lmxm — 2s(28 29712 | 2},
from which we obtain
jes
Hence we need to show that
b (maxjjgc Vi |

m

> 11/2) — 0.
It is sufficient to showP (maxjese |Vj| > 7/2) — 0.

By Markov’s inequality and the Gaussian comparison lerfia8e obtain that

E (maxes: Vj) _ 6/log(p—9)

P V. >n/2) < max, /I (V?).
(je%cx ’—”/)— Im(/2 = dmnp jeS (J)

Finally, let us useP = Z5(ZLZg)~1ZL = P? to represent the projection matrix.

Var(Vp) = E(V%)
= ;_222} {[(lmxm — P) @] [(Imxm — P) GD]T} Z]

2 2
o
- %ZJT [Imxm — P] Z; —I—WZJ-T(R— PR—RP+ PRP)Z;

IN

2 2
= 1Zi5+ 55 IR— PR=RP+ PRPI, | Z,5

2logn \ o2(1+ L
< (1+4(m+2) ng )0'( as)

m

where| Z; H; < m+ ZZ by Propositioi 3J6, and
IR—PR—RP+PRP|, <

IRz + I[Pl IRll2 + IRI2 [IPllz + IPll2 IRlI2 [ Pll2

2logn
< 4RIz <4](ri; D], < 4m+2) ng ,

17

-1 ~ ~
max|Vj| < im HZ&ZS(ZE Zs) Hoo + ET;%():(}V]'} < im(l—1n/2) + rjr;%gqvj E

(3.33)

(3.34)

(3.35)

(3.36a)

(3.37)

(3.38)

(3.39)
(3.39b)
(3.39¢)

(3.39d)

(3.39%)

(3.40a)

(3.40D)



given that||l — P|l, < 1 and||P||, < 1 and the fact thar;, j|) is a symmetric matrix,

IRz < [driiDl, < laril Jarin], = Jarin]. (3.41a)
< (m—1)\/2'zg”+/16:’gng(m+2) 2":]9”. (3.41b)

Consequently Condition (B3a) is sufficient to ensure th (max"ﬁnsclv"l) — 0. ThusP (£(V)) —
1 asm — oo so long asn < /ann-

Analysis of £(U). We now show thaP (£(U)) — 1. Using the triangle inequality, we obtain the
upper bound

, 15773 1157 1575\ 1
max|Ui| < |32z Ezlo| +|(32ize) | im (3.42)
The second.-norm is a fixed value given a determinis@c. Hence we focus on the first norm.
We now define, for ali € S, the Gaussian random variable

-1 -1
Gi=¢ (22{Zs) iZiw=¢" (22{Zs)  2Z{De. (3.43)

Given thate ~ N(0, 62lnxn), We have for all € Sthat

E(Gi) = O, (3.444a)
VarGi) = (G?) (3.44b)

E
1 -1 4 -
- {QT (r_nzézs) %zécp} e (2zizs) " Azi0) var@)  (3.440)

= o {(72829) " Fzi00Tzs (32izs) e (3.44d)
02T1T—11T 15T 1

= To {32829 A230 + RIZs(3Zizg) e (3.44¢)
2
o

2
= o (32829 e+ el {(A28zs) " AzIRZs(328z) | 3440

We first bound the first term of (84f). By (3228), we have that for all e S,

2
o 1(1_+1
— —7Zc7Z
mq(mss)

We next bound the second term bi4@if). LetM = &BS, whereC = (%Zgzs)_l andB =
Z1 RZs. By definition,

-1 o2 452

< (3.45)
MAmin (%Zgzs) 3my

0'2 -1
Gt

g =[&1....,8s=I[0,...,1,0,..], whereg j =1, j =0,V] #1i. (3.46)
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Thus, foralli € S,

S S
—1 -1
o (42829 A2IRZs(32L29) Ja =D > @ @Mk =M. (3.47)
=1 k=1

We next require the following fact.

2
Claim 3.11. If m satisfiesi.12), then for all € S, we havemax M;; < (1+ Z) (3#4;7) .

The proof appears in Sectibn 7.H. Using Claim 8.11, we hav@B8), (347) that

45\% 1 (31 n 45 |1 3 1
JEGH) <. /=) = (=+1+=) <= /=(1+=+=). 3.48
1r2ia5>§ (')_\/(3;7) m(4+ +4s)_3;7 m(+4+4s) (3.482)

By the Gaussian comparison lemmal 3.9, we have

-1
E(lrgi%mn) = E(|(kziz9 " E2i0| ) (3.49a)

40 [2logs
I VE(G?) < —/ . 4
< 3 ogslrga;é (GY) < p — (3.49b)

We now apply Markov’s inequality to show th&t(E(U)) — 1 due to Condition[(Z3) in the
Theorem statement and Lemma3.10,

1- P (san(ps+ (228297 [£280 — Amsgr(py)]) = sorpy)

= F (rpe%xluil = pm) (350a)
< P (rineasleiI + Am H (%ZéZs)_luoo > pm) (3.50D)
< ,Oim (E ( ieaSX|Gi |) + m H (%Zg Zs)_lHOO) (3.50¢)
< pim (% 2 Irongs + Am H (%ZEZS)_luoo) (3.50d)
- 0 (3.50€)

which completes the proof.o

V. COMPRESSEDREGRESSION ISPERSISTENT
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Persistencel( Greenshtein and Ritov (2004)) is a weakeiltommthan sparsistency. In particular,
we drop the assumption thB(Y|X) = AT X. Roughly speaking, persistence implies that a pro-
cedure predicts well. Let us first review the GreenshtetmRargument; we then adapt it to the
compressed case.

A. Uncompressed Persistence

Consider a new paifX, Y) and suppose we want to predittfrom X. The predictive risk using
predictorp™ X is

R(8) = E(Y = BT X)%. (4.1)
Note that this is a well-defined quantity even though we dcasstime thaE(Y|X) = T X. Itis
convenient to write the risk in the following way. Defigg= (Y, Xy, ..., Xp) and denote as
7= (151, fp)" = (o, fr. ... Bp)". (4.2)
Then we can rewrite the risk as
R(B) =72y, (4.3)
whereX = E(QQT). The training error is theRy(8) = 2 >, (Vi — X[ £)? = y T="y, where
- 1
N = HQT@ (4.4)

andQ = (QI Q) --- QDT whereQ' = (¥, X4i,..., Xp)T ~ Q,Vi = 1,...,n, are i.i.d.
random vectors. Let

Bo= (4 : 181 < Ln), for Ln = o((n/logm**). (45)
Let S, minimize R(f) subject tof € By:
B. = argminR(p). (4.6)
IAl1<Ln

Consider the uncompressed lasso estimgtarhich minimizesR,(8) subject tof e By:

Bn = argminRy(4). (4.7)
IAN1<Ln

Assumption 1. Let Qj, Qx denote elements d@. Suppose that, for eaghandk,
E(1Z]% < g!M93%s/2, (4.8)

for everyq > 2 and some constankg ands, whereZ = Q; Qx —E(Q;j Qk). Then, by Bernstein’s
inequality,
-~ An2
P(‘Z?k — ij‘ > 6) < e (4.9
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for somec > 0. Hence, ifp, < ™ for some 0< & < 1then

P (rrjlff(lx‘fj‘k — ij‘ > e) < pleone’ < gmone’/2 (4.10)
Hence, ifep = 2'&?”, then
P (rrj)al}x‘f?k _ z,—k’ > en) < % > 0. (4.11)
Thus,
r?i\x@?k — Tl = op( '0%) (4.12)
Then,
SUPIR(A) = Ra()l = suplyT(x —ENy 1 < (Ln+ D maxiSh — £pd. (413)
Hence, given a sequence of sets of estimaByrs
sup |R(8) — Ra(A)] = 0p(2) (4.14)

ﬁEBn
for L, = o((n/logn)¥/4).

We claim that under Assumption 1, the sequence of unconguidesso procedures as given
in @) is persistent, i.e.R(Bn) — R(B:) £ o By the definition of 8, € B, and B, € B,
we immediately havaR(8,) < R(Bn) and R,(Bn) < Rn(B.); combining with the following in-
equalities,

R(Bn) — Ra(Bn) < SupIR(p) - Ra(B), (4.15)

Rolf) = R(B.) < SUDIR() — Ru(h)l (4.16)
we thus obtain

|R(Bn) — R(B.)| < 2 W IR() - Ra(B)!. (4.17)

For everye > 0, the even{|R(Bn) — R(8.)| > €} is contained in the event

{ sup|R(8) — Ra(p)| > e/Z} : (4.18)

BeBn
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Thus, forL,, = o((n/logn)¥/4), and for alle > 0

P (|R(Bn) — R(B.)| > €) < IP’(sup|R(/i’) — Ra(B) > 6/2) — 0, asn — oo.  (4.19)
p<Bn

The claim follows from the definition of persistence.

B. Compressed Persistence

Now we turn to the compressed case. Again we want to préHicY), but now the estimatqﬁ‘\n,m
is based on the lasso from the compressed data of dimemgiame omit the subscript from m,
wherever we pugn, m} together.

Lety be as inl[(#) and

- 1
M= Q"o oQ. (4.20)

n
Let us replaceR, with
Rum(8) =7 ="My, (4.21)

Given compressed dimensiam,, the original design matrix dimensionand p,,, let

My 1/4
Bom={f : lIfll1 < Lnm}, for Lam=o0 (Iog(npq)) . (4.22)
Let S, minimize R(f) subject tof € Bn m:
p. = argmin R(f). (4.23)
BilBlli<Lnm

Consider the compressed lasso estimﬁﬁgﬁ which minimizes/R\n,m(ﬁ) subject tof € Bn m:

Bam= argmin Rym(A). (4.24)
Bilplli<Llnm

Assumption 2. Let Q;j denote thg th element ofQ. There exists a constam; > 0 such that

E(Q}) <M1, Vjell,...,pn+1}, (4.25)

Theorem 4.1. Under Assumptiod and2, given a sequence of sets of estima®ys, C RP for
Iogz(npq) < mp < n, whereBn m consists of all coefficient vectogs such that|fll; < Lam =
o ((mn/ log(npn))Y/4), the sequence of compressed lasso proceduresi@g is persistent:

R(Bn.m) — R(B.) > O, (4.26)
whenp, = O (") for somec < 1/2.
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Proof. First note that

E(E") = LE(QTE(0T®)Q) = —E (CheTo) == (4.27)

mn mn

We have that

sup [R(8) — Ram(B)| = sup [y (2 = E"M)y| < (Lnm+1)° rrj)?x‘/i?l’(m ~ Sk

BE€Bnm BE€Bnm

(4.28)

We claim that, giverp, = O (e”c) with ¢ < 1/2 chosen so that I8¢np,) < m, < n holds, then

—~ lognp,
nm_ s | _
n}l’?(.x‘f,jk Z,k‘ = Op( —~ ) (4.29)

whereX = 1E (QTQ) is the same a§ (d), but [420) defines the matrix ™™,

Hence, giverp, = O (e”c) for somec < 1/2, combining[(428) and[(429), we have folL, m =
o ((mn/ log(npn))¥4) andn > my, > log?(npy),

sup |R(8) — Ram(f)| = op(1). (4.30)

BEBnm

By the definition ofg, € By m as in [423) andZ)’\n,m € Bn,m, we immediately have

|R(Bn.m) — R(B.)| < 2 sup IR() - Ram(B)l, (4.31)
given that |
R(B.) < R(Bom) < Rom(Bom) + sup [R(p) - Rom(8)| (4.322)
< Rom(f)+ sup IR(A) = Rom(h) (4.32b)
< R(B)+2 sup IR~ Ramip) (4.32c)

Thus for everye > 0, the even{|R(Bnm) — R(5.)| > €} is contained in the event
Lsgp IR(B) = Raum(B)| > 6/2} : (4.33)

It follows thatVe > 0, givenp, = O (€™) for somec < 1/2,n > my > log?(npn), and
Ln.m = 0((Mn/ log(npn))*/4),

P (|R(Bn.m) — R(B.)| > €) < IP( sup |R(8) — Ram(B)| > 6/2) — 0, ash — oco. (4.34)

BEBnm
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Therefore,R(ﬁn,m) — R(B%) 2 0. The theorem follows from the definition of persistence.

It remains to to show (29). We first show the following claim; note that = O (e”c) with
c < 1/2 clearly satisfies the condition.

2
eclMln
n

Claim4.2. LetC = 2M;. ThenP (maxj 1Qj H; > Cn) < % so long aspn < for some

chosen constami andMq satisfying AssumptioR,

Proof. To see this, leiA = (Aq, ..., Ay)T denote a generic column vector ©f Let u =
E(Aiz). Under our assumptions, there exists> 0 such that

1 n
P(ﬁ D> Vi t) < enat?, (4.35)

i=1

C 2n
whereVi = A? — ui. We haveC = 2M; > p + /%4 50 Jong aspy < 1l
Then
log(npn)
P A? > C P 72— 4.36
(Z> n)s (Zi:(A. w>n = (4.362)
1o | 1
- IP’(—ZVi > Og(”““)) < (4.36b)
n & cin Npn

We have with probability + 1/n, that
|Qif, <2Min, Vi=1,...,pn+1. (4.37)

The claim follows by the union bound f@ = 2M;. ©

Thus we assume thgQ); H; < Cnforall j, and use the triangle inequality to bound

<n,m . nh,m 1T . 1nT .
rqsxlzjk — ikl < IleE.X‘Zik _(ﬁQ Q)]k‘+rrl]f-x (ﬁ@ Q)jk_ Zik|» (4.38)
where, usingp as a shorthand fop,,
IDY[5 (DY, ®Xq) ... (DY, DPXp)
~ 1 O X1, Y OX1]2 ... (DXg, DX
snm _ 1 (@ X1 ) @ X1ll5 (@ X1 p) (4.39a)
mpy
2
(OXp, DY) (DXp, DX1) ... [DXp]5 E+DX(P+D
Y15 (Y, X)) ... (Y, Xp)
1 1| (XY X3 ... (Xg, X
lotg = 1 (X1, Y) IX1ll5 (X1, Xp) _ (4.39b)
n n
2
(Xp,Y) (Xp, X1) ... [Xp]5 (DX (P+D)
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We first compare each entry &Fj’l’(m with that of 1 (QT Q)J. "

Claim 4.3. Assume thaj| Q; ”z < Cn=2Min, Vj. By takinge = C, /81090 "[’T%(”W,

1
P (max —
ik

Mn

) < iz (4.40)

whereCq = jGe— A
T

Proof. Following arguments that appear befored{@), and by LemmBa3.5, it is straight

forward to verify:
—mn82
> g) < 2exp(—) : (4.41)

1 1
P('m—n(q)Qj,q)Qm—ﬁ(Qj,Qk) C.CZ+ CyCa

whereC, = +/8e ~ 7.6885 as in Lemm@&3.5. There are at r’rﬁ%{% unique events given that
both matrices are symmetric; the claim follows by the unioaord. O

We have by the union bound and18), (438), Claim4.2, and Clairn 4.3,

P (mgx@ﬂ’(m — Tkl > e) < (4.42a)
j
P (max (QTQ) Ejk‘ > %) +P (m_axHQj Hg > Cn) + (4.42Db)
jk j
€
IP’(rrjlax‘ (@Qj, PQx) — = Q,, Qxk) ‘ > mjax”Q,-”i < Cn) (4.42c)
1 1
ety Dy (4.42d)
n n
Hence, giverp, = O (€™) with ¢ < 1/2, by taking
log(n
€ = fm,n = O( g( Qq)), (443)
Mn
we have
P max‘f”’m—Z- ‘> <250 (4.44)
ik ik jk| > €] = n > -

which completes the proof of the theoremr
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Remark 4.4. The main difference between the sequence of compresseddsisiators and the
original uncompressed sequence is thahdm, together define the sequence of estimators for the
compressed data. Hen, is allowed to grow fromt2 (log?(npn)) to n; hence for each fixed,

{ﬁn,m, vm, such that log(npn) < my < n} (4.45)

defines a subsequence of estimators. In Settion 6 we runationg that compare the empirical
risk to the oracle risk on such a subsequence for a fixetb illustrate the compressed lasso
persistency property.

V. INFORMATION THEORETICANALYSIS OF PrRIVACY

In this section we derive bounds on the rate at which the cessad datX reveal information
about the uncompressed dataOur general approach is to consider the mappingg ®X + A
as a noisy communication channel, where the channel is diesized by multiplicative noisé
and additive noisé. Since the number of symbols Kis np we normalize by this effective block
length to define the information ratg m per symbol as
Fnm= Sup L X). (5.1)
pex) NP

Thus, we seek bounds on the capacity of this channel, wheeesdéndependent blocks are coded.
A privacy guarantee is given in terms of bounds on themate — 0 decaying to zero. Intuitively,

if 1(X; X) = H(X)—=H(X]|X) ~ 0, then the compressed daXareveal, on average, no more
information about the original datd than could be obtained from an independent sample.

Our analysis yields the rate boungyn = O(m/n). Under the lower bounds an in our sparsis-
tency and persistence analyses, this leads to the infamettes

2
= O (Ioglgn p)) (sparsistency) rnm= O (m) (persistence) (@)

It is important to note, however that these bounds may nohbebest possible since they are
obtained assuming knowledge of the compression mdtrixvhen in fact the privacy protocol
requires thatb and A are not public. Thus, it may be possible to show a faster fatervergence
to zero. We make this simplification since the capacity oftthderlying communication channel
does not have a closed form, and appears difficult to anatygeneral. Conditioning o yields
the familiar Gaussian channel in the case of nonzero additvseA.

In the following subsection we first consider the case whelditae noiseA is allowed; this is
equivalent to a multiple antenna model in a Rayleigh flatfgd@nvironment. While our spar-
sistency and persistence analysis has only consid&red 0, additive noise is expected to give
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greater privacy guarantees. Thus, extending our regressialysis to this case is an important
direction for future work. In Sectidn 5B we consider theecadhereA = 0 with a direct analysis.
This special case does not follow from analysis of the migdtgmtenna model.

A. Privacy Under the Multiple Antenna Channel Model

In the multiple antenna model for wireless communicatioafkétta and Hochwald, 1999; Telatar,
1999), there ara transmitter anan receiver antennas in a Raleigh flat-fading environment. The
propagation coefficients between pairs of transmitter @ogiver antennas are modeled by the
matrix entriesb;j ; they remain constant for a coherence intervap éiime periods. Computing the
channel capacity over multiple intervals requires optatian of the joint density opn transmitted
signals. Marzetta and Hochwald (1999) prove that the capémin > p is equal to the capacity
for n = p, and is achieved wheX factors as a product of @ x p isotropically distributed unitary
matrix and ap x n random matrix that is diagonal, with nonnegative entriebeyralso show
that asp gets large, the capacity approaches the capacity obtamiédhe matrix of propagation
coefficientsd were known. Intuitively, this is because the transmitterldsend several “training”
messages used to estimdteand then send the remaining information based on this attim

More formally, the channel is modeled as
Z=0X+7yA (5.3)

wherey > 0, Ajj ~ N(0, 1), ®jj ~ N(,1/n) and% Zi“:lIE[Xizj] < P, where the latter is a
power constraint. The compressed data are then condityggalissian, with

E(Z|X) = O (5.4)

n
E(Zij Zku | X) = dik (J/ 2551 + Z Xij th)- (5.5)
t=1
Thus the conditional density(Z | X) is given by
exp{—tr [(y2| p+ XT X)_1 4l Z]}
(2m)Pm2det™2(y 21, 4+ XT X)

pP(Z|X) = (5.6)

which completely determines the channel. Note that thigidigion does not depend oh, and
the transmitted signal affects only the variance of theiveckesignal.

The channel capacity is difficult to compute or accuratelyrmbin full generality. However,
an upper bound is obtained by assuming that the multiplieatoefficientsd are known to the
receiver. In this case, we have thatZ, @ | X) = p(®) p(Z | @, X), and the mutual information
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I (Z, ®; X) is given by

1(Z,®: X) = E_Iog%] (5.7a)
T pZIX, cb)]

= Ef|llog—————= 5.7b

"9 oz 1) (5.7b)
o= p(Z| X, ®)

Now, conditioned ond, the compressed data = ®X + y A can be viewed as the output of a
standard additive noise Gaussian channel. We thus ob&impiber bound

supl(Z; X) < supl(Z, ®; X) (5.8a)
p(X) p(X)
P(Z| X, D) ]
= E|supE|log———=| D 5.8b
|:p(XF)) { J p(Z | D) } (5:8b)
P
< pE[Iogdet(Im+—2<DCDT)] (5.8¢)
Y
P
< pmlog(1+—2) (5.8d)
Y

where inequality[(lBd) comes from assuming thpecolumns ofX are independent, and inequality
(5.8d) uses Jensen’s inequality and concavity of logRl&ummarizing, we've shown the follow-
ing result.

Proposition 5.1. Suppose thaE[ij] < P and the compressed data are formed by
Z=0X+7yA (5.9)

where® is m x n with independent entrie®i; ~ N(O, 1/n) andA ism x p with independent
entriesAij ~ N(0, 1). Then the information rate, m satisfies

1(X;Z) m ( P)
r = su < —log{1l+—). 5.10
n,m p(XF)) np n 109 )2 (5.10)
B. Privacy Under Multiplicative Noise

WhenA = 0, or equivalentlyy = 0, the above analysis yields the trivial bound, < co. Here
we derive a separate bound for this case; the resulting asyicprder of the information rate is
the same, however.
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Consider first the case whepe= 1, so that there is a single columin the data matrix. The
entries are independently sampled>&s ~ F where F has mean zero and bounded variance
Var(F) < P. LetZ = ®X € R™. An upper bound on the mutual informatiditX; Z) again
comes from assuming the compression matriss known. In this case

1(Z,®; X) = H(Z]|®)—H(Z|X, D) (5.11)
— H(Z|0) (5.12)

where the second conditional entropy [n1(B) is zero sinceZ = ®X. Now, the conditional
variance ofZ = (Z1, ..., Zm)" satisfies

Var(Zi | @) = Zn:d)izjVaer < Pzn:cpﬁ (5.13)
j=1 j=1
Therefore,
1(Z,®; X) = H(Z|D) (5.14a)
< Zm:H(zi|q>) (5.14b)
i=1

IN
3

>'E |:;Iog <2nePZ cpﬁ)} (5.14c)
i=1

i=1

M s

1 n
5 log (27rePZ E(®F )) (5.14d)

i=1 j=1

= g log (27 eP) (5.14e)

where inequality[(8L4B) follows from the chain rule and the fact that conditi@pieduces entropy,
inequality [5144d) is achieved by taking = N(O, P), a Gaussian, and inequalify.{8d) uses

concavity of logde6. In the case where there apecolumns of X, taking each column to be
independently sampled from a Gaussian with varidggves the upper bound

1(Z,®; X) < %)Iog(ZneP). (5.15)

Summarizing, we have the following result.

Proposition 5.2. Suppose tha‘E[X]?] < P and the compressed data are formed by

Z = dX (5.16)
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where® is m x n with independent entrie®jj; ~ N(0,1/n). Then the information rate, m
satisfies

| (X; Z) m
— —log(2reP). 17
Fn.m s&g D < o og(2reP) (5.17)

VI. EXPERIMENTS

In this section we report the results of simulations degigteevalidate the theoretical analysis
presented in the previous sections. We first present rethatdndicate the compressed lasso is
comparable to the uncompressed lasso in recovering thsitypaattern of the true linear model,
in accordance with the analysis in Sectidn 3. We then prese#rimental results on persistence
that are in close agreement with the theoretical resulteofi@4.

A. Sparsistency

Here we run simulations to compare the compressed lassalétincompressed lasso in terms
of the probability of success in recovering the sparsityguatof 5*. We use random matrices for
both X and®, and reproduce the experimental conditions shown in Waghi/(2006). A design
parameter is theompression factor

f=— (6.1)

which indicates how much the original data are compressdue résults show that when the
compression factof is large enough, the thresholding behaviors as specifidd.&) and [27)
for the uncompressed lasso carry over to the compressey l@senX is drawn from a Gaussian
ensemble. In general, the compression fadtas well below the requirement that we have in
Theorem 314 in cas¥ is deterministic.

In more detail, we consider the Gaussian ensemble for thegiron matrix®, where®; j ~

N (O, 1/n) are independent. The noise vector is always composedaf Gaussian random vari-
ablese ~ N(0, 02), wheres? = 1. We consider Gaussian ensembles for the design m¥étnith
both diagonal and Toeplitz covariance. In the Toeplitz csecovariance is given by

1 p p? ... pPt ppd
1 p p%2 ... pP2
Tp) = | p2 »p 1 p pP3 : (6.2)
p—1 3 2
P cee PPt p L P
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We usep = 0.1. Both| andT(0.1) satisfy conditions[(Z3), [740) and [(76) (Zhao and Yu,
2007). Forx = 1,0y = 6, = 1, while for¥ = T(0.1), 6, =~ 1.84 andd, ~ 0.46 (Wainwright,
2006), for the uncompressed lassdi®)2and in [27).

In the following simulations, we carry out the lasso usinggadurelars(Y, X) that implements
the LARS algorithm of Efron et al. (2004) to calculate thd felgularization path; the parameter
A is then selected along this path to match the appropriateittom specified by the analysis. For
the uncompressed case, we ars(Y, X) such that

Y = XB*+e, (6.3)
and for the compressed case we firs (DY, @ X) such that
oY = DXL + De. (6.4)

In each individual plot shown below, the covariarke- %E (XT X) and modep* are fixed across
all curves in the plot. For each curve, a compression fattar{5, 10, 20, 40, 80, 120} is chosen
for the compressed lasso, and we show the probability ofesscfor recovering the signs gf
as the number of compressed observationsicreases, wherm = 20s2%slog(p — S) + s+ 1
for & € [0.1, u], for u > 3. Thus, the number of compressed observatioms, iand the number
of uncompressed observationsis= fm. Each point on a curve, for a particul@ror m, is an
average over 200 trials; for each trial, we randomly db&y p, ®mxn, ande € R". Howevers*
remains the same for all 200 trials, and is in fact fixed acdifésrent sets of experiments for the
same sparsity level.

We consider two sparsity regimes:

. . ap
Sublinear sparsity: = fora € {0.1,0.2,0.4 6.5a
parsity:  &p) log(ap) { } (6.5a)
Fractional power sparsity: o) = ap’ fora = 0.2 andy = 0.5. (6.5b)

The coefficient vectop* is selected to be a prefix of a fixed vector
p*=(-09,-1.7,1.1,1.3,09,2 -1.7, -1.3,-0.9,-15,1.3,-0.9,1.3,1.1,09 " (6.6)

That s, ifsis the number of nonzero coefficients, then

P { pr ifi<s, 6.7)

0 otherwise

As an exception, for the case= 2, we setf* = (0.9, —1.7,0,...,0)T.
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a | p=128 | p=256 | p=512 | p=1024
s(p) [ m/p|s(p) [m/p|s(p) | m/p|s(p) | m/p
Fractional Power 0.2 2 |024| 3 |020] 5 |019| 6 |012
Sublinear |01| 3 |036| 5 |033| 9 |0.34
02| 5 |059| 9 |060| 15 | 0.56

04| 9 |105| 15 | 1.00

Table 1: Simulation parameters(p) and ratio ofm/p for = 1 ands? = 1.

After each trial,1ars(Y, X) outputs a “regularization path,” which is a set of estimateatiels
Pm = {p} such that eaclf e Py, is associated with a corresponding regularization pam@met
A(B), which is computed as

=2
I - X712
w7,

The coefficient vectof € Pp, for which () is closest to the valugy, is then evaluated for sign

consistency, where
I -9l
A = c\/ °9(p ms) ogs 6.9)

Ap) = (6.8)

If sgn(B) = sgn(f*), the trial is considered a success, otherwise, it is a failWe allow the con-
stantc that scalesl,, to change with the experimental configuration (covariaigeompression
factor f, dimensionp and sparsity), butc is a fixed constant across atlalong the same curve.

Table 1 summarizes the parameter settings that the simuodaévaluate. In this table the ratio
m/p is for m evaluated a# = 1. The plots in Figures 1-4 show the empirical probabilityedf
event€ (sgn(f) = sgn(8*)) for each of these settings, which is a lower bound for thahefavent
{supp(B) = supp(#*)}. The figures clearly demonstrate that the compressed lasswoars the
true sparsity pattern as well as the uncompressed lasso.
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B. Persistence

We now study the behavior of predictive and empirical riskder compression. In this section,
we refer tolasso2(Y ~ X, L) as the code that solves the followifigconstrained optimization
problem directly, based on algorithms described by Osbetad: (2000):

(Ps) f = argmin|lY — Xg|I, (6.10a)
such that| 8], < L. (6.10b)

Let us first define the followingi-balls B, and By m for a fixed uncompressed sample sizand
dimensionp,, and a varying compressed sample sizeBy |Greenshtein and Ritov (2004), given
a sequence of sets of estimators

n1/4

Jlogn’

the uncompressed Lasso estimaigras in [@7) is persistent oveB,. Givenn, pn, Theoreni 41
shows that, given a sequence of sets of estimators

Bn= {8 :lIBll1 < Ln}, whereLp = (6.11)

m/4
Jiog(npn)’

for log?(npy) < m < n, the compressed Lasso estimafgr, as in [424) is persistent oveBy, m.

Ba.m={f : lIAll1 < Lnm}, whereLym= (6.12)

We use simulations to illustrate how close the compresseairaal risk computed through (B1)

is to that of the best compressed predigtpras in [423) for a given seBy, m, the size of which
depends on the data dimensionp, of an uncompressed design matkdxand the compressed di-
mensiorm; we also illustrate how close these two type of risks areabdhthe best uncompressed
predictor defined ir_ (&) for a given seBy, for all lognp, < m < n.

We let the row vectors of the design matrix be independenttidal copies of a random vector
X ~ N(0, X). For simplicity, we generaté = X' * + ¢, whereX andf* € RP, E (¢) = 0 and
E (ez) = ¢2; note thatE (Y|X) = XTg*, although the persistence model need not assume this.

Note that for allm < n,
mL/4
m=——<Lp (6.13)

Viog(npn)
Hence the risk of the model constructed on the compressaduatB, m is necessarily no smaller
than the risk of the model constructed on the uncompresdadegarBy, for allm < n.

Forn = 9000 andp = 128, we sets(p) = 3 and 9 respectively, following the sublinear
sparisty [(65d) witha = 0.2 and 04; correspondingly, two set of coefficients are chosen for

B
pi = (-0.9,11,06870,...,0) (6.14)

37



so that||f*]l; < Lnhandp; € By, and
pp = (-0.9,-17,11,13,-05,2,-1.7,-1.3,-0.9,0,..., 07 (6.15)

so that| g |, > Lnandg ¢ Bn.

In order to findg, that minimizes the predictive risR(f) = E ((Y — XTﬁ)Z), we first derive the
following expression for the risk. Witk = AT A, a simple calculation shows that

E(Y = X2 —E(Yd) = —p*Tzp"+ |As* - Aﬁ”j (6.16)
Hence
Rp) = EY) -T2+ |As — AB|3 (6.17a)
— E(Y) - pTE(XXT) B* + | AB* — AB||3 (6.17b)
— o2+ | A" — AB|2. (6.17¢)

For the next two sets of simulations, we fix= 9000 andp, = 128. To generate the uncompressed
predictive (oracle) risk curve, we let

Pn = argminR() = arg min|| As* — Aﬁ”é. (6.18)
IBl1<Ln IBl1<Ln

Hence we obtaif, by runninglasso2(2%ﬁ* ~ E%, Ln). To generate the compressed predic-
tive (oracle) curve, for eacm, we let

Pnm = argmin R() = argmin | Ag* — Aﬁ”; (6.19)
IAII1<Lnm IA1I11<Lnm

Hence we obtaiif, for eachm by runninglasso2(2%ﬁ* ~ 2%, Ln.m). We then compute oracle
risk for both cases as

RB) =B - ) 2B - p*) + 02 (6.20)

For each chosen value of, we compute the corresponding empirical risk, its samplamand
sample standard deviation by averaging over 100 trials.eboh trial, we randomly drany p
with independent row vectors ~ N (0, T(0.1)), andY = Xp* + €. If p is the coefficient vector
returned bylasso2(®Y ~ ®X, Ly m), then the empirical risk is computed as

_ - -~ 1
R(B) =7y"Zy, where T = E@TcpTcD(Qg. (6.21)
Where@nx(p—H) = [Ya X] and)’ = (_19 ﬁla ) ﬁp)
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VIl. PROOFS OFTECHNICAL RESULTS

A. Connection to the Gaussian Ensemble Result

We first state a result which directly follows from the an#&ysf Theorent 34, and we then com-
pare it with the Gaussian ensemble result of Wainwright €3®0at we summarized in Sectibh 2.

First, let us state the following slightly relaxed conditsothat are imposed on the design matrix
by Wainwright (2006), and also by Zhao and Yu (2007), wbeis deterministic:

IN

11—y, forsomey € (0, 1], and (71a)

PExsodxe]
Amin (% Xg XS)

V

where Amin(A) is the smallest eigenvalue &. In Section 7.B, Proposition 1.4 shows ttt
incoherence implies the conditions in equatidnddJ and[(710).

From the proof of Theorein 3.4 it is easy to verify the follogirLet X be a deterministic matrix
satisfying conditions specified in Theorém|3.4, and let@fistants be the same as in Theokem 3.4.
Suppose that, before compression, we have noiseless seyor= X4*, and we observe, after
compressionX = ®X, and

Y = @Y +¢=XB* +e, (7.2)

where @ is a Gaussian ensemble with independent entries; ~ N(O, 1/n), Vi, j, and
¢ ~ N(, ¢2ly,). Supposem > (1632152 + %25) (Inp + 2logn + log 2(s + 1)) andim — O

satisfies[(3[3). LetSm be an optimal solution to the compressed lasso, gig¥, € andiny, > O:

~ R
fn = argmin ol = XBI + il (7.3)
€

Then the compressed lasso is sparsist@r(isupp(ﬁm) = supp(ﬁ)) — 1 asm — oo. Note

that the upper bound am < /Wrc‘,gn in (3.12) is no longer necessary, since we are handling the

random vectoe with i.i.d entries rather than the non-i.i®k as in Theorerh 314.

We first observe that the design matt = ®X as in [72) is exactly a Gaussian ensemble
that/ Wainwright (2006) analyzes. Each rowXfis chosen as an i.i.d. Gaussian random vector
~ N(0, X) with covariance matrixz = %XTX. In the following, letAmin(Xs9 be the minimum
eigenvalue o ssandAnmax(X) be the maximum eigenvalue &f. By imposing theS-incoherence
condition onXnx p, We obtain the following two conditions on the covariancen®ax , which are
required by Wainwright! (2006) for deriving the thresholdchddions [26) and [(27), when the
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design matrix is a Gaussian ensemble e

IN

H zscs(zss)—luoo 1—y, forye (0,1], and (74a)
Amin(ZSS) > Cmin > 0. (7~4b)

When we apply this t& = ®X where® is from the Gaussian ensemble aXds deterministic,
this condition requires that

IN

”xgcxs(xgxs)—luoo 1—y, fory e (0,1], and (75a)

Amin (2XEXs) > Cpin> 0. (7.5b)

since in this cas& (= XT@TdX) = 1XTX. In addition, it is assumed In Wainwright (2006) that

there exists a consta@t,ax such that
Amax(2) < Crmax (7.6)

This condition need not hold fgyXT X; In more detail, givemMmad(E XTX) = 2 Amad(XTX) =
% I X||§, we first obtain a loose upper and lower boundllf?&rﬂ% through the Frobenius norfiX || g

of X. Given that] X; H; =n,Vj e {1,..., p}, we have|X||2 = ij=1 > IXij |2 = pn. Thus
by [ Xll2 < IXllg < /P XIl2, we obtain

1
n= Buxu% < [IX]13 < IIX||2 = pn, (7.7)

which implies that 1< Amax(%xT X) < p. Since we allowp to grow withn, (Z.6) need not hold.

Finally we note that the conditions dy, in the Gaussian Ensemble result of Wainwright (2006)
are [313a) and a slight variation of (33 b):

il,/loisﬂm] 50 (7.8)
Pm m

hence if we further assume thi¢: ngs)_luoo < Dmax for some constanDmax < +00, as
required by Wainwright (2006) onZ S éH , (813Db) and [Z8) are equivalent.
o0

Hence by imposing thé&-incoherence condition on a determinishg . p with all columns of

X having £2-norm n, whenm satisfies the lower bound if.{®), rather than[(B) with 6, =
% with Chax as in [Z6), we have shown that the probability of sparsity recovénpugh
lasso approaches one, givéR satisfies[(3L3), when the design matrix is a Gaussian Ensemble
generated throug® X with ®n,n having independend; j € N(0, 1/n), Vi, j. We do not have a
comparable result for the failure of recovery giver/|j2
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B. S-Incoherence

We first state some generally useful results about matrisnsor

Theorem 7.1. (Horn and Johnson, 1990, p. 3015 ||| - ||| is @ matrix norm and|| A||| < 1, then
| + As invertible and

(I+A=>D (=AM (7.9)

Proposition 7.2. If the matrix norm||-|| has the property thdtl || = 1, and if A € My is such
that| Al < 1, we have

< |a+A7 < (7.10)

1+||A|| B B

Proof. The upper bound follows from Theorém17.1 and triangle-iradity;

D (—Ak <Z|| Al —ZMAH ” AT (7.11)
k=0

joe 2] <]

The lower bound follows that general inequaljtg | > i , given that||1 | < ||B|| |B~*| and

the triangle inequalityf| A+ 1| < Al + I1]l = ||All + 1
1 1
(A1) H > > 7.12
H ) A+ 1] 1+||A|| (7.12)
0

Let us define the following symmetric matrices, that we useubhout the rest of this section.
1
A = ZXIXs—1ig (7.13a)
n
~ 1 1
A = Z(OX)I@X)s—ls==-2ZLZs5—Is. (7.13b)
m m
We next show the following consequence of S#ncoherence condition.

Proposition 7.3. Let X be ann x p that satisfies th&-Incoherence condition. Then for the
symmetric matrixA in[7.138 , we have| Al = ||All1 < 1 — 5, for somey < (0, 1], and

IAl2 < VIl Alloo 1AllL < 1= 7. (7.14)

and hence\min(: XI Xs) > 7, i.e., theS-Incoherence condition implies conditidhb).

42



Proof. Giventhat|Al, < 1,|l]l, = 1, and by Proposition 7.2,

1 B 1 N
[GXEX9~H, [ +A7H,

1
Amm<ﬁ><£xs) = 1—JAl,>7n>0 (7.15)

Proposition 7.4. The S-Incoherence condition on anx p matrix X implies conditions [{.14d)
and [.16).

Proof. It remains to show[ (1d) given Proposition 7.3. Now suppose that the incoherence
condition holds for some € (0, 1], i.e. | X&Xs|  + | Alos < 1 — 7, we must have

| Ax&EXs|
-  ® 1-—p, 7.16
1- Ao ~ - " (7.16)

given that| 1 XL Xs|__ + [Alle 1= #) < 1=y and 1— [|Allo > # > 0.

Next observe that, givelhA| ., < 1, by Propositionh 7]2

1

(=XIXg)1 :H(|+A)—1H < - (7.17)

H n"S 0 o = 1—[[Alls

Finally, we have
T Ty -1 1ot L Ty-t
IxTxsxIxe™| = |oxExs| [(EXxTx9) (7.18a)
o0 n 00 n 00

1T
LxT X

< L= >
1—[[Alls

C. Proof of Lemm&a315

Let jj = %gij, wheregij,Vi = 1,...,m,j = 1,...,n are independenN (0, 1) random
variables. We define

n n

Yei= DD 0ekdr XY, (7.19)

k=1 j=1
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and we thus have the following:

m n n

(DX, DY) = nz D 9eKr, Y] (7.20a)
(=1k=1j=1
l m
- I3y, (7.20b)
n =1

whereY,, V¢, are independent random variables, and

E(Y,) = E (ZZ Or.k9, ijYj) (7.21a)

k=1 j=1
n
= > xkE (d) (7.21b)
k=1
= (X, y) (7.21¢)

Let us define a set of zero-mean independent random varidbles. , Zn,

Zr =Y = (X, Y) =Y —E(Yp), (7.22)
such that
n(Dxd)—x —1mY—x (7.23a)
5<,y><,y>—aféf<,y> .
1 m
= = Ye—(x.y) (7.23b)
m
=1
l m
= => 7. (7.23c)
mf:l

In the following, we analyze the integrability and tail belwa of Z,, V¢, which is known as “Gaus-
sian chaos” of order 2.

We first simplify notation by defininy := ZE:i 2?21 OkJjXkYj, wheregg, g; are independent
N (0, 1) variates, an,

Z:=Y-E(Y)= Z Z Ok9) XkYj + Z(gk — )XYk, (7.24)

k=1 j=1,j#k
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whereE (Z) = 0. Applying a general bound of Ledoux and Talagrand (1994 §5aussian chaos
gives that

E(1ZI% < (@ - DOE (122))7? (7.25)

forallq > 2.

The following claim is based on_(Z5), whose proof appears in Rauhut et al. (2007), which we
omit.

Claim 7.5. (Rauhut et al. (2007)).etM = e(E (|Z|2)1/2 ands = %E (121?).

vg > 2, E(z9) < q!M9?%s/2,

Clearly the above claim holds far = 2, since triviallyE (|Z|q) < q!M92s/2 given that for
q=2

q'M9%s/2 = 2M?%s/2=s (7.26a)
= =" (|Z| ) ~ 1.25228 (|Z| ) (7.26b)

Finally, let us determin& (] Z|?).

2
IE(IZIZ) = E (Z > ggixy; ++Z(9£—1)ka<) (7.27a)
k=1

k=1 j=1,]#k
n
= Y E(¢)E (o) PyE + > B (o - 1) X2 (7.27b)
k] k=1
n
= D> Ve +2> X0Vi (7.27¢)
K] k=1
< 2|xI5yli3 (7.27d)
< 2, (7.27¢€)
given that||x|l2, Iyl < 1.
Thus for independent random variablgsvi = 1, ..., m, we have
E(Z]) < q'M32; /2, (7.28)
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1/2

whereM = e(E (1Z[*)" < ev2andvi = Z=E(|Z]?) < J& < 25044 V.

NG

Finally, we apply the following theorem, the proof of whicbllbws arguments from Bennett
(1962):

Theorem 7.6. (Bennett Inequality (Bennett, 1962)) et Z,, ..., Zym be independent random
variables with zero mean such that

E(1Zi]9) < q'M92; /2, (7.29)

for everyq > 2 and some constaM andv;, Vi = 1,...,m. Then forx > 0,

m 2
T
P 2 — 7.
( 2 ET)S exp( 1)—|—|\/|r) (7.30)

len

We can then apply the Bennett Inequality to obtain the foithau

1 m
P(}rﬂn (@x, ®y) = (x,y)| 2 7) = IP( r—n;Ze > r) (7.31a)
=
— IP( > 7 > mr) (7.31b)
=1
(mr)?
< 2exp(—ZZIrn 1Ui n 2Mmr) (7.31c)
= 2ex ( s o +2|\/|z') (7.31d)
< 2exp( S Czr) (7.31e)

with C; = % ~ 2.5044 andC, = +/8e ~ 7.6885. O

D. Proof of Proposition 316

We use Lemma_ 315, except that we now have to consider the ehangpbsolute row sums of
l %X;XSHOO and||A||, after multiplication by®. We first prove the following claim.

Claim 7.7. Let X be a deterministic matrix that satisfies the incoherencdition. If

1 1
E(Q)Xi,(DXj)—ﬁ(Xi,Xj) <r, (7.32)
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for any two columnsX;, X; of X that are involved in3.218), then

1
HE@X);(QX)S

+||A|, < 1-n+2st, (7.33)

o0

and
Amin (£28Zs) > 5 —st. (7.34)

Proof. It is straightforward to show (23). Since each row ilﬂ;(db X)&(CDX)S and A hass
entries, where each entry changes by at mastmpared to those iﬁXTX, the absolute sum of
any row can change by at mast,

1 1
H‘-(@X)&(@X)S — H—xgcxs ‘ < s, (7.35a)
m o0 n o0
|A] ., = IAll| < s, (7.35b)
and hence
a((DX)Sc((DX)S + Al < HXSCXS + | Alloo + 257 (7.36a)
o0 (o0)
< 1-—75n+2st. (7.36b)
We now provel[{734). DefiningE = A — A, we have
IEll, < smax|A;j — A j| < sr, (7.37)
i

given that each entry ok deviates from that oA by at mostz. Thus we have that

|Al, = IA+EIl; (7.38a)
< lAll2+IIEl (7.38b)
< Al + er?XIEi,jI (7.38c)
< l—-n+st, (7.38d)

where||All, < 1 — 5 is due to Proposition 71.3.
Given that|/l ||, = 1 and| A|l, < 1, by Propositiof 7]2

1
Amin (22&25) = (7.39a)
(w229 = [dzrze,
1
— (7.39b)
[+ A,
> 1-|A], (7.39¢)
> 15— srt. (7.39d)
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We let& represents union of the following events, where- ZL:

1. 3i € S j € S, suchthat: (0X;, @X;) — (Xi, Xj)| > 7,

2. 3i,i" € S suchthafZ (DX, X;/) — 2 (X;, Xir)| > 7,
3. dj € &, such that
1 1 1 2 1 2
AP OXj) = (X X)) = = 1P X =~ Xl -
— (X}, ©Xj) = ~{X], Xj) el LOST PR BT (7.40a)
> T (7.40b)

Consider first the implication of€, i.e., when none of the events énhappens. We immediately

have that [(218), [734) and [322B) all simultaneously hold by ClaimT.7; and.ZB8) implies
that the incoherence condition is satisfied Zoe= ® X by Propositioh 7.14.

We first bound the probability of a single event counted inConsider two column vectops =
Xi _ X

Y= m € R" in matrixin, we havelx|, =1, |lyll, = 1, and
1 1
P('E((I)Xi,q))(j)—ﬁ(xi,x]) 21) (7.41a)
n —mr?
2 2
my</16s )
< 2expl ——— 7.41c
- p( C1+ Con/4s ( )

given thatr = 4L,

We can now bound the probability that any such large-denagivent happens. Recall thats the
total number of columns oK ands = |S|; the total number of events i is less thamp(s + 1).
Thus

1 1
PE) < ps+ P (‘r—n(cpxi,cpxj)— = (X, Xj)| = 415) (7.423)
my?/16s?
< 2p(s+1) exp(—m) (7.42b)
= 2p(s+Dexp(—(np+cinn+In2(s+1))) < n—lc (7.42¢)
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given thatm > (%2152 + %25) (Inp+cinn+In2(s+1). o

E. Proof of Theorem 3.7

We first show that each of the diagonal entrie®d" is close to its expected value.

We begin by stating state a deviation bound for;[rﬁejistribution in Lemm&7]8 and its corollary,
from which we will eventually derive a bound 9R; j|. Recall that the random variab{@ ~ Xﬁ

is distributed according to the chi-square distributio®it= > Yi2 with Y; ~ N(0, 1) that are
independent and normally distributed.

Lemma 7.8. (Johnstone (2001))

2 2

P (%” -1< —e) < exp( T ) , forO<e <1, (7.43a)
2 _ 2 1

IP(XF” 1> e) < exp( 1:: ) foroses>. (7.43b)

Corollary 7.9. (Deviation Bound for Diagonal Entries of ®®T) Given a set of independent

normally distributed random variables, ..., X, ~ N(O, 0)2(), forO0<e < %
1< —ne? —3ne?2
P(HZX?—@% >e)§exp(404)+exp(16a4). (7.44)
i=1 X X
Proof. GiventhatXy, ..., X, ~ N(O, 0)2(), we have(f—)i( ~ N(0, 1), and
n 2
X.
> (—) ~ b (7.45)
4 (0%

Thus by Lemma&a 718, we obtain the following:

1o X2 —ne?
]P)(HZ—IZ—1<—€) < exp( 46),05651 (7.46a)

i—1 7X

1 X? —3ne? 1
P{=> = -1 - 7.4
(ni=1a>2< >e) < exp( 16 ),05652 (7.46b)
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Therefore we have the following by a union bound, do¢ %

IP( % 2| > e) < (7.473)
xa X2
P (a>2< (F“ — ) < —e) +P ((;)2( (F” — ) > e) (7.47b)
xa € xa 3
Pl —-1<—= )+P{ 2 -1> — (7.47¢)
n % n %

(7.47d)

IN

(7.47€)

INA

o

pad

o]
VN
15
XA "hN
v
+

o

X

o]
VN
5|4
22
\/

O

We next show that the non-diagonal entriesbab " are close to zero, their expected value.

Lemma 7.10. (Johnstone (2001)piven independent random variabl€s . .., Xn, wherexX; =
212», with z; andz, being independerit (0, 1) variables,

( Zx. ,/blogn) < Ccn 2, (7.48)

Corollary 7.11. (Deviation Bound for Non-Diagonal Entriesof ®®T) Given a collection of
i.i.d. random variable¥1, ..., Yy, whereY;, = XiX2 is a product of two independent normal
random variablegy, x, ~ N(0, 62), we have

( ZY| \/Wgn) < ocn-3A2 (7.49)

Proof. First, we let

X = fo_Aar (7.50)

By Lemm&7.ID, symmetry of the everts > 4 X < —, /220" b'og” ] and[ ST Xi > b'%g” ]

and a union bound, we have
1 bl
S x| > /22890 2 ocn 2 (7.51)
n - n
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Thus we have the following
n

1 Yi
n2z

i=1 X

EZYi

|
> o2,/2 ?}gn) (7.52a)
i=1

< 2Cn~%/2 (7.52b)

n
N /blogn) _ IED(
n n

and thus the statement in the Corollary

We are now ready to put things together. By letting each eoftid«, to be i.i.d. N (O, %), we
have for each diagonal enty = >, X2, whereX; ~ N(0, 1),

E (D) =1, (7.53)

blogn 1
>/ . ) = IP’(H;X?—@Z(

< n—b/4+n—3b/16, (754b)

and

blogn
> nsg ) (7.54a)

where the last inequality is obtained by plugging ie- b'gg” ands2 = 1 in (7.44).

For a non-diagonal entiyy = ZinzlYi , WhereY; = x1x2 with independenky, x> ~ N(O, %), we
have

E (W) =0, (7.55)

> b'(:]g n) < 22, (7.56)
1

by plugging ine§ = £ in ([Z.524) directly.

and

n
DY
i=1

(

Finally, we apply a union bound, whebe= 2 for non-diagonal entries arit= 16 for diagonal
entries in the following:

bl
P(ai,j,s.t.m,,-p,/ zg”) < 2CmM—mn3+mnt4+mn3  (757a)

_ o(mZn—3) — o(n2 Iign)’ (7.57b)

given thatm? < brogr orb=2. O
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F. Proof of Lemm&a_3]8

Recall thatZ = X = ®X, W = Y = @Y, andw = € = ®¢, and we observ@V = Z* + w.

First observe that the KKT conditions imply thate RP is optimal, i.e. 8 € Qm for Qm as defined
in (3.5), if and only if there exists a subgradient

Zeo|B|,={zeRP|z =sgnB) for B #0,and|Zj| < 1 otherwis¢ (7.58)
such that
1 .~ 1_. _
27T Z2F - Z7ZTW 4 imZ =0, (7.59)
m m

which is equivalent to the following linear system by sutsgingW = Zf* + @ and re-arranging,

1 ~ 1 ~
EzTZ(ﬁ—ﬁ*) - EszHmz: 0. (7.60)
Hence, giverz, g*, w andim > 0 the event (sgn(Bm) = sgn(f*)) holds if and only if

1. there exist a poinf € RP and a subgradiefite o ”E”l such that [(%&0) holds, and

2. sgn(fis) = sgn(py) andfs = B = 0, which implies thas = sgr(f%) and|Zs:| < 1 by
definition ofZ.

Pluggingfs = p& = 0 andZs = sgn(pg) in (Z.60) allows us to claim that the event

€ (sgn(Bm) = sgr(p")) (7.61)
holds if and only

1. there exists a poirfft € RP and a subgradieiite o | ||, such that the following two sets of
equations hold:

1 ~ 1 ~
—ZsZs(fs= I - _Zsw = —inZs, (7.622)

1 ~ 1 - .
r—nzgzsws — B — r—nz;w = —AmZs = —AmSQN(BY), (7.62b)

2. sgrifs) = sgnpy) andfs = i = 0.
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Using invertability ofZ{ Zs, we can solve fofis andZs using [762a) and [(%2B) to obtain
—Imis = 2%Zs(21z¢)7? [ 1 o — /lmsgr(ﬁs)] — iz (7.63a)
Ps = P+ (= L7179 [ L 780 - zmsgr(ﬁ@] (7.63b)
Thus, given invertability oZ Zs, the event (sgnfm) = sgn(8*)) holds if and only if

1. there exists simultaneously a pofite RP and a subgradier e o |||, such that the
following two sets of equations hold:

—Imis = 2575217971 [1 o — /lmsgr(ﬁs)]—iz (7.64a)

fs = /)’S+( ZTZs)‘ [1 S0 — ﬂmsgr(/)’s)] (7.64Db)

2. sgrfs) = sgr(py) andfs = p = 0.

The last set of necessary and sufficient conditions for tlwifé’/(sgr(ﬁNm) = sgr(ﬁ*)) to hold
implies that there exists simultaneously a pgint RP and a subgradief@te o | #|, such that

2L75(2129) [1 Lo - Amsgr(ﬁg,)]—iz ' — | —inZe| < In(7.653)

1
Sgr(ﬁs)—sgn(ﬁs+( ZTzs)‘[ lo- zmsgr(ﬁs)}) = sgr(py.  (7.65)

given that|Zss| < 1 by definition ofZ. Thus [3254) and[(258) hold for the giverZ, f*, » and
Am > 0. Thus we have shown the lemma in one direction.

For the reverse direction, gived, f*, w, and supposing thaft (&a) and[(258) hold for some
Am > 0, we first construct a point € RP by letting fs = f% = 0 and

ﬁs—ﬁs+( ZTZs)_ [1 SO — ,lmsgr(ﬁs)] (7.66)

which guarantees that
l
Sgr(ﬁs)—sgn(ﬁs+( ZTZ)—[ lo- imSgr(ﬁs)])=sgr(ﬁ§) (7.67)

by (3250). We simultaneously constriEby lettingZs = sgn(fs) = sgnpE) and

_ 1 a1 ) 1
Iy = = (chZs(ZgZS) ! [azgw - /Imsgr(ﬁs)] - r—nchw) ; (7.68)
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which guarantees thgfs| < 1 due to [3250); henceZ € o |f||;. Thus we have found a
point € RP and a subgradier# € o | #||, such that sgf) = sgr(8*) and the set of equa-
tions (7644) and [(7640) is satisfied. Hence, assuming the invertabilityZdfZs, the event
& (sgn(Bm) = sgn(*)) holds for the giverz, f*, , Am. O

G. Proof of Lemm&a3.10

Giventhat:ZlZs = A+ Is, we bound)| (2 2L Zs)~2| _ through[ (A+ 15)7Y].

First we have fom > (1657:2182 + 4C25) (Inp+cinn+In2(s+ 1)),
[Alo < 1Al + 3 < 1= 5+ n/4=1-31/4, (7.69)

wheren e (0, 1], due to [(310) and [[(3214). Hence, given thatl ||, = 1 and”ﬂ”OO < 1, by
Proposition 7.2,

1 _l

Similarly, given| Al < 1, we have

= [ &+ 1971 < ﬁ < 3% (7.70)

o0

1 1 -1 1
= < l=xIx =l(A+1)7Y < — . 7.71
1+||A||00‘H(n S S) . a+10 Hoo—l—nAnoo ()
. m 1 -1
leenthatp—m (ﬁxgxs) H eOwehave‘—H”A”oon, and thus

A 1 A 1 1+]A

Am_ 1w + 1Al (7.72a)
pml—[A] pm L1+ Al 1—| A

A 1 42—
) (( ’7)) (7.72b)

Pm 1+ Al 31
- 0, (7.72¢)

by (Z70Q) and the fact that by (Bd), 1+ ||Allc <2—7. O

H. Proof of Clain{3.111
We first prove the following.

Claim 7.12. If m satisfiesl812), thent max j(Bi ;) < 1+ 4.
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Proof Let us denote th&" column inZg with Zsj. Letx = Zsj andy = Zsj bem x 1
vectors. By Proposition 3.6x(3, yll3 < m((1+ z). We have by function of, v,

m m m m
Bij = Z&RZsj=> > xyjRj< D> > IxllyjlR,jl (7.73a)

i= 1j =1 i=1j=1

< max|R, ,|ZZ|X.||y,| = max|R, ,|<Z|x.|)<2|yj ) (7.73b)
i=1j=1

< max|R,jImxllz lyll, < max| R, j [m? (1+ 1). (7.73¢)

= g = 4s

Thus the claim follows given that max|R ;| < 4,/'%3" and 4n < /Togn-

Finally, to finish the proof of Clairh 3.11 we have

C'BG 1 T
maxMi; = max Im = —maxC! BG = —max lekzlc, iCikBjx | (7.74a)
1
< —max|BI jl max Z|CI J|Z|CI Kl (7.74b)
j=1 k=1
2 2
’7 m
< (1+4—S) max jZ_£|Ci,,-| (1+ ) maxZ|C. il (7.74c)
2 7\ [ 4\
< (1+ )||C|| (1+ )(3}7) : (7.74d)
where||Cll,, = H(%Zgzg)_luC>O < 4 as in (Z70) form > (%2152+4025) (Inp+clnn +
In2(s+1)). ©

Remark 7.13. In fact, max j Mj j = max i M; ;.

VIIl. D ISCUSSION
The results presented here suggest several directionsttoefwork. Most immediately, our cur-

rent sparsity analysis holds for compression using randosat transformations. However, com-
pression with a random affine mappixg— ®X + A may have stronger privacy properties; we
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expect that our sparsity results can be extended to this ¢ésie we have studied data compres-
sion by random projection of columns of to low dimensions, one also would like to consider
projection of the rows, reducing to a smaller number of effective variables. However, simu-
lations suggest that the strong sparsity recovery pragsedi/ regularization are not preserved

under projection of the rows.

It would be natural to investigate the effectiveness of p#tatistical learning techniques under
compression of the data. For instance, logistic regressiting-regularization has recently been
shown to be effective in isolating relevant variables inthdimensional classification problems
(Wainwright et al., 2007); we expect that compressed lagigtgression can be shown to have
similar theoretical guarantees to those shown in the cupaper. It would also be interesting

to extend this methodology to nonparametric methods. Aspmssibility, the rodeo is an ap-

proach to sparse nonparametric regression that is basédesiolding derivatives of an estimator
(Lafferty and Wasserman, 2007). Since the rodeo is basedmekevaluations, and Euclidean
distances are approximately preserved under random gpimyjethis nonparametric procedure may
still be effective under compression.

The formulation of privacy in Sectidd 5 is, arguably, wealtean the cryptographic-style guaran-
tees sought through, for example, differential privacy (kyi2006). In particular, our analysis in
terms of average mutual information may not preclude thevexy of detailed data about a small
number of individuals. For instance, suppose that a colimif X is very sparse, with all but

a few entries zero. Then the results of compressed sensar@és et all, 2006) imply that, given
knowledge of the compression matidx this column can be approximately recovered by solving
the compressed sensing linear program

min || X1 (8.1a)
suchthat Z; = ©X;|. (8.1b)

However, crucially, this requires knowledge of the compi@s matrix®; our privacy protocol
requires that this matrix is not known to the receiver. MeBFpthis requires that the column is
sparse; such a column cannot have a large impact on the fiwedaccuracy of the regression
estimate. If a sparse column is removed, the resulting gtieds should be nearly as accurate as
those from an estimator constructed with the full data. Velgdehe analysis of this case this as an
interesting direction for future work.
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