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Abstract

We consider the problem of estimating a sparse linear regreyector5* under a gaussian
noise model, for the purpose of both prediction and mode&lcsiein. We assume that prior
knowledge is available on the sparsity pattern, namely ¢h@fvariables is partitioned into
prescribed groups, only few of which are relevant in thawstion process. This group sparsity
assumption suggests us to consider the Group Lasso metlachaans to estimatg*. We
establish oracle inequalities for the prediction @p@stimation errors of this estimator. These
bounds hold under a restricted eigenvalue condition on #siggd matrix. Under a stronger
coherence condition, we derive bounds for the estimatioor éor mixed (2, p)-norms with

1 < p < oco. Whenp = oo, this result implies that a threshold version of the Groupdoa
estimator selects the sparsity patternséfwith high probability. Next, we prove that the rate
of convergence of our upper bounds is optimal in a minimasaeap to a logarithmic factor,
for all estimators over a class of group sparse vectorsheéurtore, we establish lower bounds
for the prediction and, estimation errors of the usual Lasso estimator. Using #sslt, we
demonstrate that the Group Lasso can achieve an improvémtbetprediction and estimation
properties as compared to the Lasso.

An important application of our results is provided by thelgem of estimating multiple
regression equation simultaneously or multi-task leayniin this case, our results lead to
refinements of the results in [22] and allow one to establishquantitative advantage of the
Group Lasso over the usual Lasso in the multi-task settinmllly, within the same setting, we
show how our results can be extended to more general noisiualimns, of which we only
require the fourth moment to be finite. To obtain this extemsive establish a new maximal
moment inequality, which may be of independent interest.
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1 Introduction

Over the past few years there has been a great deal of attemtithe problem of estimating a
spars@ regression vectgs* from a set of linear measurements

y=XB+W (1.1)

Here X is a givenN x K design matrix andV is a zero mean random variable modeling the
presence of noise.

A main motivation behind sparse estimation comes from tlsendation that in several practi-
cal applications the number of variabl&sis much larger than the numbar of observations, but
the underlying model is known to be sparse, seé [8, 12] ardteretes therein. In this situation,
the ordinary least squares estimator is not well-defined. okenappropriate estimation method
is the/;-norm penalized least squares method, which is commondyresf to as the Lasso. The
statistical properties of this estimator are now well ustterd, see, e.g/,[[4] 6| [7,]18,/21] 36] and
references therein. In particular, it is possible to obtaiscle inequalities on the estimation and
prediction errors, which are meaningful even in the regine> N.

In this paper, we study the above estimation problem undgitiadal structural conditions on
the sparsity pattern of the regression vegtarSpecifically, we assume that the set of variables can
be partitioned into a number of groups, only few of which aievant in the estimation process.
In other words, not only we require that many components efuéctors* are zero, but also
that many of a priori known subsets of components are allldquaero. This structured sparsity
assumption suggests us to consider the Group Lasso métBpdd& mean to estimate (see
equation [(Z.R) below). It is based on regularization with iged (2, 1)-norm, namely the sum,
over the set of groups, of the square norm of the regressiefficients restricted to each of the
groups. This estimator has received significant recenmtaite seel[3, 10, 16, 17, 19,124,125/ 26,
28,/31] and references therein. Our principal goal is tafgléine advantage of this more stringent
group sparsity assumption in the estimation process oeecushal sparsity assumption. For this
purpose, we shall address the issues of bounding the poedator, the estimation error as well
as estimating the sparsity pattern. The main differencen fneost of the previous work is that
we obtain not only the upper bounds but also the correspgridimer bounds and thus establish
optimal rates of estimation and prediction under groupspar

A main motivation for us to consider the group sparsity agsion is the practically important
problem of simultaneous estimation the coefficient of npldtregression equations

y1 o= Xufi+ W
yo = Xoff5 +Ws

(1.2)
yr = XgBr + Wr.
Here X1, ..., Xp are prescribed x M design matricesg;, ..., 35 € RM are the unknown
regression vectors which we wish to estimate,. . , yr aren-dimensional vectors of observations
andWy, ..., Wy arei.i.d. zero mean random noise vectors. Examples in which this agtm

1The phrase5* is sparse” means that most of the components of this veaagual to zero.
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problem is relevant range from multi-task learning!([2 28] @nd conjoint analysis [14, 20] to
longitudinal data analysi$ [11] as well as the analysis afgbaata[15, 38], among others. We
briefly review these different settings in the course of tapgr. In particular, multi-task learning
provides a main motivation for our study. In that settingheegression equation corresponds to a
different learning task; in addition to the requirement thad > n, we also allow for the number
of tasksT' to be much larger than. Following [2] we assume that there are only few common
important variables which are shared by the tasks. Thatésasgume that the vectass, . . ., 57
are not only sparse but also have their sparsity patterhgded in the same set of small cardinality.
This group sparsity assumption induces a relationship éstvthe responses and, as we shall see,
can be used to improve estimation.

The model[(1.R) can be reformulated as a single regressatngm of the form[(1]1) by setting
K = MT, N = nT, identifying the vectors by the concatenation of the vectass . .., 5 and
choosingX to be a block diagonal matrix, whose blocks are formed by thgioesXy, ..., X7,
in order. In this way the above sparsity assumption on th&oveg, translate in a group sparsity
assumption on the vectgt, where each group is associated with one of the variableat ih
each group contains the same regression component aceod#féient equations (1.2). Hence
the results developed in this paper for the Group Lasso apphe multi-task learning problem as
a special case.

1.1 OQutline of the main results

We are now ready to summarize the main contributions of thsep

e We first establish bounds for the prediction ahdestimation errors for the general Group
Lasso setting, see TheorémI3.1. In particular, we includga/rate” bound, which holds
under no assumption on the design matkix We then apply the theorem to the specific
multi-task setting, leading to some refinements of the tegu[22]. Specifically, we demon-
strate that as the number of tagkéncreases the dependence of the bound on the number of
variablesM disappears, provided thaf grows at the rate slower thasp(7).

e We extend previous results on the selection of the sparaitgim for the usual Lasso to the
Group Lasso case, see Theorlen] 5.1. This analysis also allewes establish the rates of
convergence of the estimators for mix@dp)-norms withl < p < oo (cf. Corollary5.1).

e We show that the rates of convergence in the above upper bdondhe prediction and
(2, p)-norm estimation errors are optimal in a minimax sense (w@pltmarithmic factor) for
all estimators over a class of group sparse vegtdysee Theorern 6.1.

e We prove that the Group Lasso can achieve an improvemerg jprédiction and estimation
properties as compared to the usual Lasso. For this pum@sestablish lower bounds for
the prediction and, estimation errors of the Lasso estimator (cf. Theorerh i) show
that, in some important cases, they are greater than thespannding upper bounds for the
Group Lasso, under the same model assumptions. In partietdaclarify the advantage of
the Group Lasso over the Lasso in the multi-task learnintipget



e Finally, we present an extension of the multi-task learranglysis to more general noise
distributions having only bounded fourth moment, see Tt 8.1l and 812; this extension
is not straightforward and needs a new tool, the maximal rmvinequality of Lemma9]1,
which may be of independent interest.

1.2 Previouswork

Our results build upon recently developed ideas in the afemmpressed sensing and sparse
estimation, see, e.gl,/[4] 8,112,/18] and references thefeimparticular, it has been shown by
different authors, under different conditions on the desitatrix, that the Lasso satisfies sparsity
oracle inequalities, seel[4] 6, [7,121, 18] 36, 41] and retaertherein. Closest to our study is
the paper([4], which relies upon a Restricted Eigenvalue) @Sumption as well as [21], which
considered the problem of selection of sparsity patterrr. t€ehniques of proofs build upon and
extend those in these papers.

Several papers analyzing statistical properties of theu@iloasso estimator appeared quite
recently [3/ 10, 16, 19, 24, 25, 26,/31]. Most of them are fecusn the Group Lasso for additive
models [16! 19, 25, 31] or generalized linear models [24]ecsd choice of groups is studied
in [10]. Discussion of the Group Lasso in a relatively gehssiting is given by Bach [3] and
Nardi and Rinaldo([26]. BacHh [3] assumes that the predicfaas of matrix X)) are random
with a positive definite covariance matrix and proves reasait consistent selection of sparsity
pattern.J(5*) when the dimension of the modek(in our case) is fixed andé — oo. Nardi
and Rinaldo[[26] address the issue of sparsity oracle irflgigsain the spirit of [4] under the
simplifying assumption that all the Gram matricés (see the definition below) are proportional
to the identity matrix. However, the rates in their boundsraot precise enough (see comments in
[22]) and they do not demonstrate advantages of the Grougplasscompared to the usual Lasso.
Obozinski et al.[[2B] consider the model (1.2) where all tregnmesX; are the same and all their
rows are independent Gaussian random vectors with the sawaeance matrix. They show that
the resulting estimator achieves consistent selectiohetparsity pattern and that there may be
some improvement with respect to the usual Lasso. NotehlbabaussiaX, is a rather particular
example, and Obozinski et all_]28] focused on the considelgction, rather than exploring
whether there is some improvement in the prediction andnesiton properties as compared to
the usual Lasso. The latter issue has been addressed in duf22pand in the parallel work of
Huang and Zhang [17]. These papers considered only hew@tparisons of the two estimators,
i.e., those based on the upper bounds. Also the settingedrézere did not cover the problem in
whole generality. Huang and Zhang [17] considered the gé@noup Lasso setting but obtained
only bounds for prediction ané, estimation errors, while [22] focused only on the multikas
setting, though additionally with bounds for more generdad (2, p)-norm estimation errors and
consistent pattern selection properties.

1.3 Plan of the paper

This paper is organized as follows. In Secfion 2 we define tleaiBLasso estimator and describe
its application to the multi-task learning problem. In $ea$ 3 and¥ we study the oracle properties
of this estimator in the case of Gaussian noise, presenfpgrubounds on the prediction and
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estimation errors. In Sectidd 5, under a stronger condiiorthe design matrices, we describe
a simple modification of our method and show that it seleatscthrrect sparsity pattern with an
overwhelming probability. Next, in Sectidn 6 we show that thtes of convergence in our upper
bounds on prediction an@, p)-norm estimation errors with < p < oo are optimal in a minimax
sense, up to a logarithmic factor. In Sectidn 7 we provideasetdound for the Lasso estimator,
which allows us to quantify the advantage of the Group Lass the Lasso under the group
sparsity assumption. In Sectibh 8 we discuss an extensioaraksults for multi-task learning to
more general noise distributions. Finally, Secfiéon 9 pnesa new maximal moment inequality
(an extension of Nemirovski’s inequality from the secon@tbitrary moments), which is needed
in the proofs of Sectionl 8.

2 Method

In this section, we introduce the notation and describe stiemation method, which we analyze in
the paper. We consider the linear regression model

y=Xp"+W, (2.1)

where3* ¢ R¥ is the vector of regression coefficienf§,is anN x K design matrixy ¢ RY is
the response vector aitl € R” is a random noise vector which will be specified later. We also
denote byz{, ...,z the rows of matrixX. Unless otherwise specified, all vectors are meant to
be column vectors. Hereafter, for every positive integave letN, be the set of integers from
and up to/. Throughout the paper we assume tRais a deterministic matrix. However, it should
be noted that our results extend in a standard way (as destuegy., inl[4],[8]) to randonX
satisfying the assumptions stated below with high proltgbil

We choosell < K and letthe sef71, . .., G); form a prescribed partition of the index $et
in M sets. ThatisNg = U}, G; and, for everyj # j/, G; N G = (0. For everyj € Ny, we
let K; = |G| be the cardinality ofy; and denote bX;, the NV x K; sub-matrix ofX formed by
the columns indexed b§;. We also use the notatioh = X " X/N and¥; = X, X, /N for the
normalized Gram matrices of andX,, respectively.

For every3 € RX we introduce the notatiof’ = (3, : k € G;) and, for everyl < p < oo,
we define the mixed2, p)-norm of 3 as

(M)
==

M

M %
=[S (3 22 :(zw)
j=1

j=1 keG;

and the(2, co)-norm of 3 as

_ j
18l = max, [157].

where|| - || is the standard Euclidean norm.

If J C Ny, we lets; be the vecto(s1{j € J} : j € Ny;), wherel{-} denotes the indicator
function. Finally we set/(3) = {j : 7 # 0, j € Ny} andM(B) = |J(B)| where|.J| denotes
the cardinality of set/ C {1,...,M}. The set/(§) contains the indices of the relevant groups
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and the numben/ () the number of such groups. Note that wheh= K we haveG; = {j},
j € Ng and|| 8|2, = ||5]|,, where||3]|,, is thel, norm of 5.

The main assumption we make @ is that it isgroup sparsewhich means thad/(5*) is
much smaller thai/.

Our main goal is to estimate the vectoras well as its sparsity patteti{5*) from y. To this
end, we consider the Group Lasso estimator. It is defined @ $@ution/ of the optimization
problem

M
min{%!\Xﬁ—W +2D M1 B e RK}, (2.2)
j=1

where)q, ..., Ay, are positive parameters, which we shall specify later.

In order to study the statistical properties of this estonat is useful to present the optimality
conditions for a solution of the problem {.2). Since theeslije function in[[Z.R) is convex is
a solution of [2.R) if and only if) (the K-dimensional zero vector) belongs to the subdifferential
of the objective function. In turn, this condition is equeat to the requirement that

1 “I
v (x5 -ul?) 20 (Z MWH) ,

i=1

whered denotes the subdifferential (see, for example, [5] for mofermation on convex analy-
sis). Note that

M 3
o) (ZMWH) = {9 cRN ¢ = Aj% if 370, and ||| < \;if /=0, j € NM}.
j=1

Thus, 3 is a solution of [Z2) if and only if

1, L i
- X —X J — )\'A—,

N
(X" =XV < N, if 57 = 0. (2.4)

if 57 40 (2.3)
1
!

2.1 Simultaneous estimation of multiple regression equations and multi-
task learning

As an application of the above ideas we consider the probfesstomating multiple linear regres-
sion equations simultaneously. More precisely, we comsiddtiple Gaussian regression models,

y o= Xupfi+ W

= Xof33 + W
Y2 . 252 2 (2'5)

yr = XpBr+ Wr,



where, for eacht € Nz, we let X, be a prescribed x M design matrix3; € R the unknown
vector of regression coefficients apdann-dimensional vector of observations. We assume that
Wi, ..., Wr arei.i.d. zero mean random vectors.

We study this problem under the assumption that the spaoattgrns of vectors; are for any
t contained in the same set of small cardinadityn other words, the response variable associated
with each equation in_(2.5) depends only on some membersroal subset of the corresponding
predictor variables, which is preserved across the difte¢quations. We consider as our estimator
a solution of the optimization problem

T

M /T 3
)] 2 2| . M
min TE;EHXtﬁt_ytH “‘2)\; (;Bt]> . 517"'75T eR (26)

t=

with some tuning parameter> 0. As we have already mentioned in the introduction, thigweasti
tor is an instance of the Group Lasso estimator describedealbodeed, sek = MT, N = nT,

let 3 € RX be the vector obtained by stacking the vectéys . ., 3y and lety andW be the ran-
dom vectors formed by stacking the vectgrs. . ., yr and the vector$ly, . .., Wr, respectively.
We identify each row index oK with a double indext,i) € Ny x N,, and each column index
with (¢, 7) € Np x Ny. In this special case the matriX is block diagonal and its-th block is
formed by then x M matrix X; corresponding to “task’. Moreover, the groups are defined as
G; = {(t,5) : t € Nr} and the parameters; in (2.2) are all set equal to a common valie
Within this setting, we see that (2.6) is a special case @)(2.

Finally, note that the vector$/ = (3, : t € Np) " are formed by the coefficients corresponding
to the j-th variable “across the tasks”. The s&t3) = {j : 8/ # 0, j € Ny} contains the
indices of the relevant variables present in at least onbeVectorss,, . .., 5 and the number
M(p) = |J(5)| quantifies the level of group sparsity across the tasks. fbetared sparsity (or
group sparsity) assumption has the folf(5*) < s wheres is some integer much smaller than
M.

Our interest in this model with group sparsity is mainly naated by multi-task learning. Let
us briefly discuss the multi-task setting as well as othetiegmons, in which the problem of
estimating multiple regression equations arises.

Multi-task learning. In machine learning, the problem of multi-task learning rexived much
attention recently, seel[2] and references therein. Herle esgression equation corresponds to a
different “learning task”. In this context the tasks oftemrespond to binary classification, namely
the response variables are binary. For instance, in imaigetian each task is associated with

a particular type of visual object (e.g., face, car, cha,)ethe rowsr,. of the design matrixX;,
represent an image ang is a binary label, which, say, takes the valuig the image depicts the
object associated with tagkand the value-1 otherwise. In this setting the number of samples
n is typically much smaller than the number of tagksA main goal of multi-task learning is to
exploit possible relationships across the tasks to aidening process.

Conjoint analysis. In marketing research, an important problem is the anabfstatasets con-
cerning the ratings of different products by different cuséers, with the purpose of improving
products, see, for example] [1,/20,) 14] and referencesithdtiere the index € Nt refers to the
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customers and the indexe N, refers to the different ratings provided by a customer. Bectsl
are represented by (possibly many) categorical or contisvariables (e.g., size, brand, color,
price etc.). The observatiap; is the rating of product;; by thet-th customer. A main goal of
conjoint analysis is to find common factors which determiaegie’s preferences to products. In
this context, the variable selection method we analyzeigyghper may be useful to “visualize”
peoples perception of products [1].

Seemingly unrelated regressions (SUR). In econometrics, the problem of estimating the regres-
sion vectorsg; in (2.8) is often referred to aseemingly unrelated regressio(SB8UR) [40] (see
also [34] and references therein). In this context, thexnde N,, often refers to time and the
equations[(2]5) are equivalently represented sgstems of linear equations, indexed by time. The
underlying assumption in the SUR model is that the matri¢eare of rank)/, which necessarily
requires that, > M. Here we do not make such an assumption. We cover thercase M
and show how, under a sparsity assumption, we can reliabip&e the regression vectors. The
classical SUR model assumes that the noise variables avereean correlated Gaussian, with
cov(Wy, Wy) = oulxn, s,t € Np. Thisinduces a relation between the responses that carete us
to improve estimation. In our model such a relation alsotexisit it is described in a different
way, for example, we can consider that the sparsity patt#fmectorss;, . . ., 55 are the same.

Longitudinal and panel data. Another related context iengitudinal data analysifl1] as well
as the analysis gfanel data]15,[38]. Panel data refers to a dataset which contains wdtsens

of different phenomena observed over multiple instancaswé (for example, election studies,
political economy data, etc). The models used to analyzelp#ata appear to be related to the
SUR model described above, but there is a large variety ofeinagsumptions on the structure
of the regression coefficients, see, for example| [15]. Upup knowledge however, sparsity
assumptions have not been been put forward for analysiswiitls context.

3 Sparsdity oracleinequalities

Let1 < s < M be an integer that gives an upper bound on the group spa&it/) of the true
regression vectas*. We make the following assumption.

Assumption 3.1. There exists a positive number= x(s) such that

XA
VNIA|

where J¢ denotes the complement of the set of indites

LI < s, A eRN\{0), )\ lA7) §3Z%IINII} > K,

jeJe jeJ

To emphasize the dependency of Assumptioh 3.%k,0me will sometimes refer to it as As-
sumption RE¢). This is a natural extension to our setting of the Resuli&®genvalue assumption
for the usual Lasso and Dantzig selector from [4]. Th@orms are now replaced by (weighted)
mixed (2,1)-norms.

Several simple sufficient conditions for Assumption| 3.1he tasso case, i.e., when all the
groupsG; have size 1, are given inl[4]. Similar sufficient conditios de stated in our more
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general setting. For example, Assumption 3.1 is immediatatisfied if X" X /N has a positive
minimal eigenvalue. More interestingly, it is enough to poge that the matriX ™ X/ N satisfies
a Restricted Isometry condition as in [8] or the coherencalitmn (cf. Lemma A.2 below).

To state our first result we need some more notation. For esygnymetric and positive semi-
definite matrix4, we denote byr(A), || Al and||A||| the trace, Frobenius and spectral norms of
A, respectively. Ifpy, ..., p, are the eigenvalues of, we have thatr(A) = Zle pis | Alle =

\/ i 7 and|[[Al]| = max}, p.

Lemma 3.1. Consider the mode2.1), and letM > 2, N > 1. Assume thatV ¢ RV is a
random vector with i.i.d (0, 02?) gaussian components? > 0. For everyj € Ny, recall that
U; = X, Xg,; /N and choose

20
A > \/—N\/tr(\lfj) 12010, I(2qlog M + /I qlog M). 3.1)

Then with probability at least — 21714, for any solution3 of problem(Z.2) and all 3 € R
we have that

1, s T |
SIX (B =891+ ;MW =Bl < S IX(8 -89

+4 > Amin (|71 187 - #1) (3:2)
7€J(B)
Lo h el = 3y
SIXTX(3 - )Y < S (3.3)
A 4 max e *
M(B) < 30X (3 - )7 (3.4)

where,,;, = mmj]‘i1 A; and ¢y, is the maximum eigenvalue of the matkix X /N.

Proof. For all 3 ¢ R¥, we have

SIXB - y? +2VA;[‘1Aj||Bf|| < SIX8 -yl +2iwﬁu,
j= j=
which, usingy = X * + W, is equivalent to
1 A *\ (2 1 *\ (12 2 T A 7 i Aj
FIX G =B < HIX B = 8P+ WX (B - 5) +2§;Aj(!\ﬁﬂ|| —1#0). (35)
=
By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have that

M
WTX(B—8) <> I(XTWYI5" - 6]
j=1
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For everyj € N,,, consider the random event

A=[4 (3.6)
j=1
where ) \
R W) )
A= {glwyr< 37)

We note that

riap e ({rmoxew < B op ([Ele =0 1),

where¢,, ..., ¢y are i.i.d. standard Gaussian,,, ..., v; y denote the eigenvalues of the matrix
XGngj/N, among which the positive ones are the same as thodg,aind the quantity:; is
defined as

- AIN/(40?) — tr (W)
V2[5l
We apply Lemma All to upper bound the probability of the caeenpnt of the evend;. Specif-

ically, we choosey = (v;1,...,v;n), x = x; andm(v) = |[|[¥;]||/||¥,||m and conclude from
LemméeA.l that

72
P(AS) < 2exp (— J ) )
(4) 2(1 4 V2[5 11 /195 )

We now chooser; so that the right hand side of the above inequality is smétan2)/~7. A
direct computation yields that

2 2 VW /2 g log M + \/2(] 9, [lg log )2 + 2qlog M.,

which, using the subadditivity property of the square romt the inequality| ¥ ; [|r, < /K[| ¥,
gives inequality[(3]1). We conclude, by a union bound, utidebove condition on the parameters
A;, thatP(A°) < 2M*~9. Then, it follows from inequality({3]5), with probabilityt deast1 —

2M1'4, that

1 . Moo 1 M L . .
SIXG =N+ N~ < X -8+ 22 A — &+ 18] - 1)
j=1 j=1
< %nxw—5*>||2+4j§mAjmin(||@j||,||éj—5f||),

which coincides with inequality (3.2).
To prove [3.B8), we use the inequality

IO @ XBP) <, (3.8)
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which follows from the optimality condition$ (2.3) arid_(p.Moreover, using equation (2.1) and
the triangle inequality, we obtain that

SICCTXB = 80 < IO (08 = )Yl + Wil

The result then follows by combining the last inequalitylwitequality [3.8) and using the defini-
tion of the eventA.

Finally, we prove[(314). First, observe that, on the evénit holds, uniformly overj € N,,,
that

SITXB -2 Y A0

This fact follows from[(2.8),[(2]1) and the definition of theeat.A. The following chain yields the
result:

M(B) < N2 > AZH (XTX(5 =)
JEJ(B)
< = o 2 X - P
minY i€J(B)
4 R
< ol XE-F
4 max
< (5 )

mln

where, in the last line we have used the fact that the eigeesadf X ' X/N are bounded from
above by, .. [ |

We are now ready to state the main result of this section.

Theorem 3.1. Consider the modeg2.1) and letM > 2, N > 1. Assume thatl’ € R" is a
random vector with i.i.d V' (0, o%) gaussian components? > 0. For everyj € N,,, define the
matrix V; = X, X, /N and choose

\/tr )+ 2[[%5]][(2qlog M + /K qlog M).

Then with probability at least — 21/~¢, for any solution3 of problem(Z.2) we have that
]‘ A *\ |12 * M
~IXB =87 < 4[5%l20 max A;. (3.9)
N j=1

If, in addition, M (5*) < s and Assumption 3.1 holds with= x(s), then with probability at least
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1 — 2M'~4, for any solution3 of problem(Z.2) we have that

1 2 *
SIXG-gr < 5 YN (3.10)
JeJ(ﬁ
. 16 %
1B=B8Tan < — N (3.11)
jes(pr) M
A 64¢max AZ
M(p) < lm S0 (3.12)
]GJ(ﬁ*) min

where \ i, = mm 1 Aj and ¢« is the maximum eigenvalue of the matix' X /N. If, in

addition, Assumptlon RE2 holds, then with the same probability for any solutidof problem
(2.2) we have that

V10 Djesn A
K2(28)  AminV/$
Proof. Inequality [3.9) follows immediately froni_(3.2) with = 5*. We now prove the remaining

assertions. Lef = J(8*) = {j : (8*)7 # 0} and letA = 3 — 5*. By inequality [3.2) with3 = *
we have, on the event, that

18 -p5 <

(3.13)

1 :
FIXAP <4 MlIA <4 > XAl (3.14)
jed jedJ
Moreover by the same inequality, on the evehlyve have thaE;.Vil NIIAT| <4375, M4,
which implies thad _, ;. \;[[A7]] <337, ; Ajl[AY]]. Thus, by Assumption 3.1
XA
1A] < IXA] (3.15)
kVN

Now, (3.10) follows from[(3.14) and (3.115).
Inequality [3.11) follows by noting that, by (3.2),

ZA A7 <43 A7) <4 3 2)a) <4 Z)\ZHXAH

jedJ jeJ jedJ

and then usind (3.10) anid;”, [|A[| < 373, | AY]|A;/ A
Inequality [3.12) follows from[(3]4) an@(3.1.0).

Finally, we provel(3.13). Lef’ be the set of indices iti“ corresponding ta largest values of
A;||A7||. Consider the sefy; = J U J'. Note that|.Jos| < 2s. Let j(k) be the index of thé—th
largest element of the s\, ||A7|| : j € J°}. Then,

Al AT <Y A IAT k.

jeJe
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This and the fact thay ;. \;[|A7]| <337, Aj|A7]| on the eventd implies

. > ] A

jeJs, k=s+1

2 2
(Srese MIAND? _ 9 (i AllA)
S - S
IS MIAI _ I jes WA,

S S

IA

2

Therefore, it follows that

9
Al A g |17 < B ZA§||AJQS 2

jed

and, in turn, that

10 A2
A < ?Z A; [ (3.16)

jeJ min

Next note from[(3.14) that

1
SIXAP <4 1> XA (3.17)
JjeJ
In addition,y " ;. \;[|A7]| <337, Aj[|A7]| easily implies that
Yo MlAT <3 Al
JEJS, J€J2s
Combining Assumption RE@ with (3.17) we have, on the evedt, that
4,/ N
JAg | < Lot
: K2(2s)
This inequality and (3.16) yield (3.1.3). [

The oracle inequality (3.10) of Theordm 3.1 can be genemlip include the bias term as
follows.

Theorem 3.2. Let the assumptions of Lemmal3.1 be satisfied and let Asanfifi holds with
x = r(s) and with factor 3 replaced by 7. Then with probability at leas- 2A7'~9, for any
solution of problem(Z.2) we have

1 - 96 2
NX(ﬁﬁ*)2<min{H2 S° N+ X8 - 87 5 € RY M () <s}.

JEJ(B)
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This result is of interest whefi* is only assumed to approximately sparse, that is when there
exists a set of indices, with cardinality smaller thar such that|(5*) jc|?

Proof. Let 3 be arbitrary. Sef\ = 3 — 3. By inequality [3.2), we have, on the evesthat

—HX(B B* ||2+ZM\NH<—IIX(B BN +4 > Nlla).

JeJ(B)
Lety > 0 be arbitrary. We consider two cases:
case MYy MIAT > X (8 — B9
case i Y e g MlIAT]| < %X (8 — 8|2

In case i), we have

—IIX(B g H2+ZAIINII<8 > Al

JEJ(B)

Z MIAT <7 Y AlA7).

JjeJ(B JjEJ(B)

Thus, by Assumptiopn 3l1 (with factor 3 replaced by 7), we have

This implies

[ XA
A < .
A < T
We obtain
M
1 . XA
LGRS b sl
j=1
8 IX(B- 89 1X(B-5Y)
<2y A;[ ‘
: JE€J(B) \/N \/N
L|X(3— 59> 32
< 92 N R Z )\?
JEJ(B)
| X(6—p89)* 16
J€J(B)
Hence

—IIX(B B* ||2+2ZA||N||< Zv —IIX(B B2,

JEJ(B)

13



Case ii) gives

1 M 9
2 *\ (|2 J = a2
X @G-8l +;wm | < 51X =89
Hence

1 A # (12 .| 96 g, 2 (12
NFIX@ =8P < min |5 > X+ FIXE =8P
JeJ(B)
u

We end this section by a remark about the Group Lasso estimatio overlapping groups,
i.e., whenNg = UL, G, butG; N G # () for somey, ;' € Ny, j # j'. We refer to[[42] for
motivation and discussion featuring the statistical retee of group sparsity with overlapping
groups. Inspection of the proofs of Lemial3.1 and Thedrehm@iediately yields the following
conclusion.

Remark 3.1. Inequalities(3.2)and (3.3)in Lemmd 3.1 and inequalitig8.10)-(3.12)in Theorem
[3.7 remain correct in the more general case of overlappiraugsGy, . . ., G-

4 Sparsity oracleinequalitiesfor multi-task learning

We now apply the above results to the multi-task learnindlem described in Sectidn 2.1. In
this setting, K = MT andN = nT, whereT is the number of tasks, is the sample size for each
task and)M is the nominal dimension of unknown regression parametgredch task. Also, for
everyj € Ny, K; =T andV¥; = (1/T)Iryp, wherelp,r is theT x T identity matrix. This fact
is a consequence of the block diagonal structure of the desagrix X and the assumption that
the variables are normalized to one, namely all the diageleatents of the matrikl /n) X ™ X are
equal to one. It follows thatr(¥;) = 1 and|||¥;||| = 1/7. The regularization parameteks are
all equal to the same valug cf. (2.6). Therefore[(311) takes the form

20 2
> 1+ = (2glog M + \/Tqlog M). 4.1
A_m\/+T(qog + v/ Tqlog ) 4.1)

In particular, Lemma_3]1 and Theorém|3.1 are valid for

A 2v/20 1+@log]%
vnT 2 T

since the right-hand side of this inequality is greater et of (4.1).
For the convenience of the reader we state the Restricteh#age assumption for the multi-
task case [22].

Assumption 4.1. There exists a positive numbey;r = xyr(s) such that

. [ XA MT
min ———— : |J|<s, AeR 0}, ||A e

where J¢ denotes the complement of the set of indites

21 < 3HAJ||2,1} > KMT,

14



We note that parameters ¢,... defined in Sectiofil3 correspond ta;r/v7T and ¢y /T
respectively, where,,r is the largest eigenvalue of the mat#ix’ X /n.
Using the above observations we obtain the following carglbf Theorem 311.

Corollary 4.1. Consider the multi-task mod€2.8) for M > 2 andT,n > 1. Assume that
W € R is a random vector with i.i.d\/(0, %) gaussian components? > 0, and all diagonal
elements of the matriX ™ X /n are equal tol. Set

B 2v/20 <1+ Alog.M)l/2
vnT T ’

whereA > 5/2. Then with probability at least — 21/1-24/5, for any solution3 of problem(Z.8)
we have that

A

8v20 Alog M\
(1+ : ) 155, 4.2)

vnT T

Moreover, if in addition it holds thad/(5*) < s and Assumptio@].l holds withyt = kv (s),
then with probability at least — 2M/'~24/5, for any solution3 of problem(2.8) we have that

1 A *
X5 - 87 <

1 S e 12807 s Alog M
_ — < il )
FIXG -l < HEE (14 28 @3)
1 . - 32v/20 s AlogM)l/2
B = By < 22T S (14 4.4
Tl ol < 2T (14 2 (4.4)
A 4
() < BT (4.5)
Ky

wheregyr is the largest eigenvalue of the matdi™ X /n. A
Finally, if in addition sy (2s) > 0, then with the same probability for any solutighof
problem(2.6) we have that

14 . 16v50 [s Alog M 12
ﬁ||5—5||s—%(25)\/%(1+ T ) - (4.6)

Note that the value¥ and+/T in the denominators of the left-hand sides of inequali@e3)
(#.3), and[[4.6) appear quite naturally. For instance, theni|3 — 3*||5, in (&.4) is a sum of\/
terms each of which is a Euclidean norm of a vectoRi, and thus it is of the ordey/T if all
the components are equal. Therefare,[(4.4) can be interpest a correctly normalized “error per
coefficient” bound.

Corollary[4.1 is valid for any fixead, M, T'; the approach is non-asymptotic. Some relations
between these parameters are relevant in the particulficagppns and various asymptotics can
be derived as special cases. For example, in multi-taskilegit is natural to assume that> n,
and the motivation for our approach is the strongest if al50> n. The bounds of Corollary 4.1
are meaningful if the sparsity indexs small as compared to the sample sizand the logarithm
of the dimensionog M is not too large as compared1o

15



More interestingly, the dependency on the dimensiénin the bounds is negligible if the
number of taskq" is larger tharlog M. In this regime, no relation between the sample sizad
the dimensionV/ is required. This is quite in contrast to the standard reswitsparse recovery
where the condition

log(dimension) < sample size

is considered asine qua norconstraint. For example, Corollary #.1 gives meaningfulrmts if
M = exp(n?) for arbitrarily largey > 0, provided thafl” > n".

Finally, note that Corollary 411 is in the same spirit as ailtethat we obtained in_[22] but
there are two important differences. First,linl[22] we cdesed larger values of, namely with

NG
switch here to the smallérsince it leads to minimax rate optimality, cf. lower bouned$aw. The

second difference is that we include now the “slow rate” itfgu?), which guarantees convergence
of the prediction lossvith no restriction on the matriX " X, provided that the norn2, 1)-norm
of 5* is bounded. For example, if the absolute values of all coraptmofs* do not exceed some

constant3,.y, then||5*||a.1 < BumaxsV/T and the bound (412) is of the ordex (1+ %)m.

1/2
(1 + AlogM) in place of(1 + AIOTgM)I/Q, and we obtained a result with higher probability. We

5 Coordinate-wise estimation and selection of sparsity pattern

In this section we show how from any solutionlof (2.2), we csiingate the correct sparsity pattern
J(8*) with high probability. We also establish bounds for estiorabf 5* in all (2, p) norms with
1 < p < oo under a stronger condition than Assumpfiod 3.1.

Recall that we use the notatidn= %XTX for the Gram matrix of the design. We introduce
some additional notation which will be used throughout figistion. For any, j’ in N, we define
the matrix¥|[j, /| = %ngX(;j, (note thatV[j, j] = U, for anyj). We denote by[j, j'; »», where
t € Ng,,t' € Nk, the (¢, t')-th element of matrix¥ 4, j/]. For anyA € R¥X andj € N;,; we set
A = (At it e NKj)-

In this section, we assume that the following condition kdlde.

Assumption 5.1. There exist some integer> 1 and some constamt > 0 such that:

1. Foranyj € Ny, andt € N, it holds that(V[j, j]);; = ¢ and
)\min¢ 1

4o maxs /KK

max
1<t 8/ <Kt/

(W0 gD)er | < 5

2. Foranyj # j' € Ny, it holds that

Amin®
Ul . < min
1§t§n1121%1}§j,f<j,) (%1 7 e < 14a A paxs
and
)\min¢ 1

i < .
1§t§Kj,I1r3'§Kj,,t#/ (21 ])t’t < 14 axS /KK
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This assumption is an extension to the general Group Lastiogsef the coherence condition
of [22] introduced in the particular multi-task setting.deed, in the multi-task cas€; = T,
Amin = Amax, @nd for any;j € N, the matrixXg, is block diagonal with the-th block of size
n x 1 formed by thej-th column of the matrixX; (recall the notation in Sectidn 2.1) and= 1/7.

It follows that (W7, j']);» = 0 foranyj, ;' € NM andt #t' € NT Then Assumption 511 reduces
to the following: max;<;<7 [(¥[j, j'])e¢| < o7 Wheneverj # ;' and ([}, j]),; = 7. Thus, we
see that for the multi-task model Assump- 5.1 takes tha faf the usual coherence assumption
for each of thel’ separate regression problems. We also note that, the cmeeassumption in
[22] was formulated with the numerical constannstead ofl4. The larger constant here is due
to the fact that we consider the general model with not nec#gblock diagonal design matrix,
in contrast to the multi-task setting of [22].

LemmaA.2, which is presented in the appendix, establidhsAssumption 5]1 implies As-
sumptiori 3.1L. Note also that, by an argument as in [21], ibishard to show that under Assump-
tion[5.1 any group-sparse vectof* satisfying (2.1) is unique.

Theorem 3.1 provides bounds for compound measures of hiak,g, depending simultane-
ously on all the vectorg’. An important question is to evaluate the performance afmegors for
each of the component¥ separately. The next theorem provides a bound of this tydeama
consequence, a result on the selection of sparsity pattern.

Theorem 5.1. Let the assumptions of Theorém]3.1 be satisfied and let Asisundpl hold with
the same. Set

3 16
=|(5t+—+ )" 1
‘ <2+7(a—1)) (5.1)
Then with probability at least — 2714, for any solution3 of problem[Z.2) we have that
A ¥ C
||5 - 6 ||2,oo S _)\max- (52)
¢
If, in addition,
2c
> _)\maxa 53
Jmin 16> (5.3)

then with the same probability for any solutigrof problem[[Z:2) the set of indices
~ . ~ . C
J = {] : ||5J|| > _)\max} (54)
¢
estimates correctly the sparsity pattef(i5*), that is,

J=J(B").

Proof. SetK., = max;<j<y K;. We define first for any, j* € Ny, the K, x Ko matrlxm[] J']
as follows. Ifj # ;' we have(W[j, j'])sen, veNk, = = U[j, 5l and (P[4, i)y = 0if t > K; orif
t'> Ky If j = j' we have(W[j, j])iveny = w[j, j]- Ol i, and(W[j, 1) = 0if t > K or if
t' > K. Similarly, for anyA € R¥ and any;j € N,, we setA’ € RX> such tha(A{)teNKj =AJ
andA] = 0 for anyt > K.
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SetA = 3 — 5*. We have

O[All200 < [PAl200 + (¥ = AT xr) All2,0- (5.5)
Using Cauchy-Schwarz’s inequality we obtain

(K, [ M Ky Y
.y AJd
(¥ — ¢k i) All2,00 = Y Z Z <\I][j’j ])t,t’ By
=1 \j=1v=1
[ K, /M 2] 12
< = / J'
max, (Z <‘I’[J,] ]) A )
=1 \j'=1
9 1/2
./ AJ
+ max, Z th/ ;#< ) L AL (5.6)

We now treat the first term on the right-hand side[of](5.6). \&eeh using Assumptidn 8.1 and
Minkowski's inequality for the Euclidean norm iR’/ , that

K. Y 97 1/2 \ K. 97 1/2
- Ir.o- X min¢ d
! J < 7’
12}%{\4 Z:: <Z (W[j’j ]>t,t A ) T ldaMpaxS ; (z:: |A )

)\min¢ s

— A

- 14a)\maxs” 2.

)\min(b

—2" ||A
- 1404)\maXSH l2.1

since||Al2,1 < ||All2.1 by definition of A. Next we treat the second term in the right-hand side of
(5.6). Cauchy-Schwarz’s inequality gives

- 1/2

K; 3
i
max E E E < ) Ay,
1<5<M 2t

t=1 \j/'=1¢'=1t+#t

N 1 AT
= Tdan, s 198 1 5 ZZ JE;

m1n¢ l A
= 14\ paxs i w/K,
m1n¢ mln(b

= 14aAmaXsHA”“ = 14 maxs Tians 12
Combining the four above displays we get

2)\min

All2,00 —\IIA o + ————||All2,1.
80 € SI¥A 2 + Ty Al

18



Thus, by inequalitie$(3.3) and (3]11), with probabilityesstl — 2714, it holds that

3 16
A o J | — )\max-
18l < (35 + 7003 )

By LemmaA.2,ax? = (a — 1)¢, which yields the first result of the theorem. The secondltesu
follows from the first one in an obvious way. [ |

Assumption of type (5]3) is inevitable in the context of sélen of sparsity pattern. It says that
the vectorg3*)? cannot be arbitrarily close to 0 fgrin the pattern. Their norms should be at least
somewhat larger than the noise level.

Theorem$ 311 arld 5.1 imply the following corollary.

Corollary 5.1. Let the assumptions of Theoréml|3.1 be satisfied and let Atismipl hold with
the same. Then with probability at least — 21/, for any solution3 of problem[(Z.2) and any
1 < p < oo we have that

3=

||6 5 ||2p < )\max ( Z \ )\ ) ) (57)

) min

16a \'? /3 16 \'»
CcCl = <a_1> <§+77(a_1)> . (58)

If, in addition, [5.3) holds, then with the same probabifity any solution3 of problem [Z.2) and
any1l < p < oo we have that

||6 6 ||2p = max (Z Ao )\ ) ) (59)

whereJ is defined in[{54).

where

Proof. SetA = 3 — 3. For anyp > 1 we use the norm interpolation inequality
1 1—-1
[A]l2p < NANZ L [[A]],08 -

Combining inequalitied (3.11) and (5.2) with= /(1 — 1/a)¢ (cf. LemmalA.2) and the last
inequality yields[(5.J7). Inequality (5.9) is then straifgimtvard in view of Theorerh 511. [ |

Note that we introduce inequalities_(b.2) and [5.9) validhwirobability close to 1 because
their right-hand sides are data driven, and so they can lakasseonfidence bands for the unknown
parametep* in mixed (2p)-norms.

We finally derive a corollary of Theorem 5.1 for the multika®tting, which is straightforward
in view of the above results.
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Corollary 5.2. Consider the multi-task mod@&.5)for M/ > 2 andT',n > 1. Let the assumptions
of Theoreni 511 be satisfied and set

~ 2V20 (1 N Alog]W)l/2
vnT T ’

whereA > 5/2. Then with probability at least — 21/1-24/3, for any solution3 of problem [Z.6)
and anyl < p < oo we have

A

18 = B2 < (5.10)

RS 2v/2¢ 0847 (1 N Alog M)1/2
VT Vi T ’

wherec; is the constant defined in (5.8) and we 8Et° = 1 for anyx > 0. If, in addition,

. 1 . 4\ 2co Alog M) 1/2
—||(B")|| > 1+ : 5.11
i > 2 (14 2 5.11)
then with the same probability for any solutigrof problem[[Z.6) the set of indices
5 N B 2v/2co AlogM)1/2
J=%j:—=|| > 1+ 5.12
{j Tl > 2 (14 2 512
estimates correctly the sparsity pattef(5*), that is,
J=J(B").

6 Minimax lower boundsfor arbitrary estimators

In this section we consider again the multi-task model asti6ng 2.11 andl4. We will show that
the rate of convergence obtained in Corollary 4.1 is optimalminimax sense (up to a logarithmic
factor) for all estimators over a class of group sparse vecihis will be done under the following

mild condition on matrixX.

Assumption 6.1. There exist positive constants andx, such that for any vectoh € RM7\ {0}
with M (A) < 2s we have
XA IXAI2 _
< k2.
AP = O A =

Note that part (b) of Assumptidn 6.1 is automatically saibfivith x3 = ¢yr Wheregyr is
the spectral norm of matri)KTX/n. The reason for introducing this assumption is thatZhe
restricted maximal eigenvalug can be much smaller than the spectral nornXofX /n, which
would result in a sharper lower bound, see Thedrem 6.1 below.

In what follows we fixT" > 1, M > 2, s < M /2 and denote by:S(s, M, T) the set of vectors
B € RMT such thatV/(3) < s. Let/ : RT — R* be a nondecreasing function such th@) = 0
and/ # 0.
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Theorem 6.1. Consider the multi-task mod@.3B)for M > 2andT’,n > 1. Assume thalt’ € RY
is a random vector with i.i.dV (0, o) gaussian components? > 0. Suppose that < M /2 and
let part (b) of Assumptidn 6.1 be satisfied. Define

o st/P log(eM/s)\ "/
n = — — ]_ I — 9 1 S S )
- vn ( T ) h=

where we set'/> = 1. Then there exist positive constahts depending only ofi(-) andp such
that .
it s B (Bl - ) 2o (6.)
T B*eGS(s,M,T) VT
whereinf, denotes the infimum over all estimater®f 5*. If, in addition, part (a) of Assump-
tion[6.1 is satisfied, then there exist positive constartsiepending only ofi(-) such that

inf  sup [E/ (Ew;é (1 — B*)H) >C. (6.2)
)

T B*€GS(s,M,T

1
—||X
/<;1\/nTH

Proof. Fix p and write for brevity,,, = v, , where it causes no ambiguity. Throughout this proof
we setr!/> = 1 for anyx > 0. We consider first the cage < log(eM/s). Set0 = (0,...,0) €
RT,1=(1,...,1) € R”. Define the set of vectors

Q= {wE]RMT tw’ €{0,1},j=1,...,M, andM(w) < s},
and its dilation

C(Q) = {vwnmw/sl/” w e N},

wherey > 0 is an absolute constant to be chosen later. Noteffat ¢ GS(s, M, T)).
For anyw, w’ in Q we haveM (w — w') < 2s. Thus, for3 = v, ,w/s'P, B = yib, ,w'/s'/P
parts (a) and (b) of Assumption 6.1 imply respectively

1 k322 p(w,w')T

~|X8 - XB|* > —"& : (6.3)
n S /P

1 2 2 72L w7 / T

Lixg— xg| < 2 YnpPlr ) (6.4)
n 52/10

where p(w,w’) = Zj]‘il I{w’ # (W)} and I{-} denotes the indicator function. This and the
definition of1),, ,, yield that if part (a) of Assumptidn 6.1 holds, then foralks’ € Q2 we have

1 , K202 log(eM /s ,
X5 - XB? 2 4 (1 ¥ %) (.. (6.5)
2

Also, by definition of5, 5,

1
VT

1/2
) (o) P H{w £ ). (6.6)

1
19 - By = 22 (14 2

/T T
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For 0 € RY, we denote byP, the probability distribution of\V' (6, %Iy« n) Gaussian random
vector. We denote biC( P, Q) the Kullback-Leibler divergence between the probabiligasures
P and@. Then, under part (b) of Assumption 6.1,

1
K(Pxg, Pxp) = T‘QHXﬂ — X5
2.2
KoY 2
205252/p n n,pp(w7w,)T
V[T + log(eM/s)]
2v*slog(eM/s) (6.7)

IN

IAIA

where we used that(w, w’) < 2s for all w,w’ € ). Lemma 8.3 in[[32] guarantees the existence
of a subsetV of 2 such that

log(INV]) = éslog (ﬂ) (6.8)

s
plw,w) > s/4Vw,w' eN, w#uw,

for some absolute constant> 0, where| /| denotes the cardinality of". Combining this with
(6.5) and[(6.6) we find that the finite set of vect6(3V) is such that, for alB, 5’ € C(N), 8 # 3,

o log(eM/s)\ "
oS og(e B
\/7Hﬁ ﬁ H2p - 41/p \/— (1 + #) - 41/p¢n,pa

and under part (a) of Assumptibn 6.1,
H2028 log(eM /s 2
e R

2
K5M T

Furthermore, by[(6]7) an@(6.8) for &l 5’ € C(N') under part (b) of Assumptidn 6.1 we have

K(Pxs, Pxgr) < 1—10g(|/\f\) = —log(|C( )

for an absolute constant > 0 chosen small enough. Thus, the result follows by applicatib
Theorem 2.7 in [35].
Consider now the casg > log(eM/s). Introduce the set of vectors

O ={weR" :w= (o' ...,0"), w €{0,1}"if j < sandw’ = 0 otherwisg ,

and the associated dilated g€f)’') defined as above. Note théfSY') C GS(s, M, T).
/ }For anyw,w’ € Q' we definep(w,w’) = Y1 S0 Hwy # wi} = S0 S Hwy #
Wy -
We assume first thdf's > 8. Then Varshamov-Gilbert Lemma (see Lemma 2.90in [35])
guarantees that there exists a sutdéeof (' such that

N > 2m 6.9)
/ / TS / ! /
plw,w) > g,Vw,w eEN', w#u.
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Next for anyw,w’ € N’ we haveM (w — ') < 2s, and thus under parts (a) and (b) of Assump-
tion[6.1 we have, respectively,

1 K22 W, w 1 K22 W, w
EHXB _X5/||2 17 ?/)n;@/p( ) 7 EHXB _X5/||2 27 ?/)n;@/p( )
S

wherej = yi,w/sY?, ' = v’ /s'/P are any two elements GFA”).
Now, using Lemm&AJ3 in the Appendix we get that, for@allu’ € A/’ such thatv # o/,

1/p /T

, S
lw = w'll2p = <1_6> R V1<p<oo. (6.10)
Thus, for allg, 8’ € C(N”) such thats # 5’ we have
1 , e
B =y = S~y > gt

(recall thaty,, = 1, ,), and under part (a) of Assumptibn 5.1,

1 72 sk20? log(eM/s) 72
X8 - XA > LT () L 22

Furthermore, for alB, 5’ € C(N”) under part (b) of Assumptidn 8.1,
1
]C(PXﬁu PXﬁ’) < 272ST < ]._6 10g(‘C<N/)|),

where, in view of [(6.P), the last inequality holds for an dbs® constanty > 0 chosen small
enough. We apply again Theorem 2.7[in|[35] to get the result.

Finally, if 7 > log(eM/s) andT's < 8, then the rate), is of the orden /n. This is the standard
parametric rate and the lower bounds are easily obtaine@dhyction to distinguishing between
two elements oS (s, M, T)). |

As a consequence of Theorém|6.1, we get, for example, the lmowands for the squared loss
{(u) = u* and for the indicator los§u) = I{u > 1}. The indicator loss is relevant for comparison
with the upper bounds of Corollaries 4.1 dnd|5.2. For examfieorenf 6.1 with this loss and
p = 1,2 implies that there exists* € GS(s, M, T') such that, for any estimaterof 5*,

\/%HX(T _ g > C\/g (1 N w)m
and

1 . s log(eM/s) 1z 1 . s log(eM/s) 12
-z oyf2 (1 RN T e e, > 0 (14 D)

with a positive probability (independent af s, M, T') whereC' > 0 is some constant. The rate on
the right-hand side of these inequalities is of the samer@slén the corresponding upper bounds
in Corollary[4.1, modulo thabg M is replaced here blg(eM/s). We conjecture that the factor
log(eM/s) and notlog M corresponds to the optimal rate; actually, we know thatc¢bigecture
is true wherll’ = 1 and the risk is defined by the prediction error with) = u? [32].

A weaker version of Theorefn 6.1, witliu) = u?, p = 2 and suboptimal rate of the order
[slog(M/s)/(nT)]*/? is established ir [17].
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Remark 6.1. For the model with usual (non-grouped) sparsity, which esponds td" = 1, the
setGS(s, M, 1) coincides with theéy-ball of radiuss in RM. Therefore, Theorefn 6.1 generalizes
the minimax lower bounds ofy-balls recently obtained in [30] and [32] for the usual spéys
model. Those papers considered only the prediction errorthe/; error under the squared loss
{(u) = u®. Theoren 6]l covers anfy error with 1 < p < oo and applies with general loss
functions/(-). As a particular instance, for the indicator logéu) = I{u > 1} andT = 1, the
lower bounds of Theorelm 6.1 show that the upper bounds fréiction error and the, errors

(1 < p < o0) of the usual Lasso estimator established ih [4] and| [21] mahbe improved in a
minimax sense ofy-balls up to logarithmic factors. Note that this conclusiwannot be deduced
from the lower bounds of [30] and [32].

7 Lower boundsfor the Lasso

In this section we establish lower bounds on the predictimhestimation accuracy of the Lasso
estimator. As a consequence, we can emphasize the advanfageng the Group Lasso estimator
as compared to the usual Lasso in some important particaasc

The Lasso estimator is a solution of the minimization proble

1
min —[1X5 — | + 2018l (7.1)

BERK

where||3]|; = Zjil |5;| andr is a positive parameter. The following notations apply ciwly
this section. For any vectgt € R* and any subsef C Ny, we denote by3|; the vector in
RE which has the same coordinatesfen J and zero coordinates on the complemgnbf .J,
J(B) = {j: B; # 0} andM'(3) = |'(8)].

We will use the following standard assumption on the makixthe Restricted Eigenvalue
condition in [4]).

Assumption 7.1. Fix s’ > 1. There exists a positive numbe&rsuch that

[ XA : K :
min{ ——— : |J| <A eR*\ {0}, A <3Y |Aj] ¢ > K,
{WHAJH Zissa s

where.J¢ denotes the complement of the set of indites

Theorem 7.1. Let Assumptiof 711 be satisfied. Assume thiatE R” is a random vector with
i.i.d. V(0,0%) gaussian components? > 0. Setr = Ao/ 2%X whereA > 2v/2 and ¢ is the
maximal diagonal element of the matrx = %XTX. If 3~ is a solution of problenfZ.1), then
with probability at leastl — K% we have

FIX@E =B = M(pH IR (7.2
5L . Aa\/ oy @ log K
85—l = oM (73
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whereg,,.. is the maximum eigenvalue of the matdix|If, in addition, M’(5*) < ¢/, and

. .l . 3 165
min{|W;;57| : j € Ny, 87 # 0} > (5 + o r?j]i(|\1/]k|) T, (7.4)

whereV ;;, denotes thej, k)-th entry of matrix/, then with the same probability we have
M'(B%) = M'(B7). (7.5)

Proof. Inequality (B.3) in [4] yields[[7R2) on the event — {%HXTWHOO < g} of probability

PA)>1— K%,
Next, (7.3) follows from[{7.R) and the inequality

L - TyT A * A *
~(BY = BYXTX(B" = 57 < dmanl|B” = 51

We now prove [(7)5). 1M (%) < M'(5*) then there existg e J’(BL) N J'(6*). Set
A = B* — % and recall thatl = %X X. Using that any Lasso solutigit satisfies

N (X (y = XBh); = sign(éf)r, if 5 #0, 76
* (X (y— XBY)); it B =0, |
and the triangle inequality we get, on the eveithat|(VA);| < 2*. Consequently,
W55851 = [W5;8] = DRI < + 1Al max |- (7.7)
k#j

Next, Corollary B.2 in[[4] yields that, on the evedAt
1A @l < 3lAL e -

Thus, the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, Assumption 7.1 aphdniquality (7.8)] give that, on the
eventA,

4 165
\F(A A2 < sj r. (7.8)

1Al < 4llAL@slh < 4V (1A

Combining [7.¥) and(718) yields, on the evehtthat
. 3 165
|\Iljj6j| S (5 72 g |‘I’]k|) T,

which contradicts the conditiof (7.4).
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Let us emphasize that the Theorem| 7.1 establishes loweidspuiich hold for every Lasso
solution ifBL is not unique.

Theorem 7.1 highlights several limitations of the usualdceas compared to the Group Lasso.
Let us explain this point in the multi-task learning caseef®) the usual Lasso estimatof is a
solution of the following optimization problem

1 T 1 T M
min {f > EHXtﬁt —yllP+2r ) Z |5tj|} :
t=1 t=1 j=1
By comparing the prediction error lower bound in Theotemf@rlthis estimator with the corre-
sponding upper bound for Group Lasso estimator derived nol@oy[4.1, we reach the following
conclusions.

e The usual Lasso does not enjoy any dimension independercemlenon as compared to
the Group Lasso

In the multi-task learning setting we havé = nT, K = MT. Assume that the tasks’
design matrices are orthogonal, nam&ly X, /n = I/, for everyt € Ny. Hence,U =
Iryvixrm /T, SO thatpn., = ¢ = 1/T andV;; = 1/T for all j. Let a special instance of
group sparsity assumption be realized, namely, all ve¢ibhave exactly non-zero entries
at the same positions. Then/(5*) = s and M'(5*) = sT. Moreover, condition[(7]4)
simplifies to the requirement that

3A log(MT
win |57] > 247, /18T
3:B;7#0 2 n

We conclude by inequalities (7.2) ad (7.5) that, with phility at leastl — (MT)l—%Q,

X - )P 2 A0 B, 7.9
This bound holds no matter what the number of taBks. In contrast, the bounds in Corol-
lary[4.1 can be made independent of the dimengiband of the number of taski as soon
asT > log M. Specifically, under the above assumptions we have, regdliefinition[4.1,

thatxyr > 1 and by [Z:B), with probability close to 1, every Group Lassiason 3 satisfies

1 o Aloe M
L x5 - 57 < 1280°5 (1 ;. Alog ) |
nT n

T (7.10)

e The Group Lasso achieves faster rates of convergence incases as compared to the usual
Lasso We consider separately two cases. The first one is alreadysied the preceding
remark. It corresponds t6 > log M. Then the upper bound for the Group Ladso (I7.10) is
smaller than the lower bound (7.9) for the Lasso by a logamitHactor. This factor can be
large if T' is large, for example exponential in so that[(7.P) gives no convergence result
for the Lasso. The second caselis< log M. Then the lower bound (4.9) is of the order
s(log M) /n, while the upper bound (7.110) is of the ordglog M) /(nT'). The ratio is of the
order7 in favor of the Group Lasso.

In (Z9) and[(7.10) we have only compared the predictionrerobthe two estimators. In view of
inequality [4.6) and Theorem 7.1, similar observationsvaii for the/, estimation errors.
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8 Non-Gaussian noise

In this section, we show that the above results extend togamssian noise. We consider here

the multi-task setting described in Section| 2.1 and we osdyime that the components of random

vectorW are independent with zero mean and finite fourth moriigHt,]. As we shall see the

results remain similar to those of the previous sectiormjgh the concentration effect is weaker.
We need the following technical assumption.

Assumption 8.1. The matrixX is such that

2

max max |(x <z

teENp ( ZJEN]\/] | tl ) -
for a finite constant,.

This assumption is quite mild. It is satisfied for examplelif(x;;); are bounded in absolute
value by a constant uniformly in¢, j. We have the two following theorems.

Theorem 8.1. Consider the moddR.1)for any M > 2, T'n > 1. Assume that the components
of random vectoi?" are independent with zero meamaxen, jen,, E[W;;] < b*, all diagonal
elements of the matriX " X /n are equal tol and M (5*) < s. Let also Assumption 8.1 be
satisfied. Set

3/2+6\ 1/2
)= x.b (1 N (log M) ) ’
vnl VT

. . - 1/ 1o o 247)1/2 . ~
with 6 > 0. Then with probability at least — vl g(mvél)ifﬂﬁ(/lij?) o , for any solutions of
problem(Z.8) we have

1o da.b log M )3/2+0\ /2
XG4 CEIETN g, 1)

If, in addition, Assumptioni4l.1 holds, then with the saméahility for any solution3 of problem
(2.8) we have

1 A , _ 162%b% s (log M)3/2+9
_ _ * < * _ A R .
FIXG =) < et (14 BETL ) 82)
/2
Los . 16x,.b s (log M)3/2+0\ !
— B8 = < = e )
Tl - 8l < 250 (14 BBV 3
- 4
M(p) < T (8.4
MT

wheregyr is the largest eigenvalue of the matdix” X/n. If, in addition, sy (2s) > 0, then with
the same probability for any solutighof problem(Z.8) we have

Jr=o = Tt (e )
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Theorem 8.2. Consider the model(2.1) fav/ > 2, T, n > 1. Let the assumptions of Theorem|8.1
be satisfied and let Assumption|5.1 hold with the sanget

C = § + L b

T2 -1
Let A be as in Theoremn 8.1. Then with probability at least
solution/3 of problem[Z.5) we have

44 /1og(2M)[(8 log(12M))2+1]1/2
(log ]\/[)3/2+6

, for any

Lo < (1 G
vl ﬁHz,ooS\/ﬁ(lJr L |

If, in addition, it holds that

1 Y (log M)3/2+5)1/ 2
— B > =1+ ==L

2 7T N ( VT

then with the same probability for any solutigrof problem[[Z.6) the set of indices

J={is =13 > == (1 + BV ]‘\2/) - }

estimates correctly the sparsity pattef(3*):
J=J(B).

Proof. The proofs of these theorems are similar to those of ThedBihand 5.11 up to a modifi-
cation of the bound of?(.A°) in Lemma&3.1. We consider now the event

T n 2
M

t=1 i=1

Define the random variables

n 2 n
Vi = <Z(«'Etz‘)thi> = @), PEWE], j=1,..., M, t=1,...,T.

i=1 i=1
We have

t=1 1=1

P(A%) = P(lrgﬁ}fw (i(%’)thi> >(MT)2)

1<j<M

T
< P ( max ZY;]- > xibznﬁ(log M)3/2+5>
=1

T
E maxi<j<m ’Zt:l Yy

2202n/T (log M)3/2+5
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Applying the maximal moment inequality of Lemtnald.1 belovitwi, = 1 and constant(1) = 2

we obtain
T 1/2
E max, ZY;J < +/8log(2M) E 4 12?1(\4}/5 ) (8.5)
) 1/2
< /8log(2M) ZE (12%1@)

n

Z(xti)thi

1=

. N Y L2
< 4.4 2 ‘
< 4y/log(2M) < brz,n T + ;E max,

By the maximal moment inequality of Lemrha ©.1 with = 4 and constant(4) = 12 (since
M > 2) the last expectation is bounded, for any 1,...,7T, as

n 4

Z(«Tti)jwti

=1

< 2
E nax < (8log(12M))°E

2
max (xm) Wg]

1<j<M

=1

Setting for brevityz; = max;<;< M(:cti);% we have

" 2
2
1%%}1(\/1(%) W“] )

i=1

E

IN

(ZMHZ;C)

i#k

i=1
Combining the above four displays yields

1/2
4,/Tog (2 [ (8log(12M))? + 1]

(log M )3/2+3

P(A°) <

9 Maximal moment inequality

In this section we prove the following inequality for the-th moment of maxima of sums of
independent random variables.

Lemma 9.1. (Maximal moment inequality) Let 71, ..., Z, be independent random vectors in
RM, and letZ; ; denote the-th component of;. Then for anyn > 1 and M > 1 we have

n m m/2 n m/2
L . < 2
B (M > (2 Ez)‘ ) < |stoxtetmn)| ([MZZ} ) 7

i=1 i=1
wherec(m) = min{c > 0: e™' —1 < (c— 2)M}. In particular,2 < ¢(m) < e™ ! + 1.
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Before giving the proof, we make some comments. The ease 2 of Lemma[9.1l implies
— modulo constants — Nemirovski’'s inequality (seel [27], 9488, and[[13], Corollary 2.4). In
general, Nemirovski's inequality concerns the second nmnoé/,-norms ( < p < oo) of
sums of independent random variablegit{, whereas we only consider= oo. On the other
hand, even forn = 2 Lemma 9.1 is more general than what is given by Nemirovskigjuality
because we interchange the maximum and the sum on the rigtitdide. The casé/ = 1 of
Lemmd9.1 yields the Marcinkiewicz-Zygmund inequalityg$29], page 82), and as an immediate
consequence the inequality

(\Za

for independent zero-mean random varialddesThus, as a particular instance, we give a short
proof of (9.1) and provide the explicit constant. This canstis of the optimal order im but
larger than the one obtainable from the recent sharp momequality due to Rid [33].

) [8 log(c(m >>]m/2nm/2‘1§njE|&|m, m>2, 9.1)
i=1

Proof. Let (e,...,¢,) be a sequence of i.i.d. Rademacher random variables indepeofZ =
(Z1,...,Z,). Let Ez denote conditional expectation givén By Hoeffding’s inequality, for all
L > 0 and alli andj,

Ez exp|Z; je;/L] < exp[Z};/(2L?)]. (9.2)
Define

= max
l<j<M

ZZJ&

Using successively Jensen’s inequality (the function+ log™ (z + ™! — 1) is concave for
x > 1), the inequalityel”! < e* + ¢7*, V x € R, the independence ef, and [9.2), we obtain

Ez((™) < L"Eg logm{exp [C/L] +em ! — 1}

< L™ logm{Ez exp [¢/L] +e™ ™ — 1}
M

L logm{z Ez exp +emt — 1}
j=1

m m 2 2 m—1 _
< L™log {QMexp [113%)%4;2@]-/(2L )] +e 1} :

Note that2Mz + ™! — 1 < ¢(m)Mz for all x > 1, wherec(m) is the constant defined in the
statement of the lemma. This and the previous display yield

m m m 2 2
Ez(¢™) < L™log {( MeXerg;zi)](MZZ” /(2L7) }}

2 m
i< Y0, 22, }

IN

Zz’,jgi /L

= L™ {1og(c(m)M) + 517
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Choosing

I maxj<j<m Z?:1 Ziz,j
- 2log(c(m)M)

gives

m) < [2 log(c(m) M) max > Z2;

m) < {2 log(c(m)M)]m/zE (

Finally, we de-symmetrize (see Lemma 2.3.1 page 108 in{37])

m\ 1/m
< e

1=1

Hence,

n

> (Zi;—EZy)

i=1

E max
1<5<M
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A Auxiliary results

Here we collect some auxiliary results which we have useerptper.
The first result is taken from [9, Eq. (27)] and was used in tloopof Lemmd 3.11.

N
LemmaA.l Letéy, ..., &y beiid N (0,1),v = (v1,...,un) # 0,1, = \/§1Hv|| > (&2 —1)v; and
=1

m(v) = L= We have, for all: > 0, that

[

B(n.| > z) < 2exp (—2(1 i mm@))) .

The next lemma provides the link between Assumptions 5.13afhdnd was used extensively
in our analysis in Sectidd 5.

LemmaA.2. Let Assumption5l1 be satisfied. Then Assumption 3.1 ifiedtgithx = /(1 — 1/a)¢.
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Proof. We use here the notations introduced in the proof of TheardimF®r any subset of N,
such that.J| < s and anyA € RX we have

K K/
AW — o)A < | (0.7 |iamay
jjled t=1 t/= bt
man K/
-y > |(w60) )|Ai||Ai|
J,3'ed t=1 bt

AJ1AY .

YY Y @

jg'ed t=1 t'=1t'+t

1),

We now treat separately the first and second terms in the-higghdl side of the above display. For
the first term we have, using consecutively Assumption 5dyaBy-Schwarz and Minkowski's
inequality for the Euclidean norm iR%, that

ZZ( .41), 1611871 < 14;?:152(2&])

j,j'ed t=1 jeJ
min(b 2
< —|A
< o,
Amin®
< min A 2‘
- 14a)\max|| /1

For the second term we get, using Assumpfiioh 5.1 and Cauchy8z’s inequality twice, that

2
)\min¢
0), 1861871 < ZﬁZN>

t=1
< )\min¢
— ldadpax

S @

gg'ed t=1 t/=1t'#t

1A

Combining the two above displays yields

ATTA,
1A]]?

ATV — ¢Igwr)As
¢+ —~
1A

2)\min
> — .
z ¢ (1 14@)\max)

We proceed similarly to treat the quantjty ;e WA ;|. We have, using Assumptiénb.1, Cauchy-
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Schwarz and Minkowski’s inequalities, that

ENAZVESY Z

jeJe,jled t=1

(#0751 ’|NHN\

LYYy (21.41),, | 18114
jegejled t=1 t'=1#t
)\min¢
< R Ay A
< 14O[)\mxsﬂ sell2al[Asllza
mln(b & 1 |A]| = 1 |AJ
t
14a)\maxs jeJ t=1 V K; jege t=1 V K;
2)\min¢
< T 1Al A el
Next we have, for any vectak € R* satisfying the inequality ", . \;[|A7]| <337, \[|A7],

that

||AJc 2,1

= > lIa7

jeJe

N i
AJ
> = l]

jeJc mm

ZA 1A7]

3)\max
)\min

IA

<

< A ]]2.1-

Combining these inequalities we find that

AUA AJBA; 20, 0A,
1AL = [[A]? 1A]]?
oo 12600018,
B 14a)\max ]_4OéS||AJ||2

- (-

LemmaA.3. LetTs > 8. If w andw’ are two elements of/” such thaty'(w,w’) > %2, then the
cardinality of the set/(w,w’) = {j <s: 30 Hwy # wii} > %} is greater than or equal to

S
16"
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Proof. Assume that/(w,w’)| < s/16. Then, denoting by (w, w’)¢ the complement of (w, w’),
and using that/ (w,w’)¢| < s, we get

T
Plww)< Y D Huy #wy) +[J(w,o)|T < Ts/8,

je€J(ww')e t=1

which contradicts the premise of the lemma. [ |
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