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Abstract

This paper studies the statistical properties of the group Lasso estimator for
high dimensional sparse quantile regression models where the number of explana-
tory variables (or the number of groups of explanatory variables) is possibly much
larger than the sample size while the number of variables in “active” groups is
sufficiently small. We establish a non-asymptotic bound on the ¢s-estimation er-
ror of the estimator. This bound explains situations under which the group Lasso
estimator is potentially superior/inferior to the ¢;-penalized quantile regression
estimator in terms of the estimation error. We also propose a data-dependent
choice of the tuning parameter to make the method more practical, by extending
the original proposal of Belloni and Chernozhukov (2011) for the ¢;-penalized
quantile regression estimator. As an application, we analyze high dimensional
additive quantile regression models. We show that under a set of suitable reg-
ularity conditions, the group Lasso estimator can attain the convergence rate
arbitrarily close to the oracle rate. Finally, we conduct simulations experiments

to examine our theoretical results.
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1 Introduction

During the last decade, a great deal of attention has been paid for penalization meth-

ods to the estimation of high dimensional sparse statistical models where the number
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of explanatory variables is possibly larger than the sample size while the number of
“active” variables is sufficiently small. The most popular penalization method would
be the ¢;-penalization which is coined as “Lasso” (Tibshirani, 1996) for the linear re-
gression case. A number of researchers have studied the statistical properties such as
the /5-estimation error and the model selection property of the ¢;-penalized estimator
for high dimensional linear regression models (Bunea et al., 2007a,b; Zhao and Yu,
2007; Zhang and Huang, 2008; Wainwright, 2009; Meinshausen and Yu, 2009; Bickel
et al., 2009), for high dimensional generalized linear models such as logistic regression
models (van de Geer, 2008; Nagahban et al., 2010), and for high dimensional quantile
regression models (Belloni and Chernozhukov, 2011). Another important penalization
method is the group Lasso (Yuan and Lin , 2006), which intends to select groups of
variables instead of selecting variables individually. In this paper, we study the sta-
tistical properties of the group Lasso for high dimensional sparse quantile regression
models.

Since the seminal work of Koenker and Bassett (1978), quantile regression is one
of the main topics in statistics and econometrics. An attractive feature of quantile
regression is that it allows us to make inference on the entire conditional distribu-
tion by estimating several different conditional quantiles. We refer to Koenker (2005)
for a standard textbook on quantile regression. The recent work of Belloni and Cher-
nozhukov (2011) established bounds on the estimation error and the number of selected
variables of the /;-penalized quantile regression estimator. In particular, they estab-
lished that, with a suitable choice of the tuning parameter, the ¢;-penalized quantile
regression estimator attains the near oracle convergence rate. Furthermore, they pro-
posed a data-dependent choice of the tuning parameter to make the method more
practical. Their work is thought be a breakthrough to the study of penalization meth-
ods for high dimensional sparse quantile regression models.

The contributions of this papers are threefold. The first and main contribution is to
establish a non-asymptotic bound on the ¢;-estimation error of the group Lasso estima-
tor for high dimensional sparse quantile regression models. In particular, we derive a
bound that can explain situations under which the group Lasso estimator is potentially
superior/inferior to the ¢;-penalized estimator. The group Lasso estimation that we
study requires a prior knowledge on the sparsity pattern of the parameter vector, i.e.,
a prior knowledge that the parameter vector is groupwise sparse. Intuitively, the group
Lasso should have a superior estimation performance to the ¢;-penalization when the
prior knowledge is “accurate”. Our result formally gives a theoretical support on this
intuition. It should be noted that in contrast to Belloni and Chernozhukov (2011)

who focused on the zero bias case where the conditional quantile function has an exact



sparse representation of basis functions, we allow for the non-zero bias case where the
conditional quantile function may not have an exact sparse representation but can be
reasonably well approximated by a sparse linear combination of basis functions. The
second contribution, which is less original, is to extend a data-dependent choice of
the tuning parameter, originally proposed by Belloni and Chernozhukov (2011), to the
group Lasso case. Although their original proposal is restricted to the zero bias case,
we show that the proposed data-dependent choice is asymptotically valid even for the
non-zero bias case under suitable conditions. Third, we apply our general results to the
estimation of high dimensional sparse additive quantile regression models. We allow
for the possibility that the number of explanatory variables is much larger than the
sample size but assume that the number of active variables is fixed. The additive com-
ponents are approximated by truncated series expansions with suitable basis functions.
With this approximation, the variables selection becomes the group selection of coef-
ficients in this expansion. In this regard, the group Lasso is suited to the estimation
of high dimensional additive models. We show that under a set of suitable regularity
conditions, the group Lasso estimator can attain the convergence rate arbitrarily close
to Stone’s (1982, 1985) oracle rate n~*/(***1) where v indicates the smoothness of the
conditional quantile function. Such a result is new in the quantile regression literature.
We also conduct simulation experiments to examine our theoretical results. The focus
of this paper is on the estimation performance of the group Lasso estimator for quantile
regression, and we do not formally discuss its model selection property.

From a technical point of view, deriving a non-asymptotic bound that can ex-
plain the benefit of the group Lasso for the quantile regression case is a delicate is-
sue. One technical difficulty is that the objective function of quantile regression is
non-differentiable, which implies that some techniques used in the analysis of linear
regression models are not directly applicable to the quantile regression case. Further-
more, a naive extension of Bellini and Chernozhukov’s proof strategy will lead to a
cruder bound that can not explain the benefit of the group Lasso. To that end, we
make use of a Bernstein type inequality for vector-valued Rademacher processes, which
turns out to be a key technical device to our result. We also use some materials on
empirical processes theory (such as Talagrand’s (1996) concentration inequality) and
geometric functional analysis to control the asymptotic behavior of many (possibly)
large matrices arising from the group Lasso formulation.

There are a number of papers on the group Lasso. Bach (2008), Nardi and Rinardo
(2008), Huang and Zhang (2010), Wei and Zhang (2010), Obozinski et al. (2010)
Lounici et al. (2010) studied the statistical properties of the group Lasso estimator for

linear regression models. Lounici et al. (2010) listed some applications in which the



group Lasso is potentially useful. Meier et al. (2008) applied the group Lasso to logistic
regression and established the convergence rate of the estimator; however, they did not
demonstrate the benefit of the group Lasso over the ¢;-penalty. Nagahban et al. (2010)
established a deterministic bound on the general M-estimator with a decomposable
penalty, which includes the group Lasso penalty as a special case; however they focused
on smooth objective functions and did not cover the quantile regression case. They
also did not demonstrate the benefit of the group Lasso over the ¢;-penalty except
for the linear regression case. It should be noted that at least technically, mean and
quantile regressions are significantly different, so that the analysis of the group Lasso
for quantile regression requires a separate treatment.

The application of the group Lasso (and its variants) to the estimation of non-
parametric additive models has recently gained a lot of attention (Ravikumar et al.,
2009; Meier et al., 2009; Huang et al., 2010; Koltchinskii and Yuan, 2010; Raskutti et
al., 2010). However, all these papers focused on smooth objective functions and did
not cover the quantile regression case. Huang et al. (2010) derived the convergence
rate of the group Lasso estimator for high dimensional sparse additive mean regression

—v/(2v+1)

models. Their rate is n log(d V n) (d is the number of explanatory variables),

—v/(¥+1) 35 d may be of an

which may be significantly slower than the optimal rate n
exponential order. Our result improves upon their rate result in the case of quantile
regression (it should be noted that, however, the main concern of their paper is not on
the standard group Lasso estimator but the adaptive group Lasso estimator) .

The remainder of the paper is as follows. Section 2 introduces the model, the esti-
mation method, and the computational method of the group Lasso estimate. Section 3
presents the main results. We establish a non-asymptotic bound on the ¢;-estimation
error of the group Lasso estimator. Using this bound, we derive asymptotic bounds on
the estimation error in typical situations. We make a brief comparison of the theoreti-
cal performance of the group Lasso and the ¢;-penalized estimators. We then propose
a data-dependent choice of the tuning parameter. Section 4 contains an application
of our general results to the estimation of high dimensional sparse additive quantile
regression models. Section 5 presents simulation results.

We explain the notation used in the paper. For two sequences a = a(n) and
b = b(n), we use the notation a < b if there exists a positive constant C' independent
of n such that a < Cb, a < bif a Sband b < a, and a <, b if a < Cb with probability
approaching one. For a,b € R, a A b := min{a,b} and a V b := max{a,b}. Let S¢!
denote the unit sphere on R? for a positive integer d. Let 0; and 1, denote the d-
dimensional vectors consisting of zeros and ones only, respectively; let I; denote the

d x d identity matrix. We use || - ||2 to indicate the Euclidean norm, and use || - ||o to



indicate the fy-seminorm. For a matrix A, let || A| denote the operator norm of A.
For a symmetric positive semidefinite matrix A, let A'/? denote the symmetric square

root matrix of A. We sometimes use the notation _; = (x,...,x,) for x € RP.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Model and estimation method

We consider the quantile regression model

where y; is a dependent variable, z; is a vector of d explanatory variables and 7 € (0, 1)
is a quantile index. We assume that 7 is fixed. Let Z denote the support of z;.
Suppose that we have a set of basis functions {¢; : 7 = 1,...,p} on Z where
Y1(z) = 1. For B = (p1,...,0,) € RP, we have a series approximation: g¢(z) =~
E§:1 Bi;(z) =: ga(z). Take a sparse vector B € RP such that its approximation error

ag :=sup |g(z) — g5(2)|
z€EZ

is sufficiently small. In what follows, we view 3 as a target value to be estimated. If
g(z) can be represented as a finite linear combination of basis functions, we can take
B as the true coefficient vector (in that case, ag = 0). However, it should be noted
that, even in that case, B can be different from the true coefficient vector, 3*, say.
This happens when 3* itself is not sparse but there is a sparse vector 3 such that its
approximation error is small. Another possibility is, of course, that ¢g(z) can not be
represented as a finite linear combination of basis functions. For ease of exposition, we
refer to the case that ag = 0 as “zero bias case” and the case that ag # 0 as “non-zero
bias case”. Although B is generally not uniquely determined, the results below hold
for any B satisfying the restrictions stated later.

To define the group Lasso estimator, we prepare some notation. Define x; :=
(1(2i), .-, ¢¥p(2:)). As in the usual regression case, we also call x; explanatory
variables. Let {Gy,...,G,} be a partition of {1,...,p} such that G; = {1}, i.e,

1.1 Gj = {1,...,p} such that G, = {1}, G} # 0 for all k and G}, N G, = 0 for all
k # 1. Throughout the paper, we assume ¢ > 2. We view each G} as a “group” for
the explanatory variables x;. Let p; denote the cardinality of Gy, i.e., pp = |Gyl
For B € RP, we write Bg, = (85,7 € Gi) € R+ S(B) = {1} U{k € {2,...,q} :
1Bc,ll2 > 0}, and use the notation pg := >, gpi for S C {1,...,q}. Define X :=
(@1 - x,], 3 = n ' X'X, % = Elx2)], X¢, = [T1, - T, ) Bk = n'X¢ X,
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and Xy, := E[z1¢,®)¢,]. Working with this notation, we consider the group Lasso es-

timator:

A

RS , A o &\1/2
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where p,(u) := {7 — I(u < 0)}u is the check function and A is a nonnegative tuning
parameter. It should be noted that the constant term J; is not penalized, which
is standard in the literature. The existence of the group Lasso estimate is always
guaranteed, although it may not be unique. By the nature of the group Lasso penalty,
ﬁgk = 0 for some k. This means that the group Lasso can select groups of variables.

We wish to establish a non-asymptotic bound on the f,-estimation error ||3 — 8]|s.
The main assumptions we make are: (i) the number of elements in the active groups,
Ps(a), 1s sufficiently smaller than n, and at the same time (ii) the approximation error ag
is sufficiently small, which means that the conditional quantile function is reasonably
well approximated by a function gz with a groupwise sparse vector B (more precisely,
we are assuming the existence of a vector satisfying (i) and (ii), and taking 3 as such
a vector).

We shall mention that pgg) is always larger than or equal to [|B||o since B¢, for
k € S may have zero elements. The group Lasso presumes a prior knowledge on the
sparsity pattern that B3 is groupwise sparse. It would make sense to say that the prior
knowledge is accurate if pgg) is close to [|Blo. Intuitively, it is expected that the
performance of the group Lasso depends on the accuracy of the prior knowledge. In
fact, our theoretical results discussed below give a support on this intuition.

A word of notation. For S C {1,...,q}, we use the notation S_; := S\{1} and
S¢:={1,...,¢}\S. For notational convenience, let S := S(83).

2.2 Computation

This subsection is concerned with the computational aspect of the group Lasso problem
(2.2). Put A := A\y/pr. We observe that the problem (2.2) is formulated as:

n n q
min TZ’I};'_ + (1 —T)Zni_ +Z)\kvk (2.3)
i=1 i=1 k=2

Bont.n~

st.nt—n" =y — X3,
1286, s < vk k=2,...,q,
nt>0,n7" >0,

where the inequalities are interpreted coordinatewise. The problem of such type is

called a second order cone programming (SOCP) problem (Lobo et al., 1998; Alizadeh



and Goldfarb, 2003). The dual of (2.3) reduces to
/
ae[g’lfgéﬂ@ ya (2'4>
st. by =1,a=0,
”kaH2 S )\k,/{i = 2,. .., q,
2]1!2ka = X/G'kaW k = 27 oty qa

ac[r—171"

It is clear that there exist strictly feasible solutions to the primal (2.3) and the dual
(2.4) problems. Therefore, optimal solutions to those problems exist (cf. Alizadeh and
Goldfarb, 2003, Theorem 13). In practice, we may efficiently solve the problem (2.2)
by using primal-dual interior point algorithms. For instance, in MATLAB implemen-

tation, we may use the SeDuMi package (Sturm, 1999) to solve SOCP problems.

3 Main results

3.1 Conditions

We first introduce some basic conditions.

(C1) {(yi,2}) : i = 1,2,...} are independently and identically distributed (i.i.d.)
where the pair (y;, 2})" satisfies the model (2.1).

(C2) Let F(u|z) denote the conditional distribution function of w; given z; = =z.
Assume that F(u|z) has a continuously differentiable density f(u|z) such that
there exist positive constants g, cs, Cy and Ly such that ¢, < f(u|z) < Cf on
[—0,0] x Z and |f'(u]z)| < Ly on the support of (uy,z})’, where f'(u|z) :=
Of (ulz)/0u.

(C3) El|z:1]]3] < 00. 3y := Elmyg, g, | = I, forall k=2,...,q.
(C4) as < ¢ and E[f(0[z1){g(z1) — g5(21)}] = 0.

Condition (C1) defines the data generating process. Conditions (C2) is standard in
the quantile regression literature. Condition (C3) is a moment condition on ;. Given
that X is positive definite, the normalization ¥, = I, does not lose any generality
since we can always rescale the original parameter so that the explanatory variables
satisfy this normalization. In fact, given the original parameter 3° and the explanatory
variables x?, define the rescaled parameter 3 = D'/23° and the rescaled explanatory

variables x; = D~/22? where D := diag(1,X,,...,%,). The convergence rate under
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the original parametrization follows from the relation: [|3° — 8%, < x2||8 — B||»
where  is the mimimum eigenvalue of D. Condition (C4) is a technical requirement on
B. The first part of condition (C4) imposes a preliminary bound on the approximation
error ag. Under condition (C2), this ensures that f(g5(2) — g(z)|z) > ¢y on the
support of z;. The second part of condition (C4) does not lose any generality since we
can modify 3 such that it satisfies the second part of condition (C4) without changing
the sparsity pattern and the order of the approximation error. In fact, we can show

the next lemma.

Lemma 3.1. Assume conditions (C1)-(C3). For a given 3° € RP, there exists a vector
B € R? such that E[f(0]z1){g(z1) — g5(z1)}] =0, S(B) = S(B°) and ag < 2az0.

For a proof, it suffices to see that the vector B € RP defined by 8, = Y +
E[f(0]z1)] 'E[f(0]z1){g(21) — ggo(21)}] and B_; = B°, satisfies the requirements of
Lemma 3.1. The second part of condition (C4) is used to separate the effect of the

trivially small group G;. See the proof of Lemma A 4.
Define v € (0,1) by

L—y=P{%/° - L] <05,2<Vk <q}.

The constant 0.5 is not important. We implicitly assume that v is small, which means
that with a high probability, ‘2,19/ ? are not too much deviated from their population
values. We will give primitive sufficient conditions to guarantee that v — 0 as n — oo
(¢ and p may depend on n).

In what follows, let ¢y > 3 denote a fixed constant. Define

C:=C(cp, S) :={a € R": Z Vorlleg,ll2 < COZ V|l |2}

keS¢ keS
The set C is a cone, i.e., for any a« € C and ¢ > 0, caw € C. It consists of vectors
a € RP such that the coordinates of o in the set S are dominant. Such cones of
dominant coordinates play an important role in the analysis of penalization methods
for high dimensional statistical models. The present definition of C comes from the
fact that with a suitable choice of A, ﬁ — 3 concentrates on C with a high probability.

We introduce a geometric condition associated with the cone C.

(C5) (Restricted eigenvalue condition). ¢umin := dmin(co, S) := infaecnsr—1 |22y >
0.

Condition (C5) is adapted from the restricted eigenvalue condition of Belloni and
Chernozhukov (2011). The restricted eigenvalue condition originates from Bickel et al.
(2009). The value of ¢y allowed depends on whether condition (C5) is satisfied. Note
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that condition (C5) is more stringent if ¢q is larger. In the case that ¥ is positive
definite, ¢y can be any constant larger than 3. We also define ¢uay := Gmax(co, S) :=
SUPgecrse— |2 et/fo-

Following Belloni and Chernozhukov (2011), we introduce the restricted nonlin-
ear impact (RNI) coefficient to deal with the nonlinearity of the quantile regression
problem: define

- c E[(a/x1)%)%/?

The present definition of the RNI coefficient is a natural extension of the same concept
defined in Belloni and Chernozhukov (2011) to the group Lasso case. Thus, their
comment on the RNI coefficient basically applies to the present case. Note that under
condition (C5), r* is positive.

A motivation to introduce the RNI coefficient is concerned with the identification
power of 3. In fact, for § € [r,,r*) where r, is defines as 7, := 6Crag/cfPmin, it is
shown that E[p, (51 — #8) — pr(y1 — @,8)] > ¢;62,,]18 — B3/6 whenever 3 — B € C
and |8 — B2 = (see the proof of Lemma A.2).

3.2 Bound on the /s-estimation error

We give a non-asymptotic bound on the fy-estimation error |3 — B||o. We introduce
some notation used in the statement of the theorem. Let A, A5 and B be any positive

constants. Recall that pg := ", gpx for S C {1,...,q}. Define

i (= min
Pmin 2§k§qpk7
co + 3
C1 =
Co — 3’

cy = 12v2(co + 1),
A= Lf\/ﬁa%/Q V Cf \Y n/pmina,@7
A= (4V2 4+ A+ A1)V + Asy/n10g q/puin,

ca(1+ /pg 5 1
. 2( \/_\/psl) +4CQB\/(1+‘DSI) 0gq
n pmin n

Theorem 3.1. Work with the same notation as above. Assume conditions (C1)-(C5).
Take A = c1Aa. Then, with probability at least 1 —2e41/2 —16¢'~42/128 _ 644~ 5" — 5+,

we have
A 2 6 * 8¢12nax 1'5)\\/p§*
||/6_B||2§ [ 2 (63\/ + -
cy V. n n

min

GCfag

v ;
Cr ¢min

(3.1)

provided that the last expression is smaller than r*.
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Remark 3.1. When we say “with probability at least 1 — 6”7 and 6 > 1, then this
means “with probability at least zero” (in that case the statement is interpreted as a

null statement).

The last condition restricts the magnitude of pg. A similar condition appears in
Belloni and Chernozhukov (2011, Theorem 2). It also restricts the magnitude of the
approximation error ag. These restrictions will be clearer in the asymptotic situation
discussed below. The bound (3.1) is similar in flavor to the bounds derived in Huang
and Zhang (2010, Theorem 5.1), Lounici et al. (2010, Theorem 3.1) and Nagahban et
al. (2010, Corollary 4). However, all these results are on Gaussian linear regression
models.

The proof of the theorem appears in Appendix A. The proof is different from
that of Huang and Zhang (2010) as they exploited the specific property of the least
squares problem. The approach taken is similar in spirit to that taken by van de
Geer (2008) and Belloni and Chernozhukov (2011). The first step of the proof is to
establish that ﬁ — B concentrates on the cone C with a specified probability; the
second step is to relate the bound on the estimation error to the tail behavior of some
empirical process over the cone C; the third step is to estimate the tail probability of
the empirical process by using the symmetrization inequality, the comparison theorem
and some concentration inequality for Rademacher processes. An important difference
from Belloni and Chernozhukov (2011) is that to obtain a sharper bound we use a
Bernstein type inequality instead of a Hoeffding type inequality to the estimation of
the tail probability of Rademacher processes (these two inequalities make no significant
difference for the ¢;-penalty case). Using a Hoeffding type inequality (such as (4.12)
in Ledoux and Talagrand, 1991) in the present problem leads to a cruder bound of
the form const. x\/m, which is not satisfactory to our purpose (recall that
ps > ||Bllo and the convergence rate of the ¢;-penalized estimator is /||B||o log p/n).
Another difference is that we allow for the possibility that g # gz. Thus, we have to
take into account of the approximation error. A minor but not negligible point is that
we have to pay a special care for the treatment of the constant term (; to separate the
effect of the trivially small group G;. Clearly, if py;, is replaced by the minimum over
1 < k < g, then the bound becomes const. x \/m. Thus, to get a sharp bound,
it is essential to separate the effect of the trivially small group G.

To gain a clearer intuition on the bound, it is useful to consider the asymptotic
situation. In what follows, we assume that all parameter values are indexed by the
sample size n, and take the limit as n — co. For instance, ¢ = ¢(n). We additionally

assulne:

(C6) 1 < Pmin and Prax S 1.
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(C7) v —0asn— oc.

(C8) 0% < %APT;D/\% (1+Zﬂ%).

Condition (C6) is trivially satisfied if the smallest eigenvalue of X is bounded away
from zero uniformly over n, and the largest eigenvalue of 3 is bounded uniformly over
n. Condition (C7) is a high level condition. We will give primitive sufficient conditions
to ensure condition (C7). It should be noted that condition (C7) implicitly restricts
the growth rate of ¢ and p;. Condition (C8) restricts the decreasing rate of ag. It
restricts ag to go to zero sufficiently fast. Condition (C8) ensures that A <1 and

For simplicity of exposition, we here assume that the approximation error is at most

of the same order as the estimation error.

Corollary 3.1. Assume conditions (C1)-(C8) where the constants o, cy,Cy and Ly are

independent of n.

(i) Take N\ = t\/n(1++/10g q/pmin) where t = t(n) is an arbitrary sequence such that
t— 00 asn — oco. Then, as n — oo,

. _ 5 lo
18- Bl S t\/@ (1+ gq),
n pmin

provided that the last expression is of order o(r*).

(i1) In the case that ¢ — 0o as n — oo, take A\ = v/tn + A\/nlogq/pmin with a
sequence t = t(n) — oo and a constant A > 16+/2 independent of n. Then, we

. _ 5 lo
18- B8l S, \/p— (t+ gq),
n pmin

provided that the last expression is of order o(r*).

have

The corollary is immediate from Theorem 3.1. The last condition restricts the
growth rate of pg. In the optimal case, 1 < r*. For instance, it is true for the case
when x; _; has a log concave density (Belloni and Chernozhukov, 2011, Comment 2.2).

In that case, the corollary holds when
S 1
bs (1 + qu) — 0.
n Pmin

11




In the case that ||x1¢,/\/Pk||2 is uniformly bounded, i.e., |1, /+/Pkll2 < K for some
constant K independent of n, then, for a € C,

q
e | < KY Virlla, s
k=1
< (14K ) Virllag,|:

keS

N \/pﬁHaHz-

Thus, 1/,/pg < r* under condition (C6). In that case, the corollary holds when

2
% 1
5 (1 )

n Pmin

When all the groups Gy, ..., G, are of equal size, i.e., po = --- = p, =: m, then
o Ips | |S|logg
18 = Bl Sp t\) = + -
n n

L s |S|1
16— Bl 5, 22 4 151l
n n

in the case (ii). In this case, we have a plausible interpretation on the bound. The first

in the case (i), and

part, \/]?/n, reflects the difficulty of estimating pg (=the number of variables in true
active groups) parameters, while the second part, \/W, reflects the difficulty
of finding active groups from total ¢ groups.

The corollary (roughly) recovers the result of Belloni and Chernozhukov (2011) on
the convergence rate of the ¢;-penalized quantile regression estimator. In fact, when
pr = 1 for all k£, then ¢ = p and B reduces to the /i-penalized quantile regression
estimator. Consider the zero bias case, i.e., ag = 0. In that case, the corollary shows
that when p — oo, for A = Ay/nlogp with a constant A > 164/2 independent of n,
18 — Bll2 <» V18llolog p/n, provided that the right side is of order o(r*) (¢ is chosen
such that ¢ < logp).

The corollary explains situations under which the group Lasso estimator is po-
tentially superior/inferior to the ¢;-penalized estimator. If pg/||B|lo = o(logp) and
P35/Pmin = 0(||B]l0), which means that the number of “inactive” elements in the active
groups are relatively small, then the group Lasso estimator has an improved bound
over the ¢;-penalized estimator. This fits in the intuition that the group Lasso estima-
tor should have a better performance when a prior knowledge on the sparsity pattern
is accurate. Another good news to the group Lasso is that in some cases it can at-
tain the convergence rate arbitrarily close to the oracle rate \/1?/71, the rate which

could be achieved when the true sparsity pattern S were known (see He and Shao,
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2000, for convergence rates of general M-estimators in presence of diverging number
of parameters). On the other hand, if ||3||ologp = o(pg), the group Lasso is possibly
inferior. It is also worthwhile to remark that the bound depends on the smallest group
(except for the first group). To be precise, ppyi, in the bound can be replaced by the
minimum value in a set of “large” pis with a suitable change to the choice of A. Sup-
pose that some groups, say Go,...,G,,, have small sizes, i.e., p; < 1 uniformly over

~

k=2,...,q1. Aslong as ¢; < 1, puin in the bound can be replaced by the minimun
value in pg, 41, ..., This modification is straightforward. In the course of the proof
of Theorem 3.1, we just have to separate the effect of G,..., G, as we do for G; in
the present proof (see the proofs of Lemmas A.3 and A.4). However, the group Lasso
of the present definition may not work well (more precisely, its performance does not
exceed that of the ¢;-penalized estimator) if there are many small groups in Gs, . .., G,.
These observations are in lines with Huang and Zhang (2010).

We end this section with giving primitive sufficient conditions to ensure condition
(C7). The proofs of Lemmas 3.2 and 3.3 below appear in Appendix B. We shall com-
ment that giving a sharp condition on the growth rate of ¢ and py, is not a trivial task. In
fact, sharp conditions for consistency (in the operator norm) of high dimensional sam-
ple covariance matrices under various distributional conditions are extensively studied
in the recent geometric functional analysis literature Vershynin (see 2011, for review).

We first consider the case that ||@i¢, /+/Pk||2 is uniformly bounded.

Lemma 3.2. Assume conditions (C1) and (C3). Suppose that there exists a positive
constant K independent of n such that @16, /+/Prll2 < K almost surely for all2 < k <
q. Then, condition (C7) holds if pmax10g(q V n)/n — 0, where pmax = MaXo<p<q Di-

The proof of Lemma 3.2 relies on the combination of Talagrand’s (1996) concen-
tration inequality for empirical processes and Rudelson’s (1999) inequality for Gram
matrices. A careful examination of the proof gives an exact bound on «. Given that
@16, /+/Pk||2 is uniformly bounded, the growth condition on ¢ and ppax is considerably
weak. A primitive sufficient condition for the uniform boundedness of ||x1¢, //Pk||2 is
that each element in «; is uniformly bounded.

We next consider the case that x; satisfies a subgaussian condition. For a real-

valued random variable X, we define
| X |4, := inf{s > 0 : E[fexp(X?/s?)] < 2}.

We refer to van der Vaart and Wellner (1996, Section 2.1) for the ¢p-norm. Recall that
Y = Elxi2)].

(C9) x;s are generated as x; = X/2%; where &;s are i.i.d. with E[,&)] = I, and

SUDgesr—1 || Q@1 ]y, < Cy for some constant Cy, independent of n.

13



It is worthwhile to note that under condition (C6), condition (C9) ensures that E[|a/z;[?] <
E[(a/x)?]*/?, which implies that 1 < r*.

Lemma 3.3. Assume conditions (C3) and (C9). Then, condition (C7) holds if (Pmax V
logq)/n — 0.

The proof of Lemma 3.3 relies on a result from geometric functional analysis
(Mendelson et al., 2007). The case that @; _; has a centered normal distribution is an
example that satisfies condition (C9) but does not satisfies the condition of Lemma,
3.2. It should be noted that Lemma 3.3 does not cover Lemma 3.2. Suppose, for the
illustrative purpose, that ¢ = 2 and @; _; has a uniform distribution over the finite
set {\/p —le,...,v/p— le,_1} where {ej}f;i is the canonical basis on RP~!. In that
case, B[z 1) ] = I,y and ||x;,_1/+/p — 1|2 = 1 but the supremum of the ¢»-norm

of &'z 1 over ¢ € SP=2 diverges as p — 00.

3.3 Data-dependent choice of the tuning parameter

Belloni and Chernozhukov (2011) proposed a data-dependent choice of the tuning
parameter for the ¢;-penalized quantile regression estimator. Their proposal can be
extended to the group Lasso case.

By the proof of Theorem 3.1, it is seen that A should be taken such that the
probability of the event {\ > ¢;A} is close to one (see Appendix A for the definition
of A). In fact, the constant choice A = c1\4 is taken as an upper bound on the (1 —
26*‘%/2—16q1*A§/128)-quantﬂe of 1A (see Lemma A.4). Thus, a suitable approximation
to a high quantile of ¢; A will work in place of A = ¢c;A4. In this regard, we consider to
approximate a high conditional quantile of A given 2] := {zy,..., z,}. Although A is
unknown and the conditional distribution of A given 2 is not pivotal (i.e., it depends
on unknown parameters) in presence of the approximation error ag, as long as ag is
small, it is expected that A is close to

A= max | {r = I(u; < 0)HE Paic, /v/mr) |2,
=1

1<k<q

where ﬁ];l/ % is interpreted as the generalized inverse of ﬁ]i/ i it is singular. The
conditional distribution of A given 2z is pivotal since I(u; < 0) are iid. Bernoulli
random variables with probability 7 independent of 27. Let A(1 — 6|z7) denote the
conditional (1 — 6)-quantile of A given z}. Since the conditional distribution of A given
2" is pivotal, A(1 — 6|z}) is computable by simulation. It thus makes sense to take
A = ¢ A(1 — 0]27) for small § € (0,1), as it is expected that P(A > ¢;A) ~ P(\ >
alh)=1-9.

To summarize, we propose to implement the group Lasso as follows.
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1. Determine a small 6 € (0, 1), e.g., § = 0.1, and a constant ¢ > 0.
2. Compute A(1 — 0|27) by simulation.
3. Compute the group Lasso estimate (2.2) for A = cA(1 — 6|z}).

A recommended choice of ¢ is a slightly larger value than 1, e.g. ¢ = 1.1. In the
remainder of this subsection, we discuss a theoretical validity of the proposed data-
dependent choice of the tuning parameter. We separately consider the zero bias and
non-zero bias cases.

Zero bias case: Suppose first that ag = 0. In this case, A = A. Thus, for A =
A1 — 0)27), we have P(A > ¢;A | 27) = 1 — 0. Let A; and A, be any positive
constants such that 2e=41/2 4 16¢'~43/128 < . Then, by Lemma A.4, A(1 — 0]z}) <
A = (4v/2 4+ A))y/n + Ay\/n10g ¢/pmin. Therefore, in view of the proof of Theorem

3.1, we obtain the next corollary.

Corollary 3.2. Assume conditions (C1)-(C5) with ag = 0. For a given 6 € (0, 1),
take A = c;A(1—0|2"). Let Ay, Ay and B be any positive constants such that 2e=41/% 4
16¢'~4/128 < 9. Then, with probability at least 1 — 64¢* 5" — 0 — 5v, the inequality
(53.1) holds with X replaced by c1\a, provided that the upper bound is smaller than r*.

The results analogous to Corollary 3.1 hold with suitable modifications. Although
the constant choice A = c1 A4 is available in the zero bias case once c¢; is determined,
we recommend to use the above data-dependent choice because the constant choice
A = ¢1\4 is only an upper bound on the (conditional) (1 — 2e~41/2 — 16¢1~43/128)-
quantile of ¢;A, and may be too large in practice. This point is discussed in Belloni

and Cernozhukov (2009, Comment 2.1) in a different context.

Non-zero bias case: In this case, since ag # 0, A is not equal to A. Thus, the

conclusion of Corollary 3.2 does not hold. However, as long as ag — 0 sufficiently fast,

it is expected that A < A(1 — 0|z}) with a suitable sequence 6§ = 6(n) — 0 gives an

asymptotically correct choice. In fact, we can show the next theorem.

Theorem 3.2. Assume condition (C1). For any sequence t = t(n) — oo such that

tn~Y2\/1 +10g ¢/pmin — 0, take 8 = (e \V ¢"/Pmn)~_ Then, there exists a positive
constant M such that for large n, with probability one,

M~'t/n(1 + V/10g q/pmin) < A(1 = 6]27) < Mty/n(1 + /108 ¢/Dunin).

Therefore, the conclusion of Corollary 3.1 (i) holds for X = c¢A(1 — 0|27) where ¢ is

any positive constant.
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The proof of Theorem 3.2 appears in Appendix C. Theorem 3.2 shows that the
proposed data-dependent choice (with a suitable sequence § — 0) is asymptotically
valid even for the non-zero bias case, although in contrast to the zero bias case, a

non-asymptotic result like Corollary 3.2 does not hold.

4 Additive quantile regression model

In this section, we focus on the nonparametric additive quantile regression model:

d
yi = 9(z:) +ui, g(z) =c+ Z%(%% P(u; <0 z) =, (4.1)
k=1
where ¢, g1,...,g9q are unknown. Let Z; C R denote the support of zj; for each
k=1,...,d. For identification, we normalize g1, ..., gq such that

/ g(2)dz =0, k=1,....d.
Zy,

We allow for the possibility that d is much larger than n. We assume that some of the
functions are zero. Without loss of generality, we assume that g4,41 =0,...,94 = 0.
As in Huang et al. (2010), we further assume that the number of non-zero functions,
dy, is fixed.

Suppose that for each k = 1,...,d we have a set of basis functions {¢i; : j =
1,...,m} on Z such that

/ Yri(2)dz =0, j=1,...,m. (4.2)
Zy

For each k, we have a series approximation: gi(z) & > 7", Br;¥k;(2). Define z;q, =

1, min = (¢k—1,1(zi,k—1)7 Ce awk—l,m(zi,k—l))/ fork = 2, cey d+1 and r; .= (l‘iGl, m;GQ, e

with ¢ = d+ 1. For B = (Bo, Bi1s - - - » Brms Bo1s - - - Bam)’ € R we write Ba, = [
and Ba, = (Bk-11,---»Bk—1m) for k =2,....,¢ = d+ 1. In what follows, we follow
the same notation as Section 3. As noted in Introduction, the group Lasso is suited
to the estimation of high dimensional additive models, since selecting variable z; is
equivalent to make B¢, = 0.

The proposed estimation method for g is as follows.

1. Determine a small § € (0,1) and a constant ¢ > 0.
2. Compute A(1 — 0|27) by simulation.

3. For A = cA(1 — 6|z}), compute the group Lasso estimate:

. ) 1l & , VmA e 1/2
B :=arg min EZPT(%_%B)+TZH2'“ Ball2
i=1 k=2

ﬂ€R1+dm
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4. Construct §(z) := Bo + ZZ:1 Z;nzl Bkﬂ/}kj(zk)

We wish to derive the convergence rate of g. To this end, we introduce some
regularity conditions. Unless otherwise stated, all parameter values are indexed by n.
For v > 0, let C¥(E) denote the set of all continuous functions h on a bounded set
E C R such that the v-derivative h®) exists and is (v — v)-Hélder continuous, where

v is the greatest integer smaller than v.

(D1) {(yi,2) : 1 = 1,2,...} are i.i.d. where the pair (y;,2]) satisfies the model
(4.1).

(D2) The support Z of z; is a compact subset of R

(D3) Let F(u|z) denote the conditional distribution function of w; given z; = z.
Assume that F'(u|z) has a continuously differentiable density f(u|z) such that
there exist positive constants o, cy, Cy and Ly independent of n such that ¢y <
f(u|lz) < Cfon[—p, 0] x Z, and |f'(u|z)| < Ly on the support of (uq, 27)".

(D4) g, € C"(2y) for k=1,...,d;, where v > 1/2 is a fixed constant.

(D5) maxi<r<aSup,ez, [|(Wr1(2), - - Yrm(2))'[|2 = O(m'/?).

(D6) Foreachk =1,...,dy, there exists a vector (B, . .., B5,) such that sup,c s, |gx(2)—

S Btk (2)] = O(m™) as m — oo.

(D7) The smallest eigenvalue of 3, is bounded away from zero uniformly over (n, k),

and the maximum eigenvalue of 3 is bounded uniformly over (n, k).
(D8) 1 < ¢min and Ppax S 1.
(D9) m =< n"/@*) and mlogd/n — 0 as n — oo.

Conditions (D1)-(D6) are standard in the literature. In fact, they are adapted from
Horowitz and Lee (2005). We also refer to Newey (1997) for basic materials on series
estimation. Condition (D7) is also standard. Condition (D8) is a restricted eigenvalue
condition. We will give an example in which conditions (D7) and (D8) are satisfied.
Condition (D9) determines the order of m. It also restricts the magnitude of d. We
allow for the possibility that d is of order o{exp(const. xn?/*+)1 which can diverge
faster than n.

For a function h : Z — R, define ||h|L, := E[h(2)?]"/2.

Theorem 4.1. Assume conditions (D1)-(D9). Lett = t(n) — oo be a sequence such
that 2{n0=2)/@ 40/ (mlogd/n)} — 0. Take A = cA(1—0|27) where § = (eVq'/™)~"*
and c is a positive constant. Then, we have || — g|r, <p t(n™/@ Vv {/logd/n).
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Remark 4.1. If logd = O(m), the term n~"/**V is dominating, while if m = o(log d)
(i.e., d is faster than exp(const. xn*/*+1))) the term +/log d/n is dominating.

The proof of Theorem 4.1 appears in Appendix D. The proof is basically a veri-
fication of the conditions of Corollary 3.1. Theorem 4.1 shows that g can attain the
convergence rate arbitrarily close to Stone’s (1982, 1985) oracle rate n=*/(**1) in the
case that logd = O(m) (which still allows for the possibility that d has an expo-
nential order in n). On the other hand, Huang et al. (2010, Corollary 3.1) showed
that for additive mean regression models, under a set of similar conditions, the group
Lasso estimator has the convergence rate n™"/ (2”+1)\/W. The latter rate is

2v+1) if d has an exponential order. For instance, if

d = exp(const. xn'/@v+D) p=v/CvHD) | flog(d vV n) < n~#=1/2/@v+1)  Although The-

orem 4.1 focuses on the quantile regression case, a similar result would apply to the

significantly slower than n=*/(

mean regression case.

One might wonder that Corollary 3.1 implies that the ¢;-penalized quantile regres-
sion estimator (with a suitable choice of the tuning parameter) has a convergence rate
like n—¥/(2v+1) \/W . However, that is not the case. The problem happens when
verifying condition (C8), in particular, that A < 1. For the ¢;-penalty case, since
pr = 1 for all k, to make A < 1, we need to assume that ag = O(n~'/?), which requires
the undersmoothing. Thus, at this moment, it is safe to say that it is not known
whether the /i-penalized estimator has a convergence rate like n™"/*+1, /log(d V n)
for nonparametric additive quantile regression models.

We give an example in which conditions (D7) and (D8) are satisfied. Suppose
that z; is uniformly distributed on [0, 1]¢ and the basis functions are common for all
k=1,...,die ¢ = forallk =1,...,dand j = 1,...,m. In that case, Z; = [0, 1]
forall k=1,...,d and Z = [0,1]%. Define the m x m matrix ¥ by

v | [ o]

1<i,j<m

Lemma 4.1. Suppose that z, is uniformly distributed on [0,1]% and the basis functions
are common for all k = 1,...,d. If the smallest eigenvalue of W is bounded away from
zero uniformly over n, and the maximum eigenvalue of ¥ is bounded uniformly over
n, then so is X. In particular, conditions (D7) and (D8) are satisfied.

The proof of Lemma 4.1 appears in Appendix D. If the basis functions are orthonor-
mal with respect to the Lebesgue measure (such as Fourier series), ¥ is the identity
matrix, and the condition of Lemma 4.1 is trivially satisfied. Suitably normalized poly-
nomial splines also satisfy the condition of Lemma 4.1 (see the proof of Newey, 1997,
Theorem 7).
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5 Simulation experiments

In this section, we report simulation results to present the practical performance of
the group Lasso estimator. We compare the group Lasso estimator with the /;-
penalized quantile regression estimator and the unpenalized quantile regression es-
timator. Throughout all cases, we used the SeDuMi package in MATLAB to compute
these estimates, and run 1,000 repetitions. Note that since the SeDuMi package is
based on an interior point algorithm, the number of non-zero elements in the unpe-
nalized quantile regression estimator may be larger than the sample size. Although
we have not formally discussed the model selection property of the group Lasso, for
reference, we report the number of selected variables in the simulation experiments.
We first consider the zero bias case. Let ®(-) denote the distribution function of

the standard normal distribution.

Model 1 : Y = .’B;B + €;, Tj1 — 17 Lj—1 7~ N<O7 {(025)”716‘}],/6)7
€; — (I)_l(T) ~ N(O, 1), x; A €;.

We took p = 501,¢ = 101, py = -+ = pigo = 5,n = 200 and 7 € {0.25,0.5,0.75}. For
the group Lasso and the ¢;-penalized quantile regression estimators, we followed the
data-dependent choice of the tuning parameter discussed in Section 3.3. In each case,

we took § = 0.1 and ¢ = 1.1. For the vector 3, we consider two cases.

(Case 1) B=(1,1,...,1,0,...,0).
5

(Case 2) 8= (1,1,0,...,0,---,1,0,...,0,0,...,0)".
5 5

5 groups

By the discussion following Corollary 3.1, Case 1 is favorable to the group Lasso since
the ratio pg/||Bllo = 6/6 = 1 is small. On the other hand, Case 2 is not favorable to
the group Lasso since the ratio pg/||B|lo = 26/6 ~ 4.3 is relatively large. In fact, Cases
1 and 2 are the best and worst case scenarios for the group Lasso, respectively, since
in Case 1, all elements in the active group G5 are non-zero, while in Case 2, only a
single element in each active group is non-zero.

Table 1 shows the simulation results for Model 1. In Case 1, as expected, the group
Lasso estimator performs the best. Its RMSE is nearly a half of that of the ¢;-penalized
quantile regression estimator, and nearly one fourth of that of the unpenalized quan-
tile regression estimator. However, in Case 2, the performance of the group Lasso
estimator is inferior to that of the ¢;-penalized quantile regression estimator, and little

surprisingly, inferior to even that of the unpenalized quantile regression estimator for
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7 € {0.25,0.75}. In Case 2, the group Lasso estimator selects redundant models. For
instance, for 7 = 0.5, the group Lasso selects on average about 20 variables, while the
true number of non-zero coefficients is 6. This fact possibly worsens the performance
of the group Lasso estimator. These observations are consistent with our theoretical

results.
Table 1 is about here.

We next consider nonparametric additive models.

100
Model 2 : y; = 0.1 + ng(zik) + 0.50(z;)e;,
k=1

91(2) = 2, ga(2) = cos(m2), gs(2) =e(e* —e+e™), g4=0,..., 100 =0,
0*(z) = 0.7+ 0.1z + 0.125 + 0.123, z; ~ Unif[—1,1]'%,
€; — (I)_l(T) ~ N(O, 1), zZ; JL@Z'.

This model incorporates the conditional heteroscedasticity. We took n € {400, 800}
and 7 € {0.25,0.5,0.75}, and followed the data-dependent choice of the tuning param-
eter discussed in Section 3.3 with § = 0.2 and ¢ = 1. We used cubic splines with 4
equidistant knots, so m =7 and p = 1 4+ dm = 701 in this case.

Table 2 shows the simulation results for Model 2. The group Lasso estimator
performs significantly better than other estimators, especially when n = 800. The
improvement of RMSE of the group Lasso estimator over that of the /¢;-penalized
quantile regression estimator is about from 30% to 40% when n = 800. A bit interesting
point is that RMSE of the unpenalized quantile regression estimator becomes worse
when n increase from 400 to 800. This is possibly because the estimates of zero

coefficients become larger when n increases, and n = 800 is not enough for estimating
full 701 coefficients.

Table 2 is about here.

Finally, we shall comment that in most cases, the number of selected of groups by
the group Lasso is not much deviated from the truth. This fact indicates the possibility
that in the quantile regression case, under suitable conditions, the number of selected
groups by the group Lasso is of the same stocahstic order as the truth. Similar re-
sults are known in the linear regression case (Lounici et al., 2010) and the ¢;-penalized
quantile regression case (Belloni and Chernozhukov, 2011). Belloni and Chernozhukov
(2011)’s argument depends on the specific property of the linear programming formu-
lation of the ¢;-penalized quantile regression problem, and is not directly applicable to
the group Lasso case. The model selection property of the group Lasso in the quantile

regression case is left in the future research.
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A  Proof of Theorem 3.1

A.1 Preliminaries

We introduce some technical results used in the proofs. The next theorem, which is
due to Ledoux and Talagrand (1991, Theorem 4.7), is a Bernstein type inequality for

vector valued Rademacher processes.

Theorem A.1 (A concentration inequality for Rademacher processes). Let ey, ..., €,

be independent Rademacher random wvariables. Let B be a Banach space with norm
| - || such that for some countable subset D in the unit ball of B' (the dual of B),
||| = supep [f(2)| for all x € B. Let x1,...,2, be arbitrary points in B. Put
Z = ||>>1, cxill. Then, for every t >0, we have

P{Z > M(Z) +t} < 2exp{—t*/(80%)},

where M(Z) is the median of Z and o := supscp~/> iy f(@:)?. If the one-sided
inequality “Z > M(Z) +1t” is replaced by the two-sided inequality “Z — M(Z)| > t”,

then the constant 2 in front of the exponential term is replaced by 4.
An immediate corollary of Theorem A.1 is:
Corollary A.1. Work with the same notation as Theorem A.1. Then, for every A > 0,
E[e*?] < 16 exp{\\/2E[Z2] + 4(\0)?}.

Proof. Put Z' := |Z — M(Z)|. By Theorem A.1, P(Z' > t) < 4exp{—t*/(80?)} for all

t > 0. By using the formula for the expectation of positive random variables,
E[e*'] = /OOP(e)‘ZI > t)dt
0
=1+ /OO P(Z' > logt/\)dt
1
=1+ /OO AMP(Z > t)dt
0
< 1+4) /OO exp{ At — t*/(80%)}dt

[e.9]

= 1+ 8V21(\o)e?P9)”,
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Since e*” > 1422 > x, the right side is bounded by (148y/7)e*??)* < 16¢***)* Thus,
we have E[e*] < M AE[MNZ-M)) < 16 exp{AM(Z) + 4(\c)?}. The desired result
now follows from the fact that M(Z) < /2E[Z2]. O

A.2 Proof of Theorem 3.1

In this subsection, we provide a proof of Theorem 3.1. The proof consists of series of
lemmas. We first prepare some notation. Put w; := (y;,«;)" and mg(w) = p.(y —
z'B) —p.(y—2'B). Define M(3) := E[mg(w;)]. For a function f : RP*! — R such that

E[|f(w1)|] < oo, we use the notation G, f :=n~Y23"" {f(w;) — E[f(w;)]}. Define
Qo = {||£}/% — I, || <0.5,2 < Vk < ¢},

A = max || Z{T —I(y; < m;B)}(ggl/leGk/\/ﬁ)HQ?
i=1

1<k<g
Bs:={BecR:8-BcC, ||B—B:=0}, ford >0,
._ 6Crag
« 1= ma
where ﬁ];l/ % is interpreted as the generalized inverse of ﬁ]i/ 2 if it is singular (i.e., if
3, = UDU’ denotes the spectral decomposition of 33, where U is a Pr X pi. orthogonal
matrix and D is a diagonal matrix with diagonal entries dy > --- > d; > 0 = d; . =
.o =d,, then 3% = Udiag{d;"?,...,d;"?,0,...,0}U"). Recall that on Qy, %
are nonsingular for all k.
The first step of the proof is to establish that 83— 8 € C on the event {A > 1 AFNQy.
We estimate the probability of the event {\ > ¢;A} in Lemma A .4.

Lemma A.1. {A\>A}NQ c {808 ¢eC}.

Proof. By convexity of the check function, we have

A — ~ —

pr(yi — ®iB) — pr(yi — i 8) > —{7 — I(y; < x;B)}xi(B — B),
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which implies that on €2,

0> {pr(yi — xiB) — pri — B} + XY Vel Ba,ll2 — 155/ Ba, II2)
=1 k=2

> =N {r— Iy < 2B)}ai(B—B) + 2> velIZBe, )2 — 15 B, |12)
i=1 k=2

- Z Z{T 1y < @B i/ V) | VIS (B - B

>
- A Z mrm}/ B=Ball+ 2> Vol Ba, Il
keS_q keSe
> —(A+ 0D VEIEB - Ball + (A= A) Y VS B, e
kesS keSe

Thus, we have

A=) V=28l < (A + 0> vall=/2(8 - B)a, o

keSe keS

On the event {A > ¢;A} Ny, this inequality implies that B—pBecC. O

The next lemma relates the bound on ||3 — 8|2 to the tail behavior of G, mg over
C. Recall the definitions of r, and r*.

Lemma A.2. For any § € [r,,r*), we have

{18 =Bl2 =} N{A> A} NQy

C {\/ﬁ sup |G, mg| > (—cfgbmm — 1.5\, /Psl) }
BEB;s

Proof. By convexity of the objective function, the fact that C is a cone and the previous

lemma, on the event {||3 — B2 > 6} N {A > ¢;A} N Qy, there exists a vector 3 € By

such that

n q
0> mezi) + AZ VoI Balls — 1122 Ba, )

> zmﬁ 2)+ 0 Y VI3 Be, N2 — 15 Be 1)

keS_1
> S ma(z) -2 3 VEIELB - Bl (A1)
=1 keS_4

For the first term on (A.1), we have
> mg(z) = nM(B) + vnGumg
i=1

> nM(B) — sup ‘\/ﬁGnm,@|'
BEBs
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Put a := B — 3. By Taylor’s theorem, for § € [r,,*), we have

1 1
M(B) = —CragE[|a/z1|] + §CfE[(0/fB1)2] - gLfEHa'fEﬂ?’]
_ Ly _Eflefe’]

6 E[(o/m)2P/2 El(a/z,)’]*/?

1
> —CjagE[(a/®)’]? + §CfE[(0/fB1)2]

> %cfE[(a’wl)z] (1 — %) + écfE[(a’wl)z] + %cfE[(a’wl)z] (1 — i)
> %cfE[(a’ml)Z]
> cordhand

where for the first inequality, it is useful to invoke Knight’s (1998) identity:

pr(u—v) — pr(u) =—{7 —I(u<0)}v +/ {I(u <s)—I(u<0)}ds.
0
For the second term on (A.1), on the event €, we have

AT VS8 = Bl < 15X Y Vel (B — Ba,ll2 < 1.56A/Ps .

keS_y keS_1

Therefore, we obtain the desired conclusion.
We now analyze the tail probability of \/n|G,mg| over B € B;.

Lemma A.3. For any 6 > 0 and t > ¢naxdV8n, we have

P {\/ﬁ sup |G,mg| > t}

BEBs

< 64q exp [— {t/6 — co(1 + \/E)\/E}Q /{402\/(1 +p§_1/pmin)n}2] + 4y,

where we recall that cy = 12v/2(co + 1).

Proof. Let €,...,¢, be independent Rademacher random variables independent of

wy, ..., w,. Write P, and E. for the conditional probability and the conditional ex-

pectation with respect to €,...,€, given wy,...,w,, respectively. For B € Bs, we

have

Elmg(w:)’] < E[{@1(8 — 8)}"] < dnaxd”.

Thus, by the symmetrization inequality (van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996, Lemma,

2.3.7), for t > PnaxdV8n, we have

n

Z eimg(wi)

i=1

P {\/ﬁ sup |G,mg| > t} < 4E

BEBs

P, < sup
BEB;
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By Markov’s inequality, the probability on the right side is bounded by

n
e’%tEE emg(w;)
i=1

exp { s sup

BeB;s
Fix @, =y — x\B,...,1, = y, — x,B. Define v;(-) := p. (@ — -) — p-(%;) and
hg(x) = x'B. Then, mg(w;) = @i(hg_g(x;)) and each ; is a contraction, i.e.,

}] , for s > 0. (A.2)

lpi(a) —pi(b)] < |a—b| for a,b € R. Thus, by the comparison theorem for Rademacher

i

processes (Ledoux and Talagrand, 1991, Theorem 4.12), we have

exp } S sup < E, |exp < 2s sup
BEB;s BEB;s

Put Z, == || >0, €xic, //Pkll2- For B € Bs, we have

> cihg p(@)| = Z\/_ﬁ B {chwp—}‘

=1
<Z\/_” B = Ble,ll2Zi + (max Ze) > /oill(B = B

n

> cimp(wi)

=1

n

Z Elhﬁ_ﬁ’(mz)

i=1

Ec

kes kese

<> Vil (B=Ball2Z + ( (max Z) )eo Y v/Pill(B = Bla Iz
kes kes

<
d(co + 1)(max Zr + /D5, max Z,).

Thus, by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

E. [exp < 2s sup
BEBs

1/2
< {EE {exp {435(00 +1) 11;12;{(1 ZkH } . {Ee {exp {455(00 + 1)\/]@221]?%((1 Zk}] }

1/2

n

Z elhﬁ_g(mz)

=1

< E. {exp {235(00 + 1)( max Zk + /P5_, max Zk)}]

2<k<q

1/2

q 1/2 q
= {Z E [exp {4s6(co + %}]} : {Z E [exp {4s6(co + 1)/P5_, 2 }] }

k=1

Put a :=4s6(co + 1). By Corollary A.1, on €, we have
Eclexp(aZ;)] < 16 exp{1.5av/2n + 9a*n/p},

where we have used the fact that on €,

E[Z2] = anzgknz_pk ntr3, < (1.5)np ttr I, = (1.5)%n,

=1

and

sup Z o'wic, /o) = i | Skl < (15)°p'n

acSPr—1
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Similarly, on Qg, we have E [exp{a,/p5_, Z¢}] < 16 exp{1.5a\/2ps_,n + 9a’*nps_, /pi}.
Therefore, on €y, the right side on (A.2) is bounded by

16¢ exp{0.75a(1 + \/p5 ,)V2n + 4.5¢°n(1 + pg_, /Pmin) — st/4}
= 16g exp{3sd(co + 1)(1 + \/P5 ;) V2n + s*{6v25(co + 1)\/71(1 + D5y /Pmin) }° — st/4}

= 16qexp{—(t — b)s/4 + cs°},

where b := 120(co + 1)(1 + \/]E)\/% and ¢ := {6v/25(co + 1)\/n(1 + P5_,/Pmin) }2-

Minimizing the right side with respect to s > 0, on €2y, we have

P, < sup
BEB;

Therefore, we obtain the desired conclusion. O

n

Z eimg(wi)

i=1

> %} < 16gexp{—(t — b)*/(64¢)}.

It remains to estimate P(A > ¢;*A). Recall that 27 := {z1,...,2,}.

Lemma A.4. For any ty > 0 and ty > 0,

P{A > (4V2n + VnA + 1, + ty) | 27}
< 2exp{—t7/(2n)} +16(q — 1) exp{—pmint3/(128n)}.

Proof. Put @;;, := f];l/Qmin/\/p_k. Observe that

1<k<q

A < max || Y {7 = P(y; < }Blzic,) } |2
=1

1<k<q

+ max || Z{P(?/z < xiBleic,) — Iy < xi0)} ikl
i—1
= A1 + AQ.

We first analyze A;. For 2 < k < ¢, we have

1Y {7 = Plys < @iBlwic,)}&uls = sup | D> {7 — Py < zBlwic, ) @i
=1 =1

acSPr—1

n

<> {r =Py < @Blaic,)}? sup Y (a'Ey)?
=1

-1
acSPk i=1

< n’Ctag/pr,

where the second inequality is due to the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. For k = 1, by
condition (C4) and Taylor’s theorem,

u ~ . ~ nlL
| {7 = Py S @iflric))Yic,| < nlr — Py < 2/8)] < =,
i=1
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which implies that A; < ana%/Q V nCag/\/Dmin = V/NA.
It remains to estimate Ay. Put my := P(y; < xlB|zic,) — I(yi < xB). Observe

that for ¢; > 0 and ¢, > 0,
;m 2] }+(q—1)21gg§q13{ z } :

Since |n;| < 1, by Hoeffding’s inequality, the first term on the right side is bounded
by 2exp{—t3/(2n)}. Tt remains to estimate the second term. Fix 2 < k < ¢. Recall

n
E Nik Lk

i=1

> 1 > 1

2

P(A2 > t1+t9 | Z?) < P{

that for @ € RP*, ||z|2 = sup,egen-1 &'x. Let €, ..., €, be independent Rademacher

random variables independent of z}'. By using the symmetrization inequality (van der

Vaart and Wellner, 1996, Lemma 2.3.7), for t5 > /8n/py,
to n
2

P { > nain z’f} <4E [PE {

i=1
Since |n;| < 1, by the contraction theorem for Rademacher processes (Ledoux and
Talagrand, 1991, Theorem 4.4), the probability on the right side is bounded by

123
2P, > = 5.
2

The desired result now follows from the concentration inequality for Rademacher pro-

n

E €Nk L ik

i=1

>ty

2

n

E €Lk,

i=1

cesses (see Theorem A.1). O
Proof of Theorem 3.1. Take A\ = c1\ 4,

5 = 6 * S(b?nax + 15)\\/ Ps_, 6CfCLB

Cf(bmin’

V

epV
2 B
Cf (bmin n n

t=246 (échsfmnn(s — 1.5)\\/]K) .
Since 0 € [r,,r*), by Lemma A.2, we have
PI{II8 — Bll2 2 6} N {A 2 LA} N Q] < P{v sup [Gump| > 1}.
The present choice of ¢ ensures that t > Gmadv/8n and

t/6 —co(1+ 1/pg_l)\/ﬁ > B+/logq - 402\/(1 + P5_,/Pmin)7,

which implies by Lemma A.3 that

P{v/n sup |G,mg| >t} < 64¢" % + 4.
BeB;s

Thus, we have
P{8 - Bll2 > 6} < P(A > ¢'A) + 64" + 59,
where by Lemma A.4, P(A > ¢7'A) = P(A > Ay) < 2e41/2 4 16¢'~43/128 Therefore,

we obtain the desired conclusion. O
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B Proofs of Lemmas 3.2 and 3.3

Proof of Lemma 3.2. Tt suffices to show that maxy<p<g |k — I, || 2 0. Fix 2 < k < ¢
for a while. Define hq () := (&/z¢,)? for & € R? and o € SP*~1. Observe that

n

D {halm) - E[ha(acl)]}’ = n'Z

i=1

- 1
IS~ Tl = swp

acSPr—1

By Bousquet’s (2002) version of Talagrand’s (1996) inequality, for all ¢ > 0,

2t2K2pk
3

42
<et

— Y

P {Z > B[Z] + tK/2(npi + 4pE[Z]) +

where we have used the fact that |hq ()| < K?py and Var(he(z;)) < E[(e/®16,)*] <
K?*pE[(@'T16,)?] = K*pr. We wish to estimate E[Z]. By Theorem 1 of Rudelson

(1999), there exists a universal constant L such that
E[Z] < Ly/nlog(pi V €)(E[[|zic, [I3*"])"/ =",

provided that the last expression is smaller than n (an explicit value of the constant L
and an elementary proof of Rudelson’s inequality are given in Oliveira (2010)). Since
|le1c, |l2 < K\/pk, the last expression is bounded by K'L\/npmX 10g(Pmax V €) =: Up,.

The present hypothesis ensures that U, is of order o(n) and hence there exists a positive

integer n; (independent of k) such that U, is smaller than n for all n > ny. Let n > n;y.
t2

Then, for any ¢t > 0, with probability at least 1 —e™",

20K Prmax

Z <U,+ tK\/meaX(n +4U,) + 3 =: U, (t).

Take t = /2log(gV n). Then, with probability at least 1 — ¢=2 A n~2, we have
Z < U,(t). Since, by the present hypothesis that ppa..log(qV n)/n — 0, U,(t) is of
order o(n) and independent of k, this implies that, by the union bound, maxy<y<y || X —
L. %o. O

Proof of Lemma 3.3. The proof is based on Corollary 2.7 of Mendelson et al. (2007).
Define the set

q
A= J{ZV /|8l a €S ag, =0, Vi # k} C ST
k=2
Let L(-) denote an isonormal Gaussian process on RP with the respect to the Eu-
clidean norm (see Dudley, 1999, Chapter 1 for basic materials on isonormal Gaussian
processes). Write |L(A)| := supyeq |L(a)|. Pick any € > 0. In what follows, ¢ and
C denote some constants independent of n and e. Their values may change from

line to line. Observe that ||ZY2al, = ||2,1§/2a(;k||2 = ||lag,||=1 for a« € SP7! such
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that ag, = 0 for all [ # k. By Corollary 2.7 of Mendelson et al. (2007), as long as
n > CE[|L(A)|]?/€*, with probability at least 1 — exp(—ce*n),

1 n
l—e< = '2)?<1—¢, Ya € A,
e_n;(am) < e, Vau

which implies that
1—e< |8 %a?<1—¢ YaeS* ' 2<VEk<q (B.1)

We wish to estimate E[|L(.A)|]. Define Uy, := {a € R? : |||l < 1,ag, = 0,V # k}
for k = 2,...,q. Recall that for a € U, N SP7L, |22y = |Jag,|l2 = 1, so that
AC{ZV%a:a e Ul_,U}. OnRP, a version of L(-) is given by L(a) = o/v where
v ~ N(0, I,). Thus, we have

EIL(A)] <E[ sup |L(Z?a)]]

acUl_, Uy
“E[ s |o/(5V%)))

acUl_,Uy
For each k, it is shown by a standard argument that there exists a 1/2-cover I of U
such that IT;, C Uy, Uy, C 2conv Il and |II| < 5P (conv II stands for the convex hull
of Ilg, and 2 conv [Ty = {2 : a € conv Il }; for this result, cf. Mendelson et al., 2008).
Then, IT := (Ji_, II; is a 1/2-cover of |Ji_, Uy such that IT C J{_,Us, Ui_,Us C
2 conv IT and |II| < (¢—1)5P==. By a maximal inequality for Gaussian random variables
(cf. Ledoux and Talagrand, 1991, Eq. (3.13)), we have

E[ sup [o/(SV%0)[| <E[ sup o (SV70)]

aEUZ:QZ/{k a€e2conv Il

= 2E[max |o/(2Y20)]]

acll

< C'/Pmax V log g max | =V 2ax|,
acll
< C'v/Pmax V log q.

Therefore, by the present hypothesis that (pmax V logq)/n — 0, the inequality (B.1)
holds with probability approaching one. This implies the desired conclusion. O

C Proof of Theorem 3.2

The second assertion follows from the first assertion and a careful examination of the
proof of Theorem 3.1. Thus, we concentrate on showing the first assertion. Take A; =
V2{t?log(e V q'/Pmin) +log4} and Ay = /128[{t2log(e V ¢!/Pmin) 4+ log 32}/ log q + 1]
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so that 2e=41/2 = (e\/ql/p"‘i")*t2/2 and 16ql*A%/128 = (e\/ql/pmin)*tQ/Z_ Since 2e-41/2 4
161 —43/128 — (¢ \/ g/pwin) =1 /2 4 (¢ ¢M/Pmin) =t /9 = (¢ \/ ¢!/Pmin) =" = @ by Lemma
A .4, we have

/~\(1 —0|z) < (4\/§+ ANV + Agy/n1og q/pmin S tV1(1 + /108 ¢/ Prmin)-

We wish to establish a lower bound on A(1 — 6|27). By definition,

A>

Z{T —I(u; <0)}.

We use the minorization inequality of Stout (1974, Theorem 5.2.2): let {X;,i > 1}
denote a sequence of independent random variables with zero mean and finite variance,
and let S, = Y. X; and s2 = > E[X?]. Suppose that there exists a positive
constant ¢ such that |X;| < ¢s, for all 1 < i < n. Then, for any ¢ > 0, there exist
positive constants €(¢) and 7({) such that if € > €(¢) and ec < w(¢), then

P(Su/sn > €) = exp{—(2/2)(1+ )}

Take X; = 7 — I(u; < 0) and ¢ = 1. Then, s2 = n7(1 — 7), and since |X;| < 1,
c=1/s, S n Y2 Let e = ty/log(eV ¢'/Pmin). Since e diverges, ¢ > €(1) for large
n, and ec < n~Y%t\/log(e V ¢'/Pmin) = o(1), which ensures that ec < 7(1) for large n.

Therefore, for large n,

p {]\ > t\/T(l — 7)nlog(e V g'/Pmin) ’ z?} > P(Sy/sn > €)

> exp(—e?)
— (6 \/ ql/pmln)_t2 — 0'

Thus, we have

A1 —0|27) > t\/T(l — 7)nlog(e Vv g'/pmin).

Therefore, we obtain the desired conclusion. O

D Proofs of Theorem 4.1 and Lemma 4.1

Recall that ga(2) :== Bo+> 4, >0 Britr (zx) for B = (Bo, Prrs -+ Bims Ba1s - -+, Bam)"-

Proof of Theorem 4.1. In view of the discussion on condition (C3), under condition
(D7), it does not lose any generality to assume that 3, = I, for all ¥ > 2. For
k=d +1,...,d, let (BY,...,3° ) := 0,. Recall condition (D6). Define B° :=
(B3, 8%, ..., BY B, ..., 8% ). By condition (D6) and the fact that d is fixed, we have
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ago :=sup,cz |g(2) — gao(z)| = O(m™"). By Lemma 3.1, there exists a vector 3 € R?
such that E[f(0]z1){g(z1) — g5(21)}] =0, B, =0 forall k =dy +2,...,g =d+1
and ag < ago.

By Theorem 3.2, it suffices to check the conditions of Corollary 3.1 (i) with py =
i =pr=m,q=1+d,p=1+dm and |S| = 1+ d;. It is not difficult to see
that conditions (C1)-(C6) are satisfied. To see that condition (C7) is satisfied, recall
Lemma 3.2. By condition (D5), condition (C7) is satisfied if mlog(d V n)/n — 0, but
this is ensured by condition (D9). To see that condition (C8) is satisfied, recall that
ag = O(m™). On the other hand,

L A Pmin A ZE 1 + logq _ L A T A 1_'_ dlm 1 + 10g<1 + d) z n—2u/(2u+1)
\/ﬁ n n Pmin m

vnoon n

Thus, condition (C8) is also satisfied. Therefore, we have

R _ 1 log(1
18 -8l <, t\/# <1 i M) = t(n="/@+) v \flog d/n), (D.1)

m

provided that the right side is of order o(r*). By the discussion following Corollary
3.1, it is seen that the last condition is satisfied if ¢(n=™/*1) v \/logd/n) — 0 is
faster than m~'/2 =< n=Y2*1) which is satisfied by the present hypothesis that
t2{n(1=2)/2v+1) v (mlogd/n)} — 0. Thus, (D.1) holds. In view of the proof of Theorem
3.1, it is not hard to see that

19 = 95122 = l9g = 9allo Sp PmaxllB = Bll2 S 18 = Bl Sp tn™/E Vv Vlogd/n).

The desired conclusion now follows from the relation:

19— gll. <119 — 95lle. + 95 — gllLo Sp (/@D v \Jlogd/n) +m™
= t(n~"/&+ v \/logd/n).

O

Proof of Lemma 4.1. Invoke that by (4.2) ¥ = diag(1,¥,...,¥), so that for 8 =
(66'17/6/6'27 s 7/6/Gq)/ (q =d+ 1)7

BEB =64+ 8L Y8,
k=2

Thus, by the present hypothesis, there exist positive constants ¢ and C' (¢ < C)
independent of n such that for all 8 = (8g,,Bg,.---,Bq,) € R*dm

(LABIE < B2, +e Y 1Balls <BEB<BE, +C D |1Ba s < (1vO)|B5.
k=2 k=2

This implies the desired conclusion. O
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Table 1: Simulation results for Model 1

Case 1
7=10.25 7=0.5 T =0.75

NSG NSV RMSE | NSG NSV RMSE | NSG NSV RMSE
GRLasso | 2.01 6.07 0.507 2.01 6.06 0.440 2.01 6.03 0.500
(0.11)  (0.57) (0.102) | (0.11) (0.54) (0.081) | (0.07) (0.35) (0.096)
Lasso 2.02 6.01 1.028 2.02 6.02 0.803 2.02 6.01 1.029
(0.15)  (0.18) (0.233) | (0.15) (0.15) (0.152) | (0.12) (0.16) (0.229)
QR 101.00 501.00 1.984 | 101.00 501.00 1.936 | 101.00 501.00 1.985
(0.00)  (0.08) (0.057) | (0.00) (0.05) (0.056) | (0.00) (0.05) (0.056)

Case 2
GRLasso | 3.44 13.21 2.251 4.72 19.60 1.929 3.36 12.77 2.261
(1.13)  (5.66) (0.162) | (1.05) (5.27) (0.184) | (1.15) (5.72) (0.151)
Lasso 5.00 5.00 1.894 5.84 5.89 1.428 4.93 4.94 1.901
(1.09) (1.09) (0.323) | (0.49) (0.51) (0.280) | (1.10) (1.10) (0.314)
QR 100.00 501.00 2.115 | 100.00 500.99 2.070 | 100.00 501.00 2.114
(0.00)  (0.05) (0.049) | (0.00) (0.08) (0.048) | (0.00) (0.06) (0.048)

“GRLasso” refers to the group Lasso estimator, “Lasso” to the £1-
penalized quantile regression estimator, “QR” to the unpenalized
quantile regression estimator, “NSG” to the number of selected
groups (including Gy), “NSV” to the number of selected variables
(among z;1, ..., Tip), and “RMSE” to the root mean squared error

E[||3 — B|/2]. Standard deviations are given in parentheses.
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Table 2: Simulation results for Model 2

n = 400
7 =025 =05 T =0.75

NSV RMSE | NSV RSME | NSV RMSE

GRLasso | 3.13 0383 | 3.17 0314 | 314  0.351
(0.35)  (0.062) | (0.43) (0.044) | (0.37) (0.050)

Lasso | 3.14 0424 | 3.15 0357 | 312  0.377
(0.38)  (0.048) | (0.39) (0.030) | (0.34) (0.036)

QR | 100.00 1.611 |100.00 1.584 |100.00 1.614
(0.00) (0.154) | (0.00) (0.156) | (0.00) (0.154)

n = 800

GRLasso | 3.16 0241 | 3.19 0211 | 3.18  0.232
(0.39) (0.032) | (0.44) (0.026) | (0.43) (0.030)

Lasso | 3.12 0323 | 314 0300 | 3.14  0.308
(0.34)  (0.020) | (0.38) (0.014) | (0.37) (0.016)

QR | 100.00 2.224 | 100.00 2.100 | 100.00  2.229
(0.00) (0.197) | (0.00) (0.182) | (0.00) (0.191)

“GRLasso” refers to the group Lasso estimator, “Lasso” to the £1-

penalized quantile regression estimator, “QR” to the unpenalized

quantile regression estimator, “NSV” to the number of selected

variables (among z, ..

., %i100), and “RMSE” refers to the root

mean squared error | /E[||gz — g/|7,]. Standard deviations are given

in parentheses.

37



