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Summary. High-dimensional sparse modeling via regularization provides a powerful tool for analyzing
large-scale data sets and obtaining meaningful, interpretable models. The use of nonconvex penalty
functions shows advantage in selecting important features in high dimensions, but the global optimality
of such methods still demands more understanding. In this paper, we consider sparse regression with
hard-thresholding penalty, which we show to give rise to thresholded regression. This approach is moti-
vated by its close connection with the Lo-regularization, which can be unrealistic to implement in practice
but of appealing sampling properties, and its computational advantage. Under some mild regularity con-
ditions allowing possibly exponentially growing dimensionality, we establish the oracle inequalities of the
resulting regularized estimator, as the global minimizer, under various prediction and variable selection
losses, as well as the oracle risk inequalities of the hard-thresholded estimator followed by a further
Lo-regularization. The risk properties exhibit interesting shrinkage effects under both estimation and pre-
diction losses. We identify the optimal choice of the ridge parameter, which is shown to have simultaneous
advantages to both the L»-loss and prediction loss. These new results and phenomena are evidenced by
simulation and real data examples.

Keywords: Prediction and variable selection; High dimensionality; Hard-thresholding; Global optimality;
Thresholded regression; Shrinkage effect

1. Introduction

The advances of information technologies in the past fevades have made it much easier than before to
collect large amount of data over a wide spectrum of dimenssio different fields. As a powerful tool of
sparse modeling and variable selection, regularizatiothoas have been widely used to analyze large-scale
data sets and produce meaningful, interpretable modefsem2kng on the type of penalty functions used, the
regularization methods can be grouped as two classes: xomes and nonconvex ones. A typical example
of convex penalty is thd;-penalty which gives rise to thé&,-regularization methods such as the Lasso
(Tibshirani, 1996) and Dantzig selector (Candes and Ta@7R0The convexity of these methods makes the
implementation efficient and facilitates the theoreticellgisis. In a seminal paper, Bickel, Ritov and Tsybakov
(2009) established the oracle inequalities of both thed.assl Dantzig selector under various prediction and
estimation losses and, in particular, proved their asytigpéguivalence under certain conditions.

Despite their convexity and popularity, it has become a-ketiwn phenomenon that convex regularization
methods can suffer from the bias issue that is inherited tt@convexity of the penalty function. This issue
can deteriorate the power of identifying important covi@saand the efficiency of estimating their effects in
high dimensions. To attenuate this issue, Fan and Li (200tidted the general framework of nonconcave
penalized likelihood with nonconvex penalties includihg fproposed smoothly clipped absolute deviation
(SCAD) penalty, and showed that the oracle properties c&hfboa wide class of nonconvex regularization
methods. Other nonconvex regularization methods inclhdebtidge regression using tle,-penalty for
0 < ¢ < 1 (Frank and Friedman, 1993), the minimax concave penaltyRMZhang, 2010), and the smooth
integration of counting and absolute deviation (SICA) gen@.v and Fan, 2009). A main message of these
works is that nonconvex regularization can be beneficiatiacting important covariates in high dimensions.

Although there is a growing literature on nonconvex regaion methods, some important questions still
remain. As an important step, most of existing studies fes¢hmethods focus on some local minimizer with
appealing properties due to their general nonconvexitythte properties of the global minimizer need more
delicate analysis, and the global theory may depend on #fgpform of regularization. A natural question is
whether the oracle inequalities hold for nonconvex regedaion methods as for thie; -regularization methods
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(Candes and Tao, 2007; Bickel, Ritov and Tsybakov, 2009) the logarithmic factor of dimensionality that
appears commonly in the oracle inequalities is optimal.hipgroblem of Gaussian mean estimation, there
is a well-known phenomenon of Stein’s shrinkage effecti(GtE956; James and Stein, 1961) stating that the
maximum likelihood estimator or least-squares estimatay mo longer be optimal in risk under the quadratic
loss in multiple dimensions. Thus another natural quessiovhether similar shrinkage effects hold for these
methods under both estimation and prediction losses.

In this paper, we intend to provide some partial answerseg@tbrementioned questions, with a focus on
one particular member of the nonconvex family, the harégholding penalty. Théq-regularization, which
amounts to the best subset regression, motivated diffesent of regularization. This method was proved to
enjoy the oracle risk inequalities under the predictios iosBarron, Birge and Massart (1999). It is, however,
unrealistic to implement in practice due to its combinatiromputational complexity. As an alternative to the
Lo-penalty, the hard-thresholding penalty is continuoub wifixed, finite maximum concavity which controls
the computational difficulty. We show that both approaches gse to a thresholded regression. As is well
known in the wavelets literature, the hard-thresholdirgutarization is equivalent to thé-regularization
in the case of orthonormal design matrix. This connectiotivates us to fully investigate the approach of
hard-thresholding regularization.

The main contributions of this paper are twofold. First, vg&ablish comprehensive global properties of
the hard-thresholding regularization, including the &anequalities under various prediction and variable
selection losses and the nonoptimality of the logarithraadr of dimensionality. Second, we show that the
hard-thresholding regularization followed by a furtdex-regularization enjoys interesting Stein’s shrinkage
effects in terms of risks under both estimation and prealidibsses. The identified optimal choice of the ridge
parameter is revealed to have simultaneous advantageshtahad.,-loss and prediction loss, which result
builds an interesting connection between model selectishpaiediction. These new results and phenomena
provide further insights into the hard-thresholding regiziation method.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Sedflon 2 pteske thresholded regression with the hard-
thresholding penalty anfly-penalty, and their hard-thresholding property. We esghlthe global properties
of thresholded regression under various prediction anidbkr selection losses and unveil Stein’s shrinkage
effects for both estimation and prediction losses, withirogt choices of the ridge parameter, in Section
[B. Sectiori ¥ discusses briefly the implementation of thrglgitbregression. We provide several simulation
and real data examples in Sectldn 5. All technical detaésralegated to the Appendix and Supplementary
Material.

2. Thresholded regression
To address the questions raised in the Introduction, wesfoou attention on the linear regression model

y=XB+e¢, 1)

wherey = (y1,--- ,y»)T is ann-dimensional response vectot,= (Xq,---,X,) iS ann x p deterministic
design matrix consisting qf covariate vectors3 = (51, --- ,3,)7 is ap-dimensional regression coefficient
vector, antt = (e1,--- ,&,)7 is ann-dimensional error vector. The goal of variable selectstoiconsistently
recover the true underlying sparse mosiebp(3,) = {j : fo; # 0,1 < j < p} for the true regression
coefficient vector3, = (80,1, ,Bop)? in model [1), and to estimate the= ||3,|lo nonzero regression
coefficientsf ;'s.

To produce a sparse estimate@yf, we consider the approach of penalized least squares whithines

Q(B) = 2n) " ly = XBl3 + a8 )
the penalized residual sum of squares with penalty fungtjigt). Here we use the compact notation(3) =
pa(IBl) = (pa(1B1), -+, pa(1Bp])™ with [B] = (IB1l, -~ ,[B,[)". The penalty functiom;(t), defined on

t € [0,00) and indexed by > 0, is assumed to be increasing in bothnd A with p,(0) = 0, indicating that
the amount of regularization increases with the magnitddeeoparameter and the regularization parameter
A. To align all covariates to a common scale, we assume that @a@riate vectok; is rescaled to have
Ly-normn'/2, matching that of the constant covaridtéor the intercept. See, for example, the references
mentioned in the Introduction for the specific forms of vasgenalty functions that have been proposed for
sparse modeling.
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As elucidated in the Introduction, we focus on the hardghodding penalty
1
pualt) =5 [N = (A -13], >0, 3)

which is closely related to thé&g-penaltypm, A (t) = 2*1)\21{#0}, t > 0. Itis well known that in the
wavelets setting with the design mat¥xmultiplied byn '/ being orthonormal, that is; ' X" X = I,, the
penalized least squares [d (2) reduces to a componentwigmination problem withQ(3) = 2—1||,B'OIS —
B2+ |pA(8)||1, whereB, = n~ Xy is the ordinary least-squares estimator. In this settheguse of hard-
thresholding penalty . (t) gives the componentwise hard-thresholding, which is offtne 21.|~;, on
the ordinary least-squares estimator (Antoniadis, 199@)ontrast, the use of the,-penaltyp,(t) = At
yields the soft-thresholding which is of the forgn(z)(|z| — A)+. When theLy-penaltypg, () is used, an
identical hard-thresholding rule to that by hard-thredira) penaltypy 1 (¢) is obtained. We see that in the
case of orthonormal design matrix, both approaches of traesholding regularization anfd,-regularization
are equivalent. This simple connection suggests that ttagytrave more general connection, which motivates
our study.

Moreover, the hard-thresholding penaltyl[iih (3) is continsiand has fixed, finite maximum concavity

Pra(ta) = P a(ty)
K(pEAN) = sup  ——— ’ =1, (4)
0<ty <ts<oo to — 11

which is related to the computational difficulty of the remyidation method and gives rise to its computational
advantage. The computationally attractive method of hlaresholding regularization indeed shares some
similarity with Ly-regularization in the general case, as shown in the foligy¢mma on the hard-thresholding
property.

LEMMA 1. For both hard-thresholding penalfyy » (¢) and Lo-penaltyp g, (t), minimizingQ(3) in (@)
along thej-th coordinate withl < j < p, at anyp-vector3; with j-th component zero, gives the univariate

global minimizer for that coordinate of the same fofifx) = 212150y, With 2 = = (y — X8;)7x;.

The simple observation in Lemnia 1 facilitates our technésslysis and enables us to derive parallel
results for both methods. Since the global minimizer is ssagly the global minimizer along each coordinate,
the characterization of each coordinate in the above lenmmasthat the regularized estimators given by both
methods are natural generalizations of the univariate-ttagtsholded estimator. In this sense, we refer to
both methods as thresholded regression using hard-tHdastio There is, however, no guarantee that both
estimators are identical when> 1. We show in Theorer]1 that the two methods can have similaiera
inequalities under various prediction and variable s@edbsses, which justifies a further connection between
them.

3. Global properties and shrinkage effects of thresholded regression

3.1. Technical conditions
It is well known that high collinearity is commonly assoeidtwith large-scale data sets. High collinearity
can lead to unstable estimation or even loss of model idebtiitiy in regression problems. More specifically,
there may exist anothervector3, that is different from3, such thaiX 3, is (nearly) identical tX 3, when
the dimensionality is large compared with the sample sizeThus to ensure model identifiability and reduce
model instability, it is necessary to control the size ofrspanodels, since it is clear from the geometric point
of view that the collinearity among the covariates increasith the dimensionality. This idea was exploited
in Donoho and Elad (2003) for the problem of sparse recoteay,is, the noiseless case [of (1). To ensure the
identifiability of 3, they introduced the concept of spark, denoted as $iarkor a design matrix, which
is defined as the smallest numbesuch that there exists a linearly dependent subgrouprofumns fromX.
In particular,3, is uniquely defined as long as< sparkX)/2, which provides a basic condition for model
identifiability.

Since we are interested in variable selection in the presehnoise, we extend their concept of spark to
the robust case as follows.
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DEFINITION 1. The robust sparld/ = rspark (X) of ann x p design matrixX with boundc is defined as
the smallest numbersuch that there exists a subgroupradolumns from ~1/2X such that the corresponding
submatrix has a singular value less than the given posithrestantc.

An equivalent representation of the robust spaifk= rspark (X) in Definition[] is the largest number
such that the following inequality holds

min n*1/2||X5||2 > c. (5)
10]jo<r, [|6]|l2=1

This inequality provides a natural constraint on the cebirity for sparse models. In view @il (5), our robust
spark condition ok < M/2, to be introduced in Conditidd 2, is in a similar spirit to ttestricted eigenvalue
condition in Bickel, Ritov and Tsybakov (2009). The reggit eigenvalue condition assumgs (5) with the
Lo-norm constrain{|é||o < 7 replaced by thd.;-norm constraint of|d s¢ |1 < co||d, |1 for some positive
constanty, whereJy C {1,---,p} with |Jp| < &, J§ is the complement ofy, andd 4 denotes a subvector
of & consisting of components with indices in a given defThe robust spark condition ef< M/2 requires
that [8) holds forr = 2s + 1. Since such arky-norm constraint generally defines a smaller subset than the
aboveL;-norm constraint fos’ = 2s, the robust spark condition can be weaker than the restratenvalue
condition. It is easy to show that the robust spark rsga¢k increases as decreases, and approaches the
spark sparkX) asc — 0+. ThusM can generally be any positive integer no larger than 1.

To ensure model identifiability and reduce the instabilityestimated model, we consider the regularized
estimator3 on the union of coordinate subspackg,, = {8 € R? : ||Bllo < M/2}, as exploited in
Fan and Lv (2011) to characterize the global optimality aiecancave penalized likelihood estimators. Thus
throughout the paper, the regularized estim&ds defined as the global minimizer

B=arg min Q(B), (6)

€S2

whereQ(3) is defined in[(R). When the size of sparse models excééds that is,3 falls outside the space
Sa/2, there is generally no guarantee for model identifiability.
To facilitate our technical analysis, we make the followihgee regularity conditions.

CONDITION 1. € ~ N(0,0?1,,) for some positive.

CONDITION 2. It holds thats < M/2, s = o(n), andby = minjESupp(,@O) 1Bo.;| > (1/16/c2 V 1)c ey

V/(2s 4+ 1)(log p) /n, whereM is the robust spark ok with boundc given in DefinitiorilL¢s > /100 is some
positive constant, and = n V p.

CONDITION 3. ||3,]|2 is bounded from below by some positive constantang n=12||X8||2

< ¢3 for some positive constan.

1llo</2,]10]|2=1

Condition[1 is standard in the linear regression model. ThesSian error distribution is assumed to
simplify the technical arguments. The theoretical resatistinue to hold for other error distributions with
possibly different probability bound in Theorérh 1; see, dzample, Fan and Lv (2011) for more technical
details. In particular, some numerical results for thegror distribution are presented in Section 53.1.2. The
heavy-tailedness of the error distribution typically Iedad lower probability for the prediction and variable
selection bounds to hold.

The first parts < M /2 of Condition2 puts a sparsity constraint on the true mode sthat involves the
robust spark given in Definitidd 1. As explained above, sudabast spark condition is needed to ensure model
identifiability. We typically assume a diverging ratio oktBample size: to the number of true covariates
that is,s = o(n), to obtain consistent estimation 8f. The third part of Conditioh]2 gives a lower bound on
the minimum signal strength for model selection consistenc

Condition3, which is only needed in Theoréin 2, facilitates derivation of the oracle risk properties of
the regularized estimator, which are stronger than the®iaequalities in Theorefd 1. In particular, the first
part of Conditior B assumes that the-norm of 3, is bounded from below, which is mild and sensible. The
second part of Conditidd 3 is a restricted-eigenvalue-agseimption and requires that the maximum singular
value of each submatrix ef~/2X by taking out less thai//2 columns is bounded from above.



Thresholded Regression and Shrinkage Effect 5

3.2. Global properties and shrinkage effects

In view of Lemmd1, the regularization parameledtetermines the threshold level for both hard-thresholding
penaltypm »(t) and Lo-penaltypg, A (t). So a natural idea for ensuring the model selection comsigtes
choosing an appropriately large regularization parameteisuppress all noise covariates and retain important
ones. This approach is shown to be effective in the folloviireprem on the model selection consistency and
oracle inequalities of thresholded regression.

THEOREM 1. Assume that Conditios [I-2 hold aad!c2+/(2s + 1)(log p)/n < A < bo(1 A \/c2/2).
Then for both hard-thresholding penalty; »(¢) and Lo-penaltypg, A (t), the regularized estimatqs in (6)
satisfies that with probability at least— (2/7)/2¢; o (log p)~1/2pt =2/ (20) — (2/7)1/2¢ L os(log n) ~1/2
n="/(2%) for some positive constan§ > v/2a, it holds simultaneously that:

(a) (Model selection consistency;)upp(B) = supp(By);
(b) (Prediction loss)n='/2[|X(8 — By)||2 < 2cyc=1\/s(logn)/n;

(c) (Estimation losses)|3 — B,ll, < 2¢~2cys'/9./(log n)/n for ¢ € [1,2] and |8 — By ||~ is bounded by
the same upper bound as fge= 2.

With the above choice of the regularization paramatethe prediction loss of the regularized estimator
is within a logarithmic factor(logn)!/? of that of the oracle estimator, which is referred to as tlaste
squares estimator on the true underlying sparse model.rémgbalso establishes the oracle inequalities of the
regularized estimator under ttig-estimation losses witl € [1, 2] U {oo}. These results hold simultaneously
with significant probability that converges to one polynahyi with sample sizen, sincep = n vV p. The
dimensionalityp is allowed to grow up to exponentially fast with the sampiesi, in view of the range fo.

The key to deriving these rates is establishing the modekteh consistency of the hard-thresholded
estimator, that is, the exact recovery of the true undeglygparse model. Such a property enables us to
construct a key event with significant probability, on whigh can conduct delicate analysis. The suitable
range of the regularization parameter is critical in thisditem since the lower bound onis needed for
suppressing all noise covariates and the upper boundismeeded for retaining all true covariates, although
this range is unknown to us in practice.

Theorent ] builds on Lemnia 1, both of which share a commonriedtat the technical arguments apply
equally to both hard-thresholding penalty agtpenalty. Thus, under conditions of Theoreim 1, the regular-
ized estimators given by both hard-thresholding penaity (¢) and Lo-penaltypg, A (t) are approximately
asymptotically equivalent, that is, having the same caysmece rates in the oracle inequalities under various
prediction and variable selection losses. This formaltifies the motivation and advantage of studying the
hard-thresholding regularization. In fact, their approate asymptotic equivalence extends to the oracle risk
inequalities under different prediction and variable sbm losses. These results complement those on the
oracle risk inequalities under the prediction loss in BayrBirge and Massart (1999). Since it enjoys the
same appealing properties as theregularization, the hard-thresholding regularizatioovides an attractive
alternative to the.y-regularization thanks to its computational advantagejsmissed in Sectidg 2.

As mentioned in the Introduction, many studies have couteith to the oracle inequalities for thg -

regularization methods. For instance, Candes and Tao J3#0Ved that the Dantzig selector can achieve
a loss within a logarithmic factor of the dimensionality quemned to that for the oracle estimator. Bunea,
Tsybakov and Wegkamp (2007) established sparsity oraetpialities for the Lasso estimator. Bickel, Ritov
and Tsybakov (2009) derived parallel oracle inequalitiestie Lasso estimator and Dantzig selector under the
prediction loss and.,-estimation losses with € [1,2]. A common feature of these results is the appearance
of some power of the logarithmic factasg p of the dimensionality. In contrast, such a factor is replaced
by the logarithmic factotog n of the sample size in our setting. This suggests the general nonoptimality
of the logarithmic factor of dimensionality in the oracleequalities whem grows nonpolynomially with.
Our results are also related to other work on nonconvex aegaltion methods. Antoniadis and Fan (2001)
obtained comprehensive oracle inequalities and univéisasholding parameters for a wide class of general
penalty functions, in the wavelets setting. Zhang (201@yed that the MCP estimator can attain certain
minimax convergence rates for the estimation of regressiefficients inL,-balls.
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Although providing bounds on different estimation and jicgdn losses on an event with large probabil-
ity, the oracle inequalities of the thresholded regrespi@sented in Theored 1 do not take into account its
performance over the full sample space. Thus it is of intacemvestigate a stronger property of oracle risk
inequalities for thresholded regression, where the rigkeu loss is its expectation over all realizations. As
shown in the proof of Theorel 1, the hard-thresholded ewnﬁin (@) on its Support}upp(,@) is exactly
the ordinary least-squares estimator constructed usivarietes insupp(B). Motivated by such a represen-
tation, we consider a refitted estimator constructed byyapgla furtherZs-regularization to the thresholded
regression

larefitted = (X?Xl + )‘1]81)_1X¥1ya (7)

whereX is a submatrix of the design matr consisting of columns isupp(3), s1 = ||8|lo, andA; > 0
is the ridge parameter. In the special casao#= 0, the above refitted estimatfxefmed becomes the original
hard-thresholded estimatgrin (6).

Let X, be a submatrix of the design matdxconsisting of columns isupp(3,) andxgxo =PTDP an
eigendecomposition witk an orthogonal matrix an® = diag{ds, - -- ,ds}. We show that Stein’s shrinkage
effects (Stein, 1956; James and Stein, 1961) also hold #otttresholded regression followed by the-
regularization in terms of risks under both estimation aredifction losses. These results are presented in the

following theorem on the oracle risk inequalities of the-regularized thresholded regression.

THEOREM2. Assume that conditions of Theorgim 1 and Condiflon 3 holdn Tl -regularized refitted
estimators,qieq in (@) satisfies that:

(@) (Lo-risk). The minimumLy-risk EHBreme(, — B3 is attained at the optimal ridge parameta; =
Mopt = O(5Byl122) + O(s*n=1| B,z %), with the leading termO(s||3, |5 *) sandwiched between
50 Boll2 * (Amin /Amax)* andso?|| By |3 * (Amax/Amin)*, and equal®(s/n) +O0(s*n 2| B, 13 *) with
the leading termO(s/n) beingd~"_| (A opd7 + dj0?)/(dj + A1 opt);

(b) (L,-risk). The minimumL,-risk E||B,efyeq — Bolld equalsO(s/n??) + O(s?||B,ll3 ? /ne/*1) for
g € [1,2], and the minimunt .. -risk E||B,efized— Bollso €qUAISO(s1/2 /n1/2) 4 O(s3/2|| B, |52 /n3/?);

(c) (Prediction risk) The minimum prediction ris;k*lEHX(BreﬁnedfBO)H§ is attained at the optimal ridge
parameten; = ) oy = O(s(|B, 15 %) + O(s*n Y| By |5 *), with the leading ternD(s||3,||; ) sand-
wiched betweeso? || 8,15 2 Amin/Amax aNdsa?|| By |5 * Amax/Amin, and equal® (s /n)+O0(s*n=2|| 6,15 %)
with the leading ter® (s /n) beingn =" 377 [(A] op) *b3d; + d50?]/(dj + N opy)?,

where(by,--- ,bs)T = P, with B, ; a subvector of3, consisting of all nonzero components, akigh,
and \,,,., are the smallest and largest eigenvalueX@tX,, respectively.

Although it has the well-known bias issue, the ridge regogsapplied after the thresholded regression
is shown in Theoreml2 to be capable of improving both estmnatind prediction, since the original hard-
thresholded estimator is simply the refitted estimator with= 0 and the minimum risks under the losses
are attained at nonzero ridge parameters Intuitively, the bias incurred by an appropriately smaficaunt
of Ly-regularization can be offset by the reduction in estimatiariability, leading to improvement in the
overall risks of the regularized estimator. This phenonmetan be clearly seen in the representafiyerisk
and prediction risk curves as a function of the ridge paramgtin Sectiorl 5. The risks drop as increases
from zero, and start to rise after the minimum risks are radtzi

The model selection consistency of the thresholded reigreptays a key role in deriving the risk prop-
erties of theL,-regularized refitted estimator. The optimal risks areiaté at nontrivial ridge parametag
for both theL,-loss and prediction loss. Sinee= o(n) by Condition 2 and|3, |- is bounded from below
by some positive constant by Conditioh 3, we see that botimaptidge parameters; opt and| o for the
Lo-risk and prediction risk, respectively, are of the samdilegorderO(s||3, |5 %). In particular, the leading
termO(s||3, |5 ) of the optimal ridge parameter fdr,-risk has a similar range to that of the optimal ridge
parameter for prediction risk, differing by only a factor’of..x/Amin. Such a factor is the condition number of
the Gram matrix{ X, resulting from the true design matr¥. In view of (8) and Conditiofl3, its condition
NUMbEN\y,ax /Amin IS Sandwiched betweenandc? /2.
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It is interesting to observe that the optimal choices of tige parameter for both.-loss and prediction
loss are of the same ordéx(s||3,|/5 %), which is proportional to the true model sizeand has an inverse
relationship with||3,||2. This indicates that stronger signal leads to smaller agitia-shrinkage. Thus the
optimal ridge parameter has a simultaneous benefit on beth4fioss and prediction loss. Furthermore, the
minimum Lo-risk and minimum prediction risk share the same orde€pof/n), when the risks are minimized
by the optimal ridge parameters. These risk properties dstrate that Stein’s shrinkage effects extend to the
thresholded regression followed by the-regularization under both estimation and predictiondgss

The idea of refitting has also been investigated in van de,Béatmann and Zhou (2011), who established
bounds on the prediction loss afig-loss withg € [1, 2] for the thresholded Lasso estimator. The thresholded
Lasso is a three-step procedure with the Lasso followed bg-theesholding and an ordinary least-squares
refitting, while the abovd..-regularized refitting is a two-step procedure with hansksholding and ordinary
least-squares refitting automatic in thresholded regvasgi main difference is that our study focuses on the
risk properties and identifying optimal ridge parametensrhinimizing the risks. These new risk properties
reveal interesting Stein’s shrinkage effects in thresholegression, which was lacking before.

4. Implementation

Efficient algorithms for the implementation of regularipat methods include the LQA (Fan and Li, 2001),
LARS (Efron et al., 2004), and LLA (Zou and Li, 2008). As areaitative to these algorithms, the coordinate
optimization has become popular due to its scalability &mgé-scale problems; see, for example, Friedman
et al. (2007), Wu and Lange (2008), and Fan and Lv (2011). imphper, we apply the ICA algorithm (Fan
and Lv, 2011) to implement the regularization methods. Sei& V in Fan and Lv (2011) for a detailed
description of this algorithm. An analysis of convergenoeperties of this algorithm has been presented in
Lin and Lv (2013). In particular, the univariate global nmmzer for each coordinate admits a closed form
as given in LemmRl1, for both hard-thresholding penaliy, (t) and Lo-penaltypg, »(t). We would like to
point out that the algorithm is not guaranteed to find the glofinimizer.

Although our theory relies on the union of coordinate subepd,,/» associated with the robust spark of
the design matrix, the implementation via the ICA algoritiaes not require the knowledge of such a space.
It is a path-following algorithm, based on a decreasing gfidegularization parametey, that produces a
sequence of most sparse solutions to less sparse solwitim¢he solution given by the previousas a warm
start for the nexh. The collinearity of sparse models can be tracked easilyalyutating the smallest singular
value of the subdesign matrix given by the support of eacyed sparse solution.

To better illustrate our theoretical results and make adaimparison of all methods, we select the tuning
parameters by minimizing the prediction error calculatsithg an independent validation set, with size equal
to the sample size in the simulation study. We use the SICAghd Fan, 2009) with penalty, (¢;a) =
Aa + 1)t/(a + t), with a small shape parametesuch asl0~ or 1072, as a proxy of thd.y-regularization
method. Following Lin and Lv (2013), some pilot solutiongwiarger values of. are computed to stabilize
the solution. See also Lin and Lv (2013) for the closed-foofntson of the univariate SICA estimator.

5. Numerical studies

In this section, we investigate the finite-sample perforoeasf regularization methods with hard-thresholding
(Hard) and SICA penalties, with comparison to the Lasso aadle procedure which knew the true model
in advance. We consider both cases of light-tailed and héslgd errors, with Gaussian distribution for the
former andi-distribution for the latter.

5.1. Simulation examples

5.1.1. Simulation example 1

We first consider the linear regression model (1) with Gaussirrore ~ N(0,0%1,). We generated 100
data sets from this model with true regression coefficieatore3, = (v1, .- v1| 0")T with the patterrv =
(Betrong Buear) " repeated times, whergg,ons = (0.6,0,0, —0.6,0,0) andB,,eq = (0.05,0,0, —0.05,0,0)”

or (0.1,0,0,—0.1,0,0)T. The coefficient subvectof8;ng and By,eax Stand for the strong signals and weak
signals in3,, respectively. The two choices 6., Showed the performance of four methods under different
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Table 1. Means and standard deviations (in parentheses) of different performance measures by all
methods over 100 simulations in Section[5.1.1]

Setting Measure Lasso Hard SICA Oracle
p = 1000 PE 0.3025 (0.0479) 0.1862 (0.0086) 0.1862 (0.0103) 0.18Z400)
|Bweal = 0.05  Lo-loss 0.4007 (0.0653)  0.1679 (0.0238) 0.1678 (0.0276) (&1B6.0324)
L;-loss 1.7660 (0.2942) 0.5274 (0.0769) 0.5276 (0.0921) 7740.0979)
Loo-loss 0.2012 (0.0418) 0.0804 (0.0258) 0.0790 (0.0255) H1@B.0207)
FP 33.7900 (7.0457) 0.0800 (0.2727) 0.0900 (0.4044) 0 (0)
FN-strong 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0)
FN-weak 5.6000 (0.6513)  5.9900 (0.1000) 5.9900 (0.1000) 0)0(
o 0.4295 (0.0473)  0.4158 (0.0328) 0.4155 (0.0351) 0.400UB4Y)
p = 1000 PE 0.3643 (0.0584) 0.2272 (0.0115) 0.2283 (0.0124) 0.182800)
| Bweak| = 0.1 Ls-loss 0.4882 (0.0674)  0.2749 (0.0223) 0.2769 (0.0224) (0%16.0324)
L;-loss 2.2134 (0.3202)  0.8466 (0.1018) 0.8553 (0.1052) 7r4Q.0979)
Loo-loss 0.2225 (0.0453)  0.1068 (0.0177) 0.1077 (0.0177) 52.@8.0207)
FP 34.4300 (6.9866) 0.0900 (0.3208) 0.1600 (0.5453) 0(0)
FN-strong 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0)
FN-weak 4.9200 (0.9711) 5.8200 (0.6257) 5.8000 (0.5125) 0)0(
c 0.4676 (0.0541) 0.4559 (0.0377) 0.4540 (0.0425) 0.400B&Y.)
p = 5000 PE 0.2634 (0.0744)  0.1097 (0.0058) 0.1088 (0.0039) 0.102DE62)
|Bwead = 0.05  Lo-loss 0.4419 (0.0904) 0.1476 (0.0185) 0.1450 (0.0127) 2210.0260)
L;-loss 1.8507 (0.3387)  0.4593 (0.0602) 0.4528 (0.0464) 6BIQ.0775)
Loo-loss 0.2188 (0.0507)  0.0621 (0.0206) 0.0592 (0.0152) 6R(E6.0188)
FP 37.3900 (4.9826) 0.0600 (0.2778) 0.0100 (0.1000) 0(0)
FN-strong 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0)
FN-weak 5.8600 (0.3487)  5.9900 (0.1000) 6.0000 (0) 0 (0)
G 0.3822 (0.0452) 0.3173 (0.0239) 0.3187 (0.0231) 0.297B42)
p = 5000 PE 0.3603 (0.1089) 0.1838 (0.2401) 0.1489 (0.0070) 0.102062)
| Bweak] = 0.1 Lo-loss 0.5594 (0.1054)  0.2830 (0.1654) 0.2581 (0.0136) 2A210.0260)
L;-loss 2.4396 (0.3980) 0.8361 (0.4546) 0.7685 (0.1077) 6®B3IQ.0775)
Loo-loss 0.2584 (0.0618) 0.1117 (0.0704) 0.1016 (0.0066) 6R({6.0188)
FP 38.6000 (4.2593) 0.0700 (0.4324) 0.2200 (1.8123) 0 (0)
FN-strong 0(0) 0.1100 (0.7771) 0(0) 0(0)
FN-weak 5.5300 (0.6269) 5.7700 (0.5096) 5.7100 (0.6403) 0)0(
o 0.4417 (0.0557)  0.3826 (0.1214) 0.3629 (0.0429) 0.297TWR4R)

levels of weak signals. We set= 3 so that there are six strong signals (with magnitude 0.6)skndeak
signals (with magnitude 0.05 or 0.1) in the true coefficiesttor. The sample size was chosen to b&00
and two settings ofp, o) = (1000, 0.4) and (5000, 0.3) were considered. For each data set, all the rows of
then x p design matrixX were sampled as independent and identically distributpéesdrom a multivariate
normal distributionV (0, =) with & = (0.5"=71); <, ;<,,. This allows for correlation among the covariates at
the population level. The sample collinearity among theatiates can be at an even higher level due to high
dimensionality. We applied the Lasso, Hard, and SICA to poeda sequence of sparse models and selected
the tuning parameters as discussed in Se€lion 4.

The overall signal-to-noise ratios in the settingg@f| Swea) = (1000, 0.05), (1000,0.1), (5000, 0.05),
and (5000,0.1) are 11.70, 11.77, 20.80, and 20.92, respectively. Theselbweeasures, however, do not
reflect the individual signal strength for each strong or kveignal, which measures the difficulty of the
variable selection problem. In the casepof= 1000, the individual signal-to-noise ratio 62/0% = 2.25
for each strong signal, arl052 /0% = 0.0156 or 0.1% /02 = 0.0625 for each weak signal with levél.05 or
0.1. In the case ofp = 5000, the individual signal-to-noise ratio 62/02 = 4 for each strong signal, and
0.05%2/02 = 0.0278 0r0.12 /0% = 0.1111 for each weak signal with level05 or 0.1. We see that the six weak
covariates have very low signal strength. Their signahgitie is even lower when the high dimensionality is
taken into account, due to the well-known phenomenon ofeaisumulation in high dimensions.

To compare the three regularization methods with the oadeedure, we consider several performance
measures. The first measure is the prediction error (PE)etbfsFE (Y — XTB)2 with B an estimate and
(xT',Y) an independent observation of the covariates and respdmselculate the expectation, we generated



Table 2. Means and standard deviations (in parentheses) of different performance measures by all
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methods followed by the L»-regularization over 100 simulations in Section 5. 1.7]

Setting Measure Lassb, Hard-L, SICA-L» Oracled,
p = 1000 PE 0.3501 (0.0538) 0.1851 (0.0083) 0.1852 (0.0101) 0.181M98)
|Bweal = 0.05  Lo-loss  0.4464 (0.0635) 0.1658 (0.0237) 0.1657 (0.0277) 37.18.0329)
Li-loss  2.5473(0.3986) 0.5169 (0.0764) 0.5177 (0.0928) 6140.1001)
Loo-loss  0.1698 (0.0412) 0.0752 (0.0250) 0.0741 (0.0248) 72@@.0206)
p = 1000 PE 0.4168 (0.0675) 0.2257 (0.0109) 0.2270(0.0117) 0.181M98)
|Bwear] = 0.1 La-loss  0.5272 (0.0688) 0.2734 (0.0221) 0.2755 (0.0218) 3%18.0328)
Li-loss  3.0270 (0.4430) 0.8366 (0.1016) 0.8450 (0.1045) 5R40.0990)
Loo-loss  0.1905 (0.0472) 0.1053 (0.0150) 0.1060 (0.0142) 7W@3.0204)
p = 5000 PE 0.2642 (0.0532) 0.1090 (0.0055) 0.1082 (0.0037) 0.102ME0)
|Bwead = 0.05  Lo-loss  0.4358 (0.0675) 0.1462 (0.0181) 0.1437 (0.0127) 8210.0263)
Li-loss  2.4131(0.3343) 0.4508 (0.0586) 0.4448 (0.0462) 1®30.0758)
Loo-loss  0.1896 (0.0454) 0.0597 (0.0195) 0.0569 (0.0146) 1M 6.0197)
p = 5000 PE 0.3594 (0.0816) 0.1830 (0.2403) 0.1481 (0.0071) 0.102WE0)
|Bwear] = 0.1 La-loss  0.5492 (0.0833) 0.2823 (0.1656) 0.2574 (0.0141) 8210.0264)
Li-loss  3.0841 (0.4236) 0.8280 (0.4560) 0.7614 (0.1090) 10.30.0760)
Loo-loss 0.2242 (0.0562) 0.1116 (0.0704) 0.1013 (0.0058) 1m@6.0198)
Lasso—L2 Hard—L2
0.5
0.198
X X
2 .45 2 0.196
§ § 0.194
% o4 §0.192
a & 019
0.188
0.35
0 2 4 6 8 0 2 4 6 8
)\1 )\l
SICA—L2 Oracle—L2
0.198 0.198
x X
2 0.196 2 0.196
§ 0.194 § 0.194
% 0.192 % 0.192
a 0.19 a 0.19
0.188 0.188
0 2 4 6 8 0 2 4 6 8

A

9

Fig. 1. Representative prediction risk curves as a function of the ridge parameter \; by all methods in Section

B.17lfor the case of (p, |Buweak|) =

(1000, 0.05).
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Lasso—L2 Hard—L2
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0.6 0.2

o % 0.195
T 055 T
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0.45 0.18

0 2 4 6 8 0 2 4 6 8
)\1 )\1
SICA—L2 Oracle—L2
0.205 0.19
0.2

0.18
% 0.195 %
| |
N 0.19 N

- - 017
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Fig. 2. Representative L-risk curves as a function of the ridge parameter \; by all methods in Section 5.1.7]
for the case of (p, |Bueak|) = (1000, 0.05).

an independent test sample of sizg 000. The second to fourth measures are ihjeestimation IosseﬁB —
Bollg With ¢ = 2, 1, andoo, respectively. The fifth to seventh measures are the nunilfelse positives (FP),
and numbers of false negatives for strong signals (FN-gjrand false negatives for weak signals (FN-weak)
for variable selection, where a false positive means alfatsdected noise covariate in the model and a false

negative means a missed true covariate. We also comparestineated error standard deviatiénby all
methods.

Table[d summarizes the comparison results by all methodse#s in the measure of FN-weak, the weak
covariates tended to be excluded by each regularizatiohadetince they have very low signal strength. At
the weak signal level 0d§.05, thanks to their concavity both Hard and SICA followed velgsely the oracle
procedure in terms of all other measures, while the Lassdymed a much larger model with lower prediction
and variable selection accuracy due to its well-known béasié. When the weak signal level increases to
0.1, the performance of each method deteriorated due to theuiffiof recovering weak covariates. We also
considered the case of no weak signals v@if, = 0. In such case, all methods performed better and their
relative performance was the same as in the case with the sigradd level 0f0.05, with both Hard and SICA
having almost identical performance as the oracle proeedursave space, these additional simulation results
are not included here but are available upon request.

We also investigate the risk properties and shrinkagetsfté¢heL.-regularized refitted estimato&eﬁtted
defined in[[T) for all methods. Tablé 2 presents the perfoomar these shrinkage estimators in the above
two settings with the ridge parameter selected to minimize the corresponding risks. A comparigaisks
under different losses in Tablek 1 ddd 2 shows the improveaiehe L,-regularized refitted estimators over
the estimators given by Hard, SICA, and oracle proceduspeeively. These numerical results are in line
with the theoretical results in Theordm 2. The results of kgaegularized refitted estimator for the Lasso
show no improvement in risks. This is because of the biaziséuhe Lasso giving rise to a large model.
Figured anf]2 depict some representative risk curves axctidn of the ridge parametey by all methods
for the prediction loss ands-loss, respectively. These plots demonstrate Stein'sikage effects for the
thresholded regression followed by the-regularization under both estimation and predictiongisk
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Table 3. Means and standard deviations (in parentheses) of different performance measures by
all methods over 100 simulations in Section the population error standard deviation (SD)

o+/df /(df — 2) equals 0.4472 in the case of p = 1000, and 0.3354 in the case of p = 5000

Setting Measure Lasso Hard SICA Oracle
p = 1000 PE 0.3845 (0.0705)  0.2277 (0.0137) 0.2285 (0.0168) 0.2271451)
|Bweal = 0.05  Lo-loss 0.4547 (0.0801) 0.1718 (0.0316) 0.1734 (0.0361) 5%16.0415)
L,-loss 1.9683 (0.3523) 0.5335 (0.0932) 0.5386 (0.1124) 8246.1202)
Loo-loss 0.2306 (0.0554)  0.0858 (0.0347) 0.0870 (0.0360) 37.@0.0283)
FP 32.7800 (8.6311) 0.0600 (0.2778) 0.1000 (0.4606) 0(0)
FN-strong 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0)
FN-weak 5.6200 (0.6321) 6.0000 (0) 6.0000 (0) 0(0)
Error SD 0.4867 (0.0599) 0.4652 (0.0412) 0.4645 (0.0417)4517 (0.0368)
p = 1000 PE 0.4462 (0.0777)  0.2693 (0.0149) 0.2702 (0.0172) 0.227TE51)
| Bwear] = 0.1 Lo-loss 0.5331 (0.0773)  0.2787 (0.0245) 0.2797 (0.0272) 5516.0415)
L;-loss 2.4177 (0.3695)  0.8557 (0.1003) 0.8628 (0.1188) 8246.1202)
Loo-loss 0.2491 (0.0558) 0.1123 (0.0250) 0.1131 (0.0259) 37.@0.0283)
FP 34.1400 (8.1996) 0.0600 (0.2387) 0.1300 (0.6139) 0 (0)
FN-strong 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0)
FN-weak 5.0200 (0.9209)  5.9200 (0.2727) 5.8600 (0.4499) 0)0 (
Error SD 0.5152 (0.0633)  0.5033 (0.0445) 0.5004 (0.0512)4517 (0.0368)
p = 5000 PE 0.3295 (0.1096) 0.1343 (0.0058) 0.1343 (0.0060) 0.127068)
|Bwead = 0.05  Lo-loss 0.4897 (0.1151) 0.1539 (0.0168) 0.1541 (0.0169) 2A®K1A.0270)
L;-loss 2.0497 (0.4196) 0.4831 (0.0588) 0.4833 (0.0586) 11.38.0796)
Loo-loss 0.2439 (0.0625) 0.0684 (0.0209) 0.0688 (0.0212) 1r.q0.0191)
FP 38.4600 (5.4558) 0.0300 (0.1714) 0.0300 (0.1714) 0(0)
FN-strong 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0)
FN-weak 5.8800 (0.3266)  5.9800 (0.1407) 5.9800 (0.1407) 0)0 (
Error SD 0.4254 (0.0569)  0.3560 (0.0319) 0.3560 (0.0319)33@b6 (0.0321)
p = 5000 PE 0.4307 (0.1419) 0.1761 (0.0080) 0.1767 (0.0132) 0.1QTDE8)
| Bwear] = 0.1 Ls-loss 0.6030 (0.1245) 0.2671 (0.0146) 0.2680 (0.0219) 2AK1QA.0270)
L,-loss 2.6203 (0.4894) 0.8068 (0.0701) 0.8150 (0.1238) 10.30.0796)
Loo-loss 0.2845 (0.0722)  0.1047 (0.0143) 0.1035 (0.0105) 1.@@.0191)
FP 38.3900 (5.0510) 0.0500 (0.2190) 0.1800 (1.2092) 0(0)
FN-strong 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0)
FN-weak 5.5900 (0.5702)  5.8500 (0.3860) 5.8100 (0.4648) 0)0(
Error SD 0.4828 (0.0625)  0.4039 (0.0354) 0.4005 (0.0458)33@b6 (0.0321)

5.1.2. Simulation example 2

A natural question is whether the results and phenomengturtailed errors hold for heavy-tailed errors or
not. We now turn our attention to such a case for the lineaessipon mode[{1) with error distribution. The
setting of this simulation example is the same as that ini@e&t1.1 except that the error vectorsis= o7,
where the components of thedimensional random vectay are independent and follow thedistribution
with df = 10 degrees of freedom. We compared the Lasso, Hard, and SIGAtleétoracle procedure in
the same two settings @b, o) = (1000, 0.4) and (5000, 0.3). The same performance measures as in Section
are employed for comparison.

The means and standard deviations of different performarezesures by all methods are listed in Table
3. Table[4 details the performance of the-regularized refitted estimators, as described in Se€fidil5
with the ridge parametek; selected to minimize the corresponding risks. The conahssare similar to
those in Sectiof 5.7.1. By comparing the results in this &timn example with those in Sectign 5.11.1 for
Gaussian error, we see that the performance of all methddsaiated when the error distribution becomes
heavy-tailed. Both Hard and SICA still followed closely thecle procedure at the weak signal leved df5.
We also observe the phenomenon of Stein’s shrinkage efiectle thresholded regression followed by the
Lo-regularization under both estimation and predictiongiskthis case of heavy-tailed error distribution.
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Table 4. Means and standard deviations (in parentheses) of different performance measures by all
methods followed by the L»-regularization over 100 simulations in Section5.1.2]

Setting Measure Lassb, Hard-L, SICA-L» Oracled,
p = 1000 PE 0.4447 (0.0747) 0.2263 (0.0135) 0.2270 (0.0146) 0.2054848)
|Bweal = 0.05  Lo-loss  0.5059 (0.0767) 0.1686 (0.0321) 0.1701 (0.0342) 8B16.0411)
Ly-loss  2.8356 (0.5052) 0.5191 (0.0929) 0.5238 (0.1013) 2B48.1157)
Loo-loss  0.1976 (0.0541) 0.0796 (0.0328) 0.0808 (0.0335) 5BF8.0280)
p = 1000 PE 0.5170 (0.0835) 0.2676 (0.0149) 0.2684 (0.0172) 0.2253448)
|Bwear] = 0.1 Lo-loss  0.5828 (0.0767) 0.2770 (0.0250) 0.2780 (0.0277) 8818.0412)
Li-loss  3.3344 (0.5248) 0.8426 (0.1047) 0.8491 (0.1230) 27.49.1156)
Loo-loss  0.2180 (0.0567) 0.1099 (0.0218) 0.1107 (0.0227) 58@F8.0281)
p = 5000 PE 0.3312 (0.0815) 0.1335 (0.0055) 0.1335 (0.0056) 0.126®66)
|Bwead = 0.05  Lo-loss  0.4858 (0.0877) 0.1520 (0.0165) 0.1522 (0.0165) 8W10.0275)
Ly-loss  2.6985 (0.4105) 0.4719 (0.0587) 0.4724 (0.0581) 5B3Q.0807)
Loo-loss  0.2090 (0.0523) 0.0645 (0.0182) 0.0649 (0.0187) 5BF.0182)
p = 5000 PE 0.4332 (0.1092) 0.1750 (0.0075) 0.1757 (0.0132) 0.126®66)
| Bwear] = 0.1 Lo-loss  0.5954 (0.0995) 0.2659 (0.0144) 0.2668 (0.0221) 7B10.0275)
Ly-loss  3.3325(0.5086) 0.7961 (0.0715) 0.8053 (0.1260) 523Q.0808)
Lso-loss  0.2467 (0.0623) 0.1036 (0.0113) 0.1029 (0.0100) 42@6.0180)
Lasso—L2 Hard—L2 SICA—L2
2920 2700 2580
2900 2560
c 2860 c c
2 2 2600 2 2520
% 2840 § §
@ 2820 T ,ee g 2500
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Fig. 3. Representative prediction error curves as a function of the ridge parameter \; by all methods on the
diabetes data set in Section[5.2

5.2. Real data example
We apply the Lasso, Hard, and SICA, as well as these methdidsvéal by the L,-regularization, to the
diabetes data set studied in Efron et al. (2004). This dateosesists of measurements for= 442 diabetes
patients on the response variable, a quantitative measulisease progression one year after baseline, and
ten baseline variables: sexdx), age &ge), body mass indexomi), average blood pressurey), and six
blood serum measurementsy, 1d1, hdl, tch, 1tg, glu). Efron et al. (2004) considered the quadratic
model with interactions, by adding the squares of all baselariables except the dummy variablex, and
all interactions between each pair of the ten baseline blsa This results in a linear regression model with
p = 64 predictors. We adopt this model to analyze the diabetessghta

We randomly split the full data set 100 times into a trainieg af 400 samples and a validation set of
42 samples. For each splitting of the data set, we appliell esglarization method to the training set with
the quadratic model, and calculated the prediction er®iefined in Section 5.1.1, on the validation set.
Minimizing the prediction error gives the best model for eaegularization method. The means (standard
deviations) of these minimum prediction errors over 100mamn splittings were 2894.5 (655.5) for Lasso,
2802.5 (635.5) for Hard, and 2800.6 (615.2) for SICA. We s&¢ both Hard and SICA improved over Lasso
in prediction accuracy. The relatively large standard aféens indicate the difficulty of the prediction problem
for this data set. Based on the estimated model by each meti®dlso investigated th&,-regularized
refitted estimator with ridge parametgr selected by the validation set. The means (standard dew&ti
of their prediction errors over 100 random splittings we®&2.9 (671.3) for Lassd~, 2770.3 (630.9) for



Thresholded Regression and Shrinkage Effect 13

Table 5. Selection probabilities (¢-statistics, with magnitude above 2 in boldface) of most frequently
selected predictors with number up to median model size by each method across 100 random splittings
of the diabetes data set in Section[5.2]

Predictor Lasso Hard SICA Predictor Lasso Hard SICA
sex 0.94{2.03 0.83(2.16 0.82(2.07 bp’ 0.54 (0.42) — —

bmi 1.0007.29 099629 1.008.65 glu? 1.00@8.95 0.50(0.94) 0.57(1.10
bp 1.00 6.82 0.87@.5) 0.91@Q.99 sexage 0.983.09 0.87@.469 0.81@.00
tc 0.43 (-0.67) — — sexop 0.73 (0.99) — —

hdl 1.00¢3.63 0.80(-1.86) 0.79(-1.83) agbp 0.87 (1.27) — —

Itg 1.00 0.27) 1.00¢.27 1.008.22 agedtig 0.74 (0.82) — —

glu 0.85 (1.21) — — agglu 0.59 (0.82) — —
agé 0.94 (1.91) — — bmibp 0.99p.25 0.81(1.94) 0.76(1.69
bmi? 0.98 .49 — — bp«hdl 0.47 (0.68) — —

Hard-L,, and 2770.2 (614.9) for SICA~. We observe in Figullg 3 shrinkage effects for both Hard a@ASI
followed by thel,-regularization, whereas the refitting withy-regularization did not generally improve the
performance of Lasso, as also shown in the simulation studie

We also calculated the median model size by each method: 18$80, 8 by Hard, and 8 by SICA. For
each method, we computed the percentage of times eachjoradas selected and listed the most frequently
chosenm predictors in Tablgl5, withn equal to the median model size by the method. Table 5 alsatsepo
the t-statistics of selected predictors as the ratio of meanaiedstrd deviation, with the means and standard
deviations of their coefficients calculated over 100 randmptittings. We see that the set of most frequently
selected predictors for Hard is identical to that for SICAieh is further a subset of that for Lasso. Some of
these selected predictors havatatistics with magnitude below 2, indicating less siguaifice. We also observe
that the coefficients for predictosex andhdl estimated by all methods are negative. Itis interestingte n
that the interaction termsexxage is found to be significant, although the predictare is an insignificant
variable based on each method.
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A. Proofs of main results

A.l. Proof of Theorem[]

The proof contains two parts. The first part establishes tbdahselection consistency property @fwith

a suitably chosen. The second part proves the the oracle prediction progeansng the model selection
consistency property from the first part.

~

Part 1: Model selection consistency propertyWe provesupp(3) = supp(3,) in two steps. In the first step,
it will be shown that the number of nonzero elementﬁiis no larger thars conditioning on evenf defined
in (B.1) (see Lemma&l2 in Sectidn A.2 of Supplementary Matgriahen < /(2s + 1)(logp)/n < A < bo.
We prove this by using the global optimalityﬁf

By Lemmall and\ < by, any nonzero component of the true regression coefficiectovg,, or of the
global minimizer is greater than\, which ensures thalp, (8)|l1 = A2||8lo/2 and||px(B,)|l1 = sA2/2.
Thus,HpA(B)Hl —lpAa(Bo)|l1 = (HBHO — 5)A?/2. Denote bys = 8- B3, Direct calculations yield

Q(B) — Q(By) =271 |n"=X8)3 — n'eTXS + [pa(B)llr — pa(Bo)llx
=27 n" X3 — n~teTXS + (|Blo — 5)A2/2. (8)
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On the other hand, Conditional on evéhtwe have

[n~le™Xd] < [InT e Xlxlldlli < e2v/(logp)/nlldlli < eav/(logp)/nldllg[|8]l2. (9)

In addition, by definition and Conditidd 2, we obtaid||o < ||3,llo + [|8]lo < M, with M being the robust
spark ofX. Therefore, Definitionll entails

=2 X815 > c]|8]].. (10)
Combining [8) with the inequalitieg](9) arld {10) establhbove gives
Q(B) — Q(By) > 278113 — cav/(logp)/nl|8118 18]l + ([IBllo — 5)A>/2. (11)
Thus, the global optimality q@ ensures that

log

2712|613 — e2\ | =L 1613 1612 + (1Bllo — )A2/2 < 0.

Reorganizing the above inequality and collecting termsgete

logp, ¢4 Ing
(el — <2 /2 314]" — (2) 2L gl + (1Bllo — ) <,
which gives
~ co o logp
(IBllo = )X < (Z)* ==L |8])o. (12)
C n
We nextbound the value 43 using the above inequality{12). Let= ||3]|o, then||8]lo = [|8—Byllo <
k + s. Thus, it follows from[(IR) thatk — s)A\? < (2)2'22(k + s). Organizing it in terms of ands, we get

RO? — (22 108Dy 2 (c2)ploBD (13)

C n C n

SinceX > <,/(2s + 1) log p/n, we have\? — (22)2(2s + 1) %82 > 0 and\?c?n — c3 log p > 2¢3s log p.
Then it follows from inequality[(1I3) that

(N2 + (2)2leel) 23 log p
k<s —()\2 - (%)21055) =s(1 e~ 2loas Tlogp —) <s+1.

Therefore, the number of nonzero elementgisatisfieqﬁﬂo <s.

The second step is based on the first step, where we will usélpy@ontradiction to show thatlpp(/j'o)
supp(ﬁ) with the additional assumptiok < byc/v/2 of the theorem Suppose tmaipp(ﬁo) ¢ Supp(,@)
then the number of missed true coefficiehts: [supp(3,)\supp(3)| > 1. Thus we havéi3||, > s — k and
16]lo < 1Blo + IIBsllo < 2s. Combining these two results with inequalify11) yields

QB) - Q(By) > (21251 — 2y 2 logp>||6|| — kA2/2. (14)

Note that for eaclj € supp(8,) \ supp(3), we haveld;| = |Bo,;| > bo with by being the lowest signal
strength in ConditioRl2. Thugd||> > v/kbo, which together with Conditiofl 2 entails

471¢2||68]]2 > 47 AVEby > 47 2by > o/ (251og p) /n.
Thus, it follows from [1#) that

o~

Q(B) — Q(By) > 471|163 — kA?/2 > 471 c2kbE — kEN?/2 > 0,
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where the last step is because of the additional assumpthnboc/ V2. The above mequallty contradicts
with the global optimality of3. Thus, we haveupp(3,) C supp(ﬁ) Combining this W|th|\ﬁ||0 < s from
the first step, we know thaUpp(,B) = supp(By).

It follows from Lemmdl and the characterization of the pizeal least-squares estimator in Theorem 1 in
Lv and Fan (2009) that the hard-thresholded estim@ton its SuppOI‘Eupp(,@) is exactly the ordinary least-
squares estimator constructed using covariatmm)(ﬁ). With the model selection consistency property
proved above, we have the explicit form Bfon its support agX’ Xo)~' X7y, whereX, is the submatrix
of the design matriX consisting of columns iBupp(83,). Now we derive bounds for the prediction and
estimation losses 8.

Part 2: Prediction and estimation losses The idea is to get thé,-estimation loss bound by the global
optimality of 3, conditional on the evert, = £ N &' with £ and&’ defined in[[A.1) (see Lemnia 2 in Section
[A.2] of Supplementary Material).

Conditional oréy, we have|d||o < s by the model selection consistency property proved abolas;Tby
the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality we have

1ogn , |slogn

0] < ¢ 16112, (15)

n

In"'e™Xod| < [In"e Xollwoll6lln < b

Since [B) and[(10) are still true as they depend only on Cmmd& and Definitiof 1L, it follows from{15) and
the model selection consistency propéfBi|o = s that

Q(B) — Q(By) =27 n™'X8|13 — n "X + (| Bllo — 5)A?/2

B B slogn
>271c?||8]13 —n Tt eTXE > (271 P|6l2 — hy/ )|I6]]2.

Then it follows from the global optimality g8 that2— A|8]|2 — b4/ “Og" < 0, which gives thel, and
L, estimation bound as

18 = Bolla = 118]|2 < 2¢7%ch/(slogn)/n,
18 = Bollse < 1B — Byll2 < 2¢72ch\/(slogn) /n.

For L,-estimation loss with < ¢ < 2, applying Holder’s inequality gives

18 — Bollg = Z|6| < (315 E(Y " 17y = |86l
Jj=1

85,70

< 20720’ si+/(logn)/n. 16
2

Finally we prove the bound for oracle prediction loss. Sifds the global minimizer, it follows fron{{8)
and the model selection consistency property that comditgoon&,

-1/2, —% 2 —-1_.T 7 2 1/2
2720 X(B — By)ll2 < {n~'eTX6 — (IBllo — £)X2/2}
< {|In""XTellc I8l }* < che/2s(og n) /m,

where the last step is because of fheestimation bound proved above. This completes the proof.

A.2. Proof of Theorem[2

In this proof, we apply mathematical techniques such asitamgalue decomposition and Taylor expansion to
study the explicit forms of risks of the refitted estimaﬁpgﬁned under squared-loss and squared prediction
loss, and to find out the orders and leading terms of the optiming parametei; and the corresponding
minimized risks. The proof consists of two parts.
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Part 1: Risk properties for Begyeq Under L,-estimation loss We first consider the risk OB cfieq UNDeET
the squared..-loss and find the order and leading term of the corresponalitignal A;. The main idea is
to divide the risk into two parts, and then minimize the firattgonditional on everd defined in[{A1), and
show that the other part has a smaller order. By defaulty@llraents below are conditional én

Proof of Theoremll ensures thatpp(ﬁ) = supp(3,) conditional on evenf under Conditionkl1 arid 2.
Thus, if we denoteX as the oracle design matrix, th&n = Xy ands; = sg. Let I be thes x s identity
matrix for a positive integes. It follows that

Brefitea = (X1 X1 + ML, ) TIXTy = (X§Xo + ML) 7' XTXoBy + (X Xo + ML) !X e,
where in the last step we usgd= X3, + . So the difference betwee?}eﬁned andg, is
Brefitted_ Bo = _Al(XOTXO + )‘lls)_lﬁo + (ngo + Al[s)_Ing-

Setp = — M\ (XEXo + ML) 18, and A = Xo(XTXo + A1L) "L, thenBegyed — By = 1 + ATe. Thus,
conditioning on€ we have

| Brefitted — 50”% = HT/L + 2HTAT€ +elAA .. 17)
In view of (I17), we consider the expect<';1tion|p§refitted — By lI3 by using the following decomposition:

EHIGrefitted_ ﬁo”g = E{lc‘?H/Grefitted_ ﬁo”%} + E{lgc ﬁrefitted_ ﬁo”g}
< E{/LTH =+ 2HTAT€ + ETAATE} + E{lec|| Brefitted — /30”5}

SinceP(£¢) = o(1) by Lemmd2 in Section Al2 of Supplementary Material, the &ioequality becomes an
equation asymptotically by the dominated convergenceémepwhich provides the basis for determining the
orders of the risks. To ease the presentation, we do nohdissh between these two representations hereafter.
The above decomposition, along with117), Condifibn 1 anrd N (0, #%1,,), gives

B Bretvea— Boll3 < 1F 1+ o*tr(AAT) + E{lec||Breea— Boll3} = [i(M1) + Lo(A1) + Is(A1),  (18)
where

L) = 2288 (XEXo + M\ I,) 728y, (19)

L(\1) = otr(Xo(Xg Xo + A\ L) ~2)XD), (20)

IB(Al) - E{lsc 5refitted* /30”3}- (21)

We analyze the first two terms; (\;) andZ»(),) in (8), by singular value decomposition. Sif¢g X

is symmetric and positive semidefinite, there exists s orthonormal matrixP such thatX! X, = PTDP,

whereD is a diagonal matrix with nonnegative elemedits = 1, - - - , s, the eigenvalues ot} X,,. Replacing
XEXo with PTDP, we get

XEXo 4+ M1, = PT(D + M I,)P and (XIXo + M\ I,) "2 = PT(D + \ I,)"2P.
Setb = (b, -+ ,bs)T = PB,. Then||b|2 = || 3,2 and the first term becomes

- \2p?
L) =XBLPT(D+ MI)2PB, =Y — 1t
1(A1) 180 P (D + M 1) Bo ; (d; +\)2

and the second term can be simplified as

L(\1) = o?tr(XEXo(XEXo + M) =0 tr(PTDPPT(D + A1) 72P)

S

2
= o“tr(D(D + M I E
Pl d+>\1
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Substituting the above two terms infa18), we G813, cfieq — Boll3 < f(A\1) + I3(A\1), where

f(A)—iﬂ+ii (22)
v pa (di + M\1)? p (di +X1)?°

Note thatf (A1) is a sum of two terms, with the first term increasing withand the second term decreasing

with ;. Besidesf (1), we have another terfi{1¢-. ||Bremedf Bo |3}, which will be shown to be of a strictly
smaller order tharf (A;).

Part 1.1: Identifying orders of optimal A; and correspondingf (A1) for Lo-risk. Itis hard to find the exact
A1 minimizesf(\;) since the denominators in the sum are different, but we caatysidentify its order, in the
following three steps.

First of all, we claim that?n < d; < c¢3n for all i. It suffices to show that the maximum and minimum
eigenvalues oX{XO, denoted as\,ax andAnmin, can be bounded a8 < Ayin/n < Amax/n < 3. To this
end, note that aX is the submatrix oX formed by columns with indices isupp(3,) and|supp(83,)| =
s < M/2 by Condition(2, we have\,;,/n > c? by the property of robust spark. On the other hand, since
we assumedkupp(3,)| < M/2, Condition[3 ensures that,.x/n < c3. So we have proved < A\yin/n <
Amax /1 < c%. Sinced;’s are the eigenvalues NOTXO, it follows that

CQTL S )\min S di S )\max S an- (23)

In fact, the same argument applies for any submatriX efith the number of columns less thai/2. Since
[supp(8,)| < (|80 < M/2 by (6), we also have

1 < Amin(XT X1) € Amax(XT X1) < 2n, (24)

which will be used later for analyzinf ().

Second, we show that the optimagl that minimizesf (\,), denoted as\; o, is of the ordero(n). If it
is not true, then there exists some constant 0 such that\; oor > kn. By (23), Conditior B, and since
I1Boll2 > O(1), we have

A gpl? N R RIBlI3
Mopt) > Y ——0t > L = i = 022 > 0(1). (25
f( l,opt) = ; (di + )\l,opt)z = ; (an + k‘n)Q ; (C% + k‘)2 (Cg + k)2 = ( ) ( )

2

However, by the optimality of; opt, f(A1,0pt) < f(0) = > 7 - = 0(%) = o(1). Itis a contradiction and
thus we must havg oot = o(n).

In the third step, we go one step further to show that the @tl®f opt is indeed)(s|| B, |15 3)+O(s*n =By ll5 )
by applying Taylor expansion off (A1) with A; opt = o(n). Direct calculations yield

S S

2\ b7 d; 20%d; *L 2\ b2d; — 202d;
") =N 24T i N 2Mbidi — 207di 26
F) ; (di + A1)3 1:21 (di +A\1)3 1:21 (d; + A1 )3 (26)

Since the optimal,; satisfiesf’ (A1 opt) = 0, we have

2 A1 optbzdi > 0'2di
E L = E . 27
| (di + Ai0pt)3 P (di + A1 opt)? @)

We will rearrange the above equation as a quadratic equiatioXy o by using Taylor expansion. Since
it has been proved that; oot = o(n), or equivalently\; opr = o(d;) for eachl < i < s, we can apply Taylor
expansion with Lagrange remainder to deal with the two foastin [2T). For the left hand side ¢f (27), we
have

° )\1 op[b d 2 1 3)\1 op[ 3b d )\1 opt
;(d + At,opt)? ZA“’"‘Z’ B @t 1°p‘z Z Gt )

i=1
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wherew;’s are numbers betwednand\; o For the right hand side di (27), we get

- o?d; T B 6AT opt 60%di AT opt
.z di - ,0p P A o ™M ,0pt
Z-;(diﬂl,opt)?' ;J @ i ) Zd? “’"‘Z Z (di + )3

where~;’s are numbers betweérland)\mpt. Equalling the two sides yields

3b7di\ opt °. 302 602d;i\3 6724 cp
A - A
mmzdg Dy de TN DI

Reorganizing it in terms of the power &f oy, We obtain:

~  607d; . 3b2d
Z (d; + 71)° + Z (& +w M opt = Z & Z At,0pt + Z 7 0. (28)

=1

i i« —b—vb2—4dac _ s 602d; 3b3d; _ s b2
Its solution for Ay opt is ——5—1, wherea = } ;_ @ Dy Tt )4,b = -, & +

s 398y ande = Y0, 2. We drop the solutlon)\l opt = —ivP—dac gince jts order i) (n), which
i=1"d3 i=1 d P 2a
can be proved by analyzmg the ordersi0b andc as follows.

With ¢?n < d; < ¢3n, we can immediately calculate the orders of terms,inandc as

L 602d; _ °L 3b2d; _ °L b2 _
D G = Oln™, Z(d Togr =00 IBuB), D g = 018, ),
=1 i=1 ¢

XS:ZZL; Z— = O(sn™?).
i=1 i =

Then we have. = O(n=3(|3,12), b = O(n=2(|3,13), andc = O(sn=2). We know thab? = O(n~*||8,||3)

is the leading term ih? — 4ac sincedac = O(sn™||3,]13). Sinceb < 0, both—b andv/b2 — 4ac are positive
and they are of the same ord@fn—2||3,||2). So the order for22"=14¢ js O (n=2(| 3,|12) /O (n 3| B, |2) =

O(n). Since we have provel ot = o(n) before, this rules out the possibility &f opr = =btvb2—dac VQ”:“*‘“’, which

entails that\; opy = =2=-=4ac V;f_‘““ We further show thak, o has a leading orded(s|| 3, |5 ) followed by a
secondary ordeD(s%n~1(|3, |3 *), in SectiodB.1 of Supplementary Material.

PluggingX1 opt = O(5||By |3 %) + O(s*n =B,z %) into f(\1) defined in[2R), we obtain
° A2 op1172 s2 s3 ° o2d; S s2
P __—0 )+ 0 , 5 =0(=) + O3
D e N FLRAYT 1N D DY 7 vy A e A oA
Thus, the order fof (A1 opt) is O(s/n) + O(s*n 2| By |3 2)-

Part 1.2: Bounding the leading term of order O(s||B,/5%) in A1 opt- In fact, the leading orded(s|| 3, |5 )
in A1 opt cOMes from-¢/(2a), which equals te-¢/b sincedac = 2bt. Plugging the definitions dfandc gives

).

2

C_ 2513_2
= =
b Z’L 1d2+21 1353

By (23), we see tha} "} , 32— is a smaller order term compared wifh;_, f; Thus, the leading term for

2

o s b2\ _
b 'S (Zz 1 d2)(2i:1 E?) 1-
Recall tha’r)\mm and)\ . stand for the smallest and largest eigenvalués?dﬁo With Apin < d; < Apax
and>_;_, b? = ||B,||3, we obtain that the leading term ferc/b can be bounded as

9 2 2 2
SJ2 )\121'1111 _ Zj:l ’\cgnﬁ < Zf:l Z_-? < Zf:l A%’ji 2 )\imx
1B Mo~ S A S B T Y, S = T

=1 X2,
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2
So the leading term foX; opt, Which isO(s| B, |5 %), is betweeqL2 v gn dHBUH 2pax | particular,
3 Mhax 2 M

when\pnax equals to\ni,, which implies alld;’s are the same, we can sol{el(26) readily toXyesy: =
which coincides with the above bounds for the leading term.

SO’
18,113

Part 1.3: Bounding term E{lchBrefMed Boll3} in ([@8). Now let us turn to the last term iR {1L8); (\;) =
E{1s¢||Bretitted — ﬁ0|| }. We prove in Section Bl2 of Supplementary Material that cared W|thf()\1 opt)»

the order ofE'{1¢- ﬁremted Bol13} is much smaller. Thug(\; op) is the leading term oEHBrefmd Boll3
and

E||Brefivea — Bolls = O(s/n) + O(s*n*[1Byll5 %) (29)
for the optimal choice oA;.

Part 1.4: Bounds for the L,-risks. Based on the risk for squaréd-loss above, we can derive the bounds for
the risks ofL,-losses by using Holder’s inequality, as shown in Sedtidhd@ Supplementary Material. The
bound undef..-loss follows directly from the inequalit¥|| B,cfied — Bolloc < El| Bretitted — Boll2-

Part 2: Risk properties for Brefmed under prediction loss In this part, we will find the risk property of the
prediction loss for the refitted estlmatﬁremted in a very similar way as before.

Similarly to (I7), we have|X (Befireq — Bo)l3 = (1T + eT AXTXo (1 + ATe) = pTXTXop +
2uTXEX AT e + T AXE X AT e. Taking expectation to the prediction loss, we have

nilEHX(ﬂrefitted - ﬂO)H% = nilE{lc‘?HX(ﬁrefitted_ ﬁo)”g} + nilE{lc‘?CHX(ﬁrefitted_ ﬂo)”g}
< n'E {(NTXgXON + QHTXgXOATE + ETAXgXOATE)} + n'E {150 HX(Brefitted_ ﬁo)”g}
X(ﬁrefitted* ﬁO)"g} (30)

Using definitionge = — Ay (XE X0+ A1)~ 18y, A = Xo(XEXo + M 1I,)~t andX{ Xy = PTDP, we get

=n YT XTXop + o tr(AXT X AT)) + n  E{1¢.

_ _ § b?d;
1 XGXop = A (PBo)" (D + MI) ™' D(D + M I,) "' PBy = AP Z @+ 07
i=1 "

and
o?tr(AXEX0AT) = o*tr(PTDPPT(D + M\ I,) ' PPTDPPT(D 4+ M\ I,)"'P)
2 1 1 - o’d;
= o’tr(D(D + ML) "' DD+ M) =) —— .
o*tr(D(D + A\ 1) (D+XMI)7) 2T )2

Plugging the above two terms info {30) yields

S

id 2 72
22 o°d; l 3 2
( Gy Hl 2;—@“1)2) + =B {1 X Bretnea— Bo) 3} -

3|>—‘

1 N
;EHX (Brefited— Bo) 13 <

Set

) S S 0‘2d2
g(A1) = A7 .
1 Z d + )\1 Zl (di + )\1)27

and note that it can be transformed frgft\;) by multiplying d; in the ith term of each sum. Denote the
optimal A; for minimizing g(A\1) as Ay o In view of (23) and[(2B), the same argument applies, we also
get\] oot = o(n) and consequently, we can dedudg,, = O(s]|Bo132%) + O(s? ‘1Hﬁ0|\‘4) as the ratio

of orders does not change. Then we can prove that the leaglingfor \ , is between s0”_ Amin gng

1813 Amax
ng 2 Amx andg(\ op) = O(S)+O(52”71”50”272)- The terrm*lE{lchX(ﬁremed Bo)l3} can be shown

to have a smaller order thaB(s2n~2||3,||;2) similarly as before. Therefore,* E||X (Biefited — Bo) |2
O(s/n) + O(s*n=2||B,ll3 %), which concludes the proof.
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Supplementary Material to “High-Dimensional Thresholded Regression and
Shrinkage Effect”

Zemin Zheng, Yingying Fan and Jinchi Lv

This Supplementary Material contains proofs of Lemi&s &n#l,technical details in the proof of Theorem 2.

A. Proofs of Lemmas

A.1. Proof of Lemmal[l N
Since each covariate vectry is rescaled to hav&,-normn'/2, the solution3(z) = 21z >a) With 2 =
n=ty — Xﬂj)ij can be easily derived for the univariate penalized leastuss estimator for both penalties

prA(t) andppy a(t).

A.2. Lemmal2and its proof
LEMMA 2. Define two events

€= {ln"'XTe|l < e2/(logp)/n} and & = {|[n"'Xg ello < c1/(logn)/n} (A1)

with ¢, > v/100 andc, > v/20 some positive constants. Then we have

°3
PE") < (2/m) V2c5 olog )35 0
PE") < (2/7r)1/2(:’2_1as(1ogn)*l/%fz% -0,
asn — oQ.

Proof of Lemm&12 The proofs for the inequalities oR(£¢) and P(E'C) are similar, so we only outline the
first one. Since thg-th covariate vectox; has been rescaled to halig-normn'/? ande ~ N (0, 021,,), we
haven*_l_ijs ~ N_(O, a?/n) for eachj. By Bonferroni's inequality and Gaussian tail probabilityund (see
Proposition 2.2.1 in Dudley, 1999), we have

p p 2 log \/55 c2
< P(|n*1XT€| > ey 1og@/n) ez = plTa
; ! ; Viogp var cz2y/mlogp
which tends td) asn — oo sincecy > v/100.

B. Technical details in the proof of Theorem 2]

B.1. Identifying the order of A; gyt

We find the order of\; opt by analyzing=t=v-=4ac V;f“““ To this end, we first find out the order bthat satisfies
4ac = 2bt. By direct calculations, we have

*. 602d; . 3b2d; °L o2
dac =4 A —
P  S 9

° 6s02d; - 3sb2d; °L 028,13
=4 R T Q. —z )
{; (di + %)% [1Boll3 2 (ds +wi)4||,@0||§} 2 sd;

=1 =1

18,13

sd;

where}"? | 2 is of the same order ds and thust should have order

S

6s02d 3sb2d;
+ i =0(s*n™By152) + O(sn™32).
{Z TEERERE Z(dz—m—)‘*w%} Bl Oten )

i=1




2 Z.Zheng, Y. Fan and J. Lv

Replacingtac with 2bt and by Taylor expansion, we have

ﬁ2
b? — dac = /b — 2bt = b—t)2—t2=—-(b—t) - ——————,
v Y, 5= 0= 5

wheret’ is a number betweehandt2. By the above calculations on the ordertpive have
t2

- =0 52n_6 [0) n_2 2y — ) 52n_4 -2 .

WD ( )/0(n~"|[Bollz) = O( 1Boll2)

Thus, combining the above two results, the order of optilnzdn be calculated as follows:

—b—Vb% -4 1 t?
)\17opt = —ac = _(_t+ —)
2a 2a 2,/ (b—1)2 =¥

= 0(n*||Bollz*)(O(sn™?) + O(s*n™[|By12*) + O(s*n™||ByI2*))
= 0(s[1Bollz*) + O(s*n ™ HIBo 12 -

Therefore \; opt has a leading orded(s||3, |5 %) followed by a secondary ord€r(s*n 1|35 ).

B.2. Bounding term I5(\1)

We proceed to bOUﬂIﬂ;()\l) = E{lch/@refitted* 50”3} Since”ﬁrefitted* BOH% < 2(”5refitted”§ + ”50”%)* we
have

E{1ee||Bresitea — Boll3} < E{1le2(||Brefedl2 + 180l12)} = 2E(Lee | Bresedl3) + 2P(E) B3 (A-2)

Note thatE(Le- (|8, ]13) = O(P(£°)[1Bol13) = O(—A=p""27" By [13) = o(B' > [|B,3), which is much

log p
smaller tharO(s?n~2||3,||5 %) sincec, can be chosen arbitrarily large for any given level of sigsteéngth

18ol2- So it remains to boun#(Le« | Brefed3).
We first bound| B ittedl|2 @S

~ _ _ 1/2
| Brefitedl2 < [|(XT X1 4+ M Ls,) T XT 2lly[, = {Amax (X1 (XT X1 4+ AL, ) 2XT) 7 Iyl

By (24), we haveXT X, + A1 1, > (2n+ M\)Is,, where> meansX? X, + A\ I, — (¢*n+ 1)1, is positive
semidefinite. It follows that
Amax (X1 XT) O(n)

Amax (X1 (XTX1 + ML, ) 72XT) < = :
ax (X1 (X7 X1+ Mg, )77X7) < @+t N2 (@it a)?

Then we have

O(n)llyll
(2n+ A)2’

On the other hand, sindg||3 = || X08, + €l|4 = (BE XTX0B, + 2B XTe + €T¢)? ande ~ N(0,021,), by
(23), we have

Ellyll3 = (8o X3 X0B0)* + 2(80 Xg XoBo) E(e"€) + 4E(By Xy e)® + E(e'e)?
= 0(n*(|Bo3) + O(n?[1Bo3) + O(nllBy13) + O(n*) = O(n?[|Bo 3) (A4)

where all of the four terms above are positive. Combin[ngBfAvith (A.4) and by the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality, we have

1Breftedll < Amax (X1 (XY X1 + A1 Lsy) *XT)IYII3 < (A.3)

- 0 0 1 1
Blle-Baned < 1w BULe- IR} < gy (BRI}

— O(P(E%)FBo2) = O {(logﬁ)”ﬁrmllﬁolli} _ o{ﬁrmnﬁo@} ,
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which is also strictly smaller thaf(s?n~2|| 8,5 %) sincec, can be chosen arbitrarily large for any given level
of signal strengthi 3, ||2- The above inequality together wifh {A.2) and Lenima 2 ersthat

E{Lec|Brefvea— Boll3} < 2E(Lec || Bremed3) + 2P (E) 1813

<o(p* i 1Boll3) = o {s*n72(1BoI2 %} - (A.-5)

B.3. Bounds for the L,-risks with ¢ € [1,2)
We first show that fog € [1,2), E(Le<||Brefirea— Boll) has a smaller order thady(s 2||ﬁo|\_2/nq/2“) when

we Chooselarge enough Since by[(6) and < A//2in Conditior(2 IIﬁref.ned Bollo < 1Brefisedlo+1Bollo <
M + & 2 = M < n+ 1, then Holder’s inequality ensu“ﬁﬁremted /30” (n+1)'~ a/2 ||/3ref|tted Boll3-
Thus by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality abd {/A.5) we have

E(1$C||ﬁrefitted* /BOHZ) < (n + 1)1iq/2E(1$CHIBrefitted7 /30”3) < (n + 1)1iq/2E(156H/3refitted7 /30”3)(1/2
c%q _
< o(n'~Epi 75T || Bo13) < O(s®|1Bolly */m>tY), (A.6)

where the last step is becausecan be chosen sufficiently large.
By Holder’s inequality, Wherq € [la 2)* we havq|ﬁrefitted7 50”(1 < Slmil/Q”ﬁrefitted* 50”2 on event,
which together with[{AB) and th&,-loss bound[(29) gives
EHﬁrefitted - ﬁOHZ < Sli(]mE”Brefitted - BOH% + E(lgc Hﬁrefitted - BOH;)
< 'Y (B|Bresitea— Boll3) " + E(Le- | Brefivea — Bolld) = Os/n?'?) + O(5?(| Bl 2 /n?/*).



	1 Introduction
	2 Thresholded regression
	3 Global properties and shrinkage effects of thresholded regression
	3.1 Technical conditions
	3.2 Global properties and shrinkage effects

	4 Implementation
	5 Numerical studies
	5.1 Simulation examples
	5.1.1 Simulation example 1
	5.1.2 Simulation example 2

	5.2 Real data example

	A Proofs of main results
	A.1 Proof of Theorem 1
	A.2 Proof of Theorem 2
	A Proofs of Lemmas
	A.1 Proof of Lemma 1
	A.2 Lemma 2 and its proof
	B Technical details in the proof of Theorem 2
	B.1 Identifying the order of 1,opt
	B.2 Bounding term I3(1)
	B.3 Bounds for the Lq-risks with q [1,2)




