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Tuning Parameter Selection in High-Dimensional
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Abstract

Determining how to appropriately select the tuning parameter is essential in
penalized likelihood methods for high-dimensional data analysis. We examine this
problem in the setting of penalized likelihood methods for generalized linear mod-
els, where the dimensionality of covariates p is allowed to increase exponentially
with the sample size n. We propose to select the tuning parameter by optimizing
the generalized information criterion (GIC) with an appropriate model complex-
ity penalty. To ensure that we consistently identify the true model, a range for
the model complexity penalty is identified in GIC. We find that this model com-
plexity penalty should diverge at the rate of some power of logp depending on
the tail probability behavior of the response variables. This reveals that using the
AIC or BIC to select the tuning parameter may not be adequate for consistently
identifying the true model. Based on our theoretical study, we propose a uniform
choice of the model complexity penalty and show that the proposed approach
consistently identifies the true model among candidate models with asymptotic
probability one. We justify the performance of the proposed procedure by numer-

ical simulations and a gene expression data analysis.

Keywords: Generalized linear model; Generalized information criterion, Penalized likelihood;

Tuning parameter selection; Variable Selection.

*Marshall School of Business, University of Southern California, and Department of Statistics and
Applied Probability, National University of Singapore. We thank the Editor, the AE, and two referees
for their insightful comments and constructive suggestions that have greatly improved the presenta-
tion of the paper. Fan’s work was partially supportedby NSF CAREER Award DMS-1150318 and
Grant DMS-0906784, and 2010 Zumberge Individual Award from USC’s James H. Zumberge Faculty
Research and Innovation Fund. Tang acknowledges support from National University of Singapore Aca-
demic Research Grants and a Research Grant from Risk Management Institute, National University of

Singapore.


http://arxiv.org/abs/1605.03321v1

1 Introduction

Various types of high-dimensional data are encountered in multiple disciplines when
solving practical problems, for example, gene expression data for disease classifications

), financial market data for portfolio construction and assessment

(IJaqa.nnatha.n and Mal, [ZM), and spatial earthquake data for geographical analysis
i , ), among many others. To meet the challenges in analyzing
high-dimensional data, penalized likelihood methods have been extensively studied; see

LHasljf_eL_aJJ (IZDil‘j) and Eall_alld_LXl (lZD_ld) for overviews among a large amount of recent

literature.

Though demonstrated effective in analyzing high-dimensional data, the performance
of penalized likelihood methods depends on the choice of the tuning parameters, which
controls the trade-off between the bias and variance in resulting estimators m,
[ZM; |Eall_ami_Ly|, |2Q1d) Generally speaking, the optimal properties of those penal-

ized likelihood methods require certain specifications of the optimal tuning parameters
(IEan_and_LMI, |2Q1d) On the other hand, theoretically quantified optimal tuning param-
eters are not practically feasible, because they are valid only asymptotically and usually

depend on unknown nuisance parameters in the true model. Therefore, in practical
implementations, penalized likelihood methods are usually applied with a sequence of
tuning parameters resulting in a corresponding collection of models. Then, selecting
an appropriate model and equivalently the corresponding tuning parameter becomes an
important question of interest, both theoretically and practically.

Traditionalli in model selection, cross-validation and information criteria — including

AIC M, ) and BIC ; |l9_7é) — are widely applied. A generalized
information criterion , ) is constructed as follows:
measure of model fitting + a,, X measure of model complexity, (1.1)

where a,, is some positive sequence that depends only on the sample size n and that
controls the penalty on model complexity. The rationale of the information criteria for
model selection is that the true model can uniquely optimize the information criterion
(LI by appropriately choosing a,,. Hence, the choice of a,, becomes crucial for effectively
identifying the true model. The minus log likelihood is commonly used as a measure
of the model fitting, and a, is 2 and logn in the AIC and BIC respectively. It is
known that the BIC can identify the true model consistently in linear regression with
fixed dimensional covariates, while the AIC may fail due to overfitting m .
Meanwhile, cross-validation is shown asymptotically equivalent to the AIC @, m)
so that they behave similarly.

When applying penalized likelihood methods, existing model selection criteria are



naturally incorporated to select the tuning parameter. Analogously to those results
for model selection, hNﬁ.ng_eiﬁLl (IZM) showed that the tuning parameter selected by
the BIC criterion can identify the true model consistently for the SCAD approach in
|Ea11_and_Lj| (IZDQ]J) while the AIC and cross-validation may fail to play such a role
(see also [Z_b.allg_ei_alj, |2Qld) However, those studies on tuning parameter selection for
penalized likelihood methods are mainly for fixed dimensionality. Mang_ei_alj (I%ﬂd)

recently considered the tuning parameter selection in the setting of linear regression

with diverging dimensionality and showed that a modified BIC criterion continues to
work for tuning parameter selection. However, their analysis is confined to the penalized

least-squares method, and the dimensionality p of covariates is not allowed to exceed

the sample size n. We also refer to (IZDDQ) for a recent study on an

extended BIC and its property for Gaussian linear models, and )
for tuning parameter selection in high-dimensional penalized least-squares.

The current trend of high-dimensional data analysis poses new challenges for tuning
parameter selection. To the best of our knowledge, there is no existing work accommo-
dating tuning parameter selection for general penalized likelihood methods when the
dimensionality p grows exponentially with the sample size n, i.e. logp = O(n") for
some k > 0. The problem is challenging in a few aspects. First, note that there are
generally no explicit forms of the maximum likelihood estimates for models other than
the linear regression model, which makes it more difficult to characterize the asymptotic
performance of the first part of (ILT]). Second, the exponentially growing dimensionality
p induces a huge number of candidate models. One may reasonably conjecture that
the true model may be differentiated from a specific candidate model with probability
tending to 1 as n — oo. However, the probability that the true model is not domi-
nated by any of the candidate models may not be straightforward to calculate, and an
inappropriate choice of a,, in (ILT)) may even cause the model selection consistency to
fail.

We explore in this paper the tuning parameter selection for penalized generalized lin-
ear regression, with the penalized Gaussian linear regression as a special case, in which
the dimensionality p is allowed to increase exponentially fast with the sample size n. We
systematically examine the generalized information criterion, and our analysis reveals
the connections among the model complexity penalty a,, the data dimensionality p, and
the tail probability distribution of the response variables, for consistently identifying the
true model. Subsequently, we identify a range of a,, such that the tuning parameter se-
lected by optimizing the generalized information criterion can achieve model selection

consistency. We find that when p grows polynomially with sample size n, the modified

BIC criteria , ) can still be successful in tuning parameter selection.

But when p grows exponentially with sample size n, a,, should diverge with some power



of log p, where the power depends on the tail distribution of response variables. This
produces a phase diagram of how the model complexity penalty should adapt to the
growth of sample size n and dimensionality p. Our theoretical investigations, numer-
ical implementations by simulations, and a data analysis illustrate that the proposed
approach can be effectively and conveniently applied in practice. As demonstrated in
Figure[3 for analyzing a gene expression data-set, we find that a single gene identified by
the proposed approach can be very informative in predictively differentiating between
two types of leukemia patients.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section [2, we outline the problem
and define the model selection criterion GIC. To study GIC, we first investigate the
asymptotic property of a proxy of GIC in Section [, and we summarize the main result
of the paper in Section [ Section [fl demonstrates the proposed approach via numerical
examples of simulations and gene expression data analysis, and Section [0 contains the
technical conditions and some intermediate results. The technical proofs are contained

in the Appendix.

2 Penalized Generalized Linear Regression and Tun-

ing Parameter Selection

Let {(x;,Y;)}, be independent data with the scalar response variable Y; and the cor-

responding p-dimensional covariate vector x; for the ith observation. We consider the

generalized linear model (IM&QJ.lﬂ.agh_al]d_Nlek:]ﬁ_tl, |l9§fj) with the conditional density

function of Y; given x;

fi(yi; 0i, @) = exp{yidi — b(0;) + c(yi, d)}, (2.1)

where 0; = x'3 is the canonical parameter with 3 a p-dimensional regression coefficient,
b(-) and ¢(-, -) are some suitably chosen known functions, E[Y;|x;] = p; = b'(6;), g(u;) =
0; is the link function, and ¢ is a known scale parameter. Thus, the log-likelihood

function for 3 is given by
(a(B) =Y _{Yix( B —b(x] B) + c(¥:,9)}. (2:2)
i=1

The dimensionality p in our study is allowed to increase with sample size n ex-
ponentially fast — i.e., logp = O(n") for some x > 0. To enhance the model fitting
accuracy and ensure the model identifiability, it is commonly assumed that the true
population parameter 3 is sparse, with only a small fraction of nonzeros ,



|l99_d; |Ea.n_ami_Lj|, |2£K)_1|) Let oy = supp(B,) be the support of the true model con-

sisting of indices of all non-zero components in 3,, and let s, = |ag| be the number
of true covariates, which may increase with n and which satisfies s,, = o(n). To ease
the presentation, we suppress the dependence of s, on n whenever there is no con-
fusion. By using compact notations, we write Y = (Y7,---,Y,)T as the n-vector of
response, X = (xi,---,%,)7 = (X1,--+,X,) as the n x p fixed design matrix, and
p=">b(Xg3) = UxB),...,0xL3))" as the mean vector. We standardize each col-
umn of X so that ||x;||s = /nforj=1,--- p.

In practice, the true parameter 3, is unknown and needs to be estimated from data.
Penalized likelihood methods have attracted substantial attention recently for simul-
taneously selecting and estimating the unknown parameters. The penalized maximum

likelihood estimator (MLE) is broadly defined as

An

B =argmax{6,(8) = n Y _pr (5]} (2.3)

BeRP

where py, (+) is some penalty function with tuning parameter A, > 0. For simplicity, we
suppress the dependence of A\, on n and write it as A when there is no confusion. Let
ay = supp(B ) be the model identified by the penalized likelihood method with tuning
parameter \.

For the penalized likelihood method to successfully identify the underlying true
model and enjoy desirable properties, it is critically important to choose an appropri-
ate tuning parameter . Intuitively, a too large (small) tuning parameter imposes an
excessive (inadequate) penalty on the magnitude of the parameter so that the support
of ﬁA is different from that of the true model ay. Clearly, a meaningful discussion of

tuning parameter selection in (Z3]) requires the existence of a A\g such that a,, = «o,

which has been established in various model settings when different penalté functions

are used; see, for example, tha&Lami_Yﬂ (lZM), hamnd_Fm]I ([ZDLLd), and

To identify the Ay that leads to the true model ag, we propose to use the generalized

information criterion (GIC):
1 ~
GICo, (\) = — {D(fn: Y) + aglanl} (2.4)

where a, is a positive sequence depending only on n and D(p,;Y) is the scaled devia-
tion measure defined as the scaled log-likelihood ratio of the saturated model and the

~\
candidate model with parameter 3 ; i.e.,

D(py;Y) =2{0,(Y;Y) — lu(py; Y)} (2.5)



with £, (u;Y) the log-likelihood function (2Z2) expressed as a function of g and Y,
and gy, = b'(Xﬁ)\). The scaled deviation measure is used to evaluate the goodness-
of-fit. It reduces to the sum of squared residuals in Gaussian linear regression. The
second component in the definition of GIC (Z4]) is a penalty on the model complexity.
So, intuitively, GIC trades off between the model fitting and the model complexity by

aggroiriatel choosing a,. When a, = 2 and logn, (Z4]) becomes the classical AIC

, ) and BIC .S&hmalz], |l9_7jj), respectively. The modified BIC
) corresponds to a, = C,logn with a diverging C,, sequence. The scaled deviation

)

measure and GIC are also studied in ) for regularization parameter
selection in a fixed dimensional setting.

Our problem of interest now becomes how to appropriately choose a,, such that the
tuning parameter Ay can be consistently identified by minimizing (2.4)) with respect to
A —i.e., with probability tending to 1 —

{)\>0}£l>\f;£ao} GIC,, (\) — GIC,, (A) > 0. (2.6)
From (Z4) and (26]), we can see clearly that to study the choice of a,, it is essential to
investigate the asymptotic properties of D(,; Y) uniformly over a range of A. Directly
studying D(p,;Y) is challenging because i, depends on B/\, which is the maximizer
of a possibly non-concave function (Z3)); thus, it takes no explicit form, and more

critically, its uniform asymptotic properties are difficult to establish. To overcome these

difficulties, we introduce a proxy of GIC,, (\), which is defined as
Lo s
GIC,, () = —{D(fe; Y) + anlaf} (2.7)

for a given model support o« C {1,-- -, p} that collects indices of all included covariates,
and ), = b'(XB*(a)) with B*(a) being the unpenalized maximum likelihood estimator
(MLE) restricted to the space {3 € R” : supp(8) = a}; that is,

~%

- (). 2.8
Blo)=arg max  In(B) (2.8)

The critical difference between ([Z4]) and (Z7) is that GIC,, (A) is a function of A
~A

depending on the penalized MLE @ , while GIC} («) is a function of model a de-

pending on the corresponding unpenalized MLE ﬂ*(a). Under some signal-strength

A ~%
assumptions and some regularity conditions, 3 ’ and B (ag) are close to each other
asymptotically (th.aJ]g_ami_Huané, |20D.d; |Ea.n_ami_Li|, |20ﬂ1|; |LLami_Ea1]|, |2£K)d) As a
consequence, GIC,, (Ao) and GIC; (ay) are also asymptotically close, as formally pre-

sented in the following proposition:



Proposition 1. Under Conditions [, [3, and [] in Section @, if p’/\o(% min,eq, |Soj|) =

0(3*1/271*1/2&%/2), then

GIC,,(\o) — GIC: (ag) = 0,(n"a,). (2.9)

an

Furthermore, it follows from the definition of E*(a) that for any A > 0, GIC,,(\) >
GIC;, (ay). Therefore, Proposition [ entails

GIC,, (A) — GIC,,, (Ag) > (GICZn (avy) — GICZn (Ozo)) + (GICZn (o) — GICan()\O))
= (GICZn(a,\) — GICZn<(X0)) + op(nflan). (2.10)

Hence, the difficulties of directly studying GIC can be overcome by using the proxy

GIC* as a bridge, whose properties are elaborated in the next section.

3 Asymptotic Properties of the Proxy GIC

3.1 Underfitted Models

From (2.7)), the properties of GIC* depend upon the unpenalized MLE B*(a) and scaled
deviance measure D(p);Y). When the truth ag is given, it is well known from classi-
cal statistical theory that B*(ao) consistently estimates the population parameter 3.
However, such a result is less intuitive if a # «g. In fact, as shown in Proposition [2] in
Section [, uniformly for all || < K for some positive integer K > s and K = o(n),
B* (cv) converges in probability to the minimizer 3" («) of the following Kullback-Leibler
(KL) divergence:

n

I(B(a)) = E[log (f*/ga)] = > _ {V'(x] Bo)x] (By — B(a)) — b(x] By) + b(x] B(a))},
i=1

(3.1)
where B(a) is a p-dimensional parameter vector with support «, f* is the density of
the underlying true model, and g, is the density of the model with population param-
eter B(«). Intuitively, model a coupled with the population parameter 3" («) has the
smallest KL divergence from the truth among all models with support a. Since the KL
divergence is non-negative and I(3,) = 0, the true parameter 3, is a global minimizer
of (B1)). To ensure identifiability, we assume that ([B]) has a unique minimizer 8*(«) for
every « satisfying |a| < K. This unique minimizer assumption will be further discussed
in Section[@l Thus, it follows immediately that 8% (a) = B, for all a D ay with |a| < K,
and consequently, I(8"(«)) = 0. Hereinafter, we refer to the population model « as
the one associated with the population parameter 3" («). We refer to o as an overfitted

model if & 2 ap, and as an underfitted model if o 2 «y.

7



For an underfitted population model «, the KL divergence I(3"(«)) measures the

deviance from the truth due to missing at least one true covariate. Therefore, we define

1
o= inf ~1(B"() (32)
lal<K

as an essential measure of the smallest signal strength of the true covariates, which effec-
tively controls the extent to which the true model can be distinguished from underfitted
models.

Let p! = b'(XB3*(a)) and pu, = b'(X3,) be the population mean vectors corre-
sponding to the parameter 8*(«) and the true parameter 3, respectively. It can be
seen from definition (B.]) that

18 (0)) = 3BID(i¥) — Dljag; Y]

Hence, 21(B*(«)) is the population version of the difference between D(u.,;Y) and
D(piy;Y), where fiy = [, = b'(XB*(ozo)) is the estimated population mean vector
knowing the truth ag. Therefore, the KL divergence I(-) can be intuitively understood
as a population distance between a model o and the truth ay. The following theorem
formally characterizes the uniform convergence result of the difference of scaled deviance

measures to its population version 2/(8%(«)).

Theorem 1. Under Conditions[1l and[2Q in Section[d, as n — oo,

1 A~k ~% *
s |D(12;Y) — D(pag; Y) — 21(8* ()| = Oy(Ry),
aC{l,-,p}

when either a) the Y;’s are bounded or Gaussian distributed, R, = \/W, and
logp = o(n); or b) the Y;’s are unbounded and non-Gaussian distributed, the design
matriz satisfies max;; |z;;| = O(nz=") with 7 € (0,1/2], Condition @ holds, R, =

(logp)/n+m?(logp)/n, andlogp = o(min{n?"(logn) K2 nm,?}) with m,, defined
in Condition[3.

Theorem [ ensures that for any model « satisfying |o| < K,
x « 2o -
GIC;, (a) = GIC;, (ag) = ﬁ“ﬁ (@) + (|a] = |aol) (ann™" = Op(Ry)). (3.3)

Hence, it implies that if a model « is far away from the truth —i.e., I(8%(a)) is large —
then this population discrepancy can be detected by looking at the sample value of the
proxy GIC; ().



Combining ([B.2) with (3.3]), we immediately find that if §, K "'R,;! — oo as n — oo
and a,, is chosen such that a, = o(s™'nd,), then, for large enough n,

inf  GIC: (a) — GIC; (ag) > 0, — sapn™' — Op(KRy,) > 6,/2, (3.4)

042§0407|0“§K

with probability tending to 1. Thus, (34 indicates that as long as the signal 4,, is not
decaying to zero too fast, any underfitted model leads to a non-negligible increment
in the proxy GIC*. This guarantees that minimizing GIC}, («) with respect to a can
identify the true model oy among all underfitted models asymptotically.

On the other hand, however, for any overfitted model o 2 ag with |o] < K,
B (o) = By, and thus I(8"(a)) = 0. Consequently, the true model g cannot be
differentiated from an overfitted model « using the formulation (83]). In fact, the study
of overfitted models is far more difficult in a high-dimensional setting, as detailed in the

next subsection.

3.2 Overfitted Models: The Main Challenge

It is known that for an overfitted model «, the difference of scaled deviation measures
D(p2;Y) = D(Ho; Y) = 2(0n(Fo; Y) = £n(Hg: Y)) (3.5)

follows asymptotically the y? distribution with |a| — |ag| degrees of freedom when p is
fixed. Since there are only a finite number of candidate models for fixed p, a model
complexity penalty diverging to infinity at an appropriate rate with sample size n facil-
itates an information criterion to identify the true model consistently; see, for example,

Shad (IlQQj), Bai et all (Il&%j), Mgﬂ_aﬂ (IZLH)_j), [Z_b.ang_ei_aﬂ (IZLHd), and references

therein. However, when p grows with n, the device in traditional model selection theory

cannot be carried forward. Substantial challenges arise from two aspects. One is how
to characterize the asymptotic probabilistic behavior of (BH) when |a| — || itself is
diverging. The other is how to deal with so many candidate models, the number of
which grows combinatorially fast with p.

Let Hy = diag{b"(X3,)} be the diagonal matrix of the variance of Y, and X, be
a submatrix of X formed by columns whose indices are in «. For any overfitted model

a, we define the associated projection matrix as
B, = Hy*X, (X HoX,) ' X[ H,”. (3.6)

When the Y;’s are Gaussian, B* (c) is the least-squares estimate and admits an explicit
form so that direct calculations yield

D@L Y) = D(fig; Y) = —(Y — o) "Hy 2 (Bo — Bop )JHy (Y — ). (3.7)

9



When the Y;’s are non-Gaussian, the above result still holds, but only approximately.

In fact, as formally shown in Proposition 3 in Section 6,
DY) — DY) =~ (Y — o) H, (B, — By, JH, (Y — o)
+ (|| = |a|) (uniformly small term). (3.8)

The interim result (B.8) facilitates characterizing the deviation result for the scaled

deviance measures by concentrating on the asymptotic property of
—-1/2 —1/2
Zo = (Y = o) Hy *(Bo — Bo JHy (Y — pay).

When the Y;’s are Gaussian, it can be seen that 7, ~ X\Qa|—\a0| for each fixed «. Thus,
the deviation result on maxX,-ag,jaj<k Zo can be obtained by explicitly calculating the
tail probabilities of x? random variables. However, if Y;’s are non-Gaussian, it is chal-
lenging to study the asymptotic property of Z,, not to mention the uniform result
across all overfitted models. To overcome this difficulty, we use the decoupling in-

equality (I]le_LLa._Eeﬂa._a.nd_MD_UIgmnﬂ;t&nﬁﬂ, |l9_9_4j) to study Z,. The main results for

overfitted models are given in the following theorem.

Theorem 2. Suppose that the design matric satisfies max;; |x;;| = O(n="") with 7 €

(1/3,1/2] and logp = O(n") for some 0 < k < 1. Under Conditions [IH2 in Section [0,

as n — 0o,
1

— (p@Y —DA;Y>:O .

oo (PELY) = DY) ) = Oyf0n)

uniformly for all o 2 ag with |o| < K, and 1), is specified respectively in the following
two situations:

a) v, = logp when the Y;’s are bounded, K = O(min{nG7—r=1/3 plr—1-3)/81)
and k < 317 —1;

b) U, =logp when the Y;’s are Gaussian distributed; or when the Y;’s are unbounded
non-Gaussian distributed, additional Condition[3d holds, K = O (n(*=2=%)/6({/log n+
my)7Y), k <67 =2, and m, = o(n*7279/6).

The results in Theorem 2] hold for all overfitted models, which provides an insight
into a high-dimensional scenario beyond the asymptotic result characterized by y? distri-
bution when p is fixed. Theorem Bl entails that when a,, is chosen such that a, 1, — oo,

uniformly for any overfitted model o 2 ay,

o] = laol

GIC,, (a) = GIC,, (o) = {an = Op(Yn)} > an/(2n) (3.9)

with asymptotic probability 1. Thus, we are now able to differentiate overfitted models

from the truth by examining the values of the proxy GIC; ().

10



4 Consistent Tuning Parameter Selection with GIC

Now, we are ready to study the appropriate choice of a,, such that the tuning parame-
ter A\g can be selected consistently by minimizing GIC as defined in (2.4]). In practical
implementation, the tuning parameter A is considered over a range and, correspond-
ingly, a collection of models are produced. Let A.x and Ay, be, respectively, the upper
and lower limits of the regularization parameter, where A, can be easily chosen such
that ), is empty and Ay, can be chosen such that BAmm is sparse, and the corre-
sponding model size K = |ay . | satisfies conditions in Theorem B below. Using the

same notations as those in|Zhan 1 12!!1!*), we partition the interval [Apin, Amax] into
subsets

Q= {)\ S [)\mina )\max] Oy Z aO})
Q= {X € [Min, Amax] * @ D o and ay, # ap}-

Thus, €2_ is the set of A\’s that result in underfitted models, and €2, is the set of A’s
that produce overfitted models.
We now present the main result of the paper. Combining (ZI0), ([B.4]), and (39)

with Proposition [Il, we have the following theorem.

Theorem 3. Under the same conditions in Proposition[d, Theorem[d, and Theorem 2,
if 0,K1R' — 0o, a, satisfies nd,s ta,t — oo and a,; ' — oo, where R, and v,

n

are specified in Theorems[d and[3, then as n — oo,

P( inf  GIC,, (\) > G’]Can(ko)) — 1,
AEQ_UQ L
where \g is the tuning parameter in Condition [4] that consistently identifies the true

model.

The two requirements on a,, specify a range such that GIC is consistent in model
selection for penalized MLEs. They reveal the synthetic impacts due to the signal
strength, tail probability behavior of the response, and the dimensionality. Specifically,
an;t — oo means that a, should diverge to co adequately fast so that the true model

Yol — oo restricts

is not dominated by overfitted models. On the other hand, nd,s~
the diverging rate of a,,, which can be viewed as constraints due to the signal strength
quantified by d,, in ([B2)) and the size s of the true model.

Note that v, in Theorem Bis a power of log p. The condition a,, ! in Theorem
clearly demonstrates the impact of dimensionality p so that the penalty on the model
complexity should incorporate logp. From this perspective, the AIC and even the

BIC may fail to consistently identify the true model when p grows exponentially fast

11



with n. As can be seen from the technical proofs in the Appendix, the huge number
of overfitted candidate models is the leads to the model complexity penalty involving

log p. Moreover, Theorem [3] actually accommodates the existing results — for example,

the modified BIC as in hNﬁ.nngﬁLl (|2i)_0_d) If dimensionality p is only of polynomial
order of sample size n ( i.e., p = n° for some ¢ > 0), then logp = O(logn), and thus
the modified BIC with a, = (loglogn)logn can consistently select the true model in
Gaussian linear models. As mentioned in the introduction, Theorem [ produces a phase
diagram of how the model complexity penalty should adapt to the growth of sample
size n and dimensionality p.

Theorem [3 specifies a range of a,, for consistent model selection:

nd,s 'a, ' — oo and a,1;, ' — oco.

For practical implementation, we propose to use a uniform choice a,, = (loglogn) log p in
the GIC. The diverging part loglogn ensures a,,' — oo for all situations in Theorem
B, and the slow diverging rate can ideally avoid underfitting. As a direct consequence

of Theorem [3], we have the following corollary for the validity of the choice of a,,.

Corollary 1. Under the same Conditions in Theorem|3 and letting a,, = (loglogn)logp,
as n — oo

P( inf  GIC, (\) > G[Can()\o)) 1
AEQ_UQ,

if 0, K 'R' — oo and nd,s '(loglogn)~'(logp)~* — oo, where R, is as specified in
Theorem [1.

When a,, is chosen appropriately as in Theorem [3l and Corollary [Il minimizing (2.4))
identifies the tuning parameter Ay with probability tending to one. This concludes a

valid tuning parameter selection approach for identifying the true model for penalized

likelihood methods.

5 Numerical Examples

5.1 Simulations

We implement the proposed tuning parameter selection procedure using GIC with
a, = (loglogn)logp as proposed in Corollary [l We compare its performance with
those obtained by using AIC (a, = 2) and BIC (a,, = logn). In addition a,, = logp is

also assessed, which is one of the possible criteria proposed in ).

12



Throughout the simulations, the number of replications is 1,000. In the numerical stud-
ies, the performance of AIC is substantially worse than other tuning parameter selection
methods, especially when p is much larger than n, so that we omit the corresponding
results for the ease of presentation.

We first consider the Gaussian linear regression where continuous response variables

are generated from the model
Yi=xB+e, i=1,...,n (5.1)

The row vectors x;’s of the design matrix X are generated independently from a p-
dimensional multivariate standard Gaussian distribution, and the ¢;’s are iid N(0, 0?)
with 0 = 3.0 corresponding to the noise level. In our simulations, p is taken to be the
integer part of exp{(n — 20)%37}. We let n increase from 100 to 500 with p ranging
from 157 to 18,376. The number of true covariates s is growing with n in the following
manner. Initially, s = 3, and the first 5 elements of the true coefficient vector 3, are set
to be (3.0,1.5,0.0,0.0,2.0)7 and all remaining elements are zero. Afterward, s increases
by 1 for every 40-unit increment in n and the new element takes the value 2.5. For each
simulated data set, we calculate the penalized MLE B/\ using (2.3]) with ¢, (3) being the
log-likelihood function for the linear regression model (G.1).

We then consider the logistic regression where binary response variables are gener-

ated from the model
P, =1lx)=1/1+eXP), i=1...n (5.2)

The design matrix X = (x;, X, -+ ,X,)7, dimensionality p and sample size n are samely
specified as in the linear regression example. The first 5 elements of 3, are set to be
(—3.0,1.5,0.0,0.0,—2.0)T, and the remaining components are all zeros. Afterward, the
number of nonzero parameters s increases by 1 for every 80-unit increment in n with
the value being 2.0 and —2.0 alternatively. The penalized MLE B/\ is computed for each
simulated data set based on (2.3]) with £,(8) being the log-likelihood function for the
logistic regression model (5.2)).

We apply regularization methods with the Lasso (I_T_]b&hl.tald, |l99_d), SCAD m,

) and MCP (Zha.n;, M) penalties, and the coordinate decent algorithms
|2ﬂll|; |Eﬁ£ﬂmaﬂ_€$_alj, |2ﬂld) are carried out in optimizing the objective functions. The

results of the MCP penalty are very similar to those of the SCAD penalty, and they are
omitted. We also compare with a re-weighted adaptive Lasso method, whose adaptive

weight for f3; is chosen as p'/\(/\A ) with p/\ () being the derivative of SCAD penalty,

7,Lasso

)\ —~ —~
and B0 = (57 Lassor "+ Bp Lasso) . Deing the Lasso estimator. We remark that this re-

weighted adaptive Lasso method shares the same spirit as the original SCAD-regularized
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estimate. In fact, a similar method, the local linear approximation method, has been
proposed and studied in |Zm1_ami_L]| (|2i)_0§) They show that under some conditions of

the initial estimator B Lassos the re-weighted adaptive Lasso estimator discussed above

enjoys the same oracle property as the original SCAD-regularized estimator. The simi-
larities of these two estimates can also be seen in Figures [Il and 2

For each regularization method — say, the SCAD method — when carrying out the
tuning parameter selection procedure, we first calculate partly the solution path by
choosing A\in and A\ac. Here, M.« 18 chosen in such a way that no covariate is selected
by the SCAD method in the corresponding model, while A, is the value where [31/n]
covariates are selected. Subsequently, for a grid of 200 values of A equally spaced on the
log scale over [Amin, Amax), We calculate the SCAD-regularized estimates. This results
in a sequence of candidate models. Then we apply each of the aforementioned tuning
parameter selection methods to select the best model from the sequence. We repeat the
same procedure for other regularization methods.

To evaluate the tuning parameter selection methods, we calculate the percentage of
correctly specified models, the average number of false zeros identified, and the median
model error £ (XZTB —x!3,)? for each selected model. We would like to remark that the

median and mean of model errors are qualitatively similar, and we use the median just

to make results comparable to those in ). The comparison results are
summarized in Figures[I and Bl We clearly see that for the SCAD and adaptive Lasso,
higher percentages of correctly specified models are achieved when a,, = (loglogn)lo
is used. The Lasso method performs relative poorly, due to its bias issue (mﬁ,
). In fact, our GIC aims at selecting the true model, while it is known that Lasso
tends to over-select many variables. Thus the GIC selects larger values of tuning pa-
rameter A for Lasso than for other regularization methods to enforce the model sparsity,
as shown in panel (d) of Figures[[land 2 This larger thresholding level A results in an
even more severe bias issue as well as missing true weak covariates for Lasso method,
which in turn cause larger model errors (see panel (c)).

As expected and seen from panel (b), a, = (loglogn)logp in combination with the
SCAD and adaptive Lasso has much smaller false positives, which is the main reason
for the substantial improvements in model selection. This demonstrates the need for
applying an appropriate value of a,, in ultra-high dimensions. In panel (c), we report the
median of relative model errors of the re-fitted unpenalized estimates for each selected
model. We use the oracle model error from the fitted true model as the baseline, and
report the ratios of model errors for selected models to the oracle ones. From panel (c)
of Figures [l and 2] we can see that the median relative model errors corresponding to
(loglogn)logp decrease to 1 very fast, and are consistently smaller than those using

BIC, for both SCAD and adaptive Lasso. This demonstrates the improvement by using
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a more accurate model selection procedure in an ultra-high-dimensional setting. As the
sample size n increases, the chosen tuning parameter decreases as shown in panel (d).
We also observe from panel (d) that a, = (loglogn)logp results in relatively larger
values of selected A. Since A controls the sparsity level of the model, panel (d) reflects
the extra model complexity penalty made by our GIC in order to select the true model
from a huge collection of candidate models, as theoretically demonstrated in previous

sections.

5.2 Gene Expression Data Analysis

We then examine the tuning parameter selection procedures on the data from a gene
expression study of leukemia patients. The study is described in |Golub et al. (|l99_d)
and the data-set is available at http://www.genome.wi.mit.edu/MPR. The training set

contains gene expression levels of two types of acute leukemias: 27 patients with acute
lymphoblastic leukemia (ALL) and 11 patients with acute myeloid leukemia (AML).
Gene expression levels for another 34 patients are available in a test set. We applied
the pre-processing steps as in [Dudoit et aIJ (IZM), which resulted in p = 3,051 genes.
We create a binary response variable based on the types of leukemias by letting ¥; = 1

(or 0) if the corresponding patient has ALL (or AML). By using the gene expression
levels as covariates in x;, we fit the data to the penalized logistic regression model
(52) using the SCAD penalty for a sequence of tuning parameters. Applying the AIC
criterion, 7 genes were selected, which is close to the results by the cross-validation

procedure applied in Mﬂmﬁ (lZQlJJ) Applying the BIC criterion, 4 genes

were selected. When applying the GIC criterion with a, = (loglogn)logp, only one

gene, CST3 Cystatin C (amyloid angiopathy and cerebral hemorrhage), was selected.
We note that this gene was included in those selected by the AIC and BIC. Given the
small sample size (n = 38) and extremely high dimensionality (p > 3,000), the variable
selection result is actually not surprising. By further examining the gene expression level
of CST3 Cystatin C, we can find that it is actually highly informative in differentiating
between the two types ALL and AML even using only one gene. To assess the out-
of-sample performance, we generated the accuracy profile by first ordering the patients
according to the gene expression level of CST3 Cystatin C and then plotting the top
2% patients against the y% of actual AML cases among them. By looking at the
accuracy profile in Figure Bl according to the ranking using the gene expression level
of CST3 Cystatin C, we can see that the profile is very close to the oracle profile that
knows the truth. For comparisons, we also plot the accuracy profiles based on genes
selected by the AIC and BIC for comparisons. As remarked in [Dudoit et al. (IZ_OM),

the out-of-sample test set is more heterogeneous because of a broader range of samples,
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including those from peripheral blood and bone marrow, from childhood AML patients,
and even from laboratories that used different sample preparation protocols. In this
case, the accuracy profile is instead an informative indication in telling the predicting

power of gene expression levels.

Accuracy Profile of the Selected Variables

--- Oracle Profile
— GIC Profile
= = AIC Profile
-+ BIC profile

Fraction of AML

T T T T T T
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

Fraction of Individuals

Figure 3: Accuracy profiles of the selected gene expression level for discriminating

between the types of leukemias.

6 Technical Conditions and Intermediate Results

For the model identifiability, we assume in Section Bl that (B.1]) has a unique minimizer
6*(0z) for all a satisfying |a| < K. By optimization theory, 3" («) is the unique solution
to the first-order equation

X, {P'(XB,) — b'(XB(a)) } =0, (6.1)

where X, is the design matrix corresponding to the model «. It has been discussed in
|L§L&Ud.Lh]| (|2D_1d) that a sufficient condition for the uniqueness of the solution to (G.1I)

is the combination of Condition [l below and the assumption that X, has full rank.

In practice, requiring the design matrix X, to be full rank is not stringent because a
violation means that some explanatory variables can be expressed as linear combinations
of other variables, and thus they can always be eliminated to make the design matrix

nonsingular.
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For theoretical analysis, we assume that the true parameter 3, is in some sufficiently
large, convex, compact set B in R?, and that ||3"(«)|| is uniformly bounded by some
positive constant for all models o with |a| < K. Denote by W = (Wy, -+, W,,)T where
W; =Y; — E[Y;] is the model error for the ith observation. The following conditions are

imposed in the theoretical developments of results in this paper.

Condition 1. The function b(f) is three times differentiable with co < b (0) < cg* and
b"(0)] < ¢t in its domain for some constant co > 0.

Condition 2. For any a C {1,---,p} such that |a| < K, n ' X1 X, has the smallest
and largest eigenvalues bounded from below and above by ¢ and 1/cy for some ¢; > 0,
where K is some positive integer satisfying K > s and K = o(n).

Condition 3. For unbounded and non-Gaussian distributed Y; , there exists a diverging
sequence m, = o(y/n) such that

sup max |0’ (|x] < my, 6.2

sup mas |17 81| (62)
where By = {B € B : |supp(B)| < K}. Additionally W;’s follow the uniform sub-
Gaussian distribution — i.e., there exist constants co,c3 > 0 such that uniformly for all
1=1,---,n,

P(|W;| > t) < cyexp(—cst?) for anyt > 0. (6.3)

A
Condition 4. There exits a N\g € [Amin, Amax] Such that ay, = ag and ||3 ' Boll2 =
O,(n™™) for 0 < m < 1/2. Moreover, for each fixed X\, p\(t) is non-increasing over
t € (0,00). Also, n™ minjeq, |Boj| = 00 as n — oo.

Condition Mlimplies that the generalized linear model (22) has smooth and bounded
variance function. It ensures the existence of the Fisher information for statistical
inference with model (Z2). For commonly used generalized linear models, Condition [I]
is satisfied. These include the Gaussian linear model, the logistic regression model, and
the Poisson regression model with bounded variance function. Thus, all models fitted
in Section [l satisfy this condition. Condition Bl on the design matrix is important for
ensuring the uniqueness of the population parameter 3*(«). If a random design matrix
is considered, M) shows that Condition [2 holds with probability tending to 1
under appropriate assumptions on the distribution of the predictor vector x;, true model
size s and the dimensionality p, which are satisfied by the settings in our simulation
examples.

Condition [l is a technical condition used to control the tail behavior of unbounded
non-Gaussian response Y;’s. It is imposed to ensure a general and broad applicability

of the method. For many practically applied models such as those in Section [ this
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condition is not required. Inequality (6.2)) is on the mean function of the response
variable, while (G3]) is on the tail probability distribution of the model error. The
combination of (6.2) and (6.3]) controls the magnitude of the response variable Y; in
probability uniformly. If we further have ||3]|o < C with some constant C' > 0 for any
B € By, with B; defined in Condition [3], then

sSup max |X;[6| < sup ||Xsupp(ﬁ)||00||ﬁ||oo < CKmaXm‘jl-
BeB, 1sisn BeB; ij

Hence, ([62) holds if |b/'(t)| is bounded by m,, for all |{| < CK max;; |z;;|. Analogous

conditions to (6.2) are made in ) and (B

) for studying high-dimensional penalized likelihood methods.

Since our interest is on tuning parameter selection, we impose Condition 4] to en-
sure that the true model can be recovered by regularization method. All requirements
in this condition are not restrictive from the practical perspective, and their validity
and applicability can be supported by existing results in literature on variable selection
via regularization methods. Specifically, the first part of Condition M is satisfied auto-

matically if the penalized likelihood method maximizing (23)) has the oracle property

1, |2@£ll|) Meanwhile, the desirable oracle property and selection consistency
for various penalized likelihood methods have been extensively studied recently. For ex-
ample, |Z.ha.9_ami_\ﬁ]| (I%Dd) proved that in the linear-model setting, the Lasso method
with ; penalty px(f) = At has model selection consistency under the strong irrepre-
sentable condition. [Z.b.allg_alld_ﬂl].a.né (IZﬁM)_d) studied the sparsity and bias of the Lasso

estimator and established the consistency rate, and ) established the

weak oracle property of the regularized least-squares estimator with general concave
penalty functions. For generalized linear models, |Fﬁ.n_ami_Ly| (|2i)_ll|) proved that the

penalized likelihood methods with folded-concave penalty functions enjoy the oracle

property in the setting of non-polynomial dimensionality. The second part of Condition
M is a mild assumption on p,(t) to avoid excessive bias, which is satisfied by commonly
used penalty functions in practice including those in our numerical examples — i.e.,
Lasso, SCAD, and MCP. The last part of Condition [ n”™ min;e,, |5oj| — o0, is a gen-
eral and reasonable specification on the signal strength for ensuring the model selection
sign consistency — i.e., sgn(B 0) = sgn(B,), of the estimator B)\O. This, together with
the technical condition p) (3 minjeq, |Bo;]) = o(s~Y2n=1/24%/?) in Proposition [ are used
to show that ||B/\0 — B*(ao)Hg = 0,((log p)¥/?//n) with ¢ defined in Proposition Bl For
a more specific data model and penalty function, alternative weaker conditions may
replace Condition M as long as the same result holds.

We now establish the uniform convergence of the MLE B*(a) to the population

parameter 3*(a) over all models o with |a|] < K. This intermediate result plays a
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pivotal role in measuring the goodness of fit of underfitted and overfitted models in
Section [3]

Proposition 2. Under Conditionsd and[d, as n — oo,

3 Sl @) = @)l = Oy (L Towp1 /).

when either a) the Y;’s are bounded or Gaussian distributed, L, = O(1), and logp =
o(n); or b) the Y;’s are unbounded non-Gaussian distributed, additional Condition
holds, L, = O(y/logn + m,), and logp = o(n/L?).

Proposition 2] extends the consistency result of B*(ao) to B, to the uniform setting

p
K

models in total. The large amount of candidate models causes the extra term logp in

over all candidate models with model size less than K, where there are ( ) ~ p& such

the convergence rate.
Based on Proposition 2, we have the following result on the log-likelihood ratio for
non-Gaussian GLM response. It parallels the result (87)) in the Gaussian response

setting.

Proposition 3. Suppose that the design matriz satisfies max;; |z;;| = O(n%_T) with
7 € (0,1/2]. Then, under Conditions [ and[3, uniformly for all models o O g with
la] < K, as n — oo,

/\* * 1 — —
0(B (@) = £a(87(0)) = 5(Y — o) "Hy "BLH, (Y — pay)
+ [al20,(L2n7 2 (log p) *5) + |al*0, (n' " (log p)?) + [al*0, (L2n'~*" (log p)?)

when a) Y;’s are bounded, & = 1/2 and L, = O(1); or b) Y;’s are unbounded non-
Gaussian distributed, additional Condition[d holds, £ = 1, and L, = v/logn + m,,.

7 Appendix

7.1 Lemmas

We first present a few lemmas whose proofs are given in the Supplementary Material.

Lemma 1. Assume W1y, --- W, are independent and have uniform sub-Gaussian dis-
tribution (G.3). Then, with probability at least 1 — o(1),

|Wlle < Ciy/logn
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with some constant Cy > 0. Moreover, for any positive sequence L, — oo, if n is large

enough, there exists some constant Cy > 0 such that

n 2 _ _
nt (E [VVZ‘Q”D < OyL, exp(—CyL2).
i=1
Lemma 2. If the Y;’s are unbounded non-Gaussian distributed and Conditions - [2
hold, then for any diverging sequence ~, — 0o satisfying v, L,/ K (logp)/n — 0,

1 _

sup —Za (vLav/Ial(logp) /1) = O,(L2n""(logp)), (7.1)
jal<k |l

where L, = 2m,, + C1\/logn with Cy defined in Lemmal[d If the Y;’s are bounded and

Conditions [l and[2 hold, then the same result holds with L, replaced with 1.

Lemma 3. Let Y = (Y, ,Y,)" = Hal/Q(Y — o). For any K = o(n),

1 ~ T

sup Y (Ba - Bao)? = Op((logp)g),

aDap,|a|<K |a| - |040|
where a) € = 1/2 when the Y;’s are bounded, and b) &€ = 1 when the Y;’s are uniform
sub-Gaussian random variables.

We use the empirical process techniques to prove the main results. We first introduce

some notations. For a given model o with |a] < K and a given N > 0, define the set

Bo(N) ={B € R": |8 = B"(@)]2 < N,supp(B) = a} U{B"(a)}.

Consider the negative log-likelihood loss function p(s,Y;) = —Yis + b(s) — ¢(Y;, ¢) for
s € R. Then (,,(8) = — Y., p(x'B,Y;). Further, define Z,(N) as

ZN) = s o 0(8) = (8" (@) — E[a(8) = (87 ()] (72)
€Ba(N)

It is seen that Z, (V) is the supreme of the absolute value of an empirical process indexed
by B € B,(N). Define the event Q, = {||[W||s < L,} with W =Y — E[Y] being the
error vector and L,, some positive sequence that may diverge with n. Then, for bounded
responses, P(Q,) = 1 if L, is chosen as a large enough constant; for unbounded and
non-Gaussian responses, by Lemma [, P(Q,) = 1 — o(1) if L, = Cy/Togn with C; > 0
a large enough constant. On the event Q,,, [|[Y]|s < my, + C1v/logn. Throughtout, we
use C' to denote a generic positive constant, and we slightly abuse the notation by using
B(a) to denote either the p-vector or its subvector on the support o when there is no

confusion.
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7.2 Proof of Proposition [

Proof. First note that Bo = B*(ao) maximizes the log-likelihood ¢, (3) restricted to
model agp. Thus, iZ,L(BO) = 0. Moreover, it follows from Condition [ that 8255 (B) =

o8
XTH(B)X. Thus, by Taylor’s expansion and Condition B we obtain
1, =X ~
0 2GIC;, (o) ~ GIC,, (%) =~ (¢(B") ~ (B,)
1, =2 ~ o, SN ~Xo
= (B —B)'X'HB)X(B" = By) = =C[B" = Bl (7.3)

~ ~\ ~ ~A
where 3 lie on the line segment connecting 3 ’ and By, and we have used supp(3 0) =
—~ ~\ ~
supp(83,) = «y for the last inequality. It remains to prove that ||3 ' Boll2 is small.
Let BQZ and 3 ,, be the subvectors of 3 * and B, on the support ag, correspondingly.

A
Since B minimizes £, (8) + n > =1 P (18)]), it follows from the classical optimization

A
theory that Baz is a critical value, and thus
~A ~A
X5 (Y = b/(Xo,,)) +nh, (Ba,) =0,

A
where X is the design matrix of the true model, and p (ﬁa(;) is a vector with com-
ponents sgn(ﬁ )pAO(|ﬁ)‘°|) and j € ap. Since 60 is the MLE when restricted to the
support ag, Xg (Y — b/(X050,a0)) = 0. Thus, the above equation can be rewritten as

X7 (b (XoByny) — B(XoB)) +nph (Ba) =0, (7.4)

. 5 . . T = Ao
Now, applying the Taylor’s expansion to (Z4)) we obtain that XgH(X3)X(8,,
~ )\ _ ~\ —~
Bo.ag) = 1P (| Ba2|), where B lies between the line segment connecting Baz and B ., -

Therefore,
~Xo

~ —~ _
Bao = Boay = n(XTH(X0B)Xo) P (B, ).
This together with Conditions [[] and 2] ensures that

1Bae = Boaullz < Cllos(Bos) o (7.5)

Since we have assumed that ||B "~ Bollz = O,(n~7), it follows that for large enough n,

min,eq, |Bj’»\°| > Miljea, |Boj| — ™ > 27 minjeqy, |o;]- Thus, by theorem assumptions,

153 (Ba)llz < \/_P,\( min [o;[) = o(v/n~lay).

Combing the above inequality with (7.0) yields

SAo SAoo _
187 = Bollz = 1By — Boallz2 < o(n™2a,?).
This, together with (Z.3), completes the proof of (2.9).
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7.3 Proof of Proposition

Proof. We first consider the non-Gaussian responses. Using the similar idea inm
m% for a given N > 0, define a convex combination Bu(a) = uB*(oz) +(1—u)B*(a)
with v = <1 + 1B"(@) = B(a)[[/N)~". Then, by definition, [|B,() = B(a)]> =
ul|B (o) — B (a)]]ls < N. If supp( ,) # «, then modify the definition of u a little
bit by slightly increasing N to make supp(ﬁu) = a. So we assume implicitly that
supp(Bu) = « and thus that Bu € B,(N). The key is to prove

sup —=||B, () = B (@)ll2 = Op(Ln+/(log p) /n). (7.6)

lal<K |a|

Then, by noting that ||B,(a) — 8%(a)|ls < N/2 implies ||B (o) — B* ()| < N, the
result in Proposition 2] is proved.

Now, we proceed to prove (Z.6]). By the concavity of the log-likelihood function,

A~k

a(Bu(@) > uln(B' () + (1 = u) (B ().

Since B*(a) maximizes ¢,(3) over all models with support «, the above inequality can
further be written as ¢,,(8"(«)) < En(Bu(oz)). On the other hand, since 8*(«) minimizes
the KL divergence I(B(«)) in (B1), we obtain

El6.(B"(a)) = ta(By(a)] = 1(B,(a)) = 1(B"(a)) 2 0,

where E[(,(8,(a))] = — .1, E[p(xTB,,Y)] should be understood as E[p(x7 B, Y;)] =
S p(xfﬁu,y)dFi(y) with Fj(-) being the distribution function of Y;. Combining these

two results yields

0 < Elln(8%(e) = €u( ﬁ(a))]

(B
< (ta(Bu(@) = Ella(Bu(a))]) — (6a(B7 (@) — Ella(B"(@)]) < nZa(N),  (7.7)
where Z,(N) is defined in (ZZ). On the other hand, by (&), for any B(«) € B.(N),
E[ln(B(a) = £u(B™(@))] = b'(XBy) " X[B(er) — B*(a)] — 1" [b(XB(cr)) — b(XB*())]
= b'(XB* ()" X[B() — B*(a)] = 1"[b(XB(a)) — b(XB*())]

(
_ _%(g( ) — B"(2)"XIHX, (B(a) — 8" (),

where H = dlag{b" (Xﬁ )} and B(a) lies on the segment connecting B*() and B(a).
Thus, it follows from Conditions [ and [3 l that for any B(«a) € B,(N),

E[6,(B(a)) — £,(B"(a))] < —%Cocln”ﬂ@‘) — B ()|
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This, together with (Z.7), entails that for any B(«) € B,(N),
1B(a) = B ()13 < 2(coer) ™ Za(N).

Since B, € Bu(N), taking N = N,, = v, Ln+/]a|(log p)/n and by Lemma [, we have
1~ . B 1
sup —— 1B, () — B*(0)]l2 < 2coc) ™ sup — Za(Na)}"? = Op(Lar/(log p) /n).

[0
<k /]l jaf<k ||

where L, = 2m,, + O(y/logn) when the Y;’s are unbounded non-Gaussian, and L, =
O(1) when the Y;’s are bounded. This completes the proof of (7.6l

Now consider the Gaussian response. For a given model «, we have the explicit form
that B*(a) = (XIX,)'XTY. Since XZ(XB*(a) — XB,) = 0, direct calculation yields

~%

B (a) = B(a) = (X Xa) ' XGW.

Since W ~ N(0,0?1I,,), it follows that B*(a) — B*(a) ~ N(0,0%1)). So 0_2||f3*(oz) -
B*(a)]]3 ~ X|2a\' Thus, for ¢t > 0 there exists C' > 0:

P(|B (a) = B*(@)[3 > |alt) < Cexp(=Clalt).
Using a similar method as before, we obtain that

sup |a| 2B () — B (@)l = O,(v/(log p) /n).

la|<K

This completes the proof.

O
7.4 Proof of Proposition
Proof. By Taylor expansion, £,(8 () — £,(87(c)) can be written as
(B (@) = £(8 () = Li(a) — I(a) + Is(a), (7.8)
where
Li(a) = (B'(a) = B"()"XT(Y = b'(XB"(a)), (7.9)
h(a) = 35(B'(a) ~ B(@)) XTHX (B (a) ~ 8(0). (7.10)

and I3(«) is the remainder term. We will study them one by one.
We first consider [;(«). Since 8 (cv) is the MLE, it satisfies the first-order equation
XTIy — b'(XB*(oz))] = 0. Applying the Taylor expansion to b'(XB*(oz)) yields

XTY = XI[b/ (X8 (@) + HoX(B (o) — B*(a)) + Val,
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where

~%

Voo = (v, ) with v, = 2 (T (0)) (<7 (B () — ()

2

(7.11)

and B*(a) lying on the line segment connecting 8*(«) and B*(a). Since (G.1]) ensures
X' (XB,) = XIb/'(XB*(a)). Thus we have

A~k

B (o) = B'(a) = (XgHoXo) " X (Y = b'(XB*(a)) — va)
= (XTHXo) ' XE(Y — g — va). (7.12)
Combining (T9) and (TI2)), we obtain

Li(a) = (Y — p)THy °BoH, (Y — py) + Ry, (7.13)

where B, is defined in ([B.6) and R, , = —vgﬂgWBaHgl/QW. We only need to study
R, o. By the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, we have
(Rial < IBaHy P WIalHy valla < (1BogHy 2 Wil + [1R1ll2 ) Hg vallo
(7.14)
where Rl,a = (B, — Ba,)H, Y29, We consider the terms on the very right-hand side

of (TI4)) one by one. By the Markov’s inequality, and noting that Hy = E[WW?] and
tr(Ba,Ba,) = ||, we can derive that for any 7, — oo

P (BB W > Vaoh) < 1

1
— tr{B, H, ?EWWTH,’B, } = — — 0.
|040h/n { 0 0 [ ] 0 0} 7n

—1/2
E[|Ba,Hy /*W|J2]

Therefore,

IBa Hy *W 5 = O,(v/] ) (7.15)

Next, by Lemma Bl we obtain that uniformly for all a:

{lal = lao[} 2| Riallz = Op((log p)*/?), (7.16)

where ¢ is defined therein. Finally we consider ||H, Y *Val|2. Since b”(-) is bounded,

~%

max;; |z;;| = O(nz"") and supp(3 («)) = supp(8*(a)) = a, by (TII) and Condition

_ " o 1/2
18, *alla < Cllvalla < € (32 15T (B (@) = B(a))|*)
i=1
< Clafn™7|B (a) = B"(a)ll3 = |al*Oy(Lin? " (logp)). (7.17)
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Combining (T14) — (ZI7), and in view of (Z13]), we obtain that
L) = (Y = po)"Hy *BoHy (Y = o) + Ria, (7.18)
where uniformly for all overfitted models «,
Ry o = [020,(L2n=" (logp) +5). (7.19)

Next, we consider Iy(«) defined in (TI0). By (.I2) we have the decomposition

1 A%k A%

I(a) = 5[B (o) = B"()] X;HoXa[B () — B7(a)]

1 _ _ 1
- §(Y - /J’O)THO 1/QBocHo 1/2(Y — o) + QRQvO‘ — i, (7.20)

where Ry, = VgHal/QBaHo_l/zva, and Ry, is defined in (ZI8) and (ZI9). We only
need to study R ,. Since b”(-) is bounded, max; ; |z;;| = O(nz~") and B, is a projection

matrix, it is easy to derive that
Roo = vIH, P B Hy v, < vIH 'V, < C|va |2 = |0, (n* ¥ (logp)?), (7.21)

where the last step is because of Theorem @l and (ZI1). The above result is uniformly
over all a with |a] < K. This, together with (ZI0), and (ZI9)-(Z2I) ensures that
uniformly for all overfitted models «,

1 _ _
Iy(e) =5 (Y = o) "Hy *BoHy (Y — o)
+ |af20,(L2n2 2 (log p) %) + a0, (n' =" (log p)?). (7.22)
Finally, we consider I3(«) in (Z.8)). Since b”'(-) is bounded, by Theorem M we have
Is(@)] < Ot~ aP|B (@) = B* (@) = a0y ('~ L} (l0gp)?),

where this result is uniformly over all o with |a| < K. The above result, together with

([CI]), (C22) and (T8), completes the proof of Proposition
U

7.5 Proof of Theorem (I

Proof. We note that Theorem [is a direct consequence of the following two propositions,
the proofs of which are given in the Supplementary Material.

Proposition 4. In either situation a) or b) in Proposition [3, and under the same
conditions, as n — 00,

1 A~k * —
sup —(ﬁn(ua;Y) —ﬁn(ua;Y)) = Oy(n~"' Ly, log p).
R
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Proposition 5. Under ConditionsDand[2, as n — oo,

sup —}f
|la| <K n|O[|
aC{l,'-' ,p}

W Y) = E[l(pl: Y)]| = O,(y/ (log p) /n)

when either a) the Y;’s are bounded or Gaussian distributed and logp = o(n); or b)
the Y;’s are unbounded and non-Gaussian distributed, additional Condition [3 holds,
max;; |z;;| = O(nz") with T € (0,1/2], and K*logp = o(n?").

O
7.6 Proofs of Theorem
Proof. Theorem [2 follows directly from Lemma Bl and Proposition Bl O

7.7 Proofs of Theorem

Proof. Combining ([B4) with (39), and in view of Theorems [l and 2 we obtain that if

1

6, KR — 00, a, satisfies nd, s ta,! — oo, and a,¥,! — oo, then

P ( inf GIC;, (a) — GICG, (o) > %" and inf GIC; (o) — GIC; (ag) > ;L_ZL) Y

apag
(7.23)
where R, and 1, are specified in Theorems [[l and [2] This, together with Proposition [II
and (ZI0), completes the proof of the theorem. O
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Supplementary Material to “Tuning Parameter Selection in
High-Dimensional Penalized Likelihood”

Yingying Fan and Cheng Yong Tang

This Supplementary Material contains proofs of Lemmas 1-3, and Propositions 4
and 5.

1 Proofs of Lemmas

1.1 Proof of Lemma [

Proof. The first result follows trivially from the definition of the uniform sub-Gaussian
distribution. So, we only prove the second result.
Since E[W;] = 0, by the definition of condition expectation,

E[W||W;] < L,] = EIW:L{IW:| < LoJ] =— L EW;1{|W;] > L,}]. (A.1)
P(|Wi| < Ly) P(IWi| < L)

Next, note that |E[W;1{|W;| > L,}]| < E[|W;|1{|W;| > L,}]. By the definition of
expectation, the right-hand side can be further bounded as

BIWILIW > L] = [~ POWILIW:I > L) = )

= LLP(Wil > L)+ [ POW > e

Further, by (6.3) in ConditionBland the tail inequality for Gaussian density [7~ exp(—cst?)dt <

CL;'exp(—CL?), it follows that
’E[VV,l{|VVZ| > En}” < ¢yLy exp(—csL?) + 02/ exp(—cst?)dt < CL, exp(—CL?).
This, together with (Al and (63)), yields

E[W;||W;] < L,] < CL,exp(—CL2).

This and the independence of W; ensure the second result in the lemma. O

1.2 Proof of Lemma
Proof. Define Z,(N) as

. (A.2)

Zo(N) = sup n '|0,(B) = (B () — E[(x(B) — (n(B"())|Q2n]
BeBa(N)



By the definition of Z,(N) and Z,(N), we have the following triangular inequality:
1 - 1
sup —Zo(N) < sup —Z,(N) + sup —Ro(B) = L(N) + L(N), (A.3)
lo|<K o] i<k |l o] <K,3€Ba(N) |l
where R,(8) = L|(E[Y] — E[Y|Q.))"X(8 — B*(a))|. We will prove that with N =
TnLny/lal(logp)/n,

=

L(N) = o((logp)/n), :
L(N) = Oy(Lyn"" (log p)). (A.5)
Then combining ([A.3)-([AD]) completes the proof.

We now proceed to prove ([(A4). Note that n~'X.X, has bounded eigenvalues as
assumed in Condition 2 by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Lemma [I] we have

Ra(B) < n Y| E[WI,] 15/ Xa(8 — B(a)]l2
< ¢ P 2EWIQ,] 518 — B ()|l < Cexp(~CL2)N

Taking L, = C1v/logn with C; being some large positive constant completes the proof
of (A.4).

Now, we prove ([A.D). The key is to use concentration inequalities in the empirical
process literature to prove the uniform convergence result for Za(N ). For B,,8, €
B.(N), by the middle-value theorem b(x!3;) — b(x!3,) = b'(XiTB)(XZTB1 —x73,) with
B lying on the line segment connecting 3, and 3,. Moreover, it follows from (6.2])
in Condition B that |b/'(x”8)| < m,. Thus, conditioning on €, p(-,Y;) satisfies the
Lipschitz inequality

p(xi B1,Ya) — p(x] Bo, Yi)| = | = Yi(x{ By — x{ Bo) + b(x] B1) — b(x] B,)]
< Ln|Xi (B — By)| (A.6)

with L, = L,, + 2m,,.

Let €1, -+, &, be a Rademacher sequence, independent of Wy, - .-, W,. By the sym-
metrization theorem combined with the Lipschitz condition ([A.6]) and the concentration
i(lrﬁality (see, for example, Theorems 14.3 and 14.4 in Biihlmann and van de Geer

)), we obtain that

ElZ,(N)|) < 2B sup nwz@ (<8, Y0) — p(x] B (), Y:)) 2]

BeBa(N)
§4LnE[ sup n 1|ZEZ x; B —x!B*(a ))] (A.7)
ﬂEBa(N =1

Now, by the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality,

s |23 Bl @) < (s (BB )(Z}—Zaxm )"

Bes(n) i BeBa(N) ca Uiml
(A8)



Since > 7, x?j =n for any j € {1,---,p}, it follows from the definition of &;’s that

(Z}n Zs,x” )1/2 (_QZZE €iT4j) )2 Vl]al/n. (A.9)

jEa JjEa 1=1

Combing (A7) ([A9) ensures that
E[Z.(N)|Q,] < 4L,N+/|a|/n. (A.10)
For all |a] < K, by Condition 2],

n

n 'S (Lax! (B(a) — By))” = n ' L2(B(a) — By) XX o (B(a) — By) < ¢ L2N”.

i=1

Combining this with the Lipschitz inequality (A.6l), and applying the Massart’s concen-
tration theory (see Theorem 14.2 in Biihlmann and van de Geer (2011)) yields that for
any t > 0,

P(Za(N) 2 ElZa(N)|Qu] +

Q) < exp(=nert?/ (2L2N?)).
Taking t = 4N L,u+/|a|/n with u > 0, and in view of the bound (A7), we obtain
P(ZQ(N) > 4L, Ny/|a|/n(1 + u)}Qn) < exp(—8ci|alu?).

Further note that (?) < (pe/k)* for any 0 < k < p. So taking N = N,, = L,\/|a|/n(1+
u), we have

1 -
= Zu(N,) > AL M1+ u)2}9n>

<y P(Za(Nn) > 4a| L0~ (1 +u)2}9n) < S (pe/k)F exp(—8erku?). (A1)

la|<K k<K

Now, taking u = 7,+/logp with ~,, some slowly diverging sequence in (A.I]), we have

P< sup

sup 1orZa(N2) 2 49 L logpl,) —

Finally, since for any event A we have P(A) < P(A[Q,) + P(Q¢), it follows from the
result above that

1 -
P( sup — Zo(N,) > 492120 110gp) < o(1) + P(Q).

la|<K |OZ|

By Lemma [ P(Q2) — 0 if L, = Ciy/logn with C; being a large enough constant.
Thus, ([A.5) has been proved and the result in the lemma follows.

If in addition the Y;’s are bounded, then Ln and m,, can both be taken as the upper
bound of the Y;’s, and §2,, becomes the whole probability space. Thus, the second result
in Lemma [I] follows easily by similar arguments. O



1.3 Proof of Lemma

Proof. To ease the presentation, denote by k = |a| — ||, and P, = (P;;) = B, — B,,.
Then, P, is a projection matrix. Since tr(P, — P,,) = k and tr((Pa)z) =tr(P,) =k,
it is easy to obtain that >, P = kand ), P? = k. Moreover, since P, is the
projection matrix, it follows that 0 < P,; < 1. The key is the following decomposition:

= ZP”Y2+ ZP YiY; = I(a) + L(a). (A.12)
i#]

1y7
Py

The first term /3 () is a summation of independent random variables, and its tail proba-
bility has been thoroughly studied in the literature. The difficulty comes from the second
term I(«), whose summands are not independent. To overcome this difficulty, we use
the decoupling inequality. According to De La Pefia_and Montgomery-Smith (|l9_9_4]
the tail probability of Ir(«) can be obtained by comparing with the random variable
La) = k! Di PUYY where (Y{,---,Y?*) is an independent copy of (Yi,---,Y,).
Specifically, there exists a constant C' > 0 independent of n and «, such that

P(kﬁl\ S BV > t) < CP(kf1| S PV > C’lt), (A.13)
i# i#

where the right-hand side is the tail probability of the sum of independent random
variables.
We separate the cases when Y;’s are bounded or sub-Gaussian.

When the Y;’s are bounded: We first consider [;(c). Note that E[l(a)] = 1
and D" kT2P2 < k=257 P2 = k~'. Since the Y;’s are independent, by Hoeffding’s
1nequahty (see |BJ.1hlmalm_alldmnﬂeﬁ_%ﬂ 2011)), we obtain that for any z > 0,

Cz?
Z?:l kiQPizi

P(Ii(a) >1+z) <2exp(— )§2exp<—Ckx2>.

Thus, taking z = +/v,logp with v, any diverging sequence and noting that (i) <
(pe/k)* for any positive integers p, k, we have

P( sup Ii(a) > 1+ \/fynlogp> < Z P([l ) > 1+ \/*ynlogp)

|| <K \a|<K

K—s
<2y (p ; 8) exp(—Chp logp) < QCZ — s)e/k)" exp(=Clhyn logp) = 0.
k=1

(A.14)

This ensures that

sup [1(a) = O,(y/logp). (A.15)

lo| <K



Next, we consider Iy(«). Since Y. P} = > (P — Pj) < k, by (AI3) and the
Hoeffding’s inequality

C2 k%

P(Ib(a) > 1) < OP(1] 3 Py | = 0 7't) <o (-
i i

i

) < Cexp(—Ckt?).

Thus, using a similar argument as that for I;(a) we obtain

sup Ir(a) = O,(y/logp). (A.16)

la|<K

Combining (AT5) and (AI6) with (AI2) completes the proof.

When Y;’s are sub-Gaussian: First consider [;(«). It follows easily from Conditions
[ and B that Y;’s are also sub-Gaussian. By Condition [3] and Stirling’s formula m! ~
(2mm)Y/2(m/e)™, we have for all m > 2,

E|Y2™ = m/xmlP(D}i\ > r)dr < Cm/x2m1 exp(—Ca2?)dx
< 20mC*m) < Cm32C™m™. (A.17)
Thus, applying Stirling’s formula m! ~ (27m)*2(m/e)™ one more time yields
E|P Y™ < CmP*(CPy)™m™ < m!C™ 2P2/2, for m > 2.

By Bernstein’s inequality (see van der Vaart and Wellner, |19_9ﬂ), and noting that Y1 | P2 <

k, we obtain that for any = > 0,

k2t
2(2?:1 Pz% + Cka?)

P (Il(oz) > :E2) = P(zn:Piif/iz > k:p2> < 2exp ( — ) < 2exp(—Cka?).

Taking x = /7, log p with any 7, — oo we have
P(Ii(a) = ynlogp) < Cexp(—Cy,|allogp).

Since (Y) < (pe/k), it follows from the above inequality that

P( sup Ii(e) > 7,logp) < Y Cexp(—Claly,logp)

|of <K la| <K
K
< Z ( )Cexp —Cky,logp) < Z (pe/k)*C exp(—Ck~y, logp) — 0.
k=1

Thus,

sup I1(a) = Op,(logp). (A.18)

lo| <K



Now, we consider I5(«). Since (Y, ---,Y,) and (Y, -+, Y)) are independent copies,
by the moment inequality (A.I7) we have

Z |Pw|mE[|}~/Z}~/J*|m] < Cm*C™m™ P} < Cm5/2Cmm!P£» <mlC™*P%/2,
i#]
for all m > 2 and i # j € {1,---,n}. Thus, in view of (AI3)), and by Bernstein’s
inequality and >, P < k,
1 e
P(IL0)| 2 ) < CP(1| 3 PV} > 0 ')
i)
1 k2a?
20>, Pi+ Cak

< Cexp < - ) < Cexp(—Ckzx).

Taking = = v, log p and using same argument as for I;(«), we obtain that

sup Ir(a) = Op(logp). (A.19)

la|<K

Hence, the second result of Lemma [3 follows immediately from (A.18]) and (A.19). O

2 Proof of Proposition 4

Proof. First consider non-Gaussian errors. Define the event

&, = {sup {|a| 2B (a) — B*(a)||2} < Luyny/(logp)/n},

<K

where 7, is some slowly diverging sequence and L, is defined in Proposition 2l The key
of the proof is the following inequality

P( sup lta(Bla)) - (8" ()] > 1]2,)

lal<k ]

< P sup T 10,(Bla) — (B (0)] > ]E.) + P(ED) (A.20)

lal<k ||

Since P(ES) = o(1) by Proposition 2, we only need to consider the first term above.

A~k

For each given model «, by definitions of B*(a) and 3" («), we obtain that £, (8 («)) >

(n(B"(a)) and E[En(ﬁ*(a))—ﬁn(a*(a))} = I(B*(Oz))—f(ﬁ*(a)) > 0, where B*(a) should

be understood as a parameter of E[(,,(8)]. Thus, conditioning on the event &,, with
N = nLny/||(logp)/n,

A~k A~k A~k

0 < (B () = £.(B () <(£a(B () — E[lu(B ())])



In view of Lemma 2l we have that, conditioning on &,,

*

sup 1 (En(B

o<k ||

(@) = tu(B'(@)) ) < O, (L2 (10gD)).

This, together with ([A.20), completes the proof.
Now, we consider Gaussian errors. First, note that for a given model «, we have

XT(XB, — XB*(a)) = 0. (A.21)

So, using ([A.21]), and by direct calculations, we have B*(a) = B*(a) + (XIX, ) 'XIW
and

(B (@) = 5(8°(0) XTXB(0) + WTXB"(a) + S WX (XIX,) ' XIW,
((8°(0) = WTXB°(0) + 5(6(2) XX (a).
Combining the above two equations yields

2(6a(B (@) = £a(B" (@) = WX, (X3 Xa) "X W,

where the right-hand side term is X\2a| distributed. This follows that for any ¢ > 0,

P(2(ta(B(0)) — £a(8"(@))) = laft) < Cexp(~Clalt).

Using same argument as that for (A1) completes the proof.

3 Proof of Proposition

Proof. By direct calculations,
(B () — E[6,(87(a))] = WXB(a).
If W;’s are bounded, then by Hoeffding’s inequality (see Biihlmann and van de Geer,

) we obtain that for any ¢ > 0,

Cct? )
Y (B (@)
Since Y. (xF'B*(a))? = B ()T XIX,B"(a) < Cnlal, if we take t = |a|v/ny, logp

with v, some slowly diverging sequence, then

P(}WTXB*(Q)} > t) < Cexp ( — (A.22)

P(}WTXQB*(Q)‘ > \Oz|\/fynnlogp> < Cexp (— Cv,lallogp).
Thus, using the same argument as that for (A.I1]) completes the proof.
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For Gaussian errors and a given model o, W' X, 3% () ~ N (0, (8% ()X X8 ().
Since (8%(a))"XIX,8*(a) < Cnlal, it follows that

P(£a(8"(@)) = Elta(8"(a))] = Cty/]aln) < Cexp(~C#).

Taking t = +/7a|a|logp, using the same argument as that for (A.IT]) completes the

proof.
Finally, we consider unbounded errors. Similar to (AI7), we have for m =2,3,---

!
m—2"

E[jx; B ()Wi[™] < Cm(|x; B*(@)|C)™(m/2)! < (% B ()[)*(IXB" ()| C) ™ 5

Thus, an application of Bernstein’s inequality yields that for any ¢ > 0,

T * 1 TLt2
.23

Note that | X3 8" (a) 3 = O(la|n) and [XaB" (@)l < [ Xalloc[lB* (@)oo < Cla| maxy; ;).

Thus, [|XaB8" () [13/ (V1[I XaB (@) [sc) = n7. Taking t = ||/, log p, then if K*(log p)/n*" —
0, we have || X0 ()3 > /1| XoB*(a)||oot, and thus ([(A23) becomes

P(IWTX,B'(a)| = |aly/7unlogp) < 2exp (= Clallogp).

Using a similar argument as that for (A1) completes the proof.
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