
Optimal Projected Variance Group-Sparse Block PCA
Marie Chavent ∗ † Guy Chavent ‡

February 25, 2022

Abstract

We address the problem of defining a group sparse formulation for Principal Components
Analysis (PCA) - or its equivalent formulations as Low Rank approximation or Dictionary
Learning problems - which achieves a compromise between maximizing the variance ex-
plained by the components and promoting sparsity of the loadings. So we propose first a
new definition of the variance explained by non necessarily orthogonal components, which
is optimal in some aspect and compatible with the principal components situation. Then
we use a specific regularization of this variance by the group-`1 norm to define a Group
Sparse Maximum Variance (GSMV) formulation of PCA. The GSMV formulation achieves
our objective by construction, and has the nice property that the inner non smooth opti-
mization problem can be solved analytically, thus reducing GSMV to the maximization of
a smooth and convex function under unit norm and orthogonality constraints, which gener-
alizes [19] to group sparsity. Numerical comparison with deflation on synthetic data shows
that GSMV produces steadily slightly better and more robust results for the retrieval of
hidden sparse structures, and is about three times faster on these examples. Application to
real data shows the interest of group sparsity for variables selection in PCA of mixed data
(categorical/numerical) .
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Introduction
Principal Components Analysis (PCA), Low Rank Approximation (LRA), Self-contained Regression-
type formulation (REGR) and Dictionary Learning (DL) are equivalent problems whose solution
is the matrix Z made of the singular vectors associated to the m ≤ rankA largest singular values
of a n× p data matrix A which collects n samples made each of p entries :

(PCA) max
ZTZ=Im

‖AZ‖2
F

(LRA) min
ZTZ=Im

‖A−AZZT ‖2
F

(REGR) min
B,ZTZ=Im

‖A−ABZT ‖2
F (and arg min

B
= Z)

(DL) min
Y,Z
‖A− Y ZT ‖2

F (and arg min
Y

= AZ(ZTZ)−1)

(1)

where the subscript F denotes the Frobenius norm. In the PCA context, Z represents the
loadings and Y = AZ the components, whereas in the DL context, Z is the dictionary, and Y
the coefficient matrix.

The equivalence of PCA, LRA and REGR follows from the identity :

‖AZ‖2
F + ‖A−AZZT ‖2

F = ‖A‖2
F as soon as ZTZ = Im (2)

and that of PCA and DL follows from :

R(A,Z) + min
Y
‖A− Y ZT ‖2

F = ‖A‖2
F , (3)

where R(A,Z) is the Generalized Rayleigh Quotient :

R(A,Z) = tr{ZTATAZ(ZTZ)−1} . (4)

But due to noise the eigenvectors vectors of the sample covariance matrix ATA can be very
different from those of the underlying population covariance matrix, especially for high dimen-
sional problems where p � n, and the need of adding information arises. This is usually done
by modifying one of the formulations (1) in order to promote sparsity, limit total variation and
sometimes promote smoothness of the loadings/dictionnary vectors Z.

Along with the formulations derived from (1), probabilistic approaches have been developed
with the objective of producing asymptotically optimal estimators, e.g. [5] and [29], who use joint
sparsity constraints between the loadings for the determination of the principal eigensubspace,
and provide convergence rates, [12] who use covariance thresholding, and the review paper by
[6].

Among the works based on the PCA formulation, we can cite [18], who add an exterior
penalization to promote sparsity, [19], who introduce the G-power method to implement `0 or
`1 regularization, [26], who search for sparse leading components by introducing an auxiliary
variable to compute ‖Az‖, and an alternate maximization scheme for the `0 or `1 penalized
version, [22] uses orthogonal iteration with thresholding to compute the principal subspace, [31]
determine sparse eigenvectors under `0 constraint using a truncated power method and deflation,
and [8] combine the maximization of a robust variance penalized with an `1 term with deflation
and a “grid algorithm” for the optimization on the unit sphere.

Examples of approaches based on the LRA formulation can be found in [27], who use a rank
one approximation with `1 regularization to compute sparse loadings one at a time by deflation,
and in [30] where the LRA formulation is used to determine sparse and smooth loadings in the
context of spatial data.
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The REGR formulation allows to implement sparsity on the unconstrained variable B, which
is an advantage over the three previous formulations. It was introduced by [33], who solve it
by alternate minimization with respect to B (non smooth optimization) and Z (ascent gradient
on a variety), and used by [20], who proposed a joint group sparse approach for hyperspectral
imaging, where the same sparsity pattern is required on all loadings.

Finally, the dictionary learning formulation DL, which allows to implement the sparsity con-
straints directly on unconstrained loadings Z, has experienced a fast growing due to the devel-
opment of image analysis. It was introduced, in a slightly different form, by [32] in the context
of sparse low rank approximation, who solved it by an heuristic thresholded SVD combined
with deflation. Dictionary learning with structured sparsity is considered by [17] and [3], who
examine various adapted convex and non convex penalization terms. [15] use a spatially weighed
DL formulation with a `1 penalization for image classification, and [11] consider penalization by
both structured `1 norm and total variation for image analysis.

The above mentioned works represent a small part of the relevant literature, but they are
cited here to illustrate the fact that all method derived from the formulations (1) achieve a
compromise between sparsifying Z and maximizing ‖AZ‖2 (c.f. (2) for PCA, LRA and REGR
formulations) or R(A,Z) (see (3) for the DL formulation).

But sparse loadings and the corresponding components are not orthogonal, and none of
these quantities is anymore a satisfactory measure of the variance explained by the components,
as shown in Section 2.2 for ‖AZ‖2 and Lemma 2.1 for R(A,Z). So we take in this paper a
slightly different point of view : we first define a variance measure for non necessarily orthogonal
components, and then use it as a starting point for the definition of sparse PCA formulations,
thus ensuring directly a compromise between sparsity and explained variance.

To this effect, we study first the problem of defining the variance explained by a set of non-
necessarily orthogonal components. Two definitions have been proposed in the literature : the
adjusted variance of [33] and the total variance of [27], which we complement by two definitions
based on projection (polar variance and optimal variance) and two definitions based on nor-
malization. We introduce then a set of properties to be satisfied by any variance definition in
order to ensure compatibility with the case of PCA, where the components are orthogonal, and
prove that five out of the six above definitions satisfy these compatibility conditions. Numerical
experimentation confirms the theoretical results, and shows that the ranking of components by
variance is essentially independant of the chosen definition. As a conclusion of this study, we
propose to define the variance of any set of components Y = [y1 . . . ym] by the optimal projected
variance :

varY = max
XTX=Im

∑
j=1...m

〈yj , xj〉2 , (5)

We can now add to the four equivalent formulations (1) a fifth equivalent Maximum Variance
formulation :

(MV) max
‖zj‖=1,j=1...m

var(AZ) . (6)

The next step is to use (6) to define a sparse PCA formulation. We have chosen to implement
group sparsity, where the groups form a partition of {1 . . . p}, for two reasons : first, it is useful for
the analysis of mixed data, which contain both numerical and categorical variables [[16], [10], [21],
[24], [25], [7]], and require an algorithm able to set simultaneously to zero all loading coefficients
associated to groups of binary variables used to represent the levels of a categorical variable.
Second, this choice simplifies greatly, when properly implemented, the numerical resolution of
the maximization problem, avoiding the need of solving non smooth optimization problems.

So in order to derive from (6) a group-sparse PCA formulation, we choose a group-`1 norm
‖zj‖1 and sparsity regularization parameters γj , but, instead of substracting

∑
j=1...m γj‖zj‖1
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from the MV formulation (6) as it is usually done, we define a perturbed variance varγ(AZ) by :

varγ(AZ) = max
XTX=Im

∑
j=1...m

[
〈Azj , xj〉 − γj‖zj‖1

]2
+ , (7)

and define the Group Sparse Maximum Variance formulation (compare with (6)) by :

(GSMV) max
‖zj‖=1,j=1...m

varγ(AZ) = max
‖zj‖=1,j=1...m

max
XTX=Im

∑
j=1...m

[
〈Azj , xj〉 − γj‖zj‖1

]2
+ . (8)

By construction, this formulation achieves the desired balance between maximizing the vari-
ance of the (non-necessarily orthogonal) components and promoting group-sparsity of the (non-
necessarily orthogonal ) unit norm loadings. And it has the nice feature that the (non smooth)
optimization with respect to Z can be solved analytically, thus reducing resolution of GSMV to
the maximization of a smooth convex function over all X such that XTX = Im. In the case
of scalar variables, with p groups made of one variable each, this maximization problem coin-
cides with the remarkable block `1 formulation of [19], from which we borrow the maximization
gradient algorithm (page 526).

We propose a strategy for the initialization of the algorithm and for the choice of the param-
eters γj , aimed at balancing the sparsifying effort equally on all loadings.

The performance of the GSMV algorithm is compared to deflation on synthetic data with
known underlying group sparsity structure. Then we illustrate the importance of the group-
sparsity capability of the algorithm on a real data set containing numerical variables and cate-
gorical variables (mixed data).

The paper is organized as follows: Section 1 recalls the notations for PCA (Principal Com-
ponent Analysis), Section 2 is devoted to the problem of defining the variance explained by a
set of non-necessarily orthogonal components and selecting one definition. The properties of the
MV formulation of PCA associated to the selected definition are given in Section 3. Section 4 is
devoted to the definition, mathematical analysis and algorithmic resolution of the GSMV formu-
lation (8). Finally, numerical results on both synthetic data and real mixed data are presented
in Section 5.

The proposed GSMV algorithm for group sparse PCA and the six explained variance defi-
nitions of Section 2 are implemented in a R package “sparsePCA” and are available at https:
//github.com/chavent/sparsePCA.

1 Principal Component Analysis
Let A be the data matrix of rank r, whose n × p entries are made of n samples of p centered
variables, and ‖.‖F denote the Frobenius norm on the space of n× p matrices :

‖A‖2
F =

∑
i=1...n

∑
j=1...p

a2
i,j = tr(ATA) =

∑
j=1...r

σ2
j , (9)

where the σj ’s are the singular values of A, defined by its singular value decomposition :

A = UΣV T with UTU = Ir , V TV = Ir ,
Σ = diag(σ1, . . . , σr) = r × r matrix with σ1 ≥ σ2 ≥ · · · ≥ σr > 0 . (10)

The columns u1 . . . ur of U and v1 . . . vr of V are the left and right singular vectors of A.
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Principal Component analysis (PCA) searches for a number m ≤ r of combinations zj , j =
1, . . .m (loading vectors) of the p variables such that the variables yj = Azj , j = 1 . . .m (compo-
nents) are uncorrelated and explain an as large as possible fraction of the variance ‖A‖2

F of the
data. The loadings, normalized components and components solution to the PCA problem are
then given by :

Z∗ = Vm , X∗ = Um , Y ∗ = X∗ diag{σj , j = 1 . . .m} (11)

where the matrices Z and Y contain the m loadings and components, and Um and Vm contain the
m first left and right singular vectors. The components y∗j are orthogonal, so the part varPCA(m)
of the variance of A explained by these m components is unambiguously defined by :

varPCA(m) =
∑

j=1...m
‖y∗j ‖2 = ‖Y ∗‖2

F =
∑

j=1...m
σ2
j ≤

∑
j=1...r

σ2
j = ‖A‖2

F . (12)

2 Defining Variance explained by non orthogonal compo-
nents

Definition (12) for the variance explained by m components Y = AZ makes sense as long as
the components yj are orthogonal, as it is the case for unconstrained PCA. But sparse PCA
algorithms generate usually non orthogonal components, and it is known that the use of (12)
can lead to overestimate the variance of Y , as shown in Section 2.2 below. So the problem of
defining the variance varY in that case arises.

Two definitions have been proposed in the literature. In 2006, [33] introduced the (order
dependent) adjusted variance, as the sum of the additional variances explained by each new
component; in 2008, [27] introduced an (order independant) total variance, depending only on
the subspace spanned by the components. The total variance is bounded by the variance ‖A‖2

F of
A, [27][Theorem 1 p.1021], but it is not known wether or not these definitions ensure a diminution
of the explained variance with respect to unconstrained PCA, and if they coincide with (12) when
Y is orthogonal.

So we perform in this section a quite systematic search for possible definitions of the variance
varY , under the constraint that varY satisfies a set of reasonable necessary conditions. This will
result in six (including adjusted and total variance) different definitions of varY - but we shall
end up with only one recommendation.

Let Y be a block of components associated to a block Z of loadings, with Y and Z linearly
independant but possibly non orthogonal :

Y = AZ ∈ IRn×m , Z ∈ IRp×m , rankY = rankZ = m (13)

where the number m of loadings and components satisfies :

m ≤ rankA def= r . (14)

As it will turn out, the unit norm constraint on the zj ’s will not always be necessary, so we shall
add it only where required. We want to define varY in such a way that :

• property 1 : varY coincides with varPCA(m) as soon as Y coincides with the PCA
components Y ∗ = AZ∗ recalled in (11), that is :

varY ∗ = varPCA(m) =
∑

j=1...m
σ2
j ≤

∑
j=1...r

σ2
j = ‖A‖2

F for m = 1 . . . r . (15)
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• property 2 : for a given number m ≤ r of unit norm loadings, the variance varY is smaller
than the variance obtained by PCA :

varY ≤ varPCA(m) = σ2
1 + · · ·+ σ2

m . (16)

• property 3 : when the components Y happen to be orthogonal, this variance has to
coincide with the usual formula :

varY =
∑

j=1...m
‖yj‖2 = ‖Y ‖2

F . (17)

We give now two formulas for the computation of varPCA(m) which will provide starting points
for the definition of varY in the case where the components Y are not anymore aligned with the
left singular vectors.

Equation (12) gives immediately a first formula for varPCA(m) :

varPCA(m) =
∑

j=1...m
‖y∗j ‖2 = ‖Y ∗‖2

F . (18)

Then we complement (18) by an equivalent subspace formulation of ‖Y ∗‖2
F . Let PVm

denotes
the orthogonal projection on the subspace spanned by the m first right singular vectors Vm =
[v1 . . . vm] of A. Then PVm = VmV

T
m , so that ‖APVm‖2

F = ‖Y ∗‖2
F . This gives a second formula

for varPCA(m) :
varPCA(m) = ‖APVm

‖2
F . (19)

We can now start from either (18) or (19) to define the variance of the components Y = AZ
associated to any block Z of m ≤ r linearly independant - but not necessarily orthogonal -
loading vectors.

2.1 Subspace variance
We proceed here by analogy with (19), and define, when Z satisfies (13), the subspace variance
of Y = AZ by :

varsubsp Y
def= ‖APZ‖2

F , (20)
which shows that varsubsp Y coincides with the total variance explained by Y introduced by Shen
and Huang in [27, section 2.3 p. 1021].

Note that with this definition, varsubsp Y depends only of the subspace spanned by [z1 . . . zm],
so the normalization of loadings zj is not required, as mentioned at the beginning of Section 2.
Of course, we will still continue to represent loadings by unit norm vectors - but this is here only
a convenience.

Lemma 2.1 (Subspace Variance) Let Z satisfy (13). Then the subspace variance of Y = AZ
satisfies :

varsubsp Y = tr
{
Y TY (ZTZ)−1)

}
≤ varPCA(m) , (21)

and satisfies properties 1 and 2. Moreover :

varsubsp Y = varPCA(m) ⇔ spanZ = spanVm . (22)

When the components Y = AZ happen to be orthogonal , with ‖zj‖ = 1 , j = 1 . . .m, one has :

‖Y ‖2
F ≤ varsubsp Y , (23)
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and :
‖Y ‖2

F = varsubsp Y ⇔ zj = v`(j) , j = 1 . . .m , (24)

where `(j), j = 1 . . .m denotes m distincts indices among 1 . . . r. Hence varsubsp does not satisfy
property 3 : it will overestimate the variance when the components Y are orthogonal without
pointing in the direction of left singular vectors.

The proof is in Section 7.3 of the Appendix. Also, when the loadings Z are orthogonal, (21)
shows that varsubsp Y = ‖Y ‖2

F , but this is again not satisfying as now the components Y are
generally not orthogonal.

So we explore in the next section another road in the hope of being able to comply with all
properties 1, 2 and 3.

2.2 Projected and Normalized variances
We start now from formula (18). A natural generalization would be :

varY ?=
∑

j=1...m
‖yj‖2 = ‖Y ‖2

F = ‖AZ‖2
F . (25)

This tentative definition makes sense only if the magnitude of the individual loading vectors if
fixed. Hence it has to be used together with the normalization constraint :

‖zj‖ = 1 , j = 1 . . .m . (26)

In PCA, the loadings Z coincide with right singular vectors [v1 . . . vm], and the tentative definition
(25) gives :

varY = ‖A[v1 . . . vm]‖2
F = varPCA(m) , (27)

which corresponds to the upper bound required in property 2.
In the general case of possibly non orthogonal loadings which satisfy only (13) (26), property

2 is not ensured anymore with this definition, as many authors have pointed out. For example,
consider a matrix A with three singular values 3, 2, 1, and chose for Z two linearly independant
unit vectors close to the first right singular vector v1. Then definition (25) would give :

varY = ‖AZ‖2
F = ‖Az1‖2︸ ︷︷ ︸

'σ2
1=9

+ ‖Az2‖2︸ ︷︷ ︸
'σ2

1=9

' 18 > 9 + 4︸ ︷︷ ︸
σ2

1+σ2
2

+1 = ‖A‖2
F . (28)

This contradicts both properties 1 and 2, which makes (25) inadequate as a general definition of
variance.

However, this definition continues to make perfect sense for the variance as long as the
components are orthogonal, without pointing necessarily in the direction of left singular vectors :
the components correspond then to a block of independant variables, whose total variance is
defined by (25).

Hence a natural way to eliminate the redundancy caused by the orthogonality default of the
components Y and to satisfy property 3 is to :

1. choose a rule to associate to the components Y an orthonormal basis X of
span{Y } that, loosely speaking, “points in the direction of the components Y ” :

XTX = Im , span{X} = span{Y } ,
(with the constraint that xj = yj/‖yj‖ as soon as 〈yj , yk〉 = 0 ∀j 6= k .) (29)
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We denote by M the matrix of the coordinates of Y in the chosen basis :

M = XTY ⇐⇒ Y = XM . (30)

Example of such decomposition are the QR and polar decomposition :

Y = QR , QTQ = Im , R = upper triangular matrix , (31)

Y = U P , UTU = Im , PT = P ∈ IRm×m , P ≥ 0 . (32)

2. associate to Y orthogonal modified components Y ′ along the X axes, and define
the variance varY explained by the components Y by :

varY def= ‖Y ′‖2
F . (33)

2.2.1 Projected Variance

We define here the modified components y′j as the projection of yj on the j-th axis of the basis
X :

y′j = 〈yj , xj〉xj = mj,j xj , j = 1 . . .m . (34)

Lemma 2.2 (Projected variance) For any choice of orthogonal basis X satisfying (29), the
variance varprojY defined by (33) and (34) satisfies :

varprojY =
∑

j=1...m
〈yj , xj〉2 = tr{diag2M} ≤ varsubsp Y ≤ varPCA(m) . (35)

and Properties 1, 2 and 3 are satisfied. Moreover,

∃X s.t. varprojY = varPCA(m) ⇔
{

spanZ = spanVm ,
zTj VmΣ−2

m V Tm zk = 0 for j 6= k
(36)

Of course, zj = vj , j = 1 . . .m satisfies the right part of (36) !

The proof is given in Section 7.4 of the Appendix. Depending on the rule chosen at step 1 for the
selection of X, formula (35) gives different possible definitions for the variance, which all satisfy
Lemmas 2.2 :
Adjusted variance. Let X and M be given by the QR-decomposition (31) of Y (X = Q,M =
R). Then (35) gives :

varQRprojY = tr{diag2R} = tr{R2} = 〈RT , R〉F , (37)

which is the adjusted variance introduced by Zou et al. in [33]. Because the QR orthogonalization
procedure is started with the components of largest norm, the basis X = Q will point in the
direction of Y at least for the components of larger norm.
Polar variance. Define X and M by the polar decomposition UP of Y (32). The choice X = U
does its best to point in the same direction as the components Y , in that it maximizes the scalar
product 〈Y,X〉 over Snm. Formula (35) gives now :

varUPprojY = tr{diag2P} = tr{(diag2(Y TY )1/2} . (38)

This polar variance is order independant.
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Optimal variance. Lemmas 2.2 shows that the variance varprojY defined by (35) satisfies the
desired properties 1,2 and 3 for any X such that XTX = Im. It is hence natural to associate to
Y the basis X∗ which gives the largest variance :

varoptprojY =
∑

j=1...m
〈yj , x∗j 〉2 = max

X∈Sn
m

∑
j=1...m

〈yj , xj〉2 , (39)

where Snm is the Stiefel variety of the component space :

Snm = {X ∈ IRn×m such that XTX = Im} . (40)

This optimal variance can be computed by maximization of the convex function varprojY over
the Stiefel manifold Snm by mean of [19, Algorithm 1 page 526] recalled in (75), which gives :

X∗ = lim
k→∞

Xk where: Xk+1 = polar
(
Y diag(XT

k Y )
)

, X0 = U = polar(Y ) . (41)

This shows that X∗ is a solution of the equation :

X = polar
(
Y diag(XTY )) . (42)

2.2.2 Normalized Variance

We choose now y′j in the direction of xj such that :

y′j = Az′j , with ‖z′j‖ = 1 , j = 1 . . .m , where : (43)

z′j = tj
‖tj‖

, with T is given by : Z = TM (compare to (30) : Y = XM) . (44)

One sees that T is obtained by performing on the loadings Z the same linear combinations which
transformed Y into X, so that AT = X.

Lemma 2.3 (Normalized variance) For any choice of orthogonal basis X satisfying (29), the
variance varnormY defined by (33) and (43) (44) satisfies :

varnormY =
∑

j=1...m
1/‖tj‖2 ≤ varsubsp Y ≤ varPCA(m) , (45)

and satisfies Properties 1, 2 and 3. Moreover :

∃X s.t. varnormY = varPCA(m) ⇔ spanZ = spanVm (46)

The proof of (45) follows immediately from (23) in Lemma 2.1 applied to the orthogonal compo-
nents Y ′ = AZ ′. In order to prove (46), one remarks first that varnormY = varPCA(m) implies by
(45) that varsubsp Y = varPCA(m), which in turn implies by Lemma 2.1 that spanZ = spanVm.
Conversely, if spanZ = spanVm, one can choose for X the m first left singular vectors Um, which
gives varnormY = ‖Y ′‖2 = varPCA(m), which ends the proof of the lemma.

QR normalized variances. Let X and M be defined by the QR decomposition (31) of Y .
Then (45) leads to another definition of variance :

varQRnormY =
∑

j=1...m
1/‖tj‖2 = tr{diag−1(TTT )} where T = ZR−1 . (47)
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UP normalized variances. Let X and M by defined by the UP polar decomposition (32) of
Y . Then (45) defines a new variance :

varUPnormY =
∑

j=1...m
1/‖tj‖2 = tr{diag−1(TTT )} where T = Z(Y TY )−1/2 . (48)

We have not considered defining an optimal normalized variance by associating to Y the
basis X which maximizes varY defined by (45) (44), for the reason that, because of (46), such an
optimal normalized variance would achieve its maximum varPCA(m) as soon as spanZ = spanVm,
no orthogonality condition being required on Z as it was the case for projected variance. Another
reason for this choice is that varY is not anymore a convex function of X, so its computation
would be more delicate.

2.3 Size comparison
The variance varsubsp Y is larger than any of the five other variances, as shown by Lemmas 2.2
and 2.3.

But there is no natural ordering between the variances defined by projection and normaliza-
tion, as illustrated in Figure 1 for the case of polar decomposition.

Figure 1: The two sets of components Y = [y1 y2] and Ỹ = [ỹ1 ỹ2] have been chosen such that
their polar decomposition produces the same basis X = [x1 x2], and one sees that : varUPproj Ỹ ≤
varUPnormỸ = varUPnormY ≤ varUPprojY .

Then among projected variances, varoptprojY is greater by definition than any other projected
variance, in particular greater than varQRprojY and varUPprojY . But there is no natural order between
these latter : when the components Y are of equal norm, one checks easily that the basis X which
maximizes the variance is polarY , which implies in particular that :

varoptprojY = varUPprojY ≥ varQRprojY . (49)

But the converse of the last inequality can hold when the norms of the components are very
different : for m = 2, one checks that ‖y2‖/‖y1‖ small enough implies that varUPprojY ≤ varQRprojY .

There is also no natural order between the normalized variances varQRnormY and varUPnormY :
for components Y such that the basis X associated by QR-decomposition coincides with the
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m-first left singular vectors Um of A, one has, according to Lemma 2.3 :

varQRnorm Y = varPCA(m) ≥ varUPnorm Y , (50)

with a strict inequality as soon as Y and Umdiag{σj} don’t coincide. The same reasoning with
the polar decomposition in place of the QR decomposition shows that the converse inequality
can happen.

We complete now these theoretical results by comparing numerically the six definitions of
varY proposed Section 2 and summarized in Table 1.

Name Notation Short name
subspace variance varsubsp subspVar
optimal variance varoptproj optVar
polar variance varUPproj polVar
adjusted variance varQRproj adjVar
QR normalized variance varQRnorm QRnormVar
UP normalized variance varUPnorm UPnormVar

Table 1: Names and notation for the 6 variance definitions.

The numerical comparison of the six definitions of variance is made on sets of 30000 non
orthogonal components Y computed as follows:

- Two sets of 100 matrices A each are simulated using the simulation scheme of Section 5.2.
The matrices of the first set (referred to as “close eigenvalues”) are drawn randomly using
a covariance matrix whose first eigenvalues are 200, 180, 150 and 130. The matrices of the
second set (referred to as “different eigenvalues”) are drawn randomly using a covariance
matrix whose first eigenvalues are 200, 100, 50 and 20.

- Three group-sparse PCA algorithms (one deflation and two block algorithms described in
Section 5.2.2 ) are applied to these simulated matrices with a grid of 50 reduced sparsity
parameter λ (see (79) in Section 4.2.3) between 0 and 0.5. For each sparsity parameter
λ, a set of 300 matrices Z (of m = 4 loading vectors) are then obtained with the “close
eigenvalues” (resp. “different eigenvalues” ) set of matrices A.

- For each loading matrix Z, the six variance definitions of varY = var(AZ) are computed

We display here for each variance definition the dimensionless proportion of explained variance
(pev) defined by :

0 ≤ pev = varY
/
‖A‖2

F ≤ varPCA(m)
/
‖A‖2

F , (51)

where the right inequality follows from (16) in Property 2, which is satisfied by all definitions of
variance. Figure 2 gives thus for each definition of varY the mean values of the pev over the 300
non orthogonal components Y = AZ (for the “close eigenvalues” and ‘the ‘different eigenvalues”
case) as a function of the reduced sparsity parameter λ.

For the “close eigenvalues ” case (top), where the variances of the principal components are
in a ratio less than 1:2, the mean pev’s produced by optVar and polVar are so close that they
cannot be distinguished on the figure (remember that they would coincide were the norms equal,
see (49)). One sees also that the mean pev’s seem to be in an apparent order for all λ :

subspVar ≥ optVar ≥ polVar ≥ adjVar ≥ QRnormVar ≥ UPnormVar (52)
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(the two first inequalities are not a surprise, as they hold already for any realization Y of the
components according to Lemma 2.2 and the definition of varoptproj).

But in the “different eigenvalues” case (bottom), where the ratio of the principal components
variances is 1:10, a zoom on the curves shows that optVar is clearly larger than polVar and
adjVar (which is coherent with the theoretical results), but that the apparent order (52) is not
satisfied by the other mean pev’s anymore.
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Figure 2: Comparison of the mean pev’s (proportion of explained variance) over two sets of
components (top and bottom) as function of reduced sparsity parameter λ (see (79) in Section
4.2) for the six variance definitions.

When it comes to real data, the variability of variance is an important feature, as only one
realization is available. Table 2 shows that all definitions but UPnormVar (in the ”Different
eigenvalues ” case) exhibit quite similar dispersions.

2.4 Ranking properties of variances
The proportions of explained variance pevi, i = 1 . . . 6 defined by (51) are meant to be used for
the ranking of algorithms, so it is important to figure out wether or not definitions i and j will
rank in the same order the components Y and Y ′ obtained from possibly different algorithms
and/or sparsity parameter λ and/or realization of the data matrix A. There are 3 algorithms,
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Close eigenvalues Different eigenvalues
subspVar 0.63 1.63

optVar 0.66 1.38
polVar 0.66 1.06
adjVar 0.72 1.25

QRnormVar 1.06 1.33
UPnormVar 1.21 7.74

Table 2: Standard deviations×100 of the six pev (proportion of explained variance) obtained
for λ = 0.3 with the three algorithms over the two sets of components (close eigenvalues and
different eigenvalues).

50 values of λ and 100 realizations of A (‘close eigenvalues ” case), and hence 15000 × 14999/2
couples (Y, Y ′) to be tested. Among these couples, we may consider as ε-distinguishable from
the point of view of our explained variances those for which

|pevi(Y )− pevi(Y ′)| ≥ ε for all i = 1 . . . 6 (53)

for some ε ≥ 0. Table 3 shows the percentage of cases where pevi and pevj rank identically
components Y and Y ′ among all ε-distinguishable couples. The good news is that all three
projected variances optVar, polVar and adjVar, as well as the normalized variance QRnormVar,
produce the same ranking as soon as one considers that differences in proportion of explained
variance under 10−2 are not significative. For the same ε, the two other definitions subspVar and
UPnormVar still produce quite different rankings. Of course, this is only an experimental result
based on our simulated data sets.

2.5 Recommendation for the choice of a definition of variance
Among the definitions of variance we have investigated, the subspace variance varsubsp Y (Lemma
2.1) fails to satisfy property 3 : when the components Y happen to be orthogonal without pointing
in the directions of left singular vectors, varsubsp Y > ‖Y ‖2

F , where one would like equality. So
varsubsp Y does not seem to be the best choice.

Then Lemma 2.2 and 2.3 show that all projected and normalized variances satisfy properties
1, 2 and 3. We rank them now according to their ability to achieve their maximum value
varPCA(m) : the more restrictive the conditions on the loadings Z, the lesser the chance that
varY = varPCA(m) ! This is a desirable property, as it will allow to quantify the drop in explained
variance with respect to PCA induced by using sparse loading, and will help to make a decision
in the trade-off “explained variance versus sparsity”.

For normalized variances, the possibility that varnormY achieves the PCA value varPCA(m)
will arise as soon as spanZ = spanVm (Lemma 2.3), if the basis X associated to Y happens to be
the basis Um of left singular vectors. Hence equality can hold for a large family of components,
so varnormY does not seem either to be the best choice.

For the projected variances varprojY , achieving the PCA maximum varPCA(m) requires not
only that spanZ = spanVm, but also that the loadings Z satisfy a weighted orthogonality condi-
tion (Lemma 2.2). They seem to be the best suited to arbitrate the trade-off between explaining
the variance and achieving sparsity of the loadings, as varprojY < varPCA(m) as soon as the
loadings fail to span the m first right singular vector or to satisfy the weighted orthogonality
condition. So projected explained variances will be our preferred definitions.

In short, for the projected variances, varQRproj is easy to compute but order dependent, varUPproj
is order independant, and varoptproj is larger than any projected variance (including varQRproj and
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subspVar optVar polVar adjVar QRnormVar UPnormVar
subspVar 79.98 71.05 70.71 69.75 56.19

optVar 88.93 89.87 89.19 73.71
polVar 96.22 95.27 84.62
adjVar 98.34 83.15

QRnormVar 82.75
UPnormVar

subspVar optVar polVar adjVar QRnormVar UPnormVar
subspVar 86.13 83.78 84.70 84.57 68.68

optVar 96.40 98.57 98.32 81.14
polVar 97.81 97.72 84.74
adjVar 99.66 82.55

QRnormVar 82.66
UPnormVar

subspVar optVar polVar adjVar QRnormVar UPnormVar
subspVar 89.57 89.57 89.57 89.57 68.80

optVar 100.00 100.00 100.00 79.23
polVar 100.00 100.00 79.23
adjVar 100.00 79.23

QRnormVar 79.23
UPnormVar

Table 3: The entry of each table on line i and column j gives the percentage of ε-distinguishable
couples Y, Y ′ which are ranked identically by pevi and pevj . Top : ε = 0, middle : ε = 10−3,
bottom : ε = 10−2.

varUPproj), but its computation requires an iterated polar decomposition. They are all good choices,
our best choice for variance being varoptproj , which we shall use in the sequel as the definition of
variance, and hence drop the indices “proj” and “opt” :

Definition 2.4 The optimal projected variance of m not necessarily orthogonal components
Y = [y1 . . . ym] is :

varY = max
X∈Sn

m

∑
j=1...m

〈yj , xj〉2 . (54)

This definition satisfies properties 1, 2 and 3, in particular it reduces to the usual formula varY =
‖Y ‖2

F when the components Y are orthogonal, and is larger than all projected variance definitions.

3 Maximum Variance (MV) Block PCA formulations
Because of properties (35) (36) of Lemma 2.2, the optimal projected variance varY of Definition
2.4 achieves its maximum varPCA(m) = σ2

1 + · · ·+σ2
m for any loading Z∗ which satisfies (36), in

other terms :

Z∗ = arg max
Z∈(Bp)m

var(AZ) ⇔
{

spanZ∗ = spanVm ,
z∗Tj VmΣ−2

m V Tm z
∗
k = 0 for j 6= k

, (55)
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where :
(Bp)m = {Z ∈ IRp×m such that ‖zj‖ ≤ 1 , j = 1 . . .m} . (56)

So the variance varY can be used as an objective function whose maximization with respect
to m (non-necessarily orthogonal) unit norm loadings produces m (non-necessarily orthogonal)
components Y ∗ = AZ∗ with variance varPCA(m) = σ2

1 + · · ·+σ2
m. Note that the blocks Z∗ = Vm

made of the m first right singular vector, and all those obtained by column index permutation,
satisfy trivially the property in the right part of (55) and hence are all maximizers of var(AZ)

In order to select the maximizer Z∗ = Vm of interest for PCA, one introduces weights µj
such that :

µ1 ≥ µ2 ≥ . . . µm > 0 , (57)
and defines a “weighted variance” varµ by :

varµ(AZ) = max
X∈Sn

m

∑
j=1...m

µ2
j 〈Azj , xj〉2 , (58)

which coincides with var(AZ) when µj = 1 for all j. The Maximum Variance (MV) Block PCA
formulation is then defined as :

max
Z∈(Bp)m

varµ(AZ) = max
Z∈(Bp)m

max
X∈Sn

m

∑
j=1...m

µ2
j 〈Azj , xj〉2 = max

X∈Sn
m

∑
j=1...m

µ2
j‖ATxj‖2 . (59)

The nice properties of this formulation are recalled in the next proposition :

Proposition 3.1 Let the singular values of A satisfy :

σ1 > σ2 > · · · > σm > 0 , (60)

and the weights µj satisfy (57). Then the PCA loadings Z∗ = Vm and normalized components
X∗ = Um defined in (11) are one solution of the MV problem (59) when the weights µj are
constant, and the unique solution (up to a multiplication by ±1 of each column of course) of the
MV problem (59) when the weights µj are strictly decreasing. The maximizers Z∗ and X∗ are
hence independant of the weights µj, and the variance explained by Y ∗ = AZ∗ is :

varY ∗ = varPCA(m) =
∑

j=1...m
σ2
j ≤ ‖A‖2

F , (61)

with X∗ and Z∗ related by :

x∗j = (Az∗j )/‖Az∗j ‖ , z∗j = (ATx∗j )/‖ATx∗j‖ for j = 1 . . .m . (62)

Proof: The last formulation in resp. (59) is the maximization of a weighted Rayleigh quotient
for AT , which is known to be equivalent to a PCA problem for AT , and hence for A (see for
example [2], recalled as Theorem 7.1 in the Appendix for the case of constant weights, and [4]
for the case of decreasing weights).

4 Group-Sparse Maximum Variance (GSMV) Block PCA
formulation

The aim of group sparse PCA is to build group sparse loading vectors zj in order to select relevant
groups of variables to build the component yj . This is helpful in particular for the treatment of
mixed data, where a group of scalar variables is used to describe one categorical variable.
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We denote by g the number of groups of variables (also called “group variables” below) and
by p1, . . . , pg the number of variables in each group. The data matrix A and the loading vectors
zj ∈ IRp, j = 1 . . .m are then split accordingly :

A =
[
A1 . . . Ag

]
, zTj =

[
zT1,j . . . z

T
g,j

]
, (63)

where the Ai’s are n× pi matrices, and the zi,j ’s are column vectors of dimension pi. We denote
also by ‖.‖2 the norm on n × pi matrices induced by the Euclidian norms ‖.‖ on IRn and IRpi

(largest singular value) :
‖Aizi,j‖ ≤ ‖Ai‖2‖zi,j‖ ∀zi,j ∈ IRpi . (64)

4.1 Choice of the formulation
We start from the MV Block PCA formulation (59) of Section section 3, whose unique solution,
for strictly decreasing µj , happens to maximize also var(AZ) (Proposition 3.1). In order to
promote the apparition of zeroes in the loading vectors for some group variables, we use the
group `1-norm of the loadings zj :

‖zj‖1 =
g∑
i=1
‖zi,j‖ , j = 1 . . .m , (65)

where ‖zi,j‖ is the Euclidean norm on IRpi , and choose regularization parameters :

γj > 0 , j = 1 . . .m . (66)

We use this group `1-norm to define a group-sparse weighted variance varγµ associated to the
(non-necessarily orthogonal) loadings Z ∈ (Bp)m, which penalizes loadings Z whose columns zj
have large group `1-norm (compare with (58)) :

varγµ(AZ) = max
X∈Sn

m

∑
j=1...m

µ2
j

[
xTj Azj − γj‖zj‖1

]2
+ , (67)

where [t]+ = t if t ≥ 0 and [t]+ = 0 if t < 0. Maximization of this variance leads to the
Group-Sparse Maximum Variance (GSMV) Block PCA formulation :

max
Z∈(Bp)m

varγµ(AZ) = max
Z∈(Bp)m

max
X∈Sn

m

∑
j=1...m

µ2
j

[
xTj Azj − γj‖zj‖1

]2
+ . (68)

It produces non-necessarily orthonormal sparse loading vectors z∗j , and orthonormal vectors x∗j
- but these latter do not coincide anymore with the normalized component :

x∗j 6= (Az∗j )/‖Az∗j ‖ , j = 1 . . .m , (69)

in opposition to the case where no sparsity is required, where equality holds (see (62)). Hence
neither the sparse loading vectors nor the principal components produced by formulation (68)
are orthogonal.

But the good side of this formulation is that the numerical difficulties are split between X
and Z : the orthonormality constraint is for X, the non-differentiable group `1-norm is for Z.
Moreover, as it was proved, for scalar variables, by [9] in the case of cardinality regularization,
and indicated by [19] in the case of `1 regularization, the maximization loop on Z in (68) can be
solved analytically, despite the non-differentiable terms, for any given X ∈ Snm, as it was trivially
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the case in (59) for PCA, thus leading to the maximization of the differentiable convex function
F of X given by (72) below (to be compared to the last maximization problem in (59)), which
coincides, for scalar variables, with the function Φ2

`1,m
indicated in [19, formula (16) page 524],

which is the starting point of its `1−penalty method.
Hence formulation (68) provides a natural generalization of this algorithm to the case of

group variables, together with a new interpretation of the algorithm as a sparse version of the
maximization of the explained variance var(AZ) over all unit norm loadings Z : it realizes a
compromise between maximizing the variance varY explained by Y and sparsifying the loadings
Z.

We detail now the resolution of the GSMV formulation (68). For any j = 1 . . .m we denote by
Sj the soft group thresholding operator which acts on any set of group variables ζ = (ζ1 . . . ζg) ∈
IRp by setting, for each i = 1 . . . g, the i-th group of variables ‖ζi‖ to zero if its norm is smaller
than γj , and by reducing its length by γj otherwise :(

Sj(ζ)
)
i

=
{
ζi(1− η/‖ζi‖) if ‖ζi‖ > γj
0 if ‖ζi‖ ≤ γj

, i = 1 . . . g , (70)

so that :

‖Sj(ζ)‖2 =
g∑
i=1

[‖ζi‖ − γj ]2+ . (71)

Proposition 4.1 The solution (X∗Z∗) of the GSMV formulation (68) can be obtained in two
steps :

1. Determine X∗ = [x∗1 . . . x∗m] which maximizes over Snm the convex function :

F (X) =
∑

j=1...m
µ2
j

g∑
i=1

[
‖ATi xj‖ − γj

]2
+ =

∑
j=1...m

µ2
j ‖Sj(ATxj)‖2 . (72)

2. Compute t∗j = Sj(ATx∗j ) for j = 1 . . .m, and define Z∗ = [z∗1 . . . z∗m] by :

z∗j =
{
t∗j/‖t∗j‖ if t∗j 6= 0

0 if t∗j = 0 , j = 1 . . .m . (73)

When γj → 0, one sees that t∗j → ATx∗j , so t∗j can be understood as a perturbation of ATx∗j
caused by the sparsity inducing parameter γj.

The condition :
min

j=1...m
γj < max

i=1...g
‖Ai‖2 , (74)

on the regularization weights γj ensures that at least one of the t∗j and z∗j are non zero, and hence
that the value of the maximum in (72) is strictly positive.

The proof of this proposition is given in Section 7.2 of the Appendix.

4.2 A Block algorithm for the GSMV formulation
4.2.1 Algorithm

The function F (X) in proposition 4.1 is convex and the Stiefel manifold Snm compact, so one can
use [19, Algorithm 1 page 526], which computes X∗ as the limit of the sequence Xk defined by:

Xk+1 maximizes {F (Xk) + 〈∇F (Xk), Y −Xk〉} over Y ∈ Snm . (75)
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The maximizer of 〈∇F (Xk), Y 〉 over all Y ∈ Snm in (75) is the polar of the n × m matrix
∇F (X) = 2ATN2, where

T =
[
t1 . . . tm

]
∈ IRp×m , N = diag(µ1, . . . , µm) ∈ IRm×m . (76)

This gives the Group-Sparse Maximum Variance block algorithm :
GSMV block algorithm
input : X0 ∈ Snm
output : Xn (approximate solution)
begin

0 ←− k
repeat

Tk ←− group-thresholding of ATXk according to (70)
Gk ←− ∇F (Xk) = 2ATkN2

Xk+1 ←− polar(Gk)
k ←− k + 1

until a stopping criterion is satisfied
end

Once X∗ has been determined, Z∗ is computed from (73) by applying the group-thresholding
operator (70) to ATX∗.

One iteration requires the computation of the matrix products ATX and AT , the group
thresholding of the p×m matrix ATX, and the polar decomposition of the n×m matrix ATN2

By construction, the GSMV block algorithm has the convergence properties of [19, Algorithm
1 page 526] : it limit points are all stationary points of F , but non-necessarily local maxima,
which is the best one can expect from local gradient methods.

4.2.2 Initialization

The function F has many local maxima, so in order to limit the odds that the algorithm converges
to a local maximum and/or produces loadings in the wrong order, we have chosen in all numerical
experiments - deflation as well as block algorithms - to perform first an unconstrained PCA by
running the algorithm with γj = 0 for all j. Then we can use the left singular vectors [u1 . . . um] as
initial value X0, and the singular values to balance the regularization level between the loadings
- c.f. section 4.2.3.

4.2.3 Choice of regularization parameters

In order to impose a similar level of regularization on all loadings, we have chosen to fit each
sparsity parameter γj to the norm of the vector ATxj it is in charge of thresholding. This norm
is simply estimated by its initial value ‖ATx0

j‖ = ‖ATuj‖ = ‖σjvj‖ = σj . To this effect we define
for each component a nominal sparsity parameters γj,max by :

γj,max = σj
σ1

γmax where γmax
def= max

i=1...g
‖Ai‖2 as defined in (74) , (77)

and a reduced sparsity parameters λj by :

λj = γj/γj,max , j = 1 . . .m . (78)

Moreover, in the usual situation where no a priori information on the sparsity of the underlying
loadings is known, one can apply the same level of regularization for all components simply by
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using the same reduced parameters λ ∈ [0, 1] for all loadings :

0 ≤ λ = λ1 = · · · = λm ≤ 1 . (79)

When this choice is done, the regularization parameters satisfy

0 ≤ γj < γj,max ≤ γmax , j = 1 . . .m , (80)

which of course satisfies condition (74), and up to m− 1 loadings may vanish at the optimum.

4.2.4 Choice of weights µj
According to Proposition 3.1, we have considered two options :

• block diff mu : here we use strictly decreasing weights µj , for example :

µj = 1/j j = 1 . . .m , (81)

in order to relieve the underdetermination which happens for equal µj at λ = 0 and to drive the
optimization, when λ > 0, towards a minimizer X∗ which is “close” to the m first left eigenvectors
[u1, . . . , um]
• block same mu : but we have also tested the behavior of the algorithm for equal weights :

µj = 1 j = 1 . . .m , (82)

as it corresponds exactly to the maximization of a sparse penalized version of the variance
var(AZ) of Definition 2.4.

4.3 A deflation group-sparse algorithm for PCA
For comparison purpose with the above block algorithm, we recall here a group-sparse deflation
algorithm :

Set A0 = A , z0 = 0 , and compute, for j = 1 . . .m : (83)
Aj = Aj−1(Ip − zj−1z

T
j−1) (84)

zj = arg max
‖z‖=1

(‖Ajz‖ − γj‖z‖1) (85)

The optimization problem (85) coincides with the GSMV block formulation (68) written for
m = 1. Hence we shall implement the deflation algorithm by applying the GSMV block algorithm
of Section 4.2.1 with m = 1 (one single sparse loading) iteratively to each deflated matrix Aj .

4.4 Specification to sparse PCA of a mixture of numerical and cate-
gorical variables

The columns of A are now are either centered (or standardized) numerical variables or centered
binary variables coding the levels of a categorical variable. Let p1 denote the number of numerical
variables and p2 the number of categorical variables. Each categorical variable j has qj levels
and q =

∑p2
j=1 qj is the total number of levels. The number of columns of A is then p = p1 + q

and the dimension of the matrix A is then n× (p1 + q).
Let ‖.‖M,N denote the generalized Frobenius or Hilbert-Schmitt norm on the space of n× p

matrices :
‖A‖2

M,N = tr(ATNAM) =
∑
j=1...r

σ2
j , (86)
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where M and N are symmetric positive definite matrices and the σj ’s are the singular values of
the generalized singular value decomposition (GSVD) of A :

A = UΣV T with UTNU = Ir , V TMV = Ir ,
Σ = diag(σ1, . . . , σr) = r × r matrix with σ1 ≥ σ2 ≥ · · · ≥ σr > 0 . (87)

The columns u1 . . . ur of U and v1 . . . vr of V are the left and right generalized singular vectors.
PCA of a mixture of numerical and categorical data (PCAmix) finds a number m ≤ r of

combinations zj , j = 1, . . .m of the p = p1 + q columns of A such that the variables yj =
AMzj , j = 1 . . .m are uncorrelated and explain an as large as possible fraction of the variance
‖A‖2

M,N of the data. Here, N is the diagonal matrix of the weights of the n observations (N = In
when all observations are weighted by 1) and M is the diagonal matrix of the weights of the
p1 + q columns of A:

M = diag(1, . . . , 1, n
n1
, . . . ,

n

nq
)

The p1 first columns (numerical variables) are weighted by 1. The q last columns (levels) are
weighted by the inverse of the frequencies n1

n . . .
nq

n of the q levels. This metric M (between
observations) is the standard Euclidean distance for numerical variables and a weighted Euclidean
distance (in the spirit of the χ2 distance) for the levels (to give more importance to rare levels).
The loadings and components solutions to the PCAmix problem are then given by :

Z = Vm , Y = AMVm (88)

where Vm contains the m first right generalized singular vectors.
Sparse PCA of a mixture of numerical and categorical variables (sparsePCAmix) is then

performed via group-sparse PCA as follows. Groups of variables are specified according to the
nature of the variables: each numerical variable defines a group of size 1 and each categorical
variable with qj levels defines a group of size qj . Group-sparse PCA is then applied to the matrix
Ã = N1/2AM1/2 to find a solution Z̃ and this solution is transformed back to the original scale
to find the sparse loadings Z = M−1/2Z̃. In this way the loadings of the levels of a categorical
variable are simultaneously set to 0.

5 Numerical results
The GSMV block algorithm of Section 4.2 and its adaptation to mixed data of Section 4.4, as well
as the deflation algorithm of Section 4.3, have been implemented in the R packages “sparsePCA”
and “sparsePCAmix” available at https://github.com/chavent/. All numerical results of this
section have been produced using these codes.

5.1 Performance indicators
The first measure of performance is the variance varY explained by the (usually non orthogonal)
m components yj . We use here for varY the optimal projected variance as suggested in Definition
2.4, which we recall here :

varY = max
X∈Sn

m

∑
j=1...m

〈yj , xj〉2 . (89)

As shown in Section 2 above, this variance is optimal in the sense that it produces the largest
explained variance among a large class of possible definitions.
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We display the dimensionless proportion of explained variance (pev) (51), which measures
the loss in explained variance induced by sparsity compared to PCA, as well as the individual
contributions pevj of each components :

pev =
m∑
j=1

pevj = varY/varPCA(m) , pevj = ‖y′j‖2/varPCA(m) j = 1 . . .m , (90)

where the y′j are the “modified loadings” (34) which enter the definition of projected variances.
The orthogonality of components will be measured by the m-dimensional volume Vol(Y ) =

|det(P )| of the parallelepiped constructed on the columns of Y , where Y = UP is the polar
decomposition of Y . One defines then a dimensionless orthogonality measure volume of Y by :

0 ≤ volume = Vol(Y )
/ ∏
j=1...m

‖yj‖ ≤ 1 where Vol(Y ) = |det(P )| . (91)

In the case where one yj or more vanish, which may happen as up to m− 1 optimal zj may be
equal to zero (c.f. Section 4.2.3), the volume index is computed on the non-zero remaining yjs.

When the algorithm is run on simulated data, where the true sparsity pattern is known, the
adequation of the sparsity structure of the estimated loadings Z to that of the underlying Ztrue
is measured by :

- the true positive rate (tpr) : proportion of zero entries of Ztrue retrieved as 0 in Z,

- the false positive rate (fpr) : proportion of non zero entries of Ztrue retrieved as 0 in Z.

These quantities can be evaluated loading by loading (i.e. on the columns of Z), or globally over
all loadings (i.e. on the whole matrix Z).

The subspace proximity between Ztrue and Z will be measured by RV(Z,Ztrue) where RV(X,Y )
is the RV-index defined following [14] and [1] by :

RV(X,Y ) = ‖XTY ‖2
F

‖XTX‖F ‖Y TY ‖F
= 〈XTX,Y TY 〉F
‖XTX‖F ‖Y TY ‖F

= RV(Y,X) . (92)

The first formula is used to compute RV, and the second implies that :

0 ≤ RV(X,Y ) ≤ 1 . (93)

5.2 Simulated data
5.2.1 Data generation

In order to test the ability of the algorithms to retrieve group-sparse singular vectors, we have
generated two sets of synthetic data matrices A with n = 300 samples and p = 20 variables each,
which share the four first sparse underlying right singular vectors given Table 4 (the “underlying
loadings Ztrue”). There are hence g = 5 group variables made of pj = 4 scalar variables each.
The two sets differ by the underlying eigenvalues :

- the “close eigenvalue” set is associated to eigenvalues 200, 180, 150, 130, 1...1,

- the “different eigenvalue” set is associated to eigenvalues 200, 100, 50, 20, 1...1.
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We have simulated for each case 100 matrices A. More precisely, we have followed the procedure
proposed by [27] and [19] to generate data matrices A by drawing n samples from a zero-mean
distribution with covariance matrix C defined by C = VtrueΣ2

trueV
T
true , where Σ2

true is the
diagonal matrix of the chosen eigenvalues, and Vtrue is the p × p orthogonal matrix defined by
the QR-decomposition [Ztrue, U ] = VtrueR, where U of dimension p× (p−m) is randomly drawn
from U(0, 1). Notice that, by definition of the QR-decomposition, the m first columns of Vtrue
coincide with Ztrue.

Additional experiments with 3000 samples instead of 300 have been performed in the (more
difficult) case of the “close eigenvalue” set of synthetic data matrices.

0.253 0.000 0.000 0.220
-0.253 0.000 0.000 0.220
0.253 0.000 0.000 0.220

-0.253 0.000 0.000 0.220
0.000 0.393 0.416 0.000
0.000 0.393 0.416 0.000
0.000 -0.393 0.416 0.000
0.000 -0.393 0.416 0.000

-0.211 0.262 0.000 0.183
-0.211 0.262 0.000 -0.183
0.211 0.262 0.000 0.183
0.211 0.262 0.000 -0.183
0.168 0.000 0.000 -0.367
0.168 0.000 0.000 -0.367
0.168 0.000 0.000 -0.367
0.168 0.000 0.000 -0.367
0.337 0.164 0.277 0.183
0.337 0.164 -0.277 0.183
0.337 -0.164 0.277 0.183
0.337 -0.164 -0.277 0.183

Table 4: The underlying p×m group-sparse block of loadings Ztrue

5.2.2 Block versus deflation

We compare here the performances of three group-sparse algorithms :

• deflation : the deflation algorithm described in Section 4.3,

• block diff mu : the GSMV block algorithm of Section 4.2 with µj = 1/j

• block same mu : as above, but with µj = 1 for all j.

The same reduced sparsity parameter λ is chosen for all loadings as proposed in section 4.2.3,
and its influence is explored by letting it vary from 0 to 1 by steps of 0.01. The performances
of the three algorithms are first compared in Figures 3, 4, 5 and 6 on the “different eigenvalues”
set of data matrices A with 300 samples.

Figures 3 shows the mean values of the RV-index (proximity to the underlying Ztrue) (left),
the percentage of explained variance pev defined by (89) (90) (center) and the volume measure of
orthogonality of components (right) as a function of λ. One sees that block diff mu performs
better than deflation for the three investigated indexes over essentially the whole range of λ.
The most significative gain occurs for the RV-index, where a gain of 10% can be observed for
values of λ as small as 0.4. Unsurprisingly, the block same mu algorithm, where the objective
function is a sparsified version of the variance varY itself, produces a significantly larger pev,
at the expense of a worse proximity RV-index to the underlying Ztrue and of less orthogonal
loadings. Notice the somewhat chaotic behavior of the volume orthogonality index (Figure 3
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right, green dotted line) corresponds to the vanishing of the first loading for λ ' 0.3 (Figure 5
right, black dotted line).

The boxplots of Figure 4 for λ = 0.2 confirm that the results are slightly better with
block diff mu than with deflation with similar dispersions.

Figure 5 (left and center) shows that deflation and block diff mu algorithms produce the
right number of zeroes for each component for a range of λ between 0.1 and 0.3, in opposition
to the block same mu algorithm (right), which adds quickly too many zeros to the first loading.
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Figure 3: Mean value of the proximity index rv to the underlying loadings Ztrue (left), proportion
of explained variance defined by (89) (90) (center) and orthogonality measure volume (right) as
function of λ, for the three algorithms.
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Figure 4: Boxplots for the proximity index rv to the underlying loadings Ztrue (left), the propor-
tion of explained variance defined by (89) (90) (center) and the orthogonality measure volume
(right) for λ = 0.2, for the three algorithms.
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Figure 5: Mean value of the number of zeroes in each loading as function of λ, for the three
algorithms.

As a check for the choice (77) (78) (79) of the sparsity parameters γj , we have plotted in
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Figure 6 the decay, as a function of λ, of the contributions pevi of each sparse component to the
explained variance varY , as defined by (89) (90). As one can see, the decrease is roughly similar,
which indicates that the relative size of the γj is correctly chosen.
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Figure 6: Contribution of each component to the explained variance varY as function of λ for
the three algorithms in the case of 300 samples.
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Figure 7: Mean true positive rates (dotted lines) and false positive rates (full lines) for each sparse
loading versus reduced sparsity parameter λ. From left to right: deflation , block diff mu ,
block same mu . Top : different eigenvalues and n = 300, center : close eigenvalues and n = 300,
bottom : close eigenvalues and n = 3000.

In order to get a more detailed view of the ability of the algorithms to retrieve the exact
sparse structure of Ztrue, we show in Figure 7 the mean values of tpr (true positive rate) and fpr
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(false positive rate) for loadings obtained by applying the three algorithms (from left to right) to
two sets of 300 samples matrices A (top : different eigenvalues, center : close eigenvalues) and
one set of 3000 samples matrices A (bottom : close eigenvalues). With this representation the
sparsity pattern is perfectly recovered for the values of λ such that tpr = 1 and fpr = 0. As
expected, increasing λ increases the global true positives, at the expense of more false positive.

The top row of the figure shows that in the case of “different eigenvalues”, both the deflation
and block diff mu algorithms are able to retrieve the exact group sparse structure of Ztrue for
a large interval 0.1 ≤ λ ≤ 0.3, as expected from Figure 5. The center row shows that the “close
eigenvalues“ case is more difficult, as the exact sparsity structure is never exactly recovered by
any of the three methods. The bottom row shows that the difficulty related to “close eigenvalues”
can be overcome by increasing the number of samples from 300 to 3000 : both the deflation
and the block diff mu algorithms are now able to retrieve, even in the mean, the exact sparsity
structure of Ztrue for λ ' 0.1. The block diff mu algorithm shows hence a slight advantage
over the deflation in that the tpr grow slower and fpr grow faster for small values of λ, and that
the tpr are less erratic for large large values of λ. And in all theses case, the block same mu
algorithm performs the worst with its tendency to add too quickly wrong zeroes.

We conclude this section by comparing computation time and iteration numbers. We show
in Figure 8 their mean values over the 100 random matrices A for the more difficult “close
eigenvalues” case with 300 samples for λ = 0.2. One sees that block diff mu and block same mu
are three times faster than deflation, and that deflation performs more iterations, which is
expected as it repeats the iterations at each deflation step. Computation times are multiplied by
10 for the same case with 3000 samples; iteration numbers are down to 3×4 = 12 for deflation
and 3 for block diff mu and block same mu .
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Figure 8: Computational time and iteration numbers for the “close eigenvalues” case with 300
samples for the three methods and λ = 0.2.
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5.2.3 Sparse versus group-sparse

We illustrate in Figure 9 the effect of imposing sparsity on group of variables rather than on
single variables for the close eigenvalues case with n = 300. The top row shows the true positive
rates and false positive rates for the three algorithms when no group sparsity information is
available, to be compared to the bottom row, where group sparsity is taken into account, and
which exhibits higher true positive rates and lower false positive rates. It is hence important to
use the group structure information, when available, as it helps greatly the algorithm to retrieve
the sparsity structure of the underlying loadings.
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Figure 9: True positive rates (dotted lines) and false positive rates (full lines) for each sparse
loading versus reduced sparsity parameter λ in the close eigenvalues case and n = 300. Top:
scalar variables, bottom: group variables.

5.3 Real mixed data
The heart disease dataset1 [13] describes n = 270 observations on a mixture of p1 = 6 numerical
variables and p2 = 7 categorical variables. Each categorical variable has 2, 3 or 4 levels for
a total of q = 19 levels. In order to perform sparse PCA with this mixture of numerical and
categorical variables (sparsePCAmix), the matrix A of size 270 × 25 (25 = p1 + q) is build
and transformed using specific metrics as described Section 4.4. Then the group-sparse PCA
algorithm block diff mu of Section 4.2 is applied with µj = 1/j to the matrix A with g = 13
groups (one group for each variable):

- 6 groups of size 1 (for the 6 numerical variables),

- 7 groups of size 2, 3 or 4 (for the 7 categorical variables) where the size of the group
corresponds to the number of levels.

1https://archive.ics.uci.edu/ml/datasets/Statlog+Heart

25



The methods PCAmix (PCA of A) and sparsePCAmix (group-sparse PCA of A) are both
implemented in the R package “PCAmixdata” available at https://github.com/chavent/
PCAmixdata.

Table 5 gives the variance explained by the 3 first principal components of PCAmix (combi-
nations of all columns of A) and shows that 35.41 % of the variance of the data is explained by
m = 3 components.

Eigenvalue Proportion Cumulative
dim 1 3.22 17.87 17.87
dim 2 1.67 9.28 27.15
dim 3 1.49 8.26 35.41

Table 5: Eigenvalues and proportion of variance explained by the 3 first principal components
of PCAmix.
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Figure 10: Proportion of explained variance defined by (89) (90) (left) and number of selected
variables (right) as function of λ for the sparsePCAmix method.

Figure 10 gives the proportion of explained variance (left) and of the number of selected
variables (right) as a function of the reduced sparsity parameter λ for sparsePCAmix with m = 3
components. This figure suggests to choose λ = 0.35. With this sparsity parameter, the explained
variance over the 3 dimensions decreases from 35.41 % to 27.76 % (i.e. a lost of nearly 7%).
Morover 6 variables (2 numerical and 3 categorical) are selected to build the first component, 4
variables (3 numerical and 1 categorical) are selected to build the second and the third one is
build with a single categorical variable (see Table 6).
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dim 1 dim 2 dim 3
age 0.00 0.40 0.00

blood pressure 0.00 0.16 0.00
serum cholestoral 0.00 0.86 0.00

max heart rate 0.43 0.00 0.00
oldpeak -0.51 0.00 0.00

number vessels 0.00 0.00 0.00
sex=0 0.00 0.13 0.00
sex=1 0.00 -0.13 0.00

chest pain=1 -0.00 0.00 0.00
chest pain=2 0.08 0.00 0.00
chest pain=3 0.06 0.00 0.00
chest pain=4 -0.14 0.00 0.00

fasting blood sugar=0 0.00 0.00 0.00
fasting blood sugar=1 0.00 0.00 0.00

resting results=0 0.00 0.00 0.00
resting results=1 0.00 0.00 0.00
resting results=2 0.00 0.00 0.00

induced angina=0 0.15 0.00 0.00
induced angina=1 -0.15 0.00 0.00

slope=1 0.27 0.00 0.08
slope=2 -0.21 0.00 -0.31
slope=3 -0.05 0.00 0.23
thal=3 0.13 0.00 0.00
thal=6 -0.02 0.00 0.00
thal=7 -0.11 0.00 0.00

Table 6: Matrix Z of sparse loadings for λ = 0.35.
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Figure 11: PCAmix (left) versus sparsePCAmix for λ = 0.35 (right).
Finally the n = 270 observations are plotted Figure 11 according to the two first principal

components of PCAmix (on the left) and of sparsePCAmix for λ = 0.35 (on the right). Each
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observation is colored according to the binary variable of interest ”Heart Diseases” (HD) (not
used to build the components). The sparse first component on the right (build with 2 numerical
and 4 categorical variables instead of 13 variables) keeps enough variance to discriminate between
presence or absence of heart disease.

6 Conclusion
We propose an approach to Group-Sparse Block Principal Component Analysis based on the
maximization of the variance explained by non-necessarily orthogonal components, with the ob-
jective of being able to analyze mixed data containing both numerical and categorical variables.

In a first step, we investigate the problem of defining the variance explained by non neces-
sarily orthogonal components, and check existing and new definitions against their compatibility
with the PCA situation. As a result of this study, we propose to use the optimal projected vari-
ance, which is larger than all projected variance, as the definition of varY for non orthogonal
components.

Maximization of var(AZ) with respect to unit norm loadings Z provides a new Block PCA
formulation without orthogonality constraints on the loadings. A Group-Sparse Maximum Vari-
ance (GSMV) block PCA formulation is naturally derived by an ad-hoc penalization by the
group-`1 norm of the loadings. We show that GSMV reduces to the maximization a convex
function over a Stiefel manifold, and generalizes the `1-algorithm of [19].

We propose a strategy for the choice of the regularization parametersin order to balance the
sparsifying effort on the loadings, and show numerical results on simulated data which confirm the
expectation that GSMV with decreasing weights is more robust and performant than deflation
for group-sparse PCA : it produces steadily sparse loadings closer to the true underlying ones,
larger explained variance and better orthogonality of the components, the tpr increase faster and
the fpr slower, and it ran approximately three times faster on our tests.

Numerical results show that the use of group sparsity allows a better retrieval of underlying
sparse structures, but the success is impacted by the heterogeneity of the PCA eigenvalues :
problem with close eigenvalues are more difficult, but increasing the number of sample helps.
Application of GSMV to the the interpretation of real Heart Disease data, has allowed to reduce
the number of numerical and categorical variables required for the interpretation by a factor two.
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7 Appendix
7.1 Generalized Rayleigh quotient
This is a classical result, see for example [2] and [4] :

Theorem 7.1 Let the loadings Z satisfy :

Z = [z1 . . . zm] ∈ IRp×m , rankZ = m ≤ rankA def= r . (94)

Then the generalized Rayleigh quotient

tr{(ZTATAZ)(ZTZ)−1} (95)

satisfies :
tr{(ZTATAZ)(ZTZ)−1} ≤ σ2

1 + · · ·+ σ2
m ≤ ‖A‖2

F , (96)
and the left inequality becomes an equality if and only if :

spanZ = span{v1 . . . vm} , (97)

where v1, . . . vm are the m first right singular vectors of A.

7.2 Proof of Proposition 4.1
For any X = [x1 . . . xm] ∈ Snm and any i = 1 . . . g , j = 1 . . .m we introduce the polar decompo-
sition (cf (31)) of the vector ATi xj ∈ IRpi :

aTi xj = uij αij , with ‖uij‖ = 1 , αij ≥ 0 , (98)

and define for j = 1 . . .m the vectors tj = (tij , i = 1 . . . g) of IRp by :
tij = uij [αij − γj ]+ ∈ IRpi , i = 1 . . . g .

‖tj‖2 =
g∑
i=1

[αij − γj ]2+ .
(99)

We give first an analytical solution to the inner maximization problem in (68) : we show that

∀X ∈ Snm , max
Z∈(Bp)m

∑
j=1...m

µ2
j

[
xTj Azj − γj‖zj‖1

]2
+ = F (X) given by (72) , (100)

which proves the first part of Proposition 4.1.
So let X be a given point on the Stiefel manifold Snm. Then :

max
Z∈(Bp)m

∑
j=1...m

µ2
j

[
xTj Azj − γj‖zj‖1

]2
+ = max

‖zj‖≤1 , j=1...m

m∑
j=1

µ2
j

[
xTj Azj − γj‖zj‖1

]2
+ (101)

=
m∑
j=1

µ2
j max
‖zj‖≤1

[
xTj Azj − γj‖zj‖1

]2
+ , (102)

But t [t]2+ is a monotonously increasing function, hence :

max
Z∈(Bp)m

∑
j=1...m

µ2
j

[
xTj Azj − γj‖zj‖1

]2
+ =

m∑
j=1

µ2
j

[
max
‖zj‖≤1

(xTj Azj − γj‖zj‖1)
]2

+ . (103)
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The max in the right-hand side of (103) is certainly positive, as zj = 0 belongs to the admissible
set {z | ‖z‖ ≤ 1}, and (103) becomes :

max
Z∈(Bp)m

∑
j=1...m

µ2
j

[
xTj Azj − γj‖zj‖1

]2
+ =

m∑
j=1

µ2
j

(
max
‖zj‖≤1

(xTj Azj − γj‖zj‖1)
)2

, (104)

Hence the inner maximization problem (101) reduces to the solution of m independant opti-
mization problems with respect to zj , j = 1 . . .m . So we drop the index j, and consider, given
x ∈ IRn with ‖x‖ = 1, the optimization problem :

z∗ = arg max
‖z‖≤1

(xTAz − γ‖z‖1) (105)

= arg max
‖z1‖2+···+‖zp‖2≤1

g∑
i=1

(
xTaizi − γ‖zi‖

)
, (106)

where the zi ∈ IRpi are the loadings associated to each group variable. We introduce the polar
decomposition (cf (31)) of zi in IRpi :

zi = vi βi , with ‖vi‖ = 1 , βi ≥ 0 . (107)

and replace the search for z∗ by that for v∗i , β∗i , i = 1 . . . g. Then equation (106) becomes :

(v∗i , β∗i , i = 1 . . . g) = arg max
‖vi‖=1,i=1...g

max∑
i=1...g β

2
i ≤ 1

βi ≥ 0 , i = 1 . . . g

g∑
i=1

max
‖vi‖=1

(
αiβiu

T
i vi − γβi

)
. (108)

The first maximum is obviously achieved for :

v∗i = ui , i = 1 . . . g , (109)

and (108) reduces to :

(β∗i , i = 1 . . . g) = arg max∑
i=1...g β

2
i ≤ 1

βi ≥ 0 , i = 1 . . . g

g∑
i=1

(αi − γ)βi , (110)

Define :
I+ = {i = 1 . . . g | αi − γ > 0} . (111)

• either : I+ = ∅, and :
β∗ = 0 (112)

is a trivial solution of (110) - but non-necessarily unique if αi − γ = 0 for some i.

• or : I+ 6= ∅. We check first that in this case :

β∗i = 0 ∀i /∈ I+ . (113)

For that purpose, suppose that β∗` > 0 for some ` /∈ I+, and let k be an index of I+. One
can define β̃∗ by β̃∗i = β∗i for i 6= k, `, β̃∗` = 0, and β̃∗k > β∗k such that ‖β̃∗‖ = ‖β∗‖ ≤ 1.
Then :

(α` − γ)β∗` ≤ 0 = (α` − γ)β̃∗` ,
(αk − γ)β∗k < (αk − γ)β̃∗k ,
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which contradicts the fact that β∗ is a maximizer, and ends the proof of (113).
We can now restrict the search to the (β∗i , i ∈ I+), so (110) simplifies to :

(β∗i , i ∈ I+) = arg max∑
i∈I+

β2
i ≤ 1

βi ≥ 0 , i ∈ I+

∑
i∈I+

(αi − γ)βi , (114)

= arg max∑
i∈I+

β2
i ≤ 1

∑
i∈I+

(αi − γ)βi , (115)

where the last equality holds because the coefficients αi − γ of βi are positive for i ∈ I+.
Hence the solution β∗ of (110) is given, when I+ 6= ∅, by :

β∗i =
[
αi − γ

]
+(∑

i=1...g
[
αi − γ

]2
+

)1/2 , i = 1 . . . g , (116)

Returning to the z unknowns one obtains, using (107)(109)(112)(116) :

z∗ =
{

0 if I+ = ∅ ,
z∗i = uiβ

∗
i ; i = 1 . . . , g if I+ 6= ∅ ,

(117)

and in both cases the maximum of the optimization problem (105) is given by :

max
‖z‖≤1

(xTAz − γ‖z‖1) =
( g∑
i=1

[αi − γ]2+
)1/2

. (118)

Reintroducing the j indices, the solution of the inner maximization problem (101), for a given
X ∈ Snm, is, using its reformulation (104) together with (117), (118) and the notation t∗j ∈ IRp
defined in (72) :

∀j = 1 . . .m , z∗j =
{

0 if t∗j = 0 ,
t∗j/‖t∗j‖ if t∗j 6= 0 , (119)

max
Z∈(Bp)m

∑
j=1...m

µ2
j

[
xTj Azj − γj‖zj‖1

]2
+ =

∑
j=1...m

µ2
j‖t∗j‖2 = F (X) . (120)

The last equation proves (100) , and hence part 1 of the theorem. Then (119) gives (73) when
X is a solution X∗ of (72), and part 2 is proved.

We prove now point 3 of the proposition : let the sparsity parameters γj satisfy (74). Hence
there exists ` ∈ 1 . . .m and k ∈ 1 . . . g such that :

γ` < ‖ak‖2 = ‖atk‖2 . (121)

By definition of the matrix norm ‖.‖2, there exists X ∈ Snm such that x` satisfies: :

γ` < ‖atk x`‖ = αk` . (122)

Then (70) gives :
‖t`‖2 ≥ (αk` − γ`)2 > 0 =⇒ t` 6= 0 , (123)

and point 3 is proven.
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7.3 Proof of Lemma 2.1
The left equality in (21) follows from PZ = Z(ZTZ)−1ZT , which implies that

varsubsp (AZ) def= ‖APZ‖2
F = ‖AZ(ZTZ)−1/2‖2

F = tr{ZTATAZ(ZTZ)−1}.
The inequality in (21) (right) as well as (22) follow immediately from the properties of the
generalized Rayleigh quotient tr{ZTATAZ(ZTZ)−1)} recalled in Theorem 7.1 of the Appendix.
Property 1 follows from the definition of varsubsp , and condition (16) of property 2 follows from
(21). It remains to prove (23) and (24) which shows that property 3 does not hold.

Let Y = AZ be orthogonal components :

〈yj , yk〉 = 0 , j, k = 1 . . .m, j 6= k (124)

corresponding to unit norm loadings :

‖zj‖ = 1 j = 1 . . .m , (125)

and define X,T by :

xj = yj/‖yj‖ , tj = zj/‖yj‖ , j = 1 . . .m , (126)

so that :
XTX = Im . (127)

Then on one side one has :

‖Y ‖2
F =

∑
j=1...m

‖yj‖2 =
∑

j=1...m
1/‖tj‖2 = tr{diag−1(TTT )} , (128)

and on the other side, as Y and X span the same subspace :

varsubsp Y = varsubspX = tr{(XTX)(TTT )−1} = tr{(TTT )−1} (129)

Formula (23) will be proved if we show that :

tr{diag−1(TTT )} ≤ tr{(TTT )−1} . (130)

We use for that an idea taken from [23], and perform a QR-decomposition of T . By construction,
the diagonal elements of R satisfy :

0 < ri,i ≤ ‖ti‖ . (131)
Then :

TTT = RTQTQR = RTR , (132)
(TTT )−1 = R−1(RT )−1 = R−1(R−1)T , (133)

where R−1 satisfies :

R−1 = upper triangular matrix , [R−1]i,i = 1/ri,i . (134)

Hence the diagonal element of (TTT )−1 are given by : :[
(TTT )−1]

i,i
=

[
R−1(R−1)T

]
i,i

(135)

= [R−1]2i,i +
∑
j>i

[R−1]2i,j

≥ [R−1]2i,i = 1/r2
i,i ≥ 1/‖ti‖2 .
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which gives (130) by summation over i = 1 . . .m, and (23) is proved.
We prove now the left-to-right implication in (24) : let the orthogonal components yj , j =

1 . . .m satisfy ‖Y ‖2
F = varsubsp Y . Then (128) (129) imply that all inequality in (135) are

equalities :
1. first inequality : [R−1]2i,j = 0 for all j > i ⇒ R−1 and hence R are diagonal

2. second inequality : 1/r2
i,i = 1/‖ti‖2 ⇒ R is diagonal

But R diagonal implies that the tj - and hence also the loadings zj - are orthogonal, which
together with the hypothesis of orthogonal components yj , implies that (yj/‖yj‖, zj) are pairs
of singular vectors of A, and ends the proof of the left-to-right implication.

Conversely, let zj = v`(j), j = 1 . . .m. Then ‖Y ‖2 =
∑
,j=1...m σ

2
`(j) = varsubsp Y , where

the last equality follows from the Generalized Rayleigh Quotient formula (21) for the subspace
variance. This ends the proof of the lemma

7.4 Proof of Lemma 2.2
Let E = ASp be the n-dimensional ellipsoid image by A of the unit sphere Sp ⊂ IRp, and :

EX = E ∩ spanY = E ∩ spanX (136)

the m-dimensional ellipsoid, trace of E on the subspace spanned both by the given components
Y and the chosen basis X. By construction one has :

yj ∈ EX , j = 1 . . .m , (137)

and the modified components Y ′ defined by projection satisfy, c.f. (34) :

‖y′j‖ = |〈yj , xj〉| ≤ νj
def= max

y ∈ EX
〈y, xj〉 , j = 1 . . .m , (138)

so that :
‖Y ′‖2

F ≤ ν2
1 + · · ·+ ν2

m . (139)
We can now “box” the ellipsoid EX in the parallelotope PX of spanX defined by :

PX =
{
y ∈ spanX | − νj ≤ 〈y, xj〉 ≤ +νj , j = 1 . . .m

}
, (140)

(see figure 12). By construction, one can draw from each of the 2m vertices of PX m orthogonal
hyperplanes tangent to the ellipsoid EX , which implies that they are all on the orthoptic or Cartan
sphere of the ellipsoid, whose radius is known to be the sum of the squares of the semi-principal
axes σXj , j = 1 . . .m of EX (see for example the textbook [28]).

Hence :
ν2

1 + · · ·+ ν2
m = (σX1 )2 + · · ·+ (σXm)2 . (141)

Let then yX1 . . . yXm be vectors whose extremity are points of EX located on its principal axes, so
that :

‖yXj ‖ = σXj , j = 1 . . .m , 〈yXi , yXj 〉 = 0 , i, j = 1 . . .m, i 6= j . (142)
Property (23) of Lemma 2.1 applied to Y = Y X gives: :

(σX1 )2 + · · ·+ (σXm)2 = ‖Y X‖2 ≤ varsubsp Y X ≤ varPCA(m) . (143)

Combining inequalities (139) (141) (143) proves the inequality (35).
We prove now the left-to-right implication in (36). Suppose that, for some X, the equality

varprojY = varPCA(m) holds. Then necessarily :
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Figure 12: Illustration of the upper bound to ‖Y ′‖2
F in spanY when Y ′ is defined by projection.

• equality holds in (143), which requires that the loadings Z span the subspace Vm of the m
first right singular vectors, which proves the right part of (36), top.

• and that equality holds in (139), which implies that for j 6= k the normals to EX at yj and
yk are orthogonal (see Figure 12). The restriction Am of A to spanVm is an isomorphism
from spanVm to spanUm, hence :

EX = {y ∈ spanUm | ‖A−1
m y‖2 = 1} . (144)

A normal n(y) to EX at y is then :

n(y) = ∇y
(
‖A−1

m y‖2 − 1
)

= 2(A−1
m )TA−1

m y = 2(A−1
m )T z = 2diag{ 1

σ1
. . .

1
σm
}z , (145)

where vectors and matrices are written on the singular bases Um and Vm. The orthogonality
of n(yj) and n(yk) proves the right part of (36), bottom.

Conversely, let the right part (top) of (36) hold. This implies that the half axes of EX are
σ1 . . . σm. Then the right part, bottom, implies that the normal nj to EX at yj , j = 1 . . .m are
orthogonal. So one can box EX with a parallelotope PX with axes parallel to the normals nj ,
and define X as the orthonormal basis along its axes. Then the same reasonning as above for
the proof of (35) shows that varprojY = varPCA(m), which ends the proof of the lemma.
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[25] Jérôme Pagès. Multiple factor analysis by example using R. Chapman and Hall/CRC, 2014.
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[29] Vincent Q Vu, Jing Lei, et al. Minimax sparse principal subspace estimation in high dimen-
sions. The Annals of Statistics, 41(6):2905–2947, 2013.

[30] Wen-Ting Wang and Hsin-Cheng Huang. Regularized principal component analysis for
spatial data. Journal of Computational and Graphical Statistics, 26(1):14–25, 2017.

[31] Xiao-Tong Yuan and Tong Zhang. Truncated power method for sparse eigenvalue problems.
Journal of Machine Learning Research, 14(Apr):899–925, 2013.

[32] Zhenyue Zhang, Hongyuan Zha, and Horst Simon. Low-rank approximations with sparse
factors i: Basic algorithms and error analysis. SIAM Journal on Matrix Analysis and
Applications, 23(3):706–727, 2002.

[33] Hui Zou, Trevor Hastie, and Robert Tibshirani. Sparse principal component analysis. Jour-
nal of computational and graphical statistics, 15(2):265–286, 2006.

36


	1 Principal Component Analysis
	2 Defining Variance explained by non orthogonal components
	2.1 Subspace variance
	2.2 Projected and Normalized variances
	2.2.1 Projected Variance
	2.2.2 Normalized Variance

	2.3 Size comparison
	2.4 Ranking properties of variances
	2.5 Recommendation for the choice of a definition of variance

	3 Maximum Variance (MV) Block PCA formulations
	4 Group-Sparse Maximum Variance (GSMV) Block PCA formulation
	4.1 Choice of the formulation
	4.2 A Block algorithm for the GSMV formulation
	4.2.1 Algorithm
	4.2.2 Initialization
	4.2.3 Choice of regularization parameters
	4.2.4 Choice of weights j

	4.3 A deflation group-sparse algorithm for PCA
	4.4 Specification to sparse PCA of a mixture of numerical and categorical variables

	5 Numerical results
	5.1 Performance indicators
	5.2 Simulated data
	5.2.1 Data generation
	5.2.2 Block versus deflation
	5.2.3 Sparse versus group-sparse

	5.3 Real mixed data

	6 Conclusion
	7 Appendix 
	7.1 Generalized Rayleigh quotient
	7.2 Proof of Proposition 4.1
	7.3 Proof of Lemma 2.1
	7.4 Proof of Lemma 2.2


