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Abstract

In various real-world problems, we are presented with classification problems with
positive and unlabeled data, referred to as presence-only responses. In this paper, we
study variable selection in the context of presence only responses where the number of
features or covariates p is large. The combination of presence-only responses and high
dimensionality presents both statistical and computational challenges. In this paper,
we develop the PUlasso algorithm for variable selection and classification with positive
and unlabeled responses. Our algorithm involves using the majorization-minimization
(MM) framework which is a generalization of the well-known expectation-maximization
(EM) algorithm. In particular to make our algorithm scalable, we provide two compu-
tational speed-ups to the standard EM algorithm. We provide a theoretical guarantee
where we first show that our algorithm converges to a stationary point, and then prove
that any stationary point within a local neighborhood of the true parameter achieves
the minimax optimal mean-squared error under both strict sparsity and group spar-
sity assumptions. We also demonstrate through simulations that our algorithm out-
performs state-of-the-art algorithms in the moderate p settings in terms of classification
performance. Finally, we demonstrate that our PUlasso algorithm performs well on a
biochemistry example.
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1 Introduction

In many classification problems, we are presented with the problem where it is either pro-
hibitively expensive or impossible to obtain negative responses and we only have positive
and unlabeled presence-only responses (see e.g. Ward et al.| (2009)). For example, presence-
only data is prevalent in geographic species distribution modeling in ecology where pres-
ences of species in specific locations are easily observed but absences are difficult to track
(see e.g. [Ward et al| (2009)), text mining (see e.g. |Liu et al.| (2003))), bioinformatics (see
e.g. Elkan and Noto| (2008])) and many other settings. Classification with presence-only data
is sometimes referred to as PU-learning (see e.g. |Liu et al.| (2003)); [Elkan and Noto| (2008))).

In this paper we address the problem of variable selection with presence-only responses.

1.1 Motivating application: Biotechnology

Although the theory and methodology we develop apply generally, a concrete application
that motivates this work arises from biological systems engineering. In particular, recent
high-throughput technologies generate millions of biological sequences from a library for
a protein or enzyme of interest (see e.g. Fowler and Fields| (2014); Hietpas et al. (2011)).
In Section [5 the enzyme of interest is beta-glucosidase (BGL) which is used to decompose
disaccharides into glucose which is an important step in the process of converting plant
matter to bio-fuels (Romero et al.[(2015)). The performance of the BGL enzyme is measured
by the concentration of glucose that is produced and a positive response arises when the
disaccharide is decomposed to glucose and a negative response arises otherwise. Hence
there are two scientific goals: firstly to determine how the sequence structure influences
the biochemical functionality; secondly, using this relationship to engineer and design BGL
sequences with improved functionality.

Given these two scientific goals, we are interested in both the wvariable selection and

classification problem since we want to determine which positions in the sequence most



influence positive responses as well as classify which protein sequences are functional. Fur-
thermore the number of variables here is large since we need to model long and complex
biological sequences. Hence our variable selection problem is high-dimensional. In Section 5]

we demonstrate the success of our algorithm in this application context.

1.2 Problem setup

To state the problem formally, let z € RP be a p-dimensional covariate such that z ~ Py,
y € {0,1} an associated response, and z € {0,1} an associated label. If a sample is
labeled (z = 1), its associated outcome is positive (y = 1). On the other hand, if a
sample is unlabeled (z = 0), it is assumed to be randomly drawn from the population with
only covariates x not the response y being observed. Given ny labeled and n, unlabeled
samples, the goal is to draw inferences about the relationship between y and x. We model
the relationship between the probability of a response y being positive and (x, #) using the
standard logistic regression model:

el ()

P(y = 1|z;0) = T on@’

ne(x) = 0T x (1)

and y|z ~ P(-|z; 6*) where 0* € RP refers to the unknown true parameter. Also, we assume
the label z is assigned only based on the latent response y independent from z. Viewing
z as a noisy observation of latent y, this assumption corresponds to a missing at random
assumption, a classical assumption in latent variable problems.

Given such z, we select n; labeled and n, unlabeled samples from samples with z = 1
and z = 0 respectively. An important issue is how positive and unlabeled samples are
selected. In this paper we adopt a case-control approach (for example, McCullagh and
Nelder| (1989))) which is suitable for our biotechnology application and many others. In
particular we introduce another binary random variable s € {0,1} representing whether

a sample is selected (s = 1) or not (s = 0) to model different sampling rates in selecting



labeled and unlabeled samples. Since there are n, labeled and n, unlabeled samples, we

have
Pz=1ls=1) mnyg
P(z=0s=1) n,’
and we see only selected samples, (z;,z;,s; = 1)?5{"“ It is further assumed that the

selection is only based on the label z, independent of x and y. We note that this case-control

scheme (Lancaster and Imbens| (1996); [Ward et al.| (2009))), opposed to the single-training

sampling scheme (Elkan and Noto (2008)) is needed to model the case where unlabeled

samples are random draws from the original population, since positive samples have to be
over-represented in the dataset to satisfy such model assumption.
In our biotechnology application the case-control setting is appropriate since the high-

throughput technology leads to the unlabeled samples being drawn randomly from the

original population (see Romero et al.| (2015) for details). As is displayed in Fig. |1} sequences

are selected randomly from a library and positive samples are generated through a screening
step. Hence the positive sequences are sampled randomly from the positive sequences while
the unlabeled sequences are based on random sampling from the original sequence library.

This experiment corresponds exactly to the case-control sampling scheme discussed.
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Figure 1: High-throughput sequencing diagram

Furthermore, the true positive prevalence is

6779*(5”)
T:=Ply=1)= / dex(ff) € (0,1) (2)



and 7 is assumed known. In our biotechnology application, 7 is estimated precisely using
an alternative experiment (Romero et al.| (2015))).

In the biological sequence engineering example, (xz)?f{"“ correspond to binary covari-
ates of biological sequences. In the BGL example, for each of the d positions, there are
M possible categories of amino acids. Therefore the covariates correspond to the indicator
of an amino acid appearing in a given position (p = O(dM)) as well as pairs of amino
acids (p = O(d?M?)), and so on. Here d = O(1000) and M =~ 20 make the problem
high-dimensional.

High-dimensional PU-learning presents computational challenges since the standard lo-
gistic regression objective leads to a non-convex likelihood when we have positive and
unlabeled data. To address this challenge, we build on the expectation-maximization (EM)
procedure developed in Ward et al. (2009) and provide two computational speed-ups. In
particular we introduce the PUlasso for high-dimensional variable selection with positive
and unlabeled data. Prior work that involves the EM algorithm in the low-dimensional
setting in Ward et al. (2009)) involves solving a logistic regression model at the M-step.
To adapt to the high-dimensional setting and make the problem scalable, we include an
{1-sparsity or {1 /fs-group sparsity penalty and provide two speed-ups. Firstly we use a
quadratic majorizer of the logistic regression objective, and secondly we use techniques
in linear algebra to exploit sparsity of the design matrix X which commonly arises in
the applications we are dealing with. Our PUlasso algorithm fits into the majorization-
minimization (MM) framework (see e.g. Lange et al.| (2000)); Ortega and Rheinboldt| (2000)))

for which the EM algorithm is a special case.

1.3 Owur contributions

In this paper, we make the following major contributions:

e Develop the PUlasso algorithm for doing variable selection and classification with



presence-only data. In particular we build on the existing EM algorithm developed
in [Ward et al.| (2009)) and add two computational speed-ups, quadratic majorization
and exploiting sparse matrices. These two speed-ups improve speed by several orders
of magnitude and allows our algorithm to scale to datasets with millions of samples

and covariates.

e Provide theoretical guarantees for our algorithm. First we show that our algorithm
converges to a stationary point of the non-convex objective, and then show that
any stationary point within a local neighborhood of §* achieves the minimax optimal
mean-squared error for sparse vectors. To provide statistical guarantees we extend the
existing results of generalized linear model with a canonical link function (Negahban
et al.| (2012); Loh and Wainwright| (2013)) to a non-canonical link function and show
optimality of stationary points of non-convex objectives in high-dimensional statistics.
To the best of our knowledge the PUlasso is the first algorithm where PU-learning is

provably optimal in the high-dimensional setting.

e Demonstrate through a simulation study that our algorithm performs well in terms
of classification compared to state-of-the-art PU-learning methods in [Du Marthinus
et al.| (2015); Elkan and Noto| (2008)); Liu et al. (2003)), both for low-dimensional and

high-dimensional problems.

e Demonstrate that our PUlasso algorithm allows us to develop improved protein-
engineering approaches. In particular we apply our PUlasso algorithm to sequences
of BGL (beta-glucosidase) enzymes to determine which sequences are functional. We
demonstrate that sequences selected by our algorithm have a good predictive accuracy
and we also provide a scientific experiment which shows that the variables selected

lead to BGL proteins that are engineered with improved functionality.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: in Section [2| we provide the back-



ground and introduce the PUlasso algorithm, including our two computational speed-ups
and provide an algorithmic guarantee that our algorithm converges to a stationary point;
in Section [3| we provide statistical mean-squared error guarantees which show that our PU-
lasso algorithm achieves the minimax rate; Section [4] provides a comparison in terms of
classification performance of our PUlasso algorithm to state-of-the-art PU-learning algo-
rithms; finally in Section [5] we apply our PUlasso algorithm to the BGL data application
and provide both a statistical validation and simple scientific validation for our selected
variables.

Notation: For scalars a,b € R, we denote a A b = min{a,b},a Vb = max{a,b}. Also,
we denote a 2 b if there exists a universal constant ¢ > 0 such that a > ¢b. For v, w € RP,
we denote £y, fa, and ls, norm as ||v]l;, = S0, v, [[v]l, = VoTv, and |||, = sup; |vj
and use vow € RP to denote Hadamard product (entry-wise product) of v, w. For a set S,
we use |S| to denote the cardinality of S. For any subset S C {1,...,p}, vs € RISl denotes
the sub-vector of the vector v by selecting the components with indices in S. Likewise for
matrix A € R™P, Ag € R™ 5| denotes a sub-matrix by selecting columns with indices in
S. For a group ¢/l norm, the norm is characterized by a partition G := (g1,...,9s) of
{1,...,p} and associated weights (w;){. We let G := (G, (w;){) and define the ¢; /¢5 norm
as [[vllgaq1 = 22, wjllvgll- We often need a dual norm of ||-[[g5,. We use G to denote
G:= (G, (w;l){) and write [|[v[|g 5 o, = max; w;1||vgj||2. Finally we write B,(r,v) for an ¢,
ball with radius 7 centered at v € RP, and denote as B,(r) if v = 0.

For a convex function f : RP — R, we use Jf(x) to denote the set of sub-gradients at
the point x and V f(x) to denote an element of df(x). Also for a function f + g such that
f is differentiable (but not necessarily convex) and ¢ is convex, we define d(f + g)(z) :=
{Vf(z)+h € RP;h € dg(z)} with a slight abuse of notation. Also, we say f(n) = O(g(n)),
f(n) = Q(g(n)), and f(n) = ©(g(n)) if |f| is asymptotically bounded above, bounded
below, and bounded above and below by g.



For a random variable z € R, we say x is a sub-Gaussian random variable with sub-
Gaussian parameter o, > 0 if E[exp(t(z — F[x]))] < exp(t?02/2) for all t € R and we denote
as x ~ subG(o2) with a slight abuse of notation. Similarly, we say x is a sub-exponential
random variable with sub-exponential parameter (v, b) if E[exp(t(x — E[z]))] < exp(t?v?/2)
for all |t| < 1/b and we denote as & ~ subExp(r,b). A collection of random variables

(1,...,xy) is referred to as zf.

2 PUlasso algorithm

In this section, we introduce our PUlasso algorithm. First, we discuss the prior EM algo-
rithm approach developed in [Ward et al.| (2009) and apply a simple regularization scheme.
We then discuss our two computational speed-ups, the quadratic majorization for the M-
step and exploiting sparse matrices. We prove that our algorithm has the descending
property and converges to a stationary point, and show that our two speed-ups increase

speed by several orders of magnitude.

2.1 Prior approach: EM algorithm with regularization

First we use the prior result in Ward et al.| (2009) to determine the observed log-likelihood (in
terms of the z;’s) and the full log-likelihood (in terms of the unobserved y;’s and z;’s). The
following lemma, derived in Ward et al.| (2009)), gives the form of the observed and the full

log-likelihood in the case-control sampling scheme.

Lemma 2.1 (Ward et al| (2009)). The observed log-likelihood log L(0;z7,2]) for our



presence-only model in terms of (x;, zi, $; = 1)1, is:

log L(0; 27, 27') = log (H Py (zi|xi, si = 1))

(2

n ( ny €0Tx Zi 14 69Tx 1—2;
= E 10g My n ) < > (3)
oT n oT
P 14+ (14 2 )et = 1+(1+mlu)e z

TNy

The full log-likelihood log L¢(0; x7, y7', 27) in terms of (x4, yi, zi, 5i = 1)7q is

log Ly (6; x7,yT, 21') = log (H Po(yi, zilzi, si = 1))

Ny + TNy,

)]
(4)

where ng,n, are the number of positive and unlabeled observations, n = ny + n, and w is

defined in .

n
i(z; 0+ log —— ) — log(1 S0+ 1
o 3l 0+ log T —log(1 4 exp(rf 0+ log =

The proof can be found in Ward et al.| (2009)). Our goal is to estimate the parameter
0* := argmingp, F[—log L(6; 27, 21")], which we assume to be unique. In the setting where
p is large, we add a regularization term. We are interested in cases when there exists or does
not exist a group structure within covariates. To be general we use the group ¢ /¢2-penalty

for which #; is a special case. Hence our overall optimization problem is:
1 n
inimi - — log L(6; x;, z;) + Px(0 5
minuize = & log L(6i3) + FA(0) (5)

where log L(0; x;, z;) is the observed log-likelihood. For a penalty term, we use the group

sparsity regularizer

J
g1 =AY wjllogl, (6)
j=1

PA(0) := All6]

with § = (G, (wj)}]:l), such that G := (g1, ..., gs) is a partition of (1,...,p) and w; > 0. We

note that [|0]/g o, = [|0[; if J =p, g; = {j} and w; = 1, Vj. For notational convenience we

9



denote the overall objective F,(0) as

Fn(0) := —% > “log L(0; 24, zi) + Px(0) = Ln(0) + Pr(0) (7)
=1

where we define the loss function £,,(6) as £,,(0) := —n~ 1> log L(0; z;, z;) and Py(0) =
A0llg 21 = A Z}Izl w; [, |-

In the original proposal of the group lasso, |Yuan and Lin (2006)) recommended to use (@
for orthonormal group matrices X, i.e. Xg; Xg;/n =1 lg;]x|g;|- 1 group matrices are not
orthonormal however, it is unclear whether we should orthonormalize group matrices prior
to application of the group lasso. This question was addressed in [Simon and Tibshirani
(2012), and the authors provide a compelling argument that prior orthonormalization has
both theoretical and computational advantages. In particular, Simon and Tibshirani| (2012])
demonstrated that the following orthonormalization procedure is intimately connected with
the uniformly most powerful invariant testing for inclusion of a group. To describe this
orthonormalization explicitly, we obtain standardized group matrices Qg € R™*19] and

scale matrices Ry, € RI91%19i] for j > 2 using the QR-decomposition such that

T
PoXg; = Qg; Ry; and Qg Qg; = 1djg; x|, (8)

T
where Py = (Inxn — 1"3”) is the projection matrix onto the orthogonal space of 1,. Let-
ting Q := [Ln, Qqy,---,Qq,] = [¢f,...,qL], the original optimization problem can be

expressed in terms of ¢;’s and becomes:

. 1 n J
argimn - Zl log L(v; qi, ;) + A lejHng Il 9)
1= j=

where we use the transformation 8 to v:

J 1l -1 .
vy — > o2 X, R v, =1
‘99‘ Z] 2 n “t9i7"g9; V95 (10)

J
-1 .
jo Vg, j>2.

10



We note that this corresponds to the standard centering and scaling of the predictors in
the case of standard lasso. For more discussion about group lasso and standardization, see
e.g. Huang et al.| (2012).

A standard approach to performing this minimization is to use the EM-algorithm ap-
proach developed in |Ward et al. (2009). In particular we treat y} as hidden variables
and estimate them in the E-step. Then use estimated gy to obtain the full log-likelihood
log L (0; 27,97, 27) in the M-step.

Algorithm 1: Regularized EM algorithm for the optimization problem

1 Input: an initialization 8% such that F,(0°) < F, (0nunr)

2 for m=0,1,2,..., do
e E-step : estimate y; at § = ™ by

galom O\ 1T
gi(0™) = () (11)

1+ emim

e M-step : obtain §™*! by

gmHl e arg;nin {1 i (y}(e’") (m?@ +b) —log(1 + 6””?‘%1’)) + P,\(@)} (12)

n
=1
where b := log T t Ty
TNy,
3 end
ex?@” 1=z
The E-step follows from Egm[y;|zi, xi,8; = 1] = PE— since z; = 1 implies
14 e%

y; = 1 and when z; = 0, observations in the unlabeled data are random draws from the
population. An initialization #° can be any R? vector such that F,(6°) < F,(0,u) where
O is the parameter corresponding to the intercept-only model. If we are provided with
no additional information, we may use 6,y for the initialization. We use 6% = 6,,,;; as the
initialization for the remainder of the paper. For the M-step it was originally proposed to

use a logistic regression solver. We can use a regularized logistic regression solver such as

11



the glmnet R package to solve . We discuss a computationally more efficient way of
solving in the subsequent section.

2.2 PUlasso : A Quadratic Majorization for the M-step

Now we develop our PUlasso algorithm which is a faster algorithm for solving by using
quadratic majorization for the M-step. The main computational bottleneck in algorithm
is the M-step which requires minimizing a regularized logistic regression loss at each step.
This sub-problem does not have a closed-form solution and needs to be solved iteratively,
causing inefficiency in the algorithm. However the most important property of the objective
function in the M-step is that it is a surrogate function of the likelihood which ensures the
descending property (see e.g. |Lange et al.| (2000])). Hence we replace a logistic loss function
with a computationally faster quadratic surrogate function. In this aspect, our approach is
an example of the more general majorization-minimization (MM) framework (see e.g. Lange
et al.| (2000); |Ortega and Rheinboldt| (2000))).

On the other hand, our loss function itself belongs to a generalized linear model family,
as we will discuss in more detail in the subsequent section. A number of works have
developed methods for efficiently solving regularized generalized linear model problems.
A standard approach is to make a quadratic approximation of the log-likelihood and use
solvers for a regularized least-square problem. Works include using an exact Hessian (Lee
et al.| (2006); Friedman et al. (2010)), an approximate Hessian (Meier et al. (2008)) or a
Hessian bound (Krishnapuram et al. (2005); [Simon and Tibshirani (2012)); Breheny and
Huang| (2013)) for the second order term. Solving a second-order approximation problem
amounts to taking a Newton step, thus convergence is not guaranteed without a step-size
optimization (Lee et al.| (2006)); Meier et al. (2008)), unless a global bound of the Hessian
matrix is used. Our work can be viewed as in the line of these works where a quadratic

approximation of the loss function is made and then an upper bound of the Hessian matrix

12



is used to preserve a majorization property.

A coordinate descent (CD) algorithm (Wu and Lange| (2008)); Friedman et al.| (2010])) or
a block coordinate descent (BCD) algorithm (Yuan and Lin| (2006)); Puig et al.| (2011); Simon
and Tibshirani| (2012)); Breheny and Huang (2013)) has been a very efficient and standard
way to solve a quadratic problem with ¢; penalty or ¢;/¢5 penalty and we also take this
approach. When a feature matrix X € R"*? is sparse, we can set up the algorithm to exploit
such sparsity through a sparse linear algebra calculation. We discuss this implementation
strategy in the Section [2.2.1

Now we discuss the PUlasso algorithm and the construction of quadratic surrogate
functions in more details. Using the MM framework we construct the set of majorization

functions —Q(#; 0™) with the following two properties:

QO™;0™) = Q™ 0™),  Q(6;0™) < Q(0;0™),V0 (13)

where our goal is to minimize —Q where Q(6;0™) := n=! Egm[log L¢(0)|27, 27, st = 1].
Using the Taylor expansion of Q(6;60™) at § = 0™, we obtain Q(0;60™)

1 1 /!
= QO™ ™) + E[XT(Q(H’”) — 1 (O™ A, - 5 AL XTW (0 + sAp) X Arnds
0
1 1
> QO™ 0™) + —(§(0™) = p (™) X Ay — - AL XX Ay

exiTem—i—b

N _gm x(pgm\. ._ _ - p._ g+ TNy,
where we define A, := 6 — 0™, p*(0™); := [ oo b:=log Ea—

is a diagonal matrix with [W(0)l; = p*(0);(1 — p*(0);). The inequality follows from
W(0) < %Inxn, V 0. Thus setting Q as follows:

and W e R"*"

QU:0™) = QO™ 6™) + - (§(O™) — ()T (X6 X6™) — (0 — 6™ XTX (6~ 6™,

Q satisfies both conditions in . Also with some algebra, it follows that

Q6:6™) = — < (AGE™) " (67)) + X6™ — XO)T (4(GE™) — 1*(67)) + X — X0) +-c(6)

13



for some c(6™) which does not depend on §. Hence —Q acts as a quadratic surrogate
function of —@ which replaces our M-step for the original EM algorithm. Therefore our

PUlasso algorithm can be represented as follows.
Algorithm 2: PUlasso : QM-EM algorithm for the optimization problem

1 Input: an initialization #° such that F,,(6°) < F,(0nunt)

2 for m=0,1,2,..., do
e E-step : estimate y; at 8 = 0™ by

eaclT@m 1=z
g:(0™) = 1T (14)

o QM-EM step : obtain ™ 1! by
1. create a working response vector u(8™) at § = 6™
w(0™) == 4(g(0") — pr(6™)) + XO0™ (15)
2. solve a quadratic loss problem with a penalty

g+l € argmin {%(u(@'") _ X@)T(U(H"L) — X@) + 4P)\(9)} (16)
0 n

3 end

Now we state the following proposition to show that both the regularized EM and
PUlasso algorithms have the desirable descending property and converge to a stationary
point. For convenience we define the feasible region (30, which contains all 8 whose objective

function value is better than that of the intercept-only model, defined as:
Q0 := {0 € R”;F,(8) < Fpu(Opurt)} (17)

where 0, = [log 17,0, ...,0]7, an estimate corresponding to the intercept-only model.

We let § be the set of stationary points satisfying the first order optimality condition, i.e.,
8 := {0; IVF,(0) € 0Fn(0) such that vF,(0)T (6 —6) >0,V 6 € O} (18)
One of the important conditions is to ensure that all iterates of our algorithm lie in (30

14



which is trivially satisfied if 80 = 6,,,.
Proposition 2.1. The sequence of estimates (0™) obtained by Algorithms or@ satisfies

(i) Fp(0™) > Fo(6™+Y), and F(6™) > T (6™ if 6™ & 8.

(11) All limit points of (0™)$° are elements of the set S, and F, (™) converges monotoni-

cally to Fn(6) for some 0 € 8.

(iii) The sequence (™) has at least one limit point, which must be a stationary point of

F(6) by (ii).

Proposition shows that we obtain a stationary point of the objective as an
output of both the regularized EM algorithm and our PUlasso algorithm. The proof uses
the standard arguments based on Jensen’s inequality, convergence of EM algorithm and

MM algorithms and is deferred to the supplement S1.1.

2.2.1 Block Coordinate Descent Algorithm for M-step and Sparse Calculation

In this section, we discuss the specifics of finding a minimizer for the M-step for each
iteration of our PUlasso algorithm. After pre-processing the design matrix as described

in @D, , we solve the following optimization problem using a standard block-wise coor-

dinate descent algorithm.

J
: 1 2
argmin %Hu— Qvl5 +4)\ijHng”2 (19)
., ;
J=1

15



Algorithm 3: Fitting using Block Coordinate Descent

1 Given initial parameter v = |1, llg; ey VgTJ]T, a residual vector r = u — Z}]:1 Qq;Vy;
2 for j=1 do

3 update v; and r using -

4 end

5 repeat

6 for j=2,...,J do

7 zj = n_ngjT + vy, (20)
vy,  S(zj, 4\w;) (21)
=+ Qg (vg; — 1) (22)

T v vy,

8 end

9 until convergence;

S(., A) is the soft thresholding operator defined as follows:

z .
(I2lly = A= i llzlly > A
(AP
0 otherwise.

Note that we do not need to keep updating the intercept v; since Qy,,j > 2 are orthogonal
to Qg, = 1,. For more details, see e.g. Breheny and Huang| (2013).

For our biochemistry example and many other examples, X is a sparse matrix since
each entry is an indicator of whether an amino acid is in a position. In Algorithm [3], we do
not exploit this sparsity since () will not be sparse even when X is sparse. If we want to

exploit sparse X we use the following algorithm.

16



Algorithm 4: Fitting (19) and exploiting sparse X

1 Given initial parameter v = [vy, I/g; ce V;FJ]T, r=u— P()(Z;]:1 ngR;jlygj)
2 for j=1 do

3 update v; and r using -.

4 end

5 repeat

6 for j=2,...,J do

7 zj = n—le—leg;r - Rg—jl (ng; ln/n) (1fr/n) + Vg, (23)
Z/L/,j — S(z;,4 w;) (24)
e+ Xy, Rg_j1 (vg; — V!/]j) (25)
aj 15 Xg, Ry vy, —v),)/n (26)
RN R

8 end

J
rer—(> aj)l, (27)
j=2

10 until convergence;

To explain the changes to this algorithm, we modify and so that we directly
use X rather than @) to exploit the sparsity of X. Using , we first substitute @y, with
PyX,y, R, to obtain

25 = n_lR;legTj Por + vy, (28)

' PoXg Ry v, — v). (29)

However carrying out — instead of — incurs a greater computational cost.

Calculating ngr requires n|g;| operations. On the contrary, the minimal number of oper-
ations required to do a matrix multiplication of R;leg; Por is n? +nlg;| + |g;]?, when it is
parenthesized as R;jl (Xg; (Pyr)). In many cases |g;| is small (for standard lasso, |g;| = 1,V

and for our biochemistry example, |g;| is at most 20), but the additional increase in n can
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be very costly (especially in our example where n is over 4 million).

For a more efficient calculation, we first exploit the structure of Py = I, xpn — H”T}’T’ when
multiplying Py with a vector, which reduces the cost from n? operations to 2n operations.
Also, we carry out calculations using X, instead of FyX,; when calculating residuals and
do the corrections all at once.

Before going into detail about —, we first discuss the computational complexity.
Comparing with , the first term only requires an additional | gj|2 operations. The
second term (XgTj 1,,)/n can be stored during the initial QR decomposition; thus the only
potentially expensive operation is calculating an average of r which requires n operations.
Comparing with , only |g; |2 additional operations are needed when we parenthesize
as Xy, (Rg_jl(ygj — vg.)). Note that if we had kept Py, there would have been an additional
2n operations even though we had used the structure of Py. In the calculation of , we
note that n operations are involved in subtracting Z}']:Q a; from r because a; are scalars. In
summary, we essentially reduce additional computational cost from O(n?) to n.J per cycle
by carrying out — instead of —.

Now we derive/explain the formulas in Algorithm 4] To make quantities more explicit,
we use r; and 7“;» to denote a residual vector before/after update at j using Algorithm
and 7; and 7 using Algorithm 4, By definition, rj41 = 7; and 741 = 7. Also we note

that in the beginning of the cycle ro = 7. Equation can be obtained from by

T
%. Now we show that modified residuals still correctly update

replacing Py with I, «, —
coefficients. Starting from j = 2, a calculated residual f; is a constant vector off from a

correct residual 7";», as we see below:

Ty =1+ Pngjjol(Vg]. — V;j) (30)
HT
-1 -1
=rj+ Xg, Ry, (vg; — I/;j) - ]lanijgj (vg; — ng) (31)
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T
where we recall that a; = ]%"ng Rg_jl(ygj — 1/;],). We note Por;- = Pof;- because Pyl,, = 0.

Then the next z;1, thus new v, ,, are still correctly calculated since

o _o—lp-1 T , _ o —1p-1 T =
zigr=n R Xg Porjii+vg,, =nT Ry X Borji+vg,- (33)

The next residual 173- 41 1s again off by a constant from the correct residual r;- 41- To see
: / I -1 ) = -1 o .
this, 75y = rjp + PoXg Ry (Vg0 — Vg, ) = T+ P0Xg, Ry (Vg0 — Vg, ) —ajln

by . Going through — with j being replaced by j + 1, we obtain
rie1 = Py — (a5 + aj41) In.

Inductively, we have correct z;, thus v, for all j > 2. At the end of the cycle, we correct

the residual vector all at once by letting r < r — (Zj:2 a;)ly.

2.3 R Package details

We provide a publicly available R implementation of our algorithm in the PUlasso pack-
age. For a fast and efficient implementation, all underlying computation is implemented
in C++. The package uses warm start and strong rule (Friedman et al.| (2007); Tibshirani
et al. (2012))), and a cross-validation function is provided as well for the selection of the
regularization parameter A\. Our package supports a parallel computation through the R

package parallel.

2.4 Run-time improvement

Now we illustrate the run-time improvements for our two speed-ups. Note that we only
include p up to 100 so that we can compare to the original regularized EM algorithm. For
our biochemistry application p = O(10%) and n = O(10°) which means the regularized EM
algorithm is too slow to run efficiently. Hence we use smaller values of n and p in our run-

time comparison. It is clear from our results that the quadratic majorization step is several
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orders of magnitude faster than the original EM algorithm, and exploiting the sparsity of
X provides a further 30% speed-up.

(n,p) PUlasso EM  time reduction(%)
Dense matrix ~ n=1000, p=10 0.94 443.72 99.79
n=5000, p=50 2.52 1844.98 99.86
n=10000, p=100 9.45 5066.86 99.81
Sparse matrix  n=1000, p=10 0.40 196.86 99.80
n=5000, p=50 2.01 614.65 99.67
n=10000, p=100 4.29 1201.09 99.64

Table 1: Timings (in seconds). Sparsity level in X = 0.95, ny/n, = 0.5. Total time for

100 A\ values, averaged over 3 runs.

(n,p) sparse calculation dense calculation time reduction(%)
n=10000, p=100 12.91 19.24 32.89
n=30000, p=100 25.64 38.73 33.79
n=>50000, p=100 39.47 57.18 30.97

Table 2: Timings (in seconds) using sparse and dense calculation for fitting the same
simulated data. Sparsity level in X = 0.95, ny/n, = 0.5. Total time for 100 A values,

averaged over 3 runs.

3 Statistical Guarantee

We now turn our attention to statistical guarantees for our PUlasso algorithm under the
statistical model (). In particular we provide error bounds for any stationary point of
the non-convex optimization problem . Proposition guarantees that we obtain a

stationary point from our PUlasso algorithm.
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We first note that the observed likelihood (3] is a generalized linear model (GLM) with

a non-canonical link function. To see this, we rewrite the observed likelihood as
n
L(6; 27, 27) = [ [ exp (zim — A(ms)) (34)
i=1

after some algebraic manipulations, where we define 7; := log(ng/mn,) +x7 0 —log(1+ e 0)
and A(n;) := log(1 + ™). Also, we let u(n;) :== A’(n;), which is the conditional mean of
z; given x;, by the property of exponential families. For the convenience of the reader, we
include the derivation from to in the supplementary material S2.1. The mean of
z; is related with 67 x; via the link function g through g(u(n;)) = 67 z;, where g satisfies
(gop) 1 (0T z;) = log(ne/mny,) + 210 —log(1 + exiTe). Because (g o p)~! is not the identity
function, the likelihood is not convex anymore. For a more detailed discussion about
the GLM with non-canonical link, see e.g. |McCullagh and Nelder| (1989); Fahrmeir and
Kaufmann, (1985)).

A number of works have been devoted to sparse estimation for generalized linear models.
A large number of previous works have focused on generalized linear models with convex
loss functions (negative log-likelihood with a canonical link) plus ¢; or ¢;/¢5 penalties.
Results with the ¢; penalty include a risk consistency result (van de Geer| (2008)) and
estimation consistency in ¢ or ¢; norms (Kakade et al. (2010)). For a group-structured
penalty, a probabilistic bound for the prediction error was given in Meier et al.| (2008). An
{5 estimation error bound in the case of the group lasso was given in Blazere et al.| (2014)).

Negahban et al.| (2012)) re-derived an ¢ error bound of an ¢;-penalized GLM estimator
under the unified framework for M-estimators with a convex loss function. This result
about the regularized GLM was generalized in Loh and Wainwright (2013) where penalty
functions are allowed to be non-convex, while the same convex loss function was used. Since
the overall objective function is non-convex, authors discuss error bounds obtained for any

stationary point, not a global minimum. In this aspect, our work closely follows this idea.
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However, our setting differs from [Loh and Wainwright| (2013)) in two aspects: first, the loss
function in our setting is non-convex, in contrast with a convex loss function (a negative
log-likelihood with a canonical link) with non-convex regularizer in [Loh and Wainwright
(2013). Also, an additive penalty function was used in the work of |[Loh and Wainwright
(2013), but we consider a group-structured penalty.

After the initial draft of this paper was written, we became aware of two recent papers
(Elsener and van de Geer| (2018]); Mei et al.| (2018])) which studied non-convex M-estimation
problems in various settings including binary linear classification, where the goal is to
learn 6* such that E[z|z;] = o(z'6*) for a known o(-). The proposed estimators are
stationary points of the optimization problem: argmingn=!>"1 | (z; — o(21'0))% + X||0])1 in
both papers. As the focus of our paper is to learn a model with a structural contamination in
responses, our choice of mean and loss functions differ from both papers. In particular, our
choice of mean function is different from the sigmoid function, which was the representative
example of o(-) in both papers, and we use the negative log-likelihood loss in contrast
to the squared loss. We establish error bounds by proving a modified restricted strong
convexity condition, which will be discussed shortly, while error bounds of the same rates
were established in |Elsener and van de Geer| (2018)) through a sharp oracle inequality, and
a uniform convergence result over population risk in [Mei et al.| (2018]).

Due to the non-convexity in the observed log-likelihood, we limit the feasible region ©q
to

B0 = {0 € R”; [|0]ly <70, [|0llg01 < Rn} (35)

for theoretical convenience. Here 1o, R, > 0 must be chosen appropriately and we discuss

these choices later. Similar restriction is also assumed in Loh and Wainwright| (2013).
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3.1 Assumptions

We impose the following assumptions. First, we define a sub-Gaussian tail condition for a
random vector x € RP; we say = has a sub-Gaussian tail with parameter o2, if for any fixed
v € RP, there exists o, > 0 such that Elexp(t(z — E[z])Tv)] < exp(t?||v]302/2) for any

t € R. We recall that 8* is the true parameter vector, which minimizes the population loss.

Assumption 1. The rows x; € RP, i = 1,2,...,n of the design matrix are i.i.d. samples
from a mean-zero distribution with sub-Gaussian tails with parameter o2. Moreover, ¥, =
E [waZT] is a positive definite and with minimum eigenvalue Apin(X;) > Ko where Ky is a
constant bounded away from 0. We further assume that (vi;)je,, are independent for all

J € gj and g; € G.

Similar assumptions appear in for e.g. Negahban et al. (2012)). This restricted minimum
eigenvalue condition (see e.g. Raskutti et al.|(2010) for details) is satisfied for weakly cor-
related design matrices. We further assume independence across covariates within groups

since sub-Gaussian concentration bound assuming independence within groups is required.

Assumption 2. For any r > 0, there exists K] such that max; |z10] < K7 a.s. for all 6

in the set {6 : ||0 — 0*||2 < r N supp(d — 6%) C g; for some g; € G}.

Assumption [2 ensures that |1:;F

0*| is bounded a.s., which guarantees that the underlying
probability (1+¢~% ¢")~! is between 0 and 1, and |z7'0| is also bounded within a compact
sparse neighborhood of 6* which ensures concentration to the population loss. Comparable
assumptions are made in [Elsener and van de Geer| (2018); Mei et al. (2018) where similar

non-convex M estimation problems are investigated.

Assumption 3. The ratio of the number of labeled to unlabeled data , i.e. ng/n, is lower
bounded away from 0 and upper bounded for all n = ng+ny, as n — co. Equivalently, there

is a constant Ko such that |log (ng/mn,)| < Ka
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Assumption [3] ensures that the number of labeled samples ny is not too small or large
relative to n. The reason why ny, can not be too large is that the labeled samples are only
positives and we need a reasonable number of negative samples which are a part of the

unlabeled samples.

Assumption 4 (Rate conditions). We assume a high-dimensional regime where both (n, p) —
oo and logp = o(n). For § = ((g1,...,94), (w;){)) and m := max;|g;|, we assume

J = Q(nP) for some B >0, m=o(nAJ), min;w; = Q(1), and max; w; = o(n A J).

Assumption {4 states standard rate conditions in a high-dimensional setting. In terms of
the group structure, we assume that growth of p is not totally attributed to the expansion
of a few groups; the number of groups J increases with n, and the maximum group size m
is of small order of both n and J. Also we note that a typical choice of w; = \/@ satisfies
Assumption 4 because min; w; > 1, max; w; = y/m and /m/n,/m/J = o(1).

Finally we define the restricted strong convexity assumption for a loss function following

the definition in Loh and Wainwright| (2013)).

Definition 3.1 (Restricted strong convexity). We say L, satisfies a restricted strong
convexity (RSC) condition with respect to 6* with curvature o > 0 and tolerance function

T over Oq if the following inequality is satisfied for all 8 € Og:

(VLa(0) = VLA (0%)" A = al|All; = 7(|Allg 1) (36)

. logJ +m flog J +m
where A := 0 — 6 and 7'(||A||9,2,1) = 7'1HA||§,2,1T + 7'2||A||9,2,1 -

1 1
In the special case where ||A||g 5 ; = [|A]l; and hence 7([|Al];) = A2 ng+T2HAH1\/ ng7
1< n n

similar RSC conditions were discussed in |[Negahban et al. (2012) and |Loh and Wainwright

(2013) with different 7 and ©p. One of the important steps in our proof is to prove that
RSC holds for the objective function £,,(6).
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3.2 Guarantee

Under Assumptions [I}f4] we will show in Theorem [3.2] that the RSC condition holds with
high probability over {6; |||, < ro} and therefore over ©p, for ©¢ defined in (3F). Under
the RSC assumption, the following proposition, which is a modification of Theorem 1 in
Loh and Wainwright| (2013), provides ¢ /¢ and ¢ bounds of an error vector A =0 — 0~

Recall that m = max; |g;| (the size of the largest group) and J is the number of groups.

Proposition 3.1. Suppose the empirical loss L, satisfies the RSC condition with

logJ +m log J +m . .
T(HAHQ,2,1) = TlHA”éQ,lgT + 7'2||AH9,271UgT over ©g where Oq is feasible
region for the objective , as defined in , and the true parameter vector 0* is feasible,

i.e. 0% € ©g. Consider X such that

n n

4max{||VLn(0*)Hg’2’oo, <712R”(10g‘]+m) . w)} <n G

Let 0 be a stationary point of . Then the following error bounds

VsA A 6sA
and [|Alg, 5 < (maxw;)*=—, (38)

- jes o

Al, < :
181, < (masw)
hold where S := {j € (1,...,J);9;j # 0} and s :=1S].

The proof for Propositionis deferred to the supplementary material S2.3. From ,
we note the squared ¢a-error to grow proportionally with s and A2, If * € ©¢ and the choice

of A\ =04/ bgif’”) satisfies the inequality , we obtain squared 5 error which scales

log J4+m
n

as s , provided that the RSC condition holds over ©q. In the case of lasso we recover

slogp

.-~ barametric optimal rate since J = p,m = 1.

With the choice of ro > ||#*|2 and R, = © (1 /log%) we ensure 0* is feasi-

'We note that the group ¢; constraint is active only if ,/logﬁ =0 ((maxj 'U)j)'r()\/j). If R,
(max; w;)rov'J, ©o = {6;[10ll2 < ro,(10lls21 < Rn} 2 {6;]10]2 < 70, [10lls,21 < (max;w;)rov/J}

{6;]10]]2 < ro} by the £1-f5 inequality, i.e. if ||0]|2 < 7o, ||0]/g,21 < (max; w;)rov/J. The other direction is
trivial, and thus ©q is reduced to ©¢ = {0;]|0]|2 < ro}.

VU v
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ble and A = © <\/1°gib+m> satisfies the inequality with high probability. Clearly

(le + 7o/ bg‘i‘””) is of the order 4/ log# with the choice of R,, = © <1 /bgﬁ),
and following Lemma we have [|[VLy(0%)g20 = O (\ / log‘rjfm> with high probability.

Thus inequality is satisfied with A = © (\ / log;]fm) w.h.p. as well.

Lemma 3.1. Under Assumptions for any given € > 0, there is a positive constant ¢

. log J +m
P (Hmnw M0 c\/gn) <

given a sample size n > (logp +m) Vv (1/€)Y/5.

such that

The proof for Lemma [3.1] is provided in the supplement S2.4. Now we state the main
theorem of this section which shows that RSC condition holds uniformly over a neighbor-

hood of the true parameter.

Theorem 3.2. For any given r > 0 and € > 0, there exist strictly positive constants o, T

and T depending on o4, Ko, K{ and Ky such that

. logJ +m logJ +m
(VLn(6) = VL6 )" A 2 A~ A 002 — ol Allg 20/ —E T (39)

holds for all @ such that ||All2 := |0 — 6*||2 < r with probability at least 1 — €, given (n,p)
satisfying n > (log J +m) v (1/€)'/8.

The proof of Theorem is deferred to the supplement S2.5. There are a couple of
notable remarks about Theorem [3.2] and Proposition [3.1

e The application of the Proposition [3.1] requires for a RSC condition to hold over
a feasible region ©g. Setting r = 2ry in Theorem inequality holds over
{0;1]]0 — 0%, < 2r¢} w.h.p, therefore over ©¢ C {6; (|6 — 0%, < 2ro}.
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e We discuss how underlying parameters rg,0,, and constants Kp-Ko in Assump-
tions are related to the fs-error bound. From Proposition we see that
{y-error is proportional to 71/« and 72/a. The proof of Theorem reveals that
/o S (0.K3/Ko)? and /o < 0,(1 + Ki™) /KoLy, where Ly and K3 are also

27,
constants defined as Ly := inf (e“/(1 4 eM)?)(1 + 0+27"0K3)_2 and
|u| <Ko+ K20 42r0 K3

K3 < o, log(ag/Kg)l/Q. As Lg is inversely related to Ko and rg, £s-error is propor-
tional to the rg, oy, Klzro and K5 in Assumptions [2| and |3 but inversely related to

the minimum eigenvalue bound K in Assumption [I]

e The mean-squared error Sk;fp in the case of J = p is verified below in Fig. [2| and
both the mean-squared error and ¢; errors are minimax optimal for high-dimensional

linear regression (Raskutti et al.| (2011)).

To validate the mean-squared error upper bound of Sk’% in Section a synthetic
dataset was generated according to the logistic model with p = 500 covariates and
X ~ N(0, Is00x500). Varying s and n were considered to study the rate of convergence of

|6 — 6%||,.. The ratio ng/n,, was fixed to be 1. For each dataset, 0 was obtained by applying

log p

PUlasso algorithm with a lambda sequence A, := cs4/ =2

for a suitably chosen ¢, for each
s. We repeated the experiment 100 times and average fo—error was calculated. In Figure
we illustrate the rate of convergence of || — 6*||,. In particular, ||§ — 6*||, against Sk’%
is plotted with varying s and n. The error appears to be linear in \/@ , and thus we also

slogp

o rate.

empirically conclude that our algorithm achieves the optimal

4 Simulation study: Classification performance

In this section, we provide a simulation study which validates the classification performance
for PUlasso. In particular we provide a comparison in terms of classification performance to

state-of-the-art methods developed in |[Du Marthinus et al. (2015); |[Elkan and Noto| (2008]);
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Figure 2: E[||§ — 6]|,] plotted against +/slog p/n with fixed p=500 and varying s and n

Liu et al. (2003)). The focus of this section is classification rather than variable selection since
many of the state-of-the-art methods we compare to are developed mainly for classification

and are not developed for variable selection.

4.1 Comparison methods

Our experiments compare six algorithms: (i) logistic regression model assuming we know
the true responses (oracle estimator); (ii) our PUlasso algorithm; (iii) a bias-corrected
logistic regression algorithm in [Elkan and Noto (2008)); (iv) a second algorithm from |Elkan
and Noto| (2008) that is effectively a one-step EM algorithm; (v) the biased SVM algorithm
from |Liu et al. (2003) and (vi) the PU-classification algorithm based on an asymmetric loss
from Du Marthinus et al.| (2015).

The biased SVM from |Liu et al.| (2003) is based on the supported vector machine (SVM)
classifier with two tuning parameters which parameterize mis-classification costs of each
kind. The first algorithm from Elkan and Noto| (2008)) estimates label probabilities P(z =

1]z) and corrects the bias in the classifier via the estimation of P(z = 1|y = 1) under the
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assumption of a disjoint support between P(x|y = 1) and P(z|y = 0). Their second method
is a modification of the first method; a unit weight is assigned to each labeled sample, and
each unlabeled example is treated as a combination of a positive and negative example
with weight P(y = 1|z,z = 0) and P(y = 0|z, z = 0), respectively. [Du Marthinus et al.
(2015) suggests using asymmetric loss functions with fo-penalty. Asymmetric loss function
is considered to cancel the bias induced by separating positive and unlabeled samples rather
than positive and negative samples. Any convex surrogate of 0-1 loss function can be used
for the algorithm. There is a publicly available matlab implementation of the algorithm
when a surrogate is the squared loss on the author’s Webpageﬂ and since we use their code

and implementation, the squared loss is considered.

4.2 Setup

We consider a number of different simulation settings: (i) small and large p to distinguish
the low and high-dimensional setting; (ii) weakly and strongly separated populations; (iii)
weakly and highly correlated features; and (iv) correctly specified (logistic) or mis-specified
model. Given dimensions (n,p), sparsity level s, predictor auto-correlation p, separation
distance d, and model specification scheme (logistic, mis-specified), our setup is the follow-

ing:

e Choose the active covariate set S C {1,2,...,p} by taking s elements uniformly at

random from (1,2,...,p). We let true 6* € R? such that 67 = 1g(j).

e Draw samples x € RP,i.i.d from Px = 0.5P; 4 0.5Py where Py := N(u1,%,), Po :=
N(p2,%,). More concretely, firstly draw u ~ Ber(0.5). If w = 1, draw x from P; and

draw z from Py otherwise.

— Mean vectors 1, u2 € RP are chosen so that they are s-sparse, i.e. supp(u;) =

2available at http://www.ms.k.u-tokyo.ac.jp/software.html
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S, E[||lu1 — pe2ll3] = d® and variance of y; does not depend on d. Specifically,

we sample pi1, 1o such that for j € S, we let p1; ~ N(y/(2d% —1)/8s,1/v/8s),
p2j = —pij, and for j ¢ S, p;; = 0 for i € (1,2).

— A covariance matrix 3, € RP*? is taken to be ¥,;; = Kpp“_j' where K, is
chosen so that HEEPJIS = 5. This scaling of ¥, is made to ensure that the signal

strength Var(z760*) = 1131 stays the same across p.

e Draw responses y € {0, 1}. If scheme = logistic, we draw y such that y ~ Ber(Py«(y =
1|x)) where Po«(y = 1|z) = 1/(14exp(—6*Tz)). In contrast, if scheme = mis-specified,

we let y = 1 if x was drawn from Py, and zero otherwise; i.e. y = 1{u = 1}.

To compare performances both in low and high dimensional setting, we consider (p =
10, s = 5) and (p = 5000, s = 5). We set the sample size ny = n,, = 500 in both cases. Auto-
correlation level p takes values in (0,0.2,0.4,0.6,0.8). In the high dimensional setting, we
excluded algorithm (v), since (v) requires a grid search over two dimensions, which makes
the computational cost prohibitive. For algorithms (i)-(iv), tuning parameters A are chosen

based on the 10-fold cross validation.

4.3 Classification comparison

We use two criteria, mis-classification rate and F} score, to evaluate performances. Fj is the
precision+recall

harmonic mean of the precision and recall, which is calculated as F; := 2- — .
precision-recall
The Fj score ranges from 0 to 1, where 1 corresponds to perfect precision and recall.
Experiments are repeated 50 times and the average score and standard errors are reported.
The result for the mis-classification rate under correct model specification is displayed in
Figure [3]

Not surprisingly the oracle estimator has the best accuracy in all cases. PUlasso and

algorithm (vi) performs almost as well as the oracle in the low-dimensional setting and
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Figure 3: Mis-classification rates of algorithms (i)-(vi) under correct (logistic) model spec-

ification. Each error bar represents two standard errors of the mean.

better than remaining methods in most cases. It must be pointed out that both PUlasso
and algorithm (vi) use additional knowledge 7 of the true prevalence in the unlabeled
samples. PUlasso performs best in the high-dimensional setting while the performance of
algorithm (vi) becomes significantly worse because estimation errors can be greatly reduced
by imposing many 0’s on the estimates in PUlasso due to the ¢;-penalty (compared to fo-
penalty in algorithm (vi)). The performance of (iii)-(iv) are greatly improved when positive
and negative samples are more separated (large d), because algorithms (iii)-(iv) assume
disjoint support between two distributions. The algorithms show similar performance when
evaluated with the F score metric and in the mis-specified setting. Due to space constraints,

we defer the full set of remaining results in the supplementary material Section S3.
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5 Analysis of beta-glucosidase sequence data

Our original motivation for developing the PUlasso algorithm was to analyze a large-
scale dataset with positive and unlabeled responses developed by the lab of Dr.Philip
Romero (Romero et al. (2015)). The prior EM algorithm approach of Ward et al.| (2009))
did not scale to the size of this dataset. In this section, we discuss the performance of our
PUlasso algorithm on a dataset involving mutations of a natural beta-glucosidase (BGL)
enzyme. To provide context, BGL is a hydrolytic enzyme involved in the deconstruction of
biomass into fermentable sugars for biofuel production. Functionality of the BGL enzyme
is measured in terms of whether the enzyme deconstructs disaccharides into glucose or not.
Dr. Romero used a microfluidic screen to generate a BGL dataset containing millions of
sequences (Romero et al/ (2015) ]

Main effects and two-way interaction models are fitted using our PUlasso algorithm
with ¢; and ¢ /¢ penalties (we discuss how the groups are chosen shortly) over a grid of A
values. We test stability of feature selection and classification performance using a modified
ROC and AUC approach. Finally a scientific validation is performed based on a follow-up
experiment conducted by the Romero lab. The variables selected by PUlasso were used to

design a new BGL enzyme and the performance is compared to the original BGL enzyme.

5.1 Data description

The dataset consists of ny = 2647877 labeled and functional sequences and n, = 1567203
unlabeled sequences where each of the observation o = (o1, ..., 0500) is a sequence of amino
acids of length d = 500. Each of the position o; € (A, R,...,V,*) takes one of M = 21
discrete values, which correspond to the 20 amino acids in the DNA code and an extra to

include the possibility of a gap(x).

3The raw data is available in https://github.com/RomeroLab/seq-fcn-data.git
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Another important aspect of the millions of sequences generated is that a “base wild-
type BGL sequence” was considered and known to be functional (y = 1), and the millions
of sequences were generated by mutating the base sequence. Single mutations (changing
one position from the base sequence) and double mutations (changing two positions) from
the base sequence were common but higher-order mutations were not prevalent using the
deep mutational scanning approach in|Romero et al.| (2015]). Hence the sequences generated
were not random samples across the entire enzyme sequence space, but rather very local
sequences around the wild-type sequence. Hence the number of possible mutations in
each position and consequently the total number of observed sequences is also reduced
dramatically. With this dataset, we want to determine which mutations should be applied
to the wild-type BGL sequence.

Categorical variables o are converted into indicator variables: x = (1{o; = {});; where
1< <500,1€(AR,...,V,x)\(0/"T) for the main-effects model, z = (1{o; = I}, 1{o; =
l,op =m})jkim where 1 < 4,k <500, j #k, [,me (A R,...,V, %)\ (U%Tm) for the pair-
wise interaction models, where O'ZVVT represents the amino acid of the wild-type sequence
at the /th position. In other words, each variable corresponds to an indicator of mutation
from the base sequence or interaction between mutations. Although there are in princi-
ple p ~ d(M — 1) variables for a main-effects model and p ~ d*(M — 1)? if we include
main-effects and two-way interactions, there are many amino acids that never appear in
any position or appear only a small number of times. For features corresponding to the
main-effects (1{o; = {} for some j and [), those sparse features are aggregated within
each position until the number of mutations of the aggregated column reaches 100 or 1%
of the total number of mutations in each position; accordingly, each aggregated column
is an indicator of any mutations to those sparse amino acids. For two-way interactions
features (1{c; = [, 0, = m} for some j, k,I, and m), sparse features (< 25 out of 4215080

samples) are simply removed from the feature space. Using this basic pre-processing we ob-
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tained only 3075 corresponding to single mutations and 930 binary variables corresponding
to double mutations. They correspond to 500 unique positions and 820 two-way interac-
tions between positions respectively. As mentioned earlier, we consider both ¢; and group
01/¢ penalties. We use the ¢i-penalty for the main-effects model and the ¢; /¢y for the
two-way interaction models. For the two-way interaction model each group g; corresponds
to a different position (500 total) and pair of positions (820 total) where mutations occur
in the pre-processed design matrix and the group size |g;| corresponds to the number of
different observed mutations in each position or pair of mutations in pair of positions (for
this dataset m = max; |g;| = 8). Higher-order interactions were not modeled as they did
not frequently arise. Hence the main-effects and two-way interaction model we consider
have p = 3076 (1 + 3075) and p = 4006 (1 + 3075 4+ 930) and J = 1320 (500 + 820) groups
respectively. In summary, we consider the following two models and corresponding design

matrices

Xnain := [Intercept(1)+ main effects(3075)] € {0, 1}4215080x3076

Xint == [Intercept(1)+ main effects(3075)+ two way interactions(930)] € {0, 1}4215080x4006

and the response vector z = [1,...,1,0,...,0]T € {0,1}4215080,

5.2 Classification validation and model stability

Next we validate the classification performance for both the main-effect and two-way inter-
action models. We fit models using 90% of the randomly selected samples both from the
positive and unlabeled set and use Area Under the ROC Curve (AUC) to evaluate the classi-
fication performance on the 10% of the hold-out set. Since positive and negative samples are
mixed in the unlabeled test dataset this is a non-trivial task with presence-only responses.
A naive approach is to treat unlabeled samples as negative and estimate AUC, but if we

do so, the AUC is inevitably downward-biased because of the inflated false positive (FP)
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rate. We note that a true positive (TP) rate can be estimated in an unbiased manner using
positive samples. To adjust such bias, we follow the methodology suggested in [Jain et al.
(2017) and adjust false positive rate and AUC value using the following equation:

FPnaive — 7TP
1—m

AUcnaiUe o 7T/2
1—m

Fped = . AUCH™ =

where 7 is the prevalence of positive samples.

AUC(M)=0.7933
AUC(M+1)=0.7938

0.751

True positive
o
ol
o

0.254

000 L T T T T T
0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
False positive

Model —M-- M+|

Figure 4: ROC curves of main effects (M) and two-way interaction model (M+I) with A

chosen based on 10-fold cross validation.

As Fig. [4] shows, we have a significant improvement in AUC over random assign-
ment (AUC=.5) in both the main effect (AUC=.7933) and two-way interaction (AUC=.7938)
models. The performances of the two models in terms of AUC values are very similar at
their best A values chosen by 10-fold cross validation. This is not very surprising as only a
small number of two-way interactions are observed in the experiments.

We also examined the stability of the selected features for both models as the training
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data changes. Following the methodology of Kalousis et al.| (2007), we measure sim-

ilarity between two subsets of features s,s’ using Sg(s,s’) defined as Sg(s,s’) = 1 —
|s|+|s'] —2[sN s
[s| + 18] —[s s’

tween the two sets, and 1 that the two sets are identical. S is computed for each pair

Sg takes values in [0, 1], where 0 means that there is no overlap be-
of two training folds (i.e. we have % pairs) using selected features and computed values
are finally averaged over all pairs. Feature selection turned out to be very stable across
all tuning parameter \ values: on average we had about 95% overlap of selection in main
effect model (M) and about 98% overlap in main effect+interaction model (M~+I). Stability
score is higher in the latter model since we do a feature selection on groups, whose number

is much less than individual variables (1320 groups versus 3076 individual variables).

1st Qu. Median Mean 3rd Qu.
M 93.3% 94.9% 94.9%  96.8%
M+I  97.9%  98.8% 98.4%  99.3%

Table 3: Summary of stability scores across all tuning parameter A values

5.3 Scientific validation: Designed BGL sequence

Finally we provide a scientific validation of the mutations estimated by our PUlasso algo-
rithm. In particular, we fit the model with the PUlasso algorithm and selected the best
A = 0.0001 based on the 10-fold cross validation. We use the top 10 mutations based on the
largest size of coefficients with positive signs from our PUlasso algorithm because we are
interested in mutations that enhance the performance of the sequence. Dr. Romero’s lab
designed the BGL sequence with the 10 positive mutations from Table[d] This sequence was
synthesized, expressed, and assayed for its hydrolytic activity. Hence the designed sequence
has 10 mutations compared to the wild-type (base) BGL sequence.

Figure [5| shows firstly that the designed protein sequence folds which in itself is re-
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markable given that 10 positions are mutated. Secondly Figure [5| shows that the designed
sequence decomposes disaccharides into glucose more quickly than the wild-type sequence.
These promising results suggest that our variable selection method is able to identify posi-

tions of the wild-type sequences with improved functionality.

& 1.00f
S
Base/Position/Mutated % 0.75
o
T197P E495G 5
S 050
K300P A38G g
O
G327A S486P S oz WT Bgl3 =——
E Designed s
A150D T478S S
0 50 100 150
D164E D481N Time (minutes)
Table 4: Ten positive mutations Figure 5: kinetics

10 positive mutations used in the lab(Base state/Position/Mutated state) and kinetics of
designed BGL enzyme versus wild-type (WT) BGL sequence. The designed BGL enzyme
based on mutations from Table E| displays faster kinetics than the WT BGL sequence.

6 Conclusion

In this paper we developed the PUlasso algorithm for both variable selection and classifi-
cation for high-dimensional classification with presence-only responses. Theoretically, we
showed that our algorithm converges to a stationary point and every stationary point within
a local neighborhood of 6* achieves an optimal mean squared error (up to constant). We
also demonstrated that our algorithm performs well on both simulated and real data. In
particular, our algorithm produces more accurate results than the existing techniques in

simulations and performs well on a real biochemistry application.
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

S1 Proofs for results in Section 2

S1.1 Proof of Proposition 2.1

We prove (i) in Proposition 2.1 for both Algorithm 1 and 2. First we define Q,CNQ,H as

follows:

Q(6;6™) := n"" Egn[log L(0)|2T, z7)
Q(0;0™) := —Q(6;0™) + Px(6)
H(0;0™) := n" ' Egm[log Pe(y} |27, x7) |20, 7).

Note that for any 0™, F,(0) = Q(0;60™) + H(0;0™) holds and H(0™;0™) > H(0;0™) by

Jensen’s inequality. Also since #™*! is a minimizer of @(0; 0"), we have
Fo (0™ = QO™ ™) + H(9™H:0™) < Q(0™,0™) + H(6™: ™) = F,(6™).  (S1)

To show that the inequality is strict, it suffices to show that if 67" &€ 8, ™ is not a stationary
point of @ Since 6™ ¢ 8, there exists ' such that

VF (0T (0 — 60™) < 0,YVF,(0™) € 0F,(6™) (S2)

Since 0™ is a maximizer of H(-;6™), VH(§™;6™) = 0. Then 0F,(0™) = Q(8™;6™). Thus
by (S2), 6™ is not a stationary point of @(, o).
For Algorithm 2 (PUlasso algorithm), since @Q is a surrogate function of Q which satisfies

following two properties

QO™ 0™) = Q0™ 0™), Q6;0™) < Q(0;0™),V0 (S3)



and ™% is a minimizer of —Q(0;6™) + P\(#), we have

Fa(0™) = —Q(O™;0™) + PA(0™) + H(O™;0™)
= QO™ 0™) + PA(0™) + H(67:60™)
> QO™ 07) + PA(0™ ) + H(O™: ™)
> —QO™0™) + PA(0™ ) + H(O™H0™) = T, (07

The strict inequality follows from the fact that vQ(0™;6™) = vQ(6™; ™).

Now we address (ii) and (iii) in Proposition 2.1. Using the same argument as in Wu
(1983), we appeal to the global convergence theorem stated below as Theorem in|Zang-
will (1969) with I' = 8§, = J,,, and letting A be a mapping from ™ to #™+! defined by
Algorithm 1 or 2. As stated in Wu, (1983)), condition (iii) in Theorem follows from the
continuity of —Q(0,0") + Py(6) or —Q(6;0") + Px(0) in both 6,60". Therefore, if we show
that Oy is compact, both (ii) and (iii) follow from the fact that (6™)5°_, lie in a compact
set. Since évo C RP it suffices to show that évo is closed and bounded in RP. évo is bounded
since F;,(#) — oo whenever [|]|, — oo since ||0]|g 5, > minj w;[|f]l, — co. For closedness

of the set, consider (0j)r>1 such that 6 € (30 and 0, — 6. We have F,,(0;) < F,(0pup) for
all k. Then by the continuity of F,,, F,,(6') < F,(0pu) thus 6" € GA)E).

Theorem S1.1 (Global Convergence Theorem, Zangwill| (1969))). Let the sequence {x1}72,
be generated by w11 € A(xy), where A is a point-to-set map on X. Let a solution setT’ € X

be given, and suppose that:
(i) The sequence {x}72, C S for S C X a compact set.

(ii) There is a continuous function o on X such that (a) if x ¢ T', then a(y) < a(zx) for
ally € A(z). (b) if x €T, then a(y) < a(z) for ally € A(zx).

(iii) The mapping A is closed at all points of X \ T



Then all the limit points of any convergent subsequence of (x1)72, are in the solution set
I' and a(zxy) converges monotonically to a(x) for some x € T'.
S2 Proofs for results in Section 3

S2.1 Derivation of the log-likelihood in the form of GLMs

log L(6; x, 2,5 = 1) = log (HPG(Zi|$ia 5i = 1))

7

=Y zilogPy(zi = 1|mi,si = 1) + (1 = 2;) log Py(2; = O, 5 = 1)

T
Po(z; = 1|zi, 85 = 1)
% % OgIP’g(zi Oz, 5 = 1) + logPy(z |z, s )

ORPCAR
From Lemma 2.1, we have Py(z = 1|z, s = 1) = T . Then,
oz =1 =13 (1+ 2)edTa
T
Py(z = 1|z, s = 1) DL ny T 0T
1 =log ———— =log — + 0" x — log(1 .
°8 Py(z =0z, s =1) %89 + b’ °8 TNy + 07w —log(1+¢77)

and,

1+(1+7:171)€0Tz %eeTx
logPy(z = 0|z,s =1) = _10g< 1+60nTux = —log| 1+ 1?:%

= — log <1 + elog &_’_ng_log(l_i_egTw)) .

Therefore we obtain,
log <HPg(zi|aji, s = 1)) = szi —log(1 + e™)
i i

where 7; = log - + 0Tz — log(1 + € @).



S2.2 Useful inequalities and technical lemmas

In this section, we provide some results that will be useful for our proofs. First we state the
symmetrization inequality, which shows relationships between empirical and Rademacher

processes.

Theorem S2.1. (Symmetrization theorem van der Vaart and Wellner| (1996)]) Let Uy, ..., Uy,
be independent random variables with values in U and (¢;) be an i.i.d. sequence of Rademacher

variables, which take values +1 each with probability 1/2. Let T’ be a class of real-valued
functions on WU. then

sup .
yel

The next theorem is Ledoux-Talagrand contraction theorem. The stated version is

n

Z{v U»)}D <2F <sup > e(Uy)

vyel i—1

Theorem 2.2 in Koltchinskii| (2011)), which allows 7" be any subset in R™, thus slightly more
general than the original theorem in |Ledoux and Talagrand (1991) where T' needs to be

bounded.

Theorem S2.2. (Contraction theorem[Ledoux and Talagrand (1991))]) Let T C R™ and let
vi:R—=R,i=1,...,n be contractions which satisfy |;(s) — @i(t)] < |s —t|,s,v € R and
©i(0) = 0. Let (¢;) be independent Rademacher random variables. Then

sup egpt < 2F [ sup €til| | -

=1
Finally, we state the bounded differences inequality, also sometimes called as Hoeffding-

Azuma inequality.

Theorem S2.3. (Bounded difference inequality[McDiarmid (1989)]) Let Xi,..., X, be
arbitrary independent random variables on set A and ¢ : A" — R satisfy the bounded

difference assumption: there exists constants ¢;,1 = 1,...,n such that for alli =1,...,n



/
and all x1,x9,...,%4T;, ..., Ty,

lo(z1, o Ty ey ) — (X1, T )| S

Then ¥Vt > 0,

P(o(X1,..  Xn) = Blp(X1,..., Xp)] > ) < exp(=2t2/ D ¢?)
=1

Now we state and prove some useful results about sub-Gaussian and sub-exponential

random variables.

Lemma S2.4. Let v,u € RP and (¢1,...,97) be a partition of (1,...,p). For § =

((g1s---,97), (wj)]) and G = ((gl,...,gj),(wj_l)l‘]) such that all g; are non-empty and

w; >0, |UTU| < HU||9,2,1| U||§,2,oo'

J _
Proof. Wenote [[v]lg o1 = > j_1 wllvg ||y and [Jul[g 5 o, = maxi<j<||w; 1ugj ||5. By Cauchy-

Schwarz inequality, we have

J J

ol ul <Y lwjvgw; ug, | <Y llwjvg, [l lw; g, ;.

j=1 J=1
Taking the maximum of the second quantity,

J

o7 < lrg%l!wjlugjllzijvasz = [lvllg 2,1 llllg 2,00
<< st

O]

Lemma S2.5. Let x € R? such that z7v ~ subG(||[v|502) for any fited v € R and
E[z] =0. For anyi€ (1,...,p), k> 1,

Efjail"] < k(203)*°T(k/2).



Proof. Taking v = e; where e; is an ith coordinate vector, we have F(exp(tv’z)) =
Elexp(tz;)] < exp(t?02/2) for t € R. Then following a standard argument for sub-Gaussian

random variables,
Bllaif) = [ B(ai| = 5)ds
o
< 2/ exp(—s2/* /202 ds
s=0
= k(202)F/? / e k2 Ny = k(202)F2T (k/2)
s=0

where the third inequality comes from the change of variable u = 5%/ /202 O

The next lemma concerns distribution of z o z = [22,...,2?%] for independent sub-

Gaussian (x;);_;.
Lemma S2.6. Let x € R® such that z7v ~ subG(HvH%ag) for any fized v € R® and
Elz] = 0. Also, assume (x;){_, are independent. Then we have v™(

with v =1602||v||5, b = 1602||v||, for any fived v € RS,

xox) ~ subExp(v,b)

Proof. Let z:= xox — E[x oz|. For any given v € R® and ¢ > 0,

Elexp(tv? 2)] = Elexp(tvyzy + .. . tvszs)]

= H Elexp(tv;z;)]

=1

where we use independence. Then by Taylor series expansion,

T 2 tQ(UiZZ')Q
Elexp(tv Z)}ZI_IIE Lt tvizg + ————+ ...
e

—H <1+Zt E (vi(x —E[asg]))k>

By Jensen’s inequality, we have,

E(viz} — Efviaf))* < |oi"2"Y(B[23*] + El2f)"),



and by applying Jensen’s inequality again, we get

2 2 R k2R B[22
T 1 1
Elexp(tv' 2)] < H (1 + Z | (S4)
i=1 k=2
We let ¢; = t|v;]. By Lemma we have,
E[27*] < (2k)(202)"T (k) = 2(K!)(207)" (S5)

Substituting into ,
Elexp(tvT2)] < H (1 + thsk(ag)k>
_H<1+ (8tio2)* > (8tio2) )
k=0
H (1 +128t702)

if t|v;| < 1/(1602), for all 4. By the fact that 1+ 128207 < exp(128tZ03)

S
Elexp(tv? )] < 1_[e>(p(128t12 4 =exp Z 128t%020) = exp(128%||v]302)
i=1

for t < 1/(1602max; |v;]). Therefore vIz o x ~ subExp(v,b) with v = 1602||v]|,, b =
1607 ]v]l)- O

Also, we have a lemma about maximum of sum of variables with sub-exponential tails.

Lemma S2.7. Consider (uj)‘jjzl where u; € R™ such that 1Tu; ~ subBExp(v;,b) with
Eluj] = 0 for1 < j < J. We let m := max;m;. Also, assume v, > 0 such that

vj < vey/m for all j and 3¢ > 0 such that b < cv,. Then we have,

<
E[f%a}]]l uj] < cvi(log J 4+ m/(2¢2)).

In particular, when ¢ =1, E[lgla<XJ 17u;] < vi(log J +m/2).
<<



Proof. For [t| < 1/b we have,

Blexp(t17u;)] < exp(t*}/2) < exp(mtv?/2) (56)
Then,
E[ max ILTU‘] = 1E (log emaxléngt(lTuj))
1<<g -t
1 i<y t(1Tu;
< flogE(emaxlsasJ( u]>)
~ ot
1 < t(]lTu-)>
= —logE| max e i) ) .
3 1<5<J

where the second inequality comes from Jensen’s. Using a union bound,

J
1 (1 ;) 1 #(1Tu;)
- < =
" log E (fgjange ) < " log jg_l E (e J )
1 2,,2
< = mtvzg /2 )
<7 log (Je ) (S7)

where the last inequality uses . Since 1/(cvy) < 1/b by assumption, the inequality
holds for ¢ = 1/(cvy). Plugging ¢t = 1/(cv,) into (S7)), we obtain,

T . < 2
E[lrgjaé]l u;] < evi(log J +m/(2¢%))

as claimed. O

Finally, in Lemma [S2.§ and [S2.9] we provide expectation and probability tail bounds

of a dual ¢1/¢5 norm of a sub-Gaussian vector.
Lemma S2.8. Let G = ((g1,...,97), (wj){). Consider a random vector v € RP such that
for each j and any fized u € RI93, ulvg, ~ subG(o?||ul|3) with Elvg,] = 0 and u” (vg, ovg,) ~

subBap(v|jully. v|ull,.). Then,

Ell[vllg 2,00) < ev/log J +m

for ¢ = (minj<j<yw;)~ty/max(v,802), where we define § = ((gl,...,gJ),(w]-_l){) and

m 1= max; |g;|, the largest group size.



Proof. First we let m; = |g;|. By Holder’s inequality, we have,

_ _ 2 _
Lo I v, ] < Blagaus e e, 151 = Blggae w205, + v, )12
Then,
) -2
Bl a0 Wy 4ty an ) < (0 0 BLma (0,1 4, )
mj
—92 2
= (ax w; ") E{max ) (ug; i+ Elvg,i]))]
T T =1

< (lréljagchj ) <E[1r£]a§<JIL ug,| +4mo )

d . .
where ug, = vy, 0 vy, — Efvy, 0 vy,] and the last inequality uses Lemma [S2.5 and m; < m,

for all j. By assumption, we have, ILTugj ~ subExp(v,/mj,v) and Efugy] = 0. Then, by

Lemma [S2.7]

LHS < (lréljagj w]72)[u(log J +m/2) + 4mo?]

< -2 2 _
< (fgjangwJ ) max(v, 80°)(log J + m)

Since maxi<j<s w;2 = 1/(minj<;j<s w;)?, defining ¢ = (min;<;<y w;)~1y/max(v,802), we

obtain
[v][5.2.00 < cV/logJ +m

as desired.

O]

Lemma S2.9. Let § = ((g1,.--,97), (w;){). Consider a random vector v € RP such
that for each j and for any fized u € RI9%! ulvg, ~ subG(o?||ull3) with Elvg,] = 0 and

T (1, 0 v) ~ subBap(vlfully,vljull.). Then,
1
P (Il = 8) < Jexp (5 min(C3/22.Co) )

9



where we define Cs := (min; wjz)(SQ/m—ZLUQ, S=((g1,---,97), (wy YY), and m = max; |g;|,

the largest group size.

Proof. By the union bound, we have

J
-1 2 2
P <1r£1ax ||w vg; [y > (5> < ZP (ij vg;ll = 0 ) :

j=1
Defining ug; :d: vg,; 0 Vg, — Elvg; ovg;] and mj = |g;].
J M
252
P (fmagiorenle20) < 2 (L o2 )
J

Z (11 Ug, > mjnwjz)52—4mj02>
— J

where the last inequality uses Lemma . By assumption, we have IlTugj ~ subExp(v,/mj, V)
and Elugy,] = 0. We use Bernstein type inequality to bound the probability. More concretely

for any s > 0 such that |s| < 1/v, we have,

P (]1Tugj > (mjinw?)d2 — 4mj02> <P (s]lTug]. > smC’g)
< exp(—smCs)E [exp (s]lTugj)]

< exp(—smCs + s*mv?/2).

In the first and third inequality, the bound m; < m was also used. Optimizing over s > 0,

we take s = min{Cs/v?, 1/v}. Hence, we have,

M in(C2 /12
P (121;12{]]10 vngQ > 5) < Jexp( 5 min(C§ /v ,C(;/V))

10



S2.3 Proof for Proposition 3.1

The proof of this result follows similar lines to the proof of Theorem 1 in|Loh and Wainwright
(2013), which established the result with a different tolerance function and an additive
penalty. Since 0* is feasible, by the first order optimality condition, we have the following
inequality

(VLn(0) + vPA(0))T(6" - 6) > 0.

Letting A=6- 0*, since 6 € O by the setup of the problem, we can apply RSC condition
to obtain

Al = 7([Allg2,) < (~VPA(6) — VLA (6))TA. (S8)

On the other hand, convexity of Py() implies
P\(6%) — P\(6) > —vPy(0)TA. (S9)
Combining with , we obtain

Al = 7(|Allg51) < (=VPA(B) = VLA (6%)TA

< Py(6%) = P(0) + |VLn(0%) I3,

. A logJ +m  « [log J +m
by Lemma [S2.4 Since 7([|A[lg,,) = TlTHAHéQ,l + 72 7”AH9 2,10
. . . « logJJ+m logJ +m «
al Al < PA(0")=Pr(0)+]|Allg 5, <71||A\|92 1 \/7714' VL (6 )||g,2,oo> :

By the choice of A,

logJ +m logJ +m .
7HAH§2 1T\ e (VL (05 2,00 <

w\y

11



Then by using the triangle inequality

A . A A s
of|All3 < PA(6%) — Pa(6) + 5 1Bllg21

J
* A A )\ ~
=AY wylll lly =AY willfy,lly = A D7 will o + 5 D willAg,
7j=1

jeSs jeSs jEeSe
R s
<AD willAglly = A D willfg,lla + 5 D will Ayl
jes jese j=1

where S == {j € (1,...,J );9; # 0} where the last inequality comes from the triangle
inequality. Since for j € S¢, égj = égj — 9;]_,

J
« « X« A «
oA AN willAg,lly =AD" willdglly + 5 Y willAg,

jes jese j=1
3\ A A .
=5 2 wil Ayl = 5 D will Ag
jeSs jese
In particular, we have
> willdglly 3% wjlldg (S10)
jese jes
and
o 3\ R
allAll; < 7ij”Ang2' (S11)
JjES
Then,

oflAl; < maij ZIIAgJH QDY < (maxw;) \/IS 1A]l.

JjeES jES

The ¢1/¢5 upper bound follows from the ¢-bound and

1Allgan =Y willAglls + D willAg,lly < A(maxw;) )Y Al < A(maxw;) /15| 1A,
J€eSs jese jes

12



S2.4 Proof of Lemma 3.1

Recalling £,(0) = 30| (=2 f(072;) — A(f(07x;))), we have
oIS, Ty LI
VL (0%) = = g (<= +utr@ " 2)) - Pt
where we define A(n) = log(1+e"), u(n) = A'(n) = e"/(1+e") and f(07z) = log(ne/mn,) +
07 z—log(1+€ *). For1 <i<nand1 < j < p, define Vij = (=2 + p(f(0*T2y)))
We note VL, (0%); = 15" | V.

1 +66*T;vi )

Considering the event, with C := 3602,

we have,

P (I9£a(0") g 200 = ) < PE) +P (| 7£n(6) 52,00 = 31€) P(E).

First we show that P(E¢) is small. Since each z;; is a sub-Gaussian variable with sub-

- E[$2],

. . o 2
Gaussian parameter o, defining z;; = ; i

tj
P(E°) < pP (1 Zn:x?. > 3602> < pP (1 i Zij > 3202>
- i v ) i T :
where we use the fact that E [:U?j] < 402. We note that (z;;)™, are i.i.d. samples from
mean-zero distribution with sub-Exponential tail with parameter v = b = 1602 by applying
Lemma with s = 1. By Bernstein-type tail bound of the sub-exponential random

variable,

P(EC) < pP ( sz > 320 > < exp(—%@ - QIng)) < exp(—n/2), (S12)

by the sample size condition n 2 log J+m, assuming sufficiently large n. Now we show that
LS5~ | Vij is a sub-Gaussian variable on €. In particular, we show that Elexp(t1 3" | V;;)]€] <

exp(t?v?/2) for some v > 0.

13



t

Defining t; i = ——————
g K3 n(l—i—eG*T‘Il)

, by definition of V;;, we have

B [exp(L Vil | =  [exp (<) -exp (6 07y b
= E[exp (—tizizig) i) - exp (tip( f (@] 0%))wi;) - (513)
By the property of exponential family, we obtain
Elexp (—tiziwij) 2] = /eXp(—tizwij) cexp(zf (2] 0%) — A(f (7 6%))dz
= exp {A(f(T0°) — i) — A(f(70%))} (s14)
Therefore combining and (S14), we obtain
E [equvij)m] — exp {A(F(2T0°) — tizy) — A (@T0%) + tan(f (270" ) )

1
< exp {W(txij)z}

where the second inequality comes from the second order Taylor expansion, u(-) = A'(),

sup, A”(u) < 1/4, and t; < t/n. Therefore

HE[eXp Vi |x} < exp <8222 m)

and conditioned on &€, we have the bound

2 K, t2C
exp szw < exp )
i=1

Therefore, 2 3 | Vi; ~ subG(C/4n), i.e. VL,(0%); ~ subG(C/4n) for all j.

Now we discuss the distribution of u? V., (6%)y, and u” VL, (6*)y, 0 VL, (6%)g, on &, for
any u € Rl%!, to apply Lemma By Assumption 1, (VL£,(0%);) ey, are independent.
With independence, it is easy to see for any j and any fixed u € RI9! uTVLn(H*)gj ~
subG (||ul|3(C/4n)) and E[VL,(6*)] = 0. Then Lemma gives

ul (VE(0%)g; © VL (07)g,) ~ subExp(||ully(4C/n), |[ull - (4C/n))

J

14



for any j and fixed u € Rl9!. Therefore the condition of Lemma is satisfied with
0? = C/4n and v = 160% = 4C/n.
We let 62 = 16C(log J + m)/(min; wJQn) and note that

(minj w})é*> ¢ 16C(logJ +m) C  4C (16logJ 15
Cy=—"T = — -—=— +—
m n mn n n 4m 4

By Lemma [S2.9]

m C? Cs
Ma oo > < —— mi 9
P (||VLn(0 5200 = 5|8> < exp ( 5 min <(4C/n)2’ 4C/n> +logJ) ,

2
and because log J/m > 0, Cs > 4C'/n, and min <(4g/‘5n)2, 4gjn) = 4gjn if C5 > 4C/n, we

have,

. m (4logJ 15
P (19600 g > 01E) < 0xp (=5 (P27 4+ 37 ) 4 1ox )

<exp(—logJ —m). (S15)

Putting (S12) and (S15) together, and noting 6 = (240, / min; wj)\/log%, we obtain

1 m
P (\VL,L(H*)HS 900 = (240, / minwj)y / o8 Tm {;_ ) < exp(—0.5n) + exp(—log J —m) <€
< j

where the last inequality follows from the sample size condition n > (log J +m) V (1/€)'/5.

S2.5 Proof of Theorem 3.2
S2.5.1 Proof Outline

Defining f(672) = log(n;/mny) + 6T — log(1 + ¢ ), we recall that

£u(0) = ) (=2 (672i) +log(1 + /@2 )
=1

15



Taking a derivative with respect to 6 of £,,(#), we obtain

)= 23 (s + u(F(O72) £ (672
=1

3

and

(VL,(0) — VL, ()T A

1 - * *
= <n > (O wi) = z) 107 2) — (u(F@ 7))~ =) 16 T:m) r/ A (S16)
i=1
where A is defined as A := 6§ — 6*, and A(-), u(-) defined as A(n) := log(1 + €"), u(n) =
Al(n) =e/(1 +e"). Also we let e; := u(f(0* z;)) — .
To prove that (S16) is positive with high probability, we decompose (S16)) into two terms,

whose first term I has a positive expectation and the second term I has an expectation

zero. To do so, we add and subtract = 37 | e; f/(672;)z; to (S16) to obtain
(S16) = Z ( GED) (f(H*T%‘)>)f'(9T$z‘)xiTA +ei(f/(07w:) = (07 wi))al A

Applying a Taylor expansion around f(8*7z;), we obtain

(VLn(0) = VL, (0°)T A

fZA” FO T zi) + v (f(0T i) — F(O0 T 2:)) (F(0T2:) — f(0° @) f' (0T 2i)al A (S17)

|

n

1 T «T T
- ) z 7 ; fi 7 07 1 S18
-|-an:16 "0"x;) — f1(0" x;))x; A for v; € [0,1] (518)

IT

where A”(n) = €7/(1 + e")2. We will show that the expectation of I is positive. We
immediately see Ele;(f'(07x;) — f/(6*Tx;))xl A] = 0 because E[e;|z;] = 0.

16



We aim to show each inequality

logJ +m
1> rol|AJ2 2l Ay = (S19)
logJJ +m
1] < ol Allg g, 22 (520)

holds for all A € {A;||A|l2 < r} with probability at least 1 — €/2 for some ko, K1, k2 > 0.

Then
[logJ+m N [log J +m
n "2 92,1 n

holds for all A € {A;||A|l2 < r} with probability at least 1 — e. Finally, by the inequality

[log J +m
2 1 k2 7HAH921

for all A € {A;||All2 < r} with probability at least 1 — e.

I+ 11> kollAl3 —

a® + b% > 2ab, we obtain,

log J +
T I o/ - (26 ) (2T

S2.5.2 Obtaining a lower bound of term [

We use a similar argument in Negahban et al.| (2012) to obtain a lower bound of the first
term. The main difference is that we get the dependence on 6 for a curvature term, which

1
is not the case for a canonical link f(67x) = 67x. Since f'(u) = Tr e the first term [
e

becomes

(z7A)?
(1 + exiTG*Jrv;:(:ZTA)(l + exiTG)'

ZA” 1O i)+ vi(£(0" ) = £(07" @)

for some v] € [0, 1] by Taylor expansion. We note

A'(f 9*7 x;) + vz(f(eC x;) — f(9* i), 7 A2 T
I>= - x; A)TL{|A ;| < T]|A
E (11 er T+ olaT 2 Y1t e ) ( )71 ‘ A}
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for any 7 > 0, as A" (u) = ﬁ > 0,Vu. A suitable 7 will be chosen shortly. Since on
the event

ATz, < AL, (521)
we have 07z; < |0*Tx;| + |ATz;| < KT 4 7r and

£ @) + v (F(0 T i) — F(OT2:))| < |0 3)| + | F(0 as) — £(67 ;)]

l

n
< + 10T 2] + | ATz,
TNy

log

by Assumption 3 and the fact that 276 — log(1 + exTe) is 1-Lipschitz in 76, I can be

further lower-bounded by

Lo(7) ¢
Ir2—_ (a7 A)*1{|A | < 7] All,},
i=1
) . A" (u) )
where Lo(7) is defined as Lo(7) := inf ——————. Finally, we truncate each

lu| <Ko+ KT 47r (1 + eB1+77)2
term (x7 A)21{|ATz;| < 7||A|l,} so that each term is Lipschitz in (z] A). For a truncation

level 7 > 0, we define the following function:

u? if jul <3
or(u) =9 (1 —u)? if 5<|ul <7
0 otherwise

and note that 7 > 15" Lo(T)gOT||A||2(AT$¢), since if the event (S21)) holds, (ATz;)% >
<pTHA||2(ATxi), and both left and right-hand sides are 0 if the event does not hold.

Defining I, as

Lo(7)

I, :=

> orjag, (ATz)), (522)
=1

we note that it is sufficient to show the inequality

log J +m
sl BT (523)

18
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holds with high probability for all A € {A;||All2 < r} to prove (S19)). To do so, first we
will show the inequality (S23) is true for A € S(d,t), where we define

S, 1) = {A e R% [|Ally = 6, [[Allg o1 /1Al < 2} (524)

If A =0, the inequality (S23)) is trivially true. Otherwise, we show that

Lo(T) & logJ +m
52 > erjal, (A @) > Ko — raty — (525)
=1

is true for all A € S(d,t) with high probability. Then we will use a homogeneity property

of ¢ and peeling argument to obtain a uniform result over (4, 1).
S2.5.3 Bounding Expectation of Term [
We note that I, is lower bounded by,
Iy = BE[I] + (I — E[I¢]) > E[Il;] — sup |l — E[I]|.
A€ES(6,t)

In this sub-section, we obtain the lower bound of E[I,], which is strictly positive with a
suitably chosen 7. In the next sub-section, we will control the deviation term supaegs ) [1e—

E[I;]|. First we have E[I;] = Lo(7)FE {@THAHQ(AT:U) where 2 £ z;, and
E [¢ra), (AT2)| = BI(AT2)%] - E[(AT2)? = o), (AT2)].
We lower and upper bound each two terms on the right-hand side by
E[(AT2)] > Kol All3
and

BI(ATS) — sy, (ATo)] < B (@1 {1aTal = TITE L

19



Applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we obtain

p|@ropn{jate > T2 Y] < \/m\/ﬁ” (172> T2l

2
)
S
T

by using expectation and tail-bound of sub-Gaussians, since ATz ~ SubG(HAHgUg)- As
K, 16v/202 1/2
420} (eXp (‘%)) = 70 for 7% > 1607 log I\(f% , we take 7 = K3 1= 4o, (log %)
’ 0

to have

B[L] = Lo(Ks)E [xcyja), (AT2)]

2
2 2 T
> Lo(Ks)|All3 (Ko — 4V207 exp (-1602»

x

23Lo(K3)Kp

N (526)

For simplicity, we write Ly := Lo(K3) for future references.

S2.5.4 Controlling the difference of Term [ from its expectation

We now bound the term sup |I;— E[I;]| using the concentration property of an empirical
AES(8,t)

process. We have sup |I, — E[Ij]| = §°LoU; (t), where we define U (t) as
AES(4,t)

1

3D Prslal,(ATz) — B %OKsuAHQ(ATx)}

Ui(t) :== sup
1) aes() |nlIAllG =

)

K3||All3
BILHZ by definition of

©-(+), we apply bounded difference inequality with ¢; = K2/2n (Theorem [S2.3)) to obtain

since [|Afl, = ¢ for all A € S(4,¢). Since we have |||, lo <

8 2
P(U1(t) = EUL(t) +u1) < 2exp <— ;‘(Zl> .
3

Setting u1 = Ko/4,
P(UL (1) > BUA(1)] + ) < 2exp(—cin) (s27)
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where ¢; = K2/2K3 is a constant depending on K and K3. Now we calculate EU; (t). By

symmetrization and contraction inequalities (Theorems , we have
1 n
T
——5 D €iPKa|al, (A7 Ti)
nl|Ally ; T

1 n
— E eiAT:c,-
n -

=1

_ 1
< 8K36 1( sup HAH9,2,1>E ||nzfi$i”§,2,oo]

AES(8,t) =

I
< 8K K| 28 M (S28)
n

where (¢;)"_; are i.i.d Rademacher variables and K, := 200, (min; w;)~!. Note that PK3|All,

ElUA(H)] < 2E | sup

A€ES(5,t)

8K30
< 5

E

sup
AEeS(5,t)

is a Lipschitz function with the Lipschitz constant = 2K3||A|, = 2K30 for A € S(6,t)

which allows us to apply the Ledoux-Talagrand contraction theorem. The second last

inequality is from LemmalS2.4/and the last inequality follows from E [H% o € 15200 <

Ky W, which will be proven shortly in Lemma [S2.10

Therefore, combining (S26), (S27)) and (S28)), we have

i Lo Y T / log J +m
52) nIATE AT xi) 2 Ko — by ———— 29
Aelél((s,t) ’I’LHAH% ZzlgoKif”A'Q( €T ) = Ko K/l " ( )

with probability at least 1 —exp(—cin) where kg = KoLg/2 and k] = 8LoK3K 4. It remains
to prove Lemma [S2.10]

Lemma S2.10.
E

1 — log J +m
Hﬁ Z fﬂ'i’g,zo@] <cyf e (S30)

i=1

1

for n > logp, where ¢ := 200, (min; w;)~! is a constant depending on o, (w;)7.

2
ij>
€ ~ subG(1). Then 2 3% | e;z;; ~ subG(C(z)/n), where we define C(z) = maxi<j<p =

oy . n 1 n U . . L .
Proof. Conditioned on o7, ;- > " | €;x;; is a sub-Gaussian with a parameter .5 >, z7;, since

21
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conditioned on x7. Defining u = [ug,...,up]T € RP as uj = %Z?:l €;x;j, we have in-
dependence of (u;)jey, by Assumption 1. Following similar arguments as in the proof
of Lemma 3.1, we obtain for any j and v € RI%! vlug, ~ subG((C(z)/n)|v|3) and

v (ug, 0 ug,) ~ subExp(v|v|y, v||v| ) with v = 16C(z)/n. Then Lemma gives,

1< n logJ+m
Hﬁzeiui‘|§,2,oo|wl <4 mmw] -1/c

i=1

1 — . 1 JlogJ +m
HnZQﬂfng,Q,oo] §4(mjmwj) 1\/TE[ C(z)]

=1

Therefore,

Now we upper-bound E[\/C(x)]. By Holder’s inequality,

1/2
max — g J:U
1<j<pn “

Now we define z;; := x?j — E[a:%]] foreach 1 <i<mnand1l<j<pandz = [z,... ,znj]T.

Using Lemma we have,

n

max — E Zij
1<_7<p’rl -

Since ]szj ~ subExp(1602/n, 1602.) by Lemma we apply Lemma with v, =
1602/n, ¢ = 1/y/n (taking m; = 1,Vj) to obtain

<E + 402,

max — E x”
1<j<p n “

— 160 21 gp

n'E[max 172;] <n '160%(logp +n/2) + 802,

1<5<p
Hence,

E[\/C(z)] < 4oz+/logp/n+1/2 < 50y,

by the condition of logp/n < 1, and thus,

S Ly-1, [log S +m
HnZeixng,g,m] SQOU:v(mjlnwj) 1\/T

i=1

22



S2.5.5 Extending the inequality (S29)) for all A € Bo(r)

In this section, we show

L ||AH921 logJ—l—m

Crcylal,(ATTi) > Ko — k1 ( — (S31)

nl AR £ Z e B n
holds for all [|Al2 = 5 with probability at least 1 — e¢/2 where k1 = 2x}. Note if (S31)
holds, for any A’ such that [|A||s = ¢ # d, we can apply (S31)) to A = A’(§/§) to obtain

Lo [A|g,2,1\  [log J +m

AT2) > ko — 21

n||A| ’2 Z(PK%HA ), (A7 i) 2 Ko — K1 < N n
by using homogeneity property of p,i.e. o, () = ¢ 2¢q(cx) for any ¢ > 0. Thus proving
that (S31)) holds for all ||Alls = ¢ with probability at least 1 — €/2 is enough to prove

that the same inequality holds for all ||Alls < r with the same high probability. We let
S2(6) := {A € RP;||All2 = 6} and K, > 0 be a constant such that min; w; > K, where
the existence of K, is guaranteed by Assumption 4.

P (3A € S2(6) such that inequality (S31)) fails )

Np,

< Z]P’ <EIA € Sp(0); K27t < | Hl\(ﬁ;l < K 2! s.t inequality (S31)) fails ) (S32)
=1

where 2V < (max; w;/Ky)VJ, ie. Np = ’710g2 (maxj wj\ﬁ/Kwﬂ, by the inequality
Kol All2 < (mingw))[Allz < |A]lg21 < (max; w))VI[|All2.

Np

Z]P’ <E!A € So(6); K271 < | ”i?‘fl < K 2! such that inequality (S31)) fails )
2

li

Np
< P

i Lo _ logJ +m
> uf TATE Z%HA”2<A 1) < Ro — i1 (K2 1>\h
=1 A€S2(5),M<(Kw21) n||All3 n

§ : Lo Y T / i JlogJ +m
B nllAl12 Atz < ko — K (K2 )\ ———
(Aes 5(szz AN ;W@Ag( ;) < Ko — K ( ) -

< exp(—cin + log Np)
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by k1 = 2k} and the inequality (S29). Finally,
exp(—cin +log Np) < exp (—cm + log logQ(J3/2/Kw)> Sexp(—cin+loglog J) < ¢e/2

by the sample size condition n > (log J +m) V (1/€)'/# and max; w;/J < 1.

S2.5.6 Controlling the difference of Term I from its expectation

For the second term, we recall the definition :

1< i
7=~ Z;ei(f'(e%i) — 110" )l A,
1=
and note that E[II] = 0 by E[e;|z;] = 0. Similar to U;(t), we define a following quantity,

> e 10T wi) — /(07 3i))a] A,

=1

1

U t = su —_—
2(1) P | AT

(1/2)t<||Allg 21 <t

, and bound E(Us(t)) using symmetrization and contraction theorem. First we define

gi(AT ) = e (f’(H*T:Bi + ATz — f’(H*Txi)> ATz
and prove that g;/L, is a contraction map where L, := 3 + (K7 /4).
Lemma S2.11. g;(s)/L, is a contraction map with g;(0) = 0.
Proof. We consider the first derivative of g;. For ease of notation, we let u; := 0*Tz;. We
note f'(u) = 1/(1 + e%),f'(u) = —e*/(1 + e*)2. Thus sup,, |f'(u)| < 1,sup, |f"(u)| < 1/4.
Also, elementary calculation shows that sup,, |uf’(u)],sup, |uf”(u)] < 1/2. Since,

gi(w) = ei(f'(uj +u) — f'(uj))u
we have,
6/00)] = les " (s -+ 7w+ ) — ()
<1+ )+ ) — £+ )+ ) — )

<3+ (1/4)|u;
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where |e;| <1 was used in the first inequality. By Assumption 2, u} := \G*Txi| < K7, thus

we can take Ly := 3+ (1/4)K7. O

Back to E(Ux(t)), by symmetrization and contraction theorem (Theorems 52.2)),

n

1 T
—— > A"z
nl|Allg2,a ; o

E(Us(t)) <4L4E sup

(1/2)t<||Allg 2.1 <t

<4L,E

1 1 &
sup T [Allg 2l = D eiillg
(1/2)t<[|Allg,2,1 <t (1/2)t 9210 ; #2l1G,2,00

< 8K4Lgy/ bg‘]%. (S33)

where the second inequality uses the fact that (1/2)t < ||Allg21 < ¢ and Lemma and
the last inequality comes from Lemma [S2.10

Now, we apply bounded difference inequality to show that Us(t) is close to E(Uax(t))
with probability at least 1 — exp(—c'n). We have,

1 T 1 1 nxT T 1 nxT T
i, n||A||9,2,1| i ol 0 n|Allgas I ( ¢ i) ( i) i
2
<su ATzl < 2 maxw (),

by Lemma We note for any w € R? such that wge = 0 and |lwlle =1, u € RP, defined
as u := 0*+rw, satisfies ||u—0*||2 < r and supp(u—6*) C g;. By Assumption 2, [z1u| < K7
a.s. for all . Then |z} w| = |z] (u — 6%)|/r < 2K /r a.s., which implies ||(z;), [|2 < 2KT/r

since [|(7;)g;]l2 = sup |(l’1)§]7j’ = sup |zFw|. As the bound holds for
veRI||v||l2=1 wERP;Hngzl,wch_:O

any i, j, we have max; ; ||(z;)g, ||2 < 2K7 /7.

Hence by applying Theorem with ¢; = (8KY/K,r)n~1, we obtain

P(Us(t) > EUs(t) + uz) < exp(—2u3/ Y ¢f)
=1
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f
Taking us = K4L, m, we get
n
log J
P (Ug(t) > 9Ky Ly / Ogn*m> < exp(—ca(log J +m))

where g := (K7 KsLg)?/32(K])?. In other words, we have shown, for any ¢ > 0,

logJ +m
< RIQHAHS,ZI\/ gT,V(lﬂ)t <[Allg21 < t>

> 1 —exp(—ca(log J +m)) (S34)

’ Qi EH: ei(f'(0 ;s + ATa) — f1(07 2))al A

=1

where we define xf, := 9K, L,.

S2.5.7 Extending the inequality (S34]) for all A € By(r)

In this section, we obtain a uniform result for term II. More concretely, we consider the

log J +m
< Rl Aflgzay/ =S (835)

following inequality:

% S e/ (0 s + ATag) — £1(0*T2)aT A
=1

where kg := 10K4L,. Equivalently, defining

1 . 1 nxT T 1nxT T
— S (0T a4+ ATx) — f1(0 )2l A
nHA,W; (' )~ (67 ;)

P(A; 21, 21) =

for A # 0, we aim to establish the result,

1
P (lqﬁ(A;x?,z?)\ < o[RBT yn Bm) >1-¢/2

We first define

A(ry,m) = {A e RP;ry < ||Allg 21 < ra}
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and decompose Bg(r) into different regions. We have,

P (3A € Ba(r) such that inequality (S35) fails )

<P (3A € A(0,C),) such that inequality (S35) fails ) (S36)
Ng

+ ZIP’ (3A € A(rk_1, 7)) such that inequality (S35)) fails ) (S37)
k=1

where we define

(min; wj)r > NogJ+m
Cpn = K4L, ( KT -

T = Cn2k.

Here C), is chosen to ensure the probability (S36) to be small enough, which will be
shown shortly. We take Nk such that ry, = C, 2Nk > 7 max,; wj\/j since |Allg21 <
(max; w;)VJ||All2 < r(max; w;)v/J. Then we can let,

nJ
= 1 . —_—
Ny |70g2 (cmjaxw] logJer)“

for ¢ := (K7)?/(rK2K4Ly4)V1. By the sample size assumption, max; w;/n < 1 and J > n”,

thus

s o (Cmﬁx & 1g7}‘]+m> < 2log (¢n*197).

for some ¢ > 1. Since P (A € A(rg_1, 7)) such that inequality (S35]) fails ) < exp(—co(m+
log J)) for any k by (S34)), we have for (S37)),

(537) < exp(—c2(m +log J) + log Nk)

< 2exp (—CQ(’I’I’L +log J) + loglog Cln(3+6)/2>

< cgexp(—ca(m + log J) + loglogn)
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for c3 = 2((3+ B)/2 +log ) > 1, as loglog ¢nB+/2 < loglogn + log((3 + )/2 + log ¢).
Now we address (S36)):

(536) =P (3A € A0,Cn); lp(A; 2T, 21)| > mW)

For s € (0,C,], we define a function qg Ry xRP — R, whose first argument takes the size
(measured in ||-|/g 2,1 norm ), second argument takes normalized direction (i.e. ||d||g21 =1)

such that

n

Z ei(f/ (0" x; + szld) — /(0T z))al d = ¢(sd; 2}, 27)
i=1

3\'—‘

¢(S d; 1'1,2’1

In particular, for any A € A(0,C,,), we have 5(”A“9’2’1,

120 27) = B(A;al, o).
Now we calculate how much ¢ changes when the size of the input vector varies while
fixing the direction. In other words, we calculate the rate of change of gg with respect to its

first argument. To ease the notation, we suppress the dependence of ¢, gz~5 on (zf, 27).

js (1 > eif (07w + sald) — f1(0°T x;))a] d)‘

=1

d ~
|ls,d)] =

IN
3=
(]

eif" (0" w; + sl d)| (o] d)?

2
521 = (min; wj)r

by |ei] < 1 and [|f”||oc < (1/4). Then for any normalized direction d € RP such that

=1

2
< lillg o o0

35, d) — u, )| < (K)> ol

(min; wy

In particular, for any 0 < s < C,

. 2
1805, A/ Allg2)] < 13 (Cn,A/HAHgm)H(.Kl)) c,

(minj w;j)r
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Therefore,

~ log J +m
(S36) =P <3A € A0, Cn); lo(1Allg 2,1, A/ Allg2,0)] > Koy gn>
~ log J + m K7 2
< : _
<P <3A € A(0,Cp); [9(Crs A/ Allg.2.)| > oy === <(minj wj)r> cn>
~ log J +m
=P <3A € A0, Cn); [9(Cr, A/[[Allg2.0)| > 9K 4Ly, f gn>

. KT 2 .~
where the last line uses the fact (W) Cp = KaLg\/ 5™ Since ¢(Cry A/||Allg.2,1) =
P(CnA/[[Al[g2,1) and CrA/[|Allg 2,1 € {A” € RP; [[A'|lg 2,1 = Cn}, we have,

log J
(S36) <P sup  |d(A)] > 9[(4[/9\/W
||A||9,2,1:Cn n
log J
<P sup |p(A))| >9K4Lg\/m
(1/2)Crn<||Allg,2,1<Cn n

< exp(—ca(log J +m))

by (S34)). Therefore,

(536) + (537) < exp(—ca(log J +m)) + ¢z exp(—ca(m + log J) + loglogn)

< 2czexp(—co(m + log J) +loglogn) < €/2

by the sample size condition n > (log.J +m) V (1/€)Y/#, noting loglogn = o(log .J).
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S3 Supplementary simulation results in Section 4

In this section, we display additional classification performance results. We recall the sim-

ulation setting: dimension of features p € (10, 5000), auto-correlation level among features

p € (0,0.2,0.4,0.6,0.8), separation distance d € (1.5,2.5,3.5), and the model specifica-

tion scheme (logistic, misspecified). The sample size is ny = n,, = 500 in all setting and

experiments are repeated 50 times.

S3.1 The logistic model scheme

S3.1.1 F} scores under the logistic model scheme
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T St T: T
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Figure S1: F scores of algorithms (i)-(vi) under correct (logistic) model specification
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S3.2 The misspecified model scheme

Heavy-tailed distribution tends to generate more separated samples, leading to better classi-

fication performance. The scaling of ¥ ,, which sets Var(xiTH*) the same across p, indirectly

changes the separation between the two classes. As a result, we observe improved classifica-

tion performance with higher p in the misspecified setting. PUlasso algorithm continues to

out-perform other algorithms in most cases, but performance difference among algorithms

decreases under the model misspecification scheme.

S3.2.1 Mis-classification rates under the misspecified model

misclassification rate
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Figure S2: Mis-classification rates of algorithms (i)-(vi) under model misspecification.



S3.2.2 F; scores under the misspecified model

Algorithm

~ (i) Reference

- (i) PUlasso

= (iii) EN1

- (iv) EN2

+ (v) biased-SVM
(vi) PNS
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Figure S3: F} scores of algorithms (i)-(vi) under model misspecification
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