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We study estimation and testing in the Poisson regression model with
noisy high dimensional covariates, which has wide applications in analyz-
ing noisy big data. Correcting for the estimation bias due to the covariate
noise leads to a non-convex target function to minimize. Treating the high
dimensional issue further leads us to augment an amenable penalty term to
the target function. We propose to estimate the regression parameter through
minimizing the penalized target function. We derive the L1 and L2 conver-
gence rates of the estimator and prove the variable selection consistency. We
further establish the asymptotic normality of any subset of the parameters,
where the subset can have infinitely many components as long as its cardi-
nality grows sufficiently slow. We develop Wald and score tests based on the
asymptotic normality of the estimator, which permits testing of linear func-
tions of the members if the subset. We examine the finite sample performance
of the proposed tests by extensive simulation. Finally, the proposed method
is successfully applied to the Alzheimer’s Disease Neuroimaging Initiative
study, which motivated this work initially.

1. Introduction. Count data are routinely encountered in practice. For example, cog-
nitive scores in a neuroscience study, the number of deaths in an infectious disease study,
and the number of clicks on a particular product on an e-commerce platform, are all count
data. Because most of the count data are concentrated on a few small discrete values rather
than expanded on the entire real line and because the distribution of count variables is often
skewed, the familiar linear model becomes less ideal to capture these features. In the liter-
ature, Poisson regression (McCullagh & Nelder 2019) is arguably the most popular model
to describe count outcomes, because it naturally models the skewed distribution for posi-
tive outcomes. On the other hand, together with the count data, a large number of covariates
are often collected thanks to the ever advancing capability of modern technologies. However,
these covariates are often contaminated with errors due to imperfect data acquisition and pro-
cessing procedures. Ignoring these errors can produce biased results, which can finally lead
to misleading statistical inference on the model parameters (Carroll et al. 2006) that explain
the association between covariates and outcomes. Our goal is to develop rigorous statistical
inference procedures to test linear hypotheses in the high dimensional Poisson model with
noisy covariates. Such inference tools will enable explaining the association between the
count outcome and the individual covariate or combination of covariate, quantifying the un-
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certainties of the estimated association, and controlling the false discovery rate when testing
scientifically important hypotheses.

Let Y be the count outcome and X be its associated covariate vector. In the Poisson model,
Y is related to X as

prpY |Xq “ e´ exppβTXqtexppβTXquY {Y !.(1)

We study the testing problem in (1) under the situation that the covariate vector X is both
high dimensional and contaminated with noise. When X is accurately observed, the testing
problem has been extensively discussed in the literature (Ning & Liu 2017, Zhang & Cheng
2017, Van de Geer et al. 2014, Shi et al. 2019). However, when X is not accurately observed,
it is unclear that any of the existing proposed tests are applicable, and testing in the high
dimensional noisy Poisson regression model has not been explored. The major obstacles
in constructing valid hypothesis testing procedures are as follows. 1) The existing lasso-
type penalized Poisson estimator (Jiang & Ma 2021) does not enjoy the variable selection
consistency when the number of parameters is much larger than the sample size. 2) The
asymptotic normality of the estimator has not been established. We develop Wald and score
tests targeting at linear hypothesis on the parameters of interest in (1). To overcome obstacle
1), we improve the penalized Poisson estimator proposed in Jiang & Ma (2021) by using
a class of “amenable” penalty functions first defined in Loh & Wainwright (2015, 2017) in
combination with a modified log-likelihood function to construct estimators. We establish
the estimation consistency and variable selection consistency of the resulting estimators. To
bypass obstacle 2), we derive the asymptotic linear form of the estimators, and establish
the asymptotic normality. The asymptotic normal estimator has a wider range of applications
than the lasso type estimator does, because it facilitates subsequent inference procedures such
as constructing hypothesis testing procedures.

Even after establishing the asymptotic normal properties, it is still challenging to gener-
alize Wald and score tests to the high dimensional setting for Poisson regression with noisy
data. This is because under the amenable penalties (Loh & Wainwright 2015, 2017), the
asymptotic normality of the estimators is built on a minimal signal condition, which requires
the nonzero elements in β to be at least of order λ. Here λ is the penalty parameter which
goes to zero when sample size increases. Now consider testing the null hypothesis β1 “ 0
versus the alternative β1 “ hn, where β1 is the first element of β. The minimal signal condi-
tion implies that the test will have no power in testing the local alternative when |hn|2 ăă λ.
To resolve this issue, we remove the penalties on the subvector of the parameters involved
in the test. However, it is still unclear how fast the dimension of the subvector can grow
while still ensuring sufficient power. To this end, we derive the convergence property of the
estimators, which provides the explicit rate at which the dimension of the subvector is al-
lowed to grow with the sample size in order to achieve consistency, asymptotic normality,
and sufficient power in testing. Furthermore, to implement the score test, we need to esti-
mate the regression parameters under the null hypothesis, which involves optimization under
linear equality constraints. This type of constrained parameter estimation for noisy Poisson
model has not yet been developed. To fill this gap, we develop a general procedure for pa-
rameter estimation under linear constraints. The constraints include inequality constraints for
the parameter estimation under general Poisson model and an additional equality constraint
imposed by the null hypothesis, which leads to great challenge in establishing the convexity.
Incorporating inequality constraints is practically important because it allows to incorporate
additional parameter information, which will reduce the estimation variation and in turn the
sample size needed to achieve satisfactory estimation accuracy.

We briefly summarize our contributions as follows. First, we develop a new estimation pro-
cedure of the Poisson model with amenable regularization for noisy data. Second, we show
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the variable selection consistency and the consistency of the resulting estimator. We provide
explicit convergence rate of the estimator. Third, we derive the asymptotic normality of the
estimator for the nonzero parameters and the parameters to test. Fourth, we propose the Wald
and score test procedures by constructing the corresponding test statistics. Fifth, we derive
the asymptotic distributions of the Wald and score test statistics. These five essential elements
combined together finally allow us to perform hypothesis testing for Poisson model with high
dimensional noisy covariates, which allows us to answer important questions such as “if the
left inferior temporal gyrus has a significant impact on the development of Alzheimer’s dis-
ease”. These estimation and inference tasks are not straightforward to achieve, they require
building up a series of theoretical properties first, which involves techniques related to analyz-
ing conditional sub-Gaussian distribution tails, utilizing and modifying various concentration
inequalities, constructing the prime-dual equivalence, carefully bounding various quantities,
linking different vector and matrix norms, and establishing a Lyapunov-type bound (Bentkus
2005) on the probability distribution to derive the asymptotic distribution of proposed test
statistics. All these analyses are performed under the unusual constraints involving both lin-
ear equality constraints and parameter restrictions. We also modify the alternating direction
method of multipliers (ADMM) algorithm to solve a regularized optimization problem un-
der linear constraint in constrained parameter space. Although each individual technique in
its basic form has been used in the literatures of mathematical analysis, statistics, combina-
torics, operations research and computer science, a seamless combination of all these into a
general tool to solve the problem under study is very challenging and difficult.

Count data occur frequently in practice, and it is a rule rather than exception that the co-
variates can be contaminated. In modern data collection mechanism, covariates are almost
always high dimensional. Hence, estimation and inference in Poisson regression with high
dimensional noisy covariates is a general problem with wide applications. A direct motiva-
tion of this work is the Alzheimer’s Disease Neuroimaging Initiative (ADNI) study, which
is a multi-site longitudinal study investigating early detection of Alzheimer’s disease (AD)
and tracking disease progression biomarkers (Weiner et al. 2017). Recently, the advent of
tau-targeted positron emission tomography (PET) tracers such as flortaucipir (18F-AV-1451)
has made it possible to investigate the relative (to patient’s body weight) tissue radioactivity
concentration of the tracers, quantified as standardized uptake value ratio (SUVR), in rela-
tionship to the cognitive function. Therefore, we aim to study the association between cog-
nitive scores and SUVRs from PEG image data. We extract Montreal Cognitive Assessment
(MoCa) scores (Y ) and SUVRs (X) from the PET image in the ADNI study taken within 14
days of the cognitive tests from 196 subjects in the ADNI phase 3 study. We first perform a
linear lasso regression between the logarithm of MoCa score and the 218 covariates including
age, gender, SUVRs, and volumes of whole brain ROIs. Figure 1 shows the density of the
residuals from the lasso regression, which suggests that the residuals are skewed and hence
the linear lasso regression does not provide a satisfactory fit for the data. This motivates us to
consider Poisson regression. We utilize the Poisson high dimensional hypothesis testing pro-
cedure developed in Shi et al. (2019) to examine which SUVRs are significantly associated
with the MoCa scores. For each covariate of interest, we test the hypothesis that the corre-
sponding coefficient is greater than zero. We plot the logarithm of the p-values from the score
and Wald tests proposed in Shi et al. (2019) for the coefficients of the SUVRs at cortical ROIs.
Figure 1 shows that if using 0.05/218 as a cut off for the p-value, both the Wald and score test
identify the SUVRs at all cortical ROIs as significant predictors, which contradicts the fact
that the cognitive functions are controlled by a subset of brain ROIs (Leisman et al. 2016).
This unsatisfactory result likely attributes to the fact the Shi et al. (2019)’s method relies on
the assumption that the expectation of the exponential of the distance between outcome and
regression function is bounded (Condition (A3) in (Shi et al. 2019)) while neuroimage data
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FIG 1. Left: The density of the residuals from lasso regression. The lasso regression does not provide a satisfactory
fit for the data. Middle and Right: The logarithm of the p values from the Wald and score tests proposed by Shi
et al. (2019) for testing whether the SUVR from each cortical regions is significant predictor for the cognitive
score. The Wald and score tests suggest that the SUVRs at all the cortical regions have significant association
with the cognitive score.

are often subject to data acquisition and processing errors, which likely leads to violation
of this assumption. This motivating example demonstrates the necessity of developing novel
statistical inference procedure to test linear hypothesis in the high dimensional Poisson model
with noisy data.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 discusses related work. In Section
3, we describe our model assumptions and the overall estimation strategy. We further detail
the estimation with and without the null constraint, and the construction of the test statistics.
The fundamental theoretical developments are provided in Section 4, where we establish
convergence rates, the asymptotic normal results, and the properties of the test procedures.
We study the practical implementation and the numerical performances in Section 5, where
a detailed algorithm is provided, extensive simulations are carried out, and a ADNI data set
is analyzed. We conclude the paper in Section 6. The main mathematical proofs are provided
in an Appendix given in a Supplementary Document.

2. Related Works and Notations. Nonlinear models with high dimensional noisy data
are in general hard problems to work with, partly because existing treatments usually lead
to non-convex optimization, which violates standard requirements in the high dimensional
data analysis literature. Thus, only linear models, which are the simplest in all noisy data
problems, have received relatively thorough investigation (Loh & Wainwright 2012, Belloni
& Rosenbaum 2016, Datta & Zou 2017, Belloni, Rosenbaum & Tsybakov 2017, Belloni,
Chernozhukov & Kaul 2017, Li et al. 2021). Expanding the research framework to the Pois-
son regression context is difficult because the link function in the Poisson model is nonlinear.
Subsequently, it is not easy to construct noise adjusted quantities such as a noise adjusted
Hessian matrix like in the linear case. In addition, the Hessian matrix involves heavy tailed
random variables due to the exponential link, even if all the covariates are sub-Gaussian in
their original scale. These difficulties require additional restrictions on the moments of the
covariate distribution as well as on the parameter searching space, which complicates all the
subsequent computation and analysis. Indeed, the only works we are aware of in the high
dimensional Poisson model with noisy data are Jiang & Ma (2021), Sørensen et al. (2015,
2018), Brown et al. (2019), while only the estimator in Jiang & Ma (2021) has been shown to
be consistent. However, because all these methods use lasso-type L1 penalty in the estima-
tion, the resulting estimators do not enjoy variable selection consistency and their asymptotic
distribution results are not established.
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There is extensive literature on the linear hypothesis testing under high dimensional noise
free setting. (Ning & Liu 2017) introduced a decorrelated score function to construct confi-
dence regions for low dimensional components in high dimensional models. Zhang & Cheng
(2017) used the desparsifying lasso estimator (Van de Geer et al. 2014) to propose a maximal-
type statistic allowing the number of parameters that are involved in the test to grow with the
sample size. Moreover, Shi et al. (2019) proposed a partial penalized likelihood ratio test, a
score test, and a Wald test for testing the linear hypothesis of the parameters in high dimen-
sional generalized linear models.

Notations. We introduce some general notation that will be used throughout the text. For
a matrix M, let }M}max be the matrix maximum norm, }M}8 be the L8 norm and }M}p
be the Lp norm. Let Fpβq be the σ-field generated by Xi,β

TWi, i “ 1, . . . , n. Further, let
Fx be the sigma-field generated by Xi, i “ 1, . . . , n. For a general vector a, let }a}8 be
the vector sup-norm, }a}p be the vector lp-norm. Let ej be the unit vector with 1 on its
jth entry. For a vector v “ pv1, . . . , vpq

T, let supppvq be the set of indices with vi ‰ 0 and
}v}0 “ |supppvq|, where |U | stands for the cardinality of the set U . For a vector v PRp and a
subset S Ď p1, . . . , pq, we use vS P RS to denote the vector obtained by restricting v on the
set S.

Following Fletcher & Watson (1980), for an arbitrary norm } ¨ }A and its dual normal
} ¨ }D , we define B}x}A as the set pv : }x}A “ vTx, }v}D ď 1q. Thus, for an arbitrary
vector x “ px1, . . . , xpq

T, B}x}1 “ tv “ pv1, . . . , vpq
T : vj “ signpxjq if xj ‰ 0, and |vj | ď

1 if xj “ 0u, and B}x}2 “ tv“ pv1, . . . , vpq
T : vj “ xj{}x}2u.

3. Model, Estimation and Test Statistics.

3.1. Problem Formulation: High dimensional Poisson model with noisy data. Let Xi be
a p-dimensional covariate, for example the image features, and let Yi be a count random
response variable, for example the MoCa score from the ADNI data. We model the rela-
tionship between Yi and Xi (i “ 1, . . . , n) through a Poisson model prpYi “ y |Xi “ xq “
e´ exppβT

t xqtexppβT
t xquy{y!. Here, βt is a p-dimensional sparse parameter vector. We allow

the number of nonzero entries in βt to grow with the sample size. We consider Poisson model
here because our response is a count, and Poisson model is arguably the most standard model
for count data. Indeed, Poisson model has been widely used to model the distribution of cog-
nitive scores (Katz et al. 2021, Fallah et al. 2011, Mitnitski et al. 2014). We use eβ

T
t x to

model the conditional mean of the Poisson model to ensure the positiveness of the mean, and
to allow possible skewness in the distribution (McCullagh & Nelder 2019). We assume βt
to be sparse because it often happens that only a few covariates have effect on the outcome.
For example, in the ADNI data, because the cognitive functions are controlled by a subset of
brain ROIs (Leisman et al. 2016), only a subset of brain features contributes to the cognitive
function.

Furthermore, we assume the covariate Xi is not precisely observed and instead, a contam-
inated version of Xi, denoted Wi, is observed, where Wi “Xi `Ui, and Ui is the noise
that is independent of both Xi and Yi. For example, in the ADNI data, Xi can be the true
image features, while Wi represent the observed image features which can deviate from the
truth due to imperfect data collection and processing procedure. Without loss of generality,
assume that EpXiq “ 0, which can always be achieved by centering the observed covariates
in practice. Furthermore, we assume Ui is a normally distributed random noise vector with
mean zero and known covariance matrix Ω. The normal assumption for Ui is the common
assumption at the state of the art in the Poisson measurement error literature and allows to
derive analytic form of the loss function, which is the only setting that we can directly ex-
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amine the convexity of the loss function. The known Ω assumption is only for convenience
of presentation. In practice, it is often replaced by an estimated version based on multiple
observations, validation data or other standard instruments under both low and high dimen-
sional settings (Carroll et al. 2006, Loh & Wainwright 2012), and the corresponding analysis
is routine. Let pXi,Wi, Yi,Uiq be independent and identically distributed (iid) and assume
pWi, Yiq, i“ 1, . . . , n are the iid observations. In this work, we devise estimation procedures
for β and establishing theoretical properties of the estimator, we further aim at performing
inference, such as conduct hypothesis testing. Throughout, we allow the covariate dimension
to be much higher than the number of observations, i.e. pąą n. We assume βt is in the fea-
sible set: tβ : }β}0 ď k, }β}2 ď b0u, which is practically sensible. A vector β in the feasible
set automatically satisfies }β}1 ď b0

?
k.

3.2. General Estimation Strategy. If the true covariates Xi can be observed and the di-
mension p is fixed, this is a standard regression model and we routinely estimate β by mini-
mizing the negative loglikelihood, which is proportional to

´n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

tYiX
T
i β´ exppβTXiqu.

Here we use exppβTXiq to model the mean of Yi because it preserves the positiveness of
the mean estimate, and it is a standard choice in the generalized linear model (McCullagh &
Nelder 2019). It is useful to note that for normal noise Ui, we have the relation

EtexppβT
t Wi ´β

T
t Ωβt{2q |Xiu “ exppβT

t Xiq,(2)

EtexppβT
t Wi ´β

T
t Ωβt{2qpWi ´Ωβtq |Xiu “ exppβT

t XiqXi,(3)

ErexppβT
t Wi ´β

T
t Ωβt{2qtpWi ´Ωβtq

b2 ´Ωu |Xis “ exppβT
t XiqX

b2
i .(4)

Due to the conditional independence of Wi and Yi given Xi, (2) leads to

EtYiW
T
i βt ´ exppβT

t Wi ´β
T
t Ωβt{2q |Xi, Yiu “ YiX

T
i βt ´ exppβT

t Xiq.

Consequently, it is a reasonable practice to estimate β by minimizing the loss function

Lpβq “ ´n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

tYiW
T
i β´ exppβTWi ´β

TΩβ{2qu,(5)

which has the same mean as the negative log-likelihood function when Xi is accurately ob-
served. When n ą p, the estimator for β can be obtained by minimizing Lpβq using the
standard gradient descent method. However, when n ă p, without addition regularization,
optimizing (5) is an ill-posed mathematical problem because it does not have a unique solu-
tion. To take into account the ultra-high dimension nature of the model, using the fact that β
is sparse, we propose to estimate β through solving the following constrained minimization
problem

min
}β}1ďR1,}β}2ďR2

tLpβq ` ρλpβqu(6)

at suitable R1,R2, where ρλpβq is a suitable penalty function. For convenience, define the
set tβ : }β}1 ď R1, }β}2 ď R2u as the feasible set (Fletcher & Watson 1980). Here R1,R2

can be any constants that are greater than the true }β}1 and }β}2, respectively. The condition
}β}1 ď R1 is imposed to guarantee that the objective function satisfies the restricted eigen-
value condition discussed in Loh & Wainwright (2012) and therefore the objective function
is convex in the feasible set, while the condition }β}2 ď R2 is imposed to avoid the explo-
sion of the mean function exppβTWi ´ β

TΩβ{2q. In practice, we often set R1,R2 to be
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a constant times the L1, L2 norms of the initial estimators of β. Here, with a slight abuse
of notation, we use the same symbol ρλ to denote both multivariate and univariate penalty
functions and let ρλpβq “

ř}β}0
j“1 ρλpβjq, where βj is the jth element of β and }β}0 is the

number of nonzero elements in β.

3.3. Estimation under Hypotheses. Consider testing the hypothesis that CβtM “ t`hn
for some hn P Rr , where C is a r ˆm matrix with r ďm, βtM is a m-dimensional sub-
vector of β with index set M. The null hypothesis holds when hn “ 0, while the alternative
hypothesis holds when hn ‰ 0. For example if t “ 0, hn “ 1, C “ p1,0q, M contains the
index of the first element in βt, then testing CβtM “ t` hn is testing the null hypothesis
that βt1 “ 0 versus the alterative that βt1 “ 1. Similarly, we can test βt1 ´ βt2 “ 0 versus
βt1 ´ βt2 ‰ 0 by choosing C “ p1,´1q, t “ 0, hn “ 0 or nonzero, and M “ t1,2u. In
summary, by varying C, t, hn, and M, we can generate different linear hypotheses to test.
Without loss of generality, we assume βM contains the first m elements of β. Further, let
βcM be the vector containing elements that are not in M, i.e. the last p´m components of
β. Let S ĎMc be the index set of the nonzero elements of βtMc . We assume βtMc to be k
sparse, i.e. |S| “ k. Note that k is allowed to diverge with n. Without loss of generality, we
assume the first k elements in βtMc are none zero.

Suppose we are interested in testing whether CβtM “ t or not. Under the null hypothesis
that H0 : CβtM “ t, we modify the general estimation strategy slightly and consider the
estimator resulting from the equality and inequality constrained minimization:

pβ “ argmin}β}1ďR1,}β}2ďR2
tLpβq ` ρλpβMcqu , s.t. CβM “ t(7)

for suitable R1,R2. Without assuming the null hypothesis, we consider a similar estimator
resulting from the inequality constrained minimization:

pβa “ argmin}β}1ďR1,}β}2ďR2
tLpβq ` ρλpβMcqu .(8)

Note that here, both (7) and (8) are slightly different from the general strategy in (6), in that
we do not place the penalty ρλ on the parameters in M, which are to be tested for the linear
relation CβtM “ t. This special treatment is to avoid the situation that the penalty forces
some components in βM to be zero, and therefore the null hypothesis CβtM “ t is affected
not only by the data but also by our penalization.

3.4. Test statistics. We define

Qpβq ”EtexppβTXqXXTu,(9)

define the covariance of the residuals

Σpβq ”ErtYiWi ´ exppβTWi ´β
TΩβ{2qpWi ´Ωβqub2s,

and define

ΨpΣ,Q,βq ” pCrImˆm,0mˆksQ
´1
MYS,MYSpβqΣMYS,MYSpβqQ

´1
MYS,MYSpβqrImˆm,0mˆks

TCTq.

Furthermore, let pΣpβq and pQpβq be a sample estimator of Σpβq and Qpβq, respectively. To
test CβM “ t, we introduce two statistics, the Wald statistic

TW “ npCpβaM ´ tqTΨppΣ, pQ, pβaq
´1pCpβaM ´ tq,(10)

and the score statistic

TS “ n

#

BLppβq
BβT

+

MYS

pCrImˆm,0mˆkspQ
´1
MYS,MYSp

pβqqT
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ˆΨ´1ppΣ, pQ, pβqCrImˆm,0mˆkspQ
´1
MYS,MYSp

pβq

#

BLppβq
Bβ

+

MYS

.(11)

As we will show later in Section 4.4 that TW and TS are both asymptotically chi-square
distributed with r degrees of freedom under the null hypothesis. Therefore, to control the
false discovery rate at level α, we reject the null hypothesis if TW ą χ2

1´αprq when we
perform Wald test, or if TS ą χ2

1´αprq when we perform score test. Here χ2
1´αprq is the

1´ α quantile of the chi-square distribution.

4. Theoretical Properties. Define

qβM ” βtM ´CTpCCTq´1hn,

and let qβ “ pqβT
tM,βT

tMcq
T. Thus, the last p ´m components of qβ, i.e. qβMc , and the last

p´m components of β0, i.e. β0Mc , are identical. However, the first m components of qβ and
β are different, in that CqβM “ t under both null and alternative, while CβtM “ t under the
null alone. Under some conditions, we first show that the inequality and equality constrained
estimator pβ is a consistent estimator of qβ regardless the null or the alternative holds, and
when }hn}2 vanishes, pβ is also consistent as an estimator of the true parameter βt. Further-
more, we show that pβa is a consistent estimator of βt regardless the null or the alternative
holds. We then establish the asymptotic linear form of the estimators of a subvector pβ and
a subvector of pβa, which are formed by components of βt that are either to be tested or
nonzero. Finally, using the asymptotic linear forms, we construct test statistics and prove the
convergence properties of these test statistics under both null and alternative.

4.1. Conditions. Before we proceed with the specific results, we first list a set of assump-
tions on the univariate penalty function ρλ which are similar to those in Loh & Wainwright
(2015) and Loh & Wainwright (2017) .

(A1) The function ρλptq satisfies ρλp0q “ 0 and is symmetric around zero.
(A2) On the nonnegative real line tě 0, the function ρλptq is nondecreasing. Furthermore,
ρλptq is subadditive, i.e. ρλpt1 ` t2q ď ρλpt1q ` ρλpt2q for all t1, t2 ě 0.

(A3) For tą 0, the function ρλptq{t is non-increasing in t.
(A4) The function ρλptq is differentiable at all t ‰ 0 and sub-differentiable at t “ 0, with

limtÑ0` ρ
1
λptq “ λ, where ρ1ptq denotes the derivative of ρptq. Together with the symmet-

ric Condition in (A1), this leads to limtÑ0´ ρ
1
λptq “ ´λ.

(A5) There exists µą 0 so that ρλptq ` µt2{2 is convex.
(A6) There exists a γ P p0,`8q such that ρ1λptq “ 0 for all tě γλ.

Conditions (A1)–(A3) are some general requirements as discussed in Zhang et al. (2012).
Condition (A4) restricts the class of penalties by excluding regularizers that are not differ-
entiable at 0, for example, the lasso penalty is excluded. Condition (A5) is known as weak
convexity (Vial 1982, Chen & Gu 2014) and is a type of curvature constraint that controls the
level of nonconvexity of ρλ. Condition (A6) is imposed to allow penalty to be zero if the esti-
mator is γλ away from zero, which removes the estimation bias for the nonzero parameters.
We say ρλ is µ-amenable if Conditions (A1)–(A5) hold, and we name ρλ pµ,γq-amenable
if Conditions (A1)–(A6) hold. The pµ,γq-amenable penalty includes the smoothly clipped
absolute deviation (SCAD) and the minimax concave penalty (Loh & Wainwright 2017).

We need some additional regularity conditions to support the theoretical development.
These conditions impose upper and lower bounds on various quantities to ensure that the up-
per bounds are finite and the lower bounds are positive. They also restrict the relation between
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the sample size and parameter number so that logppq{nÑ 0 in a slow rate of 1{tlogpnqu2. To
save space, we only provide a discussion of these conditions here, while provide the details
in the supplementary material. Specifically, Condition (C1) (a) is a standard assumption used
in noisy data problem such as that used in Sentürk & Müller (2005) and is usually satisfied in
practice. Condition (C1) (b) guarantees the boundedness and the invertibility of the Hessian
matrix (4), i.e. the second derivative of the noise free log likelihood. Conditions (C2) and (C3)
bound the total variability of both the response Y and the noise U marginally and condition-
ally on the covariates X. Similar requirement is also assumed in Loh & Wainwright (2012).
Condition (C4) shows that the dimension of the covariate can grow exponentially faster than
the sample size. Finally, Jiang & Ma (2021) have discussed the Conditions (C5)–(C7) and
provided examples showing that the conditions are usually satisfied in practice.

4.2. Consistency. We first show that the equality and inequality constrained estimator pβ

is a consistent estimator of qβ in Theorems 1 and 2, which is the same as the true parameter
βt, except that the first m components are adjusted to ensure that H0 holds for qβ.

Theorem 1. Define

α1 ” min
}β}1ďR1,}β}2ďR2

αminrEtexppβTXiqXiX
T
i us{2.

Assume }C´1
r Cm´r}2 “ Op1q, ρλ satisfies Conditions (A1) – (A6) and Conditions (C1) –

(C6) in the supplementary material hold. Assume α1 ą 3{4µ, and β is in the feasible set. Let
λ satisfy

4 max
!

}BLpqβq{Bβ}8, α1plogppq{nq1{4
)

ď λď
α1

6R1

and ně logppqmaxp16R4
1τ

4
1 {α

4
1,64R4

1τ
2
1 {α

2
1q. Write t1 ”

?
r}C´1

r Cm´r}2 `
?
m´ r and

t” p6λ
?
k` 2λt1qp4α1 ´ 3µq´1. Then the local minimum of (7) satisfies the error bounds

}pβ´ qβ}2 ď t.

and

}pβ´ qβ}1 ď p4
?
k` t1qt.

Following the similar argument, we also show that the inequality constrained estimator pβa
is a consistent estimator of the true parameter β.

Theorem 2. Let

α1 “ min
}β}1ďR1,}β}2ďR2

αminrEtexppβTXiqXiX
T
i us{2

and let ρλ satisfy Conditions (A1) – (A6) and Conditions (C1) – (C6) in the supplementary
material hold. Assume α1 ą 3{4µ, and β is in the feasible set. Let λ satisfy

4 max
!

}BLpβtq{Bβ}8, α1plogppq{nq1{4
)

ď λď
α1

6R1

and n ě logppqmaxp16R4
1τ

4
1 {α

4
1,64R4

1τ
2
1 {α

2
1q. Then the local minimum of (8) satisfies the

error bounds

}pβa ´βt}2 ď
6λ
?
k` 2λ

?
m

4α1 ´ 3µ
.

and

}pβa ´βt}1 ď p4
?
k`

?
mq

6λ
?
k` 2λ

?
m

4α1 ´ 3µ
.
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Theorems 1 and 2 suggest that when logppq{nÑ 0, and when λ is suitably chosen, for
example, λ is at least no smaller than Ortlogppq{nu1{4s, both pβ and pβa converge to their
corresponding true values in terms of both l1 and l2 norms, as long as k and m grow slower
than tn{logppqu1{2. These theoretical results suggest that the dimension of βtM, i.e., the
number of parameters involved in the tests, and the number of nonzero entries in βt can grow
at a slower rate of tn{logppqu1{2 under noisy Poisson model. These results also assist us to
find reasonable ranges for λ in practice to obtain consistent estimators.

4.3. Asymptotic linear forms. We denote rβ as a stationary point of (7), which satisfies
the first order condition that

tBLprβq{BβT ` BρλprβMcq{BβT
McAupβ´ rβq ě 0,(12)

for all β PRp in the feasible set and satisfies CβM “ t. Here A“ p0p´m,m, Ip´m,p´mq is a
matrix that satisfies }A}8 “ }A}1 “ 1. Likewise, we denote rβa as a stationary point of (8),
which satisfies the first order condition that

tBLprβaq{BβT ` BρλprβaMcq{BβT
aMcAupβa ´ rβaq ě 0,(13)

for all βa PRp in the feasible set.
To show the asymptotic normality of pβ and pβa, our first step is to establish that the local

minimizers rβ and rβa achieve variable selection consistency. To do this, we follow the prime-
dual construction introduced in Wainwright (2009). We first show that both

min
}β}1ďR1,}β}2ďR2,βPRMYS

tLpβq ` ρλpβMcqu , such that CβM “ t(14)

and

min
}β}1ďR1,}β}2ďR2,βPRMYS

tLpβq ` ρλpβMcqu(15)

have unique local minimizer in the interior of the feasible set. Then we show that all stationary
points of (7) and (8) must have support in MY S. Since the local minimizers of (7) and (8)
are automatically stationary points of (7) and (8) respectively, the local minimizers of (7)
and (8) must also have support in M Y S. Therefore, the local minimizers of (7) and (8)
are actually the local minimizers of (14) and (15) respectively, so are also unique. In other
words, pβ and pβa are respectively the unique solution of (14) and (15) hence achieve the
variable selection consistency. The details of the above analysis are presented in Theorem
A.1 and Theorem A.2 in the Appendix A in the supplementary material.

In our second step to establish the asymptotic distribution properties of pβ and pβa, we
define

pQpβq “
B2Lpβq
BβBβT

,

and define

A2 “ rImˆm,0mˆks
TCTpCrImˆm,0mˆkstpQMYS,MYSpβ

˚qu´1

ˆrImˆm,0mˆks
TCTq´1CrImˆm,0mˆks,

where β˚ is the point in between pβ and βt and

A˚
2 “ rImˆm,0mˆks

TCTpCrImˆm,0mˆkstQMYS,MYSpβqu
´1

ˆrImˆm,0mˆks
TCTq´1CrImˆm,0mˆks,
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where Qpβq “EtexppβTXqXXTu is defined in (9). Based on the variable selection consis-
tency established in the first step, we derive the asymptotic linear form of pβMYS and pβaMYS

under null and alternative hypothesis in Theorems 3 and 4, respectively.

Theorem 3. Assume ρλ satisfies Conditions (A1) – (A6) and Conditions (C1) –
(C7) in the supplementary material hold, λ “ Oprtlogppq{nu1{4s, }C´1

r Cm´r}2 “ Op1q,
and λ ď α1{p8R1q. Further we assume the boundedness }tQ´1

pMYSq,MYSpβtqu}8 ď c8,

and }tQpMYSq,MYSpβtqu
´1A2Q

´1
pMYSq,MYSpβtq}8 ď c8. In addition assume }hn}2 “

Ot
a

maxpm` k´ r, rq{nu, minp|βj |q ě λpγ` 5c8q for j P S and ně c8pm` kq4logppq.
Then we have

pβMYS ´βtMYS

“´ptQMYS,ăMYSpβtqu
´1 ´ tQMYS,MYSpβtqu

´1A˚
2

ˆtQMYS,MYSpβtqu
´1q

"

BLpβtq
Bβ

*

MYS

t1` opp1qu

`tQMYS,MYSpβtqu
´1A˚

2rtpCCTq´1C,0rˆku
Thnst1` opp1qu

and pβpMYSqc “ 0.

Theorem 4. Assume ρλ satisfies Conditions (A1) – (A6) and Conditions (C1) – (C7)
in the supplementary material hold, λ “ Oprtlogppq{nu1{4s, and λ ď α1{p8R1q. Further
we assume }tQpMYSq,MYSpβtqu

´1}8 ď c8, minp|βj |q ě λpγ ` 5c8q for j P S and n ě
c8pm` kq

4logppq. Then we have

pβaMYS ´βtMYS “´tQMYS,MYSpβtqu
´1

"

BLpβtq
Bβ

*

MYS

t1` opp1qu

and pβpMYSqc “ 0.

Theorems 3 and 4 suggest that the asymptotic linear forms of pβMYS and pβaMYS are the
usual product of the inverse of Hessian matrix and the score function. Furthermore, only
the first pm` kq ˆ pm` kq block in the Hessian matrix and the first m` k elements in the
score function contribute to the asymptotic distribution. Therefore, whenm`k grows slower
than tn{logppqu1{4 and }hn}Ñ 0, it is easy to see that the asymptotic linear forms converge
in distribution to Gaussian random vectors. It is worth mentioning that the minimal signal
condition minp|βj |q ě λpγ ` 5c8q for j P S is a standard requirement for the optimization
using nonconvex penalty such as SCAD (Fan & Li 2001). This condition is also very weak
because λÑ 0, which allows the minimal signal vanishing to zero.

4.4. Asymptotic distribution of the test statistics. To study the asymptotic behavior of TS
and TW , we first investigate the distribution of their asymptotic form T0 defined by

T0 ” pωn `
?
nhnq

TΨ´1pΣ,Q,βtqpωn `
?
nhnq,

where

ωn “´
?
nCrImˆm,0mˆksQ

´1
MYS,MYSpβtq

"

BLpβtq
Bβ

*

MYS

.

As shown in Lemma 1, T0 is asymptotically noncentral chi-square distributed with the non-
central parameter approaches nhT

nΨ´1pΣ,Q,βtqhn.
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Lemma 1. Assume ρλ satisfies Conditions (A1) – (A6) and Conditions (C1) and (D1)
in the supplementary material hold and ně c8pm` kq4logppq, then

lim
nÑ8

sup
C
|PrpT0 ď xq ´Prtχ2pr,nhT

nΨ´1pΣ,Q,βtqhnq ď xu| “ 0,

where χ2pr, γq is a non-central chi-square random variable, with non-centrality parameter γ.

Here Condition (D1) provides upper bound of the third moment of each summand in ω
(note that BLpβtq{Bβ is the summation of the derivatives of the negative log-likelihood from
n samples), which is a necessary condition to establish convergence in distribution. See The-
orem 3.1 in Shi et al. (2019) for example. To establish the asymptotic distribution of TW and
TS , in Theorems 5 and 6 respectively, we show that TW and TS are close to T0, hence has
the same testing property asymptotically when r is finite.

Theorem 5. Assume the conditions in Theorem 4 and Conditions (D1) and (D2) in the
Section B.4.2 in the supplementary material hold, we have TW ´ T0 “ opprq. Therefore,

lim
nÑ8

sup
C
|PrpTW ď xq ´Prtχ2pr,nhT

nΨ´1pΣ,Q,βtqhnq ď xu| “ 0,

where χ2pr, γq is a non-central chi-square random variable, with non-centrality parameter γ.

Theorem 6. Assume the conditions in Theorem 3, Conditions (D1) and (D2) in the
Section B.4.2 in the supplementary material hold, we have TS ´ T0 “ opprq. Therefore,

lim
nÑ8

sup
C
|PrpTS ď xq ´Prtχ2pr,nhT

nΨ´1pΣ,Q,βtqhnq ď xu| “ 0,

where χ2pr, γq is a non-central chi-square random variable, with non-centrality parameter γ.

Here Condition (D2) in the Section B.4.2 is a regularity condition ensures ΨpΣ,Q,βtq
to be positive definite. Theorems 5 and 6 show that the two test statistics TW and TS indeed
have the same χ2pr, γq distribution as T0 in large samples, hence can be used to perform
the standard chi-square test. A curious question is whether or not a likelihood ratio type of
test can also be constructed. We feel it is hard in this context because it is almost impossible
to obtain a likelihood function in the functional measurement error context. Much work is
needed to overcome this obstacles.

5. Numerical Implementation.

5.1. Computational algorithms. We compute the estimators pβ and pβa using the popular
ADMM. In what follows, we only detail the algorithm to estimate pβ. The estimator pβa can
be computed in a similar way. For a given λ, we consider

pβ “ argmin}β}1ďR1,}β}2ďR2
tLpβq ` ρλpβMcqu , s.t. CβM “ t

for constants R1,R2. Similar to Shi et al. (2019), this optimization problem is equivalent to

ppβ, pθq “ argmin}β}1ďR1,}β}2ďR2
tLpβq ` ρλpβMcqu , s.t. CβM “ t,βMc “ θ.

By the augmented Lagrangian method, the estimators can be obtained by minimizing

Lpβ,θ,vq “ Lpβq ` ρλpβMcq ` v
T

ˆ

CβM ´ t
βMc ´ θ

˙

`
ρ

2

∥∥∥∥CβM ´ t
βMc ´ θ

∥∥∥∥2

2

,
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Algorithm 1 ADMM Algorithm for estimating pβ.
For t“ 0,1, . . . , tmax, perform:

Step 1. Use the Newton-Raphson algorithm to solve (17) to obtain rβpt`1q.

rβpt`1q
“ argminβ

$

&

%

Lpβq ` vptq
T

˜

CβM ´ t

βMc ´ θptq

¸

`
ρ

2

∥∥∥∥∥ CβM ´ t

βMc ´ θptq

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

,

.

-

.(17)

Step 2. Project rβpt`1q to a L1 ball with radius R1 to obtain β̆pt`1q by the simplex projection method
(Duchi et al. 2008). If ||β̆pt`1q

||2 ąR2, we shrink it to get βpt`1q
“ β̆pt`1qR2{||β̆

pt`1q
||2. Otherwise,

βpt`1q
“ β̆pt`1q.

Step 3. Obtain θpt`1q by solving (17), where the penalty term we use is SCAD with a“ 3.7.

θpt`1q
“ argminθ

$

&

%

ρλpθq `
ρ

2

∥∥∥βpt`1q
Mc ´ θ

∥∥∥2

2
` vptq

T

¨

˝

Cβ
pt`1q
M ´ t

β
pt`1q
Mc ´ θ

˛

‚

,

.

-

.(18)

Step 4. Update the dual variables v by

vpt`1q
“ vptq ` ρ

¨

˝

Cβ
pt`1q
M ´ t

β
pt`1q
Mc ´ θpt`1q

˛

‚.

Step 5. If stopping rule }βpt`1q
´βptq}2 ď δtol or }θpt`1q

´ θptq}2 ď δtol is satisfied, where δtol denotes
the tolerance of error, then terminate the algorithm.
End of the main loop.

with }β}1 ďR1, }β}2 ďR2, where the dual variables v are Lagrange multipliers and ρą 0
is a given penalty parameter. We compute the estimators of pβ,θ,vq through iterations. Let
the sup-script (t) indicate the t-th iteration, we describe the main steps of ADMM methods
in Algorithm 1.

In the implementation, the initial value βp0q can be computed by a penalized Poisson
regression following Jiang & Ma (2021). For the radii R1 and R2, we consider R1 “

?
2R2

and R2 “ 1.5}β}
p0q
2 . In the implementation, if the algorithm converges to the boundary, we

can increase the corresponding norm R1 or R2 slightly. In contrast, if multiple minimum
problems are encountered, we can decrease R1 and when the estimation procedure leads to a
very large exppβTXq, we can decrease R2, gradually. The tuning parameter λ is selected by
minimizing

BICpλq “ nLppβq ` cn}pβ}0(16)

with respect to λ, where cn is a positive number that may depend on n. In our analysis, we
follow Shi et al. (2019) to adopt cn “ maxtlogn, logplogpnqqlogpu. For simplicity, we set
ρ“ 1.

5.2. Simulation Experiments. We generate the outcome Yi from the Poisson model

PrpYi “ y |Xiq “ expt´ exppβTXiqu exppyβTXiq{y!,

where the covariates Xi “ pXi,1, . . . ,Xi,pq
T are generated from two distributions: (I) the

multivariate normal distribution with mean zero and covariance matrix Σ. (II) the uni-
form distribution in the interval p´

?
6{2,

?
6{2q. To generate correlated uniform distribu-

tion, we first draw covariates independently from U p´
?

6{2,
?

6{2q, and then transform
these covariates by multiplying the Choleski factorization of covariance Σ. We consider two
forms of the covariance matrix: uncorrelated structure Σ “ 0.5Ip and correlated with auto-
regressive AR(1) structure Σ“ p0.5|i´j|`1qpˆp for i, j “ 1, . . . , p. Furthermore, the noise Ui
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is drawn from the multivariate normal distribution with mean zero and covariance matrix
Ω “ 0.1Σ. The true coefficient β “ pβ1, . . . , βpq

T “ p0.75,´0.75 ` h2, h3,0, . . . ,0, hpq
T.

Here hj , j “ 2,3, p are assigned various values to check the empirical powers of the tests.
We set hj “ 0 when j ‰ 2,3 or p. For simplicity, the initial βp0q is set to be a p-dimensional
zero vector. We select parameter λ as described in Section 5.1. The candidate list for λ is
te´2.5, e´2.245, . . . , e0.5u of length 41. We consider sample size n “ 300,500 and covariate
dimension p “ 50,350,600. The tolerance of error δtol “ 10´4. We repeat each setting 500
times, and report the size and power of the proposed tests under different hypotheses. We
perform the tests at type I error α“ 0.05 in the following scenarios.

5.2.1. Univariate parameter testing. We first consider the following three hypotheses on
a single element in β.

H0,1 : β2 “´0.75, v.s. Ha,1 : β2 ‰´0.75.

H0,2 : β3 “ 0, v.s. Ha,2 : β3 ‰ 0.

H0,3 : βp “ 0, v.s. Ha,3 : βp ‰ 0.

To test a hypothesis set regarding βj , we simulate data with hj “ 0,0.1,0.2,0.4, while set
hk “ 0 for k ‰ j. For example, to test H0,1 and Ha,1, we simulate data with h3 “ 0, hp “ 0,
and h2 “ 0,0.1,0.2,0.4. When h2 “ 0, the null hypothesis H0,1 holds, we study the type I
error of the test. On the other hand, when h2 “ 0.1 to 0.4, the alternative hypothesis is true,
which allows us to examine the power of the test. Tables 1 and 2 summarize the empirical
type I error and powers of the Wald and score tests. It is clear that the empirical type I errors
are controlled at the nominal level 0.05 in all scenarios, indicating that the proposed tests are
consistent. The powers of the Wald and score tests increase gradually when the magnitude
of |hj |’s increases, and have satisfactory powers in general. The Wald and score tests yield
similar performances in all scenarios. This finding is in accordance with theoretical analysis.

5.2.2. Linear hypothesis testing. We also consider the hypotheses that contain the linear
combinations of two coefficient parameters:

H0,4 : β1 ` β2 “ 0, v.s. Ha,4 : β1 ` β2 ‰ 0.

H0,5 : β3 ` β4 “ 0, v.s. Ha,5 : β3 ` β4 ‰ 0.

H0,6 : β1 ` βp “ 0.75, v.s. Ha,6 : β1 ` βp ‰ 0.75.

H0,7 : β2 ` β3 “´0.75, v.s. Ha,7 : β2 ` β3 ‰´0.75.

For the first three sets of hypotheses, we still set hj “ 0,0.1,0.2,0.4 if the hypothesis involves
βj for j “ 2,3, p, and set hk “ 0 if the corresponding βk is not involved in the hypotheses.
For the last hypothesis H0,7, we set h2 “ 0, hp “ 0 and vary h3 from 0 to 0.4. Tables 3 and 4
show that the Wald and score tests control the type I error at nominal level, and their powers
improve when hj increases.

5.2.3. Performance regarding m. We further investigate how the testing performance
changes as m changes. We consider three sets of hypotheses:

H0,8 :
4
ÿ

j“1

βj “ 0, v.s. Ha,8 :
4
ÿ

j“1

βj ‰ 0.
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TABLE 1
The empirical sizes and powers of Wald and score tests for univariate parameter testing with n“ 300.

X„ Normal X„ Uniform
Σ“ 0.5Ip Σ“ 0.5|i´j|`1 Σ“ 0.5Ip Σ“ 0.5|i´j|`1

TW TS TW TS TW TS TW TS

p“ 50

β2 H0,1 : β2 “´0.75, v.s. Ha,1 : β2 ‰´0.75

-0.75 0.068 0.054 0.056 0.050 0.054 0.044 0.066 0.062
-0.65 0.352 0.288 0.222 0.176 0.292 0.276 0.232 0.208
-0.55 0.826 0.778 0.680 0.592 0.736 0.726 0.632 0.598
-0.35 1.000 0.996 0.996 0.976 1.000 1.000 0.990 0.972
β3 H0,2 : β3 “ 0, v.s. Ha,2 : β3 ‰ 0

0.0 0.056 0.046 0.058 0.038 0.056 0.046 0.068 0.060
0.1 0.302 0.272 0.204 0.172 0.250 0.240 0.214 0.182
0.2 0.752 0.724 0.554 0.524 0.692 0.682 0.530 0.508
0.4 0.996 0.996 0.984 0.960 1.000 1.000 0.976 0.942
βp H0,3 : βp “ 0, v.s. Ha,3 : βp ‰ 0

0.0 0.060 0.044 0.056 0.042 0.062 0.054 0.052 0.050
0.1 0.246 0.222 0.234 0.210 0.276 0.258 0.240 0.226
0.2 0.708 0.672 0.666 0.634 0.714 0.698 0.708 0.682
0.4 0.998 0.998 0.998 0.996 0.998 0.998 0.998 0.994

p“ 350

β2 H0,1 : β2 “´0.75, v.s. Ha,1 : β2 ‰´0.75

-0.75 0.050 0.036 0.054 0.034 0.064 0.068 0.066 0.056
-0.65 0.312 0.322 0.260 0.242 0.268 0.266 0.230 0.202
-0.55 0.750 0.766 0.650 0.644 0.752 0.750 0.612 0.598
-0.35 0.998 0.998 0.980 0.878 0.998 0.998 0.978 0.892
β3 H0,2 : β3 “ 0, v.s. Ha,2 : β3 ‰ 0

0.0 0.064 0.048 0.066 0.066 0.066 0.058 0.068 0.054
0.1 0.328 0.330 0.224 0.200 0.270 0.262 0.198 0.164
0.2 0.770 0.770 0.590 0.546 0.708 0.706 0.568 0.504
0.4 1.000 1.000 0.950 0.846 1.000 1.000 0.942 0.830
βp H0,3 : βp “ 0, v.s. Ha,3 : βp ‰ 0

0.0 0.072 0.066 0.050 0.046 0.058 0.050 0.066 0.056
0.1 0.346 0.342 0.208 0.198 0.250 0.250 0.220 0.206
0.2 0.736 0.742 0.662 0.646 0.782 0.768 0.654 0.638
0.4 1.000 1.000 0.996 0.994 1.000 1.000 0.994 0.992

H0,9 :
8
ÿ

j“1

βj “ 0, v.s. Ha,9 :
8
ÿ

j“1

βj ‰ 0.

H0,10 :
12
ÿ

j“1

βj “ 0, v.s. Ha,10 :
12
ÿ

j“1

βj ‰ 0,

corresponding to m “ 4,8 and 12. We set h2 “ 0, hp “ 0, and h3 “ 0,0.2,0.4,0.8. The
empirical sizes and powers are displayed in Table 5. These results suggest that under different
m, the empirical sizes remain close to the nominal significance level for both the Wald and
score tests. On the other hand, the empirical power decreases in general when m increases.
For instance, as shown in Table 5, when X follows the multivariate normal distribution with
mean zero and covariance Σ “ 0.5Ip, p “ 350 and h3 “ 0.8, the powers of the Wald test
are 1.000, 0.950 and 0.854 for m “ 4,8 and 12, respectively. This is intuitively sensible,
and suggests that larger sample size is needed to reach a desired power when the hypothesis
concerns more parameters.

5.2.4. Comparison with naive test. We further compare the performances of our pro-
posed tests with the naive Wald and score tests developed under the noise free framework.
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TABLE 2
The empirical sizes and powers of Wald and score tests for univariate parameter testing with n“ 500.

X„ Normal X„ Uniform
Σ“ 0.5Ip Σ“ 0.5|i´j|`1 Σ“ 0.5Ip Σ“ 0.5|i´j|`1

TW TS TW TS TW TS TW TS

p“ 50

β2 H0,1 : β2 “´0.75, v.s. Ha,1 : β2 ‰´0.75

-0.75 0.066 0.054 0.044 0.040 0.064 0.060 0.060 0.056
-0.65 0.488 0.450 0.346 0.316 0.442 0.422 0.324 0.304
-0.55 0.954 0.950 0.864 0.838 0.910 0.906 0.800 0.792
-0.35 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
β3 H0,2 : β3 “ 0, v.s. Ha,2 : β3 ‰ 0

0.0 0.048 0.046 0.066 0.058 0.052 0.050 0.056 0.056
0.1 0.402 0.382 0.324 0.300 0.390 0.386 0.302 0.296
0.2 0.890 0.888 0.780 0.770 0.892 0.884 0.778 0.766
0.4 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.998 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
βp H0,3 : βp “ 0, v.s. Ha,3 : βp ‰ 0

0.0 0.066 0.060 0.064 0.058 0.050 0.048 0.050 0.048
0.1 0.400 0.368 0.350 0.338 0.390 0.380 0.336 0.320
0.2 0.922 0.914 0.896 0.878 0.892 0.890 0.884 0.878
0.4 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

p“ 600

β2 H0,1 : β2 “´0.75, v.s. Ha,1 : β2 ‰´0.75

-0.75 0.052 0.056 0.046 0.046 0.062 0.056 0.040 0.038
-0.65 0.458 0.478 0.328 0.330 0.390 0.392 0.396 0.402
-0.55 0.920 0.930 0.864 0.868 0.926 0.928 0.902 0.902
-0.35 0.842 0.918 0.988 0.990 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
β3 H0,2 : β3 “ 0, v.s. Ha,2 : β3 ‰ 0

0.0 0.076 0.066 0.062 0.058 0.070 0.066 0.066 0.056
0.1 0.454 0.452 0.344 0.342 0.392 0.392 0.454 0.454
0.2 0.904 0.904 0.832 0.822 0.902 0.894 0.870 0.862
0.4 0.974 0.974 0.998 0.980 1.000 1.000 0.998 0.894
βp H0,3 : βp “ 0, v.s. Ha,3 : βp ‰ 0

0.0 0.048 0.046 0.050 0.046 0.060 0.058 0.058 0.054
0.1 0.444 0.444 0.404 0.390 0.414 0.416 0.450 0.448
0.2 0.930 0.928 0.870 0.860 0.912 0.912 0.876 0.874
0.4 0.980 0.980 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

We consider the covariates Xi “ pXi,1, . . . ,Xi,pq
T generated from the multivariate normal

distribution with mean zero and covariance matrix 0.7Ip. The noise Ui follows the multivari-
ate normal distribution with mean zero and covariance matrix 0.3Ip. Other settings remain
unchanged. We consider the hypotheses on a single element in β: H0,2, and the linear com-
binations of two coefficient parameters: H0,5 and H0,7 as described previously. We report
the empirical sizes and powers of the Wald and score tests with/without noises for p“ 50 in
Table 6. It is clear that while the proposed tests achieve Type I errors reasonably close to the
nominal level under different null hypotheses, the naive tests lead to precarious performance.
For instance, the Type I errors of Wald and Score tests for H0,5 are as large as 0.474 and
0.554, respectively. These Type I errors are far beyond the significance level. Because they
cannot control the significance level, we do not recommend consider using them in practice.

5.3. Neuroimage application. We apply our proposed testing procedures to study how
the SUVRs from PET image data affect the MoCa score. We download the preprocessed 18F-
AV-1451 PET image features, and demographic and cognitive assessments from the ADNI
database. The image features include 18F-AV-1451 SUVRs and volumes of the cortical, sub-
cortical regions, brainstem, ventricles and sub-divisions of corpus callosum. Furthermore, the
demographic variables include gender and standardized age (divided by the standard devia-
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TABLE 3
The empirical size and power of Wald and score tests for linear hypothesis testing with n“ 300.

X„ Normal X„ Uniform
Σ“ 0.5Ip Σ“ 0.5|i´j|`1 Σ“ 0.5Ip Σ“ 0.5|i´j|`1

TW TS TW TS TW TS TW TS

p“ 50

β1 ` β2 H0,4 : β1 ` β2 “ 0, v.s. Ha,4 : β1 ` β2 ‰ 0

0.0 0.056 0.048 0.040 0.042 0.056 0.050 0.052 0.042
0.1 0.154 0.132 0.174 0.162 0.138 0.136 0.208 0.184
0.2 0.420 0.386 0.574 0.532 0.374 0.354 0.574 0.530
0.4 0.930 0.906 0.990 0.984 0.908 0.902 0.994 0.990

β3 ` β4 H0,5 : β3 ` β4 “ 0, v.s. Ha,5 : β3 ` β4 ‰ 0.

0.0 0.058 0.050 0.066 0.056 0.056 0.050 0.068 0.066
0.1 0.130 0.116 0.154 0.138 0.152 0.136 0.190 0.174
0.2 0.450 0.428 0.470 0.450 0.412 0.388 0.450 0.424
0.4 0.930 0.920 0.946 0.930 0.932 0.920 0.958 0.932

β1 ` βp H0,6 : β1 ` βp “ 0.75, v.s. Ha,6 : β1 ` βp ‰ 0.75

0.75 0.050 0.044 0.060 0.046 0.058 0.048 0.044 0.036
0.85 0.172 0.146 0.138 0.116 0.162 0.154 0.154 0.130
0.95 0.490 0.444 0.408 0.354 0.462 0.436 0.418 0.376
1.15 0.970 0.950 0.936 0.916 0.970 0.958 0.942 0.914

β2 ` β3 H0,7 : β2 ` β3 “´0.75, v.s. Ha,7 : β2 ` β3 ‰´0.75

-0.75 0.056 0.050 0.054 0.044 0.060 0.044 0.062 0.062
-0.65 0.200 0.176 0.182 0.172 0.148 0.138 0.180 0.174
-0.55 0.484 0.444 0.516 0.486 0.422 0.408 0.468 0.466
-0.35 0.922 0.910 0.966 0.962 0.920 0.910 0.960 0.962

p“ 350

β1 ` β2 H0,4 : β1 ` β2 “ 0, v.s. Ha,4 : β1 ` β2 ‰ 0

0.0 0.062 0.056 0.062 0.056 0.050 0.046 0.048 0.046
0.1 0.164 0.160 0.216 0.202 0.106 0.096 0.206 0.184
0.2 0.472 0.438 0.612 0.572 0.402 0.378 0.536 0.510
0.4 0.940 0.934 0.988 0.988 0.910 0.900 0.982 0.980

β3 ` β4 H0,5 : β3 ` β4 “ 0, v.s. Ha,5 : β3 ` β4 ‰ 0.

0.0 0.058 0.046 0.070 0.040 0.038 0.040 0.068 0.048
0.1 0.192 0.188 0.174 0.138 0.126 0.124 0.172 0.136
0.2 0.454 0.442 0.462 0.410 0.392 0.378 0.404 0.356
0.4 0.952 0.952 0.912 0.814 0.944 0.942 0.916 0.828

β1 ` βp H0,6 : β1 ` βp “ 0.75, v.s. Ha,6 : β1 ` βp ‰ 0.75

0.75 0.046 0.044 0.058 0.038 0.056 0.042 0.060 0.054
0.85 0.148 0.142 0.280 0.292 0.110 0.110 0.240 0.242
0.95 0.466 0.472 0.562 0.566 0.394 0.390 0.496 0.512
1.15 0.942 0.944 0.960 0.940 0.938 0.940 0.954 0.932

β2 ` β3 H0,7 : β2 ` β3 “´0.75, v.s. Ha,7 : β2 ` β3 ‰´0.75

-0.75 0.052 0.038 0.052 0.046 0.052 0.038 0.062 0.038
-0.65 0.154 0.138 0.174 0.138 0.134 0.120 0.142 0.130
-0.55 0.450 0.420 0.478 0.442 0.400 0.374 0.488 0.456
-0.35 0.932 0.916 0.968 0.966 0.914 0.912 0.960 0.960

tion) at the image examining time. For each subject, we obtain his/her MoCa score within
14 days of his/her image examining time as the outcome, which ranges from 9 to 30. Fur-
thermore, we remove the covariates with more than 100 missing values. We standardize the
volumes of ROIs by subtracting the means and dividing by the standard deviations. We use
the SUVR from inferior cerebellum as a reference and divide the rest of SUVRs by this ref-
erence as suggested in (Landau et al. 2016). Finally, we have n“ 196 complete samples with
p“ 218 covariates in the analysis.

Since the neuroimage data are longitudinally collected, we estimate the covariance matrix
of U using repeatedly measured image features, while assuming that age and gender are
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TABLE 4
The empirical size and power of Wald and score tests for linear hypothesis testing with n“ 500.

X„ Normal X„ Uniform
Σ“ 0.5Ip Σ“ 0.5|i´j|`1 Σ“ 0.5Ip Σ“ 0.5|i´j|`1

TW TS TW TS TW TS TW TS

p“ 50

β1 ` β2 H0,4 : β1 ` β2 “ 0, v.s. Ha,4 : β1 ` β2 ‰ 0

0.0 0.058 0.052 0.048 0.046 0.062 0.056 0.046 0.044
0.1 0.240 0.220 0.286 0.280 0.202 0.196 0.296 0.274
0.2 0.670 0.656 0.810 0.794 0.586 0.580 0.758 0.754
0.4 0.996 0.996 1.000 1.000 0.988 0.988 0.998 0.998

β3 ` β4 H0,5 : β3 ` β4 “ 0, v.s. Ha,5 : β3 ` β4 ‰ 0.

0.0 0.046 0.040 0.064 0.058 0.060 0.048 0.060 0.062
0.1 0.244 0.216 0.254 0.244 0.242 0.238 0.260 0.244
0.2 0.646 0.616 0.696 0.692 0.666 0.648 0.686 0.678
0.4 0.996 0.996 0.998 0.996 0.996 0.998 0.998 0.998

β1 ` βp H0,6 : β1 ` βp “ 0.75, v.s. Ha,6 : β1 ` βp ‰ 0.75

0.75 0.068 0.062 0.058 0.056 0.050 0.046 0.054 0.048
0.85 0.242 0.222 0.190 0.162 0.226 0.212 0.176 0.160
0.95 0.676 0.640 0.620 0.580 0.646 0.626 0.646 0.614
1.15 0.996 0.994 0.986 0.980 0.996 0.994 0.998 0.990

β2 ` β3 H0,7 : β2 ` β3 “´0.75, v.s. Ha,7 : β2 ` β3 ‰´0.75

-0.75 0.060 0.058 0.056 0.044 0.056 0.052 0.050 0.048
-0.65 0.238 0.234 0.302 0.302 0.214 0.206 0.226 0.218
-0.55 0.640 0.622 0.730 0.720 0.608 0.598 0.664 0.660
-0.35 0.992 0.992 1.000 1.000 0.994 0.992 0.998 0.998

p“ 600

β1 ` β2 H0,4 : β1 ` β2 “ 0, v.s. Ha,4 : β1 ` β2 ‰ 0

0.0 0.054 0.044 0.056 0.050 0.046 0.042 0.046 0.042
0.1 0.192 0.180 0.286 0.268 0.190 0.182 0.292 0.288
0.2 0.602 0.594 0.790 0.786 0.578 0.558 0.824 0.816
0.4 0.688 0.700 0.998 1.000 0.986 0.984 1.000 1.000

β3 ` β4 H0,5 : β3 ` β4 “ 0, v.s. Ha,5 : β3 ` β4 ‰ 0.

0.0 0.072 0.064 0.066 0.060 0.044 0.046 0.060 0.056
0.1 0.222 0.218 0.244 0.238 0.206 0.194 0.264 0.264
0.2 0.654 0.650 0.678 0.670 0.614 0.608 0.712 0.714
0.4 0.974 0.974 0.994 0.980 0.992 0.990 0.994 0.978

β1 ` βp H0,6 : β1 ` βp “ 0.75, v.s. Ha,6 : β1 ` βp ‰ 0.75

0.75 0.044 0.040 0.056 0.048 0.058 0.056 0.052 0.050
0.85 0.238 0.242 0.316 0.316 0.196 0.200 0.386 0.390
0.95 0.670 0.672 0.716 0.722 0.604 0.616 0.790 0.788
1.15 0.986 0.994 1.000 1.000 0.994 0.994 0.9996 0.994

β2 ` β3 H0,7 : β2 ` β3 “´0.75, v.s. Ha,7 : β2 ` β3 ‰´0.75

-0.75 0.058 0.052 0.052 0.044 0.056 0.052 0.044 0.046
-0.65 0.222 0.200 0.230 0.208 0.162 0.146 0.264 0.246
-0.55 0.630 0.608 0.692 0.680 0.544 0.516 0.686 0.678
-0.35 0.974 0.990 1.000 1.000 0.994 0.992 1.000 1.000

recorded precisely. More specifically, let ĂWij denote the observed image features at the jth
examining time. We first perform the regression between ĂWij and age of the ith patient at
the jth examining time, and obtain rUij as the residual of the regression. Then we obtain the
estimator for the covariance matrix

rΩ“

řn
i“1

řni
j“1p

rUij ´UiqprUij ´Uiq
T

řn
i“1pni ´ 1q

,

where ni is the number of repeated measurements of ĂWij , and Ui “
řni
j“1

rUij{ni. Finally,
because the first two covariates, age and gender, are measured precisely, the first two columns
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TABLE 5
The empirical size and power of Wald and score tests under different m.

X„ Normal X„ Uniform
Σ“ 0.5Ip Σ“ 0.5|i´j|`1 Σ“ 0.5Ip Σ“ 0.5|i´j|`1

TW TS TW TS TW TS TW TS

p“ 50

ř4
j“1 βj H0,8 :

ř4
j“1 βj “ 0, v.s. Ha,8 :

ř4
j“1 βj ‰ 0

0.0 0.062 0.052 0.046 0.038 0.062 0.060 0.060 0.052
0.2 0.238 0.220 0.434 0.406 0.244 0.228 0.404 0.386
0.4 0.754 0.724 0.914 0.904 0.660 0.646 0.914 0.900
0.8 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.998 0.998 1.000 1.000

ř8
j“1 βj H0,9 :

ř8
j“1 βj “ 0, v.s. Ha,9 :

ř8
j“1 βj ‰ 0

0.0 0.054 0.052 0.062 0.058 0.052 0.054 0.062 0.052
0.2 0.162 0.142 0.316 0.308 0.178 0.172 0.296 0.282
0.4 0.410 0.388 0.764 0.732 0.424 0.406 0.764 0.742
0.8 0.966 0.952 1.000 1.000 0.920 0.906 1.000 1.000

ř12
j“1 βj H0,10 :

ř12
j“1 βj “ 0, v.s. Ha,10 :

ř12
j“1 βj

0.0 0.046 0.044 0.062 0.062 0.046 0.052 0.052 0.050
0.2 0.116 0.124 0.250 0.240 0.084 0.096 0.210 0.210
0.4 0.288 0.298 0.610 0.604 0.318 0.330 0.642 0.642
0.8 0.854 0.796 0.996 0.994 0.802 0.756 0.994 0.992

p“ 350

ř4
j“1 βj H0,8 :

ř4
j“1 βj “ 0, v.s. Ha,8 :

ř4
j“1 βj ‰ 0

0.0 0.062 0.052 0.062 0.052 0.060 0.054 0.036 0.036
0.2 0.260 0.244 0.420 0.400 0.230 0.222 0.402 0.382
0.4 0.718 0.684 0.918 0.916 0.710 0.672 0.924 0.912
0.8 1.000 0.998 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

ř8
j“1 βj H0,9 :

ř8
j“1 βj “ 0, v.s. Ha,9 :

ř8
j“1 βj ‰ 0

0.0 0.062 0.060 0.068 0.060 0.066 0.058 0.042 0.040
0.2 0.132 0.130 0.266 0.258 0.180 0.166 0.262 0.238
0.4 0.452 0.420 0.770 0.746 0.380 0.360 0.764 0.752
0.8 0.950 0.936 1.000 1.000 0.936 0.926 1.000 1.000

ř12
j“1 βj H0,10 :

ř12
j“1 βj “ 0, v.s. Ha,10 :

ř12
j“1 βj

0.0 0.056 0.056 0.054 0.054 0.052 0.050 0.038 0.038
0.2 0.098 0.106 0.170 0.174 0.100 0.100 0.178 0.172
0.4 0.296 0.296 0.616 0.604 0.276 0.274 0.584 0.574
0.8 0.854 0.792 0.998 0.996 0.838 0.818 0.992 0.990

TABLE 6
The empirical size and power of Wald and score tests with/without noise considered.

With noise Without noise With noise Without noise With noise Without noise
TW TS TW TS TW TS TW TS TW TS TW TS

β3 H0,2 : β3 “ 0 H0,5 : β3 ` β4 “ 0 H0,7 : β2 ` β3 “´0.75

0.0 0.084 0.078 0.774 0.824 0.064 0.066 0.474 0.554 0.056 0.054 0.538 0.604
0.1 0.340 0.316 0.332 0.410 0.106 0.094 0.784 0.838 0.166 0.188 0.234 0.288
0.2 0.692 0.646 0.104 0.092 0.270 0.194 0.930 0.956 0.388 0.378 0.096 0.090
0.4 0.914 0.954 0.690 0.362 0.700 0.540 0.996 1.000 0.882 0.880 0.406 0.196

and rows of the estimated Ω, denoted by pΩ, are zeros. We set the rest pp´ 2q ˆ pp´ 2q sub-
matrix of pΩ to be rΩ.

We test p hypotheses, each of the form

H0 : βj “ 0 v.s. Ha : βj ‰ 0,(19)

for j “ 1, . . . , p at 0.05 nominal level. To implement the hypothesis testing procedure, in each
test, we first fit a standard penalized Poisson regression model to obtain the initial values of
the coefficient estimators. Then we construct the score test and Wald test statistics based on
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(11) and (10), respectively. The tuning parameter λ is selected by minimizing (16). We obtain
the p-value as the probability of a χ2p1q random variable that is greater than the resulting
score and Wald test statistics. There are 33 and 69 covariate coefficients with significant p-
values at 0.05 nominal level based on the score and Wald tests, respectively. Furthermore,
we plot the boxplot of the resulting p-values in Figure 2. It is clear that the distribution of
the p-values are similar for the score and the Wald test. For each covariate j, we obtain the

score test Wald test
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0.
6

0.
8

1.
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Distributions p−value

FIG 2. The boxplot of the p-values based on the score and Wald tests. The distributions of the p-values are similar
from both methods.

estimated jth coefficient based on (8) under the corresponding alternative hypothesis, and
plot the estimated coefficients of the SUVRs at the cortical regions on a template brain in
Figure 3. The results show that the SUVRs have negative effects on the cognitive score,
suggesting that the higher the SUVR values, the lower the MoCa score and in turn the worse
the cognitive function, which is consistent with the scientific evidences (Braak & Braak 1991,
Schöll et al. 2016, Baker et al. 2017). Furthermore, the score test is more stringent and gives
less number of significant SUVRs. Among 33 significant predictors from the score test, 27 of
them are also significant in the Wald test. Based on this high agreement between the score and
Wald tests, we believe the difference between the two tests is a small sample phenomenon.

To adjust for the multiple testing, we further performed an analysis to control false dis-
covery rate (FDR) (Benjamini & Hochberg 1995) within 0.05 by treating the p-values as
independent. Since the score test is too stringent, no significant covariate has been identified
at 0.05 FDR by using the score test. Therefore, we only present the results from the Wald test.
We plot the p-values versus 0.05j{218 in Figure 4 in an increasing order, which suggests 36
covariates are selected as the important predictors. There are 13 cortical SUVRs among the
36 important predictors that are significant. We present their estimated coefficient, p-values
from the Wald test in Table 7. The results show that the majority of the significant cortical
SUVRs are in the temporal lobe, which consists of structures that are vital for declarative or
long-term memory (Smith & Kosslyn 2008).
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FIG 3. The effects of SUVRs at the cortical regions. The colors represent the values (indicated by the color bars)
of the estimated coefficients of the SUVRs. We only plot the coefficient values corresponding to the significant
brain regions with p-value less than 0.05 from score test (left) and Wald test (right). The white areas are the
non-significant brain regions. The L and R letters in the plot represent the left and right hemispheres.
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FIG 4. Sorted p-value versus R “ 0.05j{218, j “ 1, . . . ,218. There are 36 important predictors corresponding
to the p-values (in red) that below the line.

In addition, we perform a 5-fold cross validation and compare the prediction errors among
the four methods: (a) We select the important predictors as those with p-value less than 0.05
in the test (19) based on the score statistics and then use formula expppβT

SWSi´
pβT
S
pΩS

pβSq to
predict the outcome in the test sample, where WSi is the selected covariates, pβS is estimator
from (6) using selected covariates, pΩS is the subset of pΩ corresponding to the selected co-
variates. (b) We select the important predictors as those with p-value less than 0.05 in the test
(19) based on the Wald statistics and then use formula expppβT

WWWi ´
pβT
W
pΩW

pβW q to pre-



22

Cortical regions Brain lobes Estimated coefficient Wald test p-value
left middle temporal gyrus Temporal lobe -0.214 0.0002
left inferior parietal cortex Parietal lobe -0.214 0.0003
left inferior temporal gyrus Temporal lobe -0.223 0.0007
right inferior parietal cortex Temporal lobe -0.211 0.0007
left BANKSSTS Temporal lobe -0.174 0.0015
left fusiform gyrus Temporal lobe -0.262 0.0016
right middle temporal gyrus Temporal lobe -0.229 0.0024
left caudal middle frontal gyrus Frontal lobe -0.236 0.0030
left precuneus cortex Parietal lobe -0.215 0.0034
left entorhinal cortex Temporal lobe -0.217 0.0036
right inferior temporal Temporal lobe -0.225 0.0059
right left entorhinal cortex Temporal lobe -0.221 0.0065
right BANKSSTS Temporal lobe -0.168 0.0076

TABLE 7
The estimated coefficients, p-values from score and Wald tests for the significant SUVRs at 27 cortical regions.
We also include the specific brain lobe that contains each cortical region. BANKSSTS stands for banks of the

superior temporal sulcus.

dict the outcome in the test sample, where WWi is the selected covariates, pβW is estimator
from (6) using selected covariates, pΩW is the subset of pΩ corresponding to the selected co-
variates. (c) We select the important predictors using the standard lasso regression between
the logarithm of the MoCa score and all covariates and then use formula expppβTWiq to
predict the outcome, where pβ is the estimator from the lasso regression. (d) We select the im-
portant predictors using the penalized Poisson regression between the logarithm of the MoCa
score and all covariates and then use formula expppβTWiq to predict the outcome, where pβ is
the estimator from the penalized Poisson regression. The penalty parameters in the lasso and
penalized Poisson regression are selected using a sub-routine of 10-folder cross-validation.
Method (d) breaks down because the algorithm does not converge for any selections of the
penalty parameters. Therefore, in Figure 5, we show the distributions of the prediction er-
rors, defined as

řn
i“1 |Yi´

pYi|{|Yi|, only for the methods (a), (b) and (c) after 100 runs of the
5-fold cross-validation. The results shows that Method (a) and (b) have similar performance
and both outperform Method (c) with much smaller prediction errors on average.

Finally, we perform the score and the Wald tests to test whether any SUVRs from any com-
posite regions may have significant association with the MoCa score, where the composite
regions, namely BRAAK12, BRAAK34, BRAAK56, are defined in (Braak & Braak 1991)
and used in Landau et al. (2016) and Schöll et al. (2016). We provide the list of ROIs in each
composite regions in Appendix B.5. Let βSk be the coefficients of the SUVRs from the ROIs
that belong to the composite region k. We test the null hypothesis that βSk “ 0. The results
in Table 8 show that all the tests are significant, suggesting that at least one ROI in each of the
composite region has significant association with the cognitive function. This result partially
agrees with results in (Schöll et al. 2016) that the SUVRs from the composite regions are sig-
nificantly different in healthy subjects and patients with a diagnosis of probable Alzheimer’s
disease.

6. Conclusion and discussion. We have proposed an amenably penalized noise cor-
rected Poisson model to study the relationship between the cognitive score and high dimen-
sional noisy neuroimage data. Under the sparsity assumption, we established the parameter
convergence rates in both l1 and l2 norms, the variable selection consistency property and
the asymptotic normality of a subvector with possibly infinitely many components. Infer-
ence tools are subsequently developed. The neuroimage application shows that the inference
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FIG 5. The distribution of the prediction errors from 100 runs of the 5-fold cross-validation based on Methods
(a), (b) and (c). Method (d) breaks down because the algorithm does not converge.

Composite regions TS score test p-value TW Wald test p-value DF
BRAAK12 10.10 0.039 15.41 0.0039 4
BRAAK34 42.51 0.0113 89.45 1.774e-09 24
BRAAK56 66.29 0.0165 71.44 0.0055 44

TABLE 8
The score and Wald test results of hypothesis that βSk

“ 0. TS and TW are the score and Wald test statistics, DF
is the degree of freedom in the asymptotic distribution of the score and Wald statistics, which equals the number

of the ROIs in the composite regions.

tools generate scientifically meaningful results, which have potential to be used to study the
cognitive function and cognitive changes for neurodegenerative diseases. Further research
along this line is ongoing in our group. The neuroimage dataset and computational code are
available at Jiang et al. (2021).

Thanks to an anonymous referee, we would like to point out one important extension.
Instead of a constant matrix Ω, we can further allow Ω to depend on both the covariate
X and the response Y , hence ΩpY,Xq, and assume EpU|Y,Xq “ 0. This would include
heteroscedastic measurement error and to allow dependent relation between W and Y given
X. All the estimation and inference results will still hold and the regularity conditions and
proofs in the Suppement also do not need to be further modified to accomodate this extension.

Establishing similar results in generalized linear models beyond Poisson or general re-
gression models with non-Gaussian noise turns out to be surprisingly difficult due to various
technical obstacles. The main difficult lies in being unable to construct a loss function that
is positive-definite at the true parameter value. In the case when an estimating equation is
available, although one may be tempted to treat the l2 norm square of the estimating equation
as a loss function, we find other technical issues arise partially because the Hessian of the
loss function may involve the response, hence some of the techniques used here cannot be
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directly applied. Likewise, extending the Poisson model to allow overdispersion also turns
out challenging, regardless if we use a negative binomial model, or incorporate random ef-
fects, or use extra observed covariates. All these will lead to models different from Poisson.
The biggest hurdle of considering general regression model and/or non-Gaussian noise is to
rigorously establish that the loss function is locally convex. More investigation and dedicated
effort are needed in this aspect.

The assumption that the covariance of the measurement is known is widely adopted in the
low and dimensional noisy data literature (Stefanski 1989, Cook & Stefanski 1995, Loh &
Wainwright 2012, Sørensen et al. 2015), because the parameter estimation in the noisy model
with unknown noise covariance is a challenging, especially in high dimensional setting where
the covariance is a high dimensional unknown parameter to be estimated. Thresholding tech-
niques as those proposed in Bickel & Levina (2008), Cai & Liu (2011), Fan et al. (2011)
can be used for the covariance estimation, but the theoretical properties of the resulting esti-
mators are involved, requiring careful treatment of the additional error from the covariance
estimator. In a relatively simple situation when the error variance can be estimated through
estimating a parameter γ via solving fγpγq “ 0, then writing Lpβq as Lpβ,γq, we can acco-
modate the additional parameter by concatenating β with γ and carrying out the subsequent
analysis. For example, in this case the result in Theorem 4 will be updated to

ˆ

pβaMYS ´βtMYS

pγ ´ γ

˙

“´

"

QMYS,MYSpβt,γq B
2Lpβ,γq{BβMYSBγ

T

Bfγpγq{Bβ
T
MYS Bfγpγq{Bγ

T

*´1

ˆ

«!

BLpβt,γq
Bβ

)

MYS
fγpγq

ff

t1` opp1qu.

Letting M”QMYS,MYSpβtq´tB
2Lpβt,γq{BβMYSBγ

TutBfγpγq{Bγ
Tu´1tBfγpγq{Bβ

T
MYSu,

then this leads to

pβaMYS ´βtMYS “´M´1

„"

BLpβt,γq
Bβ

*

MYS

` tB2Lpβt,γq{BβMYSBγ
TutBfγpγq{Bγ

Tu´1

ˆfγpγqs t1` opp1qu.

We further conduct simulations to evaluate the proposed adjustment in Section B.6 of the
supplementary document. The results suggest that the proposed adjustment controls type I
error rate when Ω contain small number of unknown parameters. Estimation and testing
when Ω has a large number of unknown parameters are challenging problems and deserve
much more extensive investigation.
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Supplementary Materials to “On High dimensional Poisson models
with measurement error: hypothesis testing for nonlinear

nonconvex optimization”

Appendix A. We define an auxiliary function qλptq “ λ|t| ´ ρλptq to facilitate the theo-

retical derivation, where qλptq ´µ{2t2 is concave and everywhere differentiable as shown in

Lemma B.4 in the supplementary material.

A.1. Conditions for the estimation consistency. Define αminpMq and αmaxpMq as the

minimal and maximal eigenvalues of the matrix M, respectively. Further, we define the sub-

exponential norm and sub-Gaussian norm as

}X}ψ1
“ sup

kě1
1{kEp|X|kq1{k,

and

}X}ψ2
“ sup

kě1
1{
?
kEp|X|kq1{k.

For notational convenience, let

ApβTWiq :“ exppβTWi ´β
TΩβ{2q,

gpWi,β,v,wq :“ vTtpWi ´Ωβqb2 ´Ωuw,

and

g1pWi,β,v,wq :“ vTtpWi ´Ωβqb2uw.

DEFINITION 1. Loh & Wainwright (2012) (Lower-RE condition). The matrix Γ satisfies

a lower restricted eigenvalue condition with curvature α1 ą 0 and tolerance τpn,pq ą 0 if

βTΓβ ě α1}β}
2
2 ´ τpn,pq}β}

2
1,@β PRp.

DEFINITION 2. Loh & Wainwright (2012) (Upper-RE condition). The matrix Γ satisfies

a upper restricted eigenvalue condition with smoothness a2 ą 0 and tolerance τpn,pq ą 0 if

βTΓβ ď a2}β}
2
2 ` τpn,pq}β}

2
1,@β PRp.

We first state the regularity conditions as follows:

(C1) (a) supi“1,...,n,}v}2ď1 |W
T
i v| ďMW

a

}v}0 for a positive constant MW . }Ω}2 “Op1q.

(b)

D1 ď αminrEtexppβTXqXXTus ď αmaxrEtexppβTXqXXTus ďD2,

DW1 ď αminrEtexpp2βTW´βTΩβqpW´Ωβqb2us
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ď αmaxrEtexpp2βTW´βTΩβqpW´Ωβqb2us ďDW2,

αmaxrEtexppβTW´βTΩβ{2qpW´Ωβqb2us ďDW3,

and Etexpp2βTXqu “Op1q for any β with }β}2 ď 2R2.

(c)Ep}Wi´Ωβ}22q ďDΩ, for any β with }β}2 ď 2R2. HereD1,D2,DW1,DW2,DW3,DΩ

are positive constants.

(d) }C}2 “Op1q and }pCCTq´1}2 “Op1q.

(e) The L2 norm of the true parameter β is bounded, that is }β}2 ď b0 for some

0ă b0 ă8.

(C2) For j “ 1, . . . , p, define

Kj :“ }Uij}ψ2
“ p2Ωjjq

1{2 sup
kě1

k´1{2 Γ1{ktpk` 1q{2u

π1{p2kq
,

where Γ is the Gamma function, then there exist constants m0,M0 so that

m0 ăK
2
j

n
ÿ

i“1

Y 2
i {năM0,

uniformly for all j almost surely.

(C3) Define

KY pXiq “ sup
kě1

k´1Er|Yi ´ exppβT
t Xiq|

k|Xis
1{k.

There exist constants m1,m2,M1,M2 so that

m1 ă

n
ÿ

i“1

X2
ijKY pXiq

2{năM1,

max
i
|Xij |KY pXiq{

a

lognăM2,

uniformly for all j “ 1, . . . , p almost surely.

(C4) Sample size n and dimension of covariates p satisfy

logpnq
a

logppq{nďC

for an absolute constant C .

(C5) For ej , j “ 1, . . . , p, define

Kwijpβq “ sup
kě1

k´1{2Er|pWi ´ΩβqTej ´EtpWi ´ΩβqTej |β
TWi,Xiu|

k|βTWi,Xis
1{k,

we assume EtKwijpβtq
4u ăQ0. Then there exist constants m3,M3,Q1 so that

(i)

m3 ă

n
ÿ

i“1

Kwijpβtq
2 expp2βT

t Wi ´β
T
t Ωβtq{năM3

and
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(ii)

|

n
ÿ

i“1

EtexppβT
t Wi ´β

T
t Ωβt{2qpWi ´Ωβtq

Tej |β
T
t Wi,Xiu ´ exppβT

t XiqX
T
i ej

a

nlogppq
| ăQ1

uniformly for all j “ 1, . . . , p in probability.

(C6) For vectors v,w PRp, }v}2 ď 1, }w}2 ď 1, for β with }β}2 ď 2R2,

Kgvwipβq :“ sup
ką1

1{kEp|rgpWi,β,v,wq´EtgpWi,β,v,wq|β
TWi,Xius|

k|βTWi,Xiq
1{k.

We assume EtKgvwipβq
4u ă Q01, and ErexptA2pβTWiqK

2
gvwipβqus ă Q02. We also

assume that for all v,w,

m4 ă

n
ÿ

i“1

|ApβTWiq|
2Kgvwipβq

2{năM4,(A.20)

m5 ămax
i
|ApβTWiq|Kgvwipβq{

a

lognăM5,(A.21)

and

n´1{2| sup
v,w

n
ÿ

i“1

vTpApβTWiqErtpWi ´Ωβqb2 ´Ωu|βTWi,Xis

´EtexppβTXiqXiX
T
i uqw|2 ăQ2,(A.22)

in probability.

(C7) For vectors v,w PRp, }v}2 ď 1, }w}2 ď 1, for β with }β}2 ď 2R2,

Kg1vwipβq :“ sup
ką1

1{kEp|rg1pWi,β,v,wq´Etg1pWi,β,v,wq|β
TWi,Xius|

k|βTWi,Xiq
1{k.

We assume EtKg1vwipβq
4u ăQ11, and ErexptA4pβTWiqK

2
g1vwi

pβqus ăQ12. We also

assume that for all v,

m6 ă

n
ÿ

i“1

|A2pβTWiq|
2Kg1vwipβq

2{năM6,

m7 ămax
i
|A2pβTWiq|Kg1vwipβq{

a

lognăM7,

and

m61 ă

n
ÿ

i“1

|A2pβTWiq|
2Kg1vwipβq

2{năM61,

m71 ămax
i
|A2pβTWiq|Kg1vwipβq{

a

lognăM71, .

Further

n´1{2| sup
v,w

n
ÿ

i“1

vTpA2pβTWiqErtpWi ´Ωβqb2u|βTWi,Xis

´Etexpp2βTWi ´β
TΩβqpWi ´Ωβqb2uqw| ăQ3,
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in probability and

n´1{2| sup
v,w

n
ÿ

i“1

vTpApβTWiqErtpWi ´Ωβqb2u|βTWi,Xis

´EtexppβTWi ´β
TΩβ{2qpWi ´Ωβqb2uqw| ăQ31,

in probability.

A.2. Proof of Theorems in Section 4.2.

A.2.1. Proof of Theorem 1. First denote pv“ pβ´ qβ, by the Taylor expansion of the first

order derivative

tBLppβq{BβT ´ BLpqβq{BβTupv“ pvTB2Lpβ˚q{BβBβT
pv,

where β˚ is a point on the line connecting qβ and pβ and hence is in the feasible set. Therefore,

by Lemma B.6 we have

tBLppβq{BβT ´ BLpqβq{BβTupvě α1}pv}
2
2 ´ τ1

a

logppq{n}pv}21.(A.23)

We first show that }pv}2 ď 1. If not, we have

tBLppβq{BβT ´ BLpqβq{BβTupvě α1}pv}2 ´ 2τ1

a

logppq{nR1}pv}1.

Together with (12), we obtain

t´BρλppβMcq{BβT
McA´ BLpqβq{BβTupvě α1}pv}2 ´ 2τ1

a

logppq{nR1}pv}1.(A.24)

Further,

t´BρλppβMcq{BβT
McA´ BLpqβq{BβTupv

ď t} ´ BρλppβMcq{BβT
Mc}8}A}8 ` }BLpqβq{BβT}8u}pv}1

ď pλ` }BLpqβq{BβT}8q}pv}1

ď 3λ{2}pv}1.(A.25)

The second inequality holds because the maximum row sum of A is 1 and }BρλppβMcq{BβMc}8 ď

λ by Condition (A1)–(A6) and Lemma B.1. The last equality holds because }BLpqβq{BβT}8 ď

λ{2 by the statement assumption. Now combine (A.25) and (A.24), we have

}pv}2 ď α
´1
1 p2τ1

a

logppq{nR1 ` 3λ{2q}pv}1

ď α´1
1 p2τ1

a

logppq{nR1 ` 3λ{2q2R1.

By the assumption that λ ď α1{p6R1q and n ě logppqp64τ2
1R

4
1q{α

2
1 in the statement, we

conclude that the right hand side is at most one, which contradict to the hypothesis that

}pv}2 ą 1. Therefore }pv}2 ď 1.
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Further, since function ρλpβMcq ` µ{2}βMc}22 is convex function of βMc by Condition

(A5), we have

ρλpqβMcq ` µ{2}qβMc}22 ´ ρλp
pβMcq ´ µ{2}pβMc}22

ě tBρλppβMcq{BβT
Mc ` µpβT

McupqβMc ´ pβMcq

which implies

ρλpqβMcq ´ ρλppβMcq ` µ{2}pβMc ´βMc}2

ě tBρλppβMcq{BβT
McupqβMc ´ pβMcq

“ tBρλppβMcq{BβT
McuApqβ´ pβq.

Combine with (12), we have

BρλppβMcq{BβT
McApqβ´ pβq ě ´BLppβq{BβTpqβ´ pβq,

and hence

ρλpqβMcq ´ ρλppβMcq ` µ{2}pβMc ´ qβMc}2 ě BLppβq{BβTppβ´ qβq.

Now combine with (A.23), we have

α1}pv}
2
2 ´ τ1

c

logppq
n

}pv}21

ď´BLpqβq{BβT
pv` ρλpqβMcq ´ ρλppβMcq ` µ{2}Apv}22

ď´BLpqβq{BβT
pv` ρλpqβMcq ´ ρλppβMcq ` µ{2}A}1}A}8}pv}

2
2

“´BLpqβq{BβT
pv` ρλpqβMcq ´ ρλppβMcq ` µ{2}pv}22.

This implies

pα1 ´ µ{2q}pv}
2
2

ď τ1

c

logppq
n

}pv}21 ` }BLpqβq{Bβ}8}pv}1 ` ρλpqβMcq ´ ρλppβMcq

ď

#

2R1τ1

c

logppq
n

` }BLpqβq{Bβ}8

+

t}pvMc}1 ` }pvM}1u ` ρλpqβMcq ´ ρλppβMcq.(A.26)

Note that by the assumption that ně logppqp16R4
1τ

4
1 q{α

4
1, we have

2R1τ1

"

logppq
n

*1{2

“ 2R1τ1

"

logppq
n

*1{4" logppq
n

*1{4

ď α1

"

logppq
n

*1{4

.

Further by the assumption that 4}BLpqβq{Bβ}8 ď λ and 4α1tlogppq{nu1{4 ď λ in the lemma

statement we obtain

2R1τ1

c

logppq
n

` }BLpqβq{Bβ}8 ď λ{4` λ{4ď λ{2.
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Combine with (A.26) and Lemma B.1 and subadditivity of ρλ in Condition (A2), we have

pα1 ´ µ{2q}pv}
2
2

ď ρλpqβMcq ´ ρλppβMcq ` λ{2

"

ρλppvMcq

λ
` }pvM}1 `

µ

2λ
}pvMc}22

*

ď ρλpqβMcq ´ ρλppβMcq `
ρλpqβMcq ` ρλppβMcq

2
` λ}pvM}1{2` µ{4}pv}

2
2.(A.27)

Further, let br be the vector containing the first r element of vector b, and b´r the vec-

tor without the first r element. By the condition that CβM “ t, we have pβrM “ C´1
r pt ´

Cm´r
pβ´rM q, and qβrM “C´1

r pt´Cm´r
qβ´rM q. We have

}pvM}1 “ }C
´1
r Cm´rpv

´r
M}1 ` }pv

´r
M}1

ď
?
r}C´1

r Cm´rpv
´r
M}2 `

?
m´ r}pv´rM}2

ď p
?
r}C´1

r Cm´r}2 `
?
m´ rq}pv}2.(A.28)

Now (A.27) becomes

0ď

ˆ

α1 ´
3µ

4

˙

}pv}22 ď 3{2ρλpqβMcq ´ 1{2ρλppβMcq ` λ}pvM}1{2.(A.29)

We consider two cases, 3{2ρλpqβMcq´ 1{2ρλppβMcq ą 0 and 3{2ρλpqβMcq´ 1{2ρλppβMcq ď

0. When 3ρλpqβMcq ´ ρλppβMcq ě 0, by Lemma B.2, we have

0ď 3ρλpqβMcq ´ ρλppβMcq ď 3λ}pvMcA}1 ´ λ}pvMcAc}1.(A.30)

Now from (A.30) we further have

}pvMcAc}1 ď 3}pvMcA}1.

Substitue (A.28) and (A.30) into (A.29), we have

p2α1 ´
3µ

2
q}pv}22 ď 3λ}pvMcA}1 ´ λ}pvMcAc}1 ` λ}pvM}1

ď 3λ}pvMcA}1 ` λp
?
r}C´1

r Cm´r}2 `
?
m´ rq}pv}2

ď 3λ
?
k}pvMcA}2 ` λp

?
r}C´1

r Cm´r}2 `
?
m´ rq}pv}2

ď t3λ
?
k` λp

?
r}C´1

r Cm´r}2 `
?
m´ rqu}pv}2.

Hence we have that when 3{2ρλpqβMcq ´ 1{2ρλppβMcq ą 0

}pv}2 ď
6λ
?
k` 2λp

?
r}C´1

r Cm´r}2 `
?
m´ rq

4α1 ´ 3µ
.(A.31)

When 3{2ρλpqβMcq ´ 1{2ρλppβMcq ď 0, by (A.29) and (A.28) we have
ˆ

α1 ´
3µ

4

˙

}pv}22 ď λ}pvM}1{2

ď λp
?
r}C´1

r Cm´r}2 `
?
m´ rq}pv}2{2,
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which implies that when 3{2ρλpqβMcq ´ 1{2ρλppβMcq ă 0,

}pv}2 ď
2λp
?
r}C´1

r Cm´r}2 `
?
m´ rq

4α1 ´ 3µ
.

Together with (A.31), we always have

}pv}2 ď
6λ
?
k` 2λp

?
r}C´1

r Cm´r}2 `
?
m´ rq

4α1 ´ 3µ
.

Further, the L1 distance is

}pv}1 ď }pvMcA}1 ` }pvMcAc}1 ` }pvM}1

ď 4}pvMcA}1 ` }pvM}1

ď 4
?
k}pvMc}2 ` p

?
r}C´1

r Cm´r}2 `
?
m´ rq}pv}2

ď 4
?
k}pv}2 ` p

?
r}C´1

r Cm´r}2 `
?
m´ rq}pv}2

ď p4
?
k`

?
r}C´1

r Cm´r}2 `
?
m´ rq

6λ
?
k` 2λp

?
r}C´1

r Cm´r}2 `
?
m´ rq

4α1 ´ 3µ
.

This proves the result.

A.2.2. Proof of Theorem 2. This proof is very similar to the proof of Theorem 1 and is

simpler, hence is omitted.

A.3. Proof of Theorems in Section 4.3.

A.3.1. Supporting Theorem of Theorem 3 and its Proof.

Theorem A.1. Let α1 “ min}β}1ďR1,}β}2ďR2
αminrEtexppβTXiqXiX

T
i us{2. Assume

ρλ is µ-amenable, for µă α1, and Conditions (C1) – (C6) hold. Define A“ t0pp´mqˆm, Ipp´mqˆpp´mqu

and A1 “ tImˆm,0mˆpp´mqu. Write t1 ”
?
r}C´1

r Cm´r}2 `
?
m´ r and t ” p6λ

?
k `

2λt1qp4α1 ´ 3µq´1. Further we state the following two conditions.

(a) The parameters λ,R1,R2 satisfy

4 max
!

}BLpqβq{Bβ}8, α1plogppq{nq1{4
)

ď λď

«

α1

"

16p4
?
k` t1qt{λ

*´1
ff1{2

,

max

"

2}qβ}1,2p4
?
k` t1qt

*

ďR1 ďmin
´α1

8λ
, rnα2

1{t64τ2
1 logppqus1{4, rnα4

1{t16τ4
1 logppqus1{4

¯

.

with }qβ}1 ‰ p4
?
k` t1qt and max

!

2}qβ}2,2t
)

ďR2, with }qβ}2 ‰ t.

(b) Let pβMYS be the minimizer for (14), pβ “ ppβT
MYS ,0

T
p´m´kq

T, pz and µ4 satisfy

BLppβq
Bβ

´AT Bqλp
pβMcq

B pβMc

` λpAT
pzq `AT

1 CTµ4 “ 0.(A.32)
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There exist δ P r4R1τ1

a

logppq{n{λ,1s so that }pAT
pzqpMYSqc}8 ď 1´ δ, where we name

pAT
pzq as extended sub-gradient. In addition,

němaxrlogppqτ2
1 pm` kq

2{pα1 ´ µq
2,4logppqτ2

1 tt1 ` p2{δ` 1{2q
?
ku4{pα1 ´ µq

2s, α1 ą µ

and βMc is k sparse.

Under the above conditions and the conditions (a) and (b), (7) has a unique local minimizer
pβ.

Proof: We follow the primal-dual witness construction introduced in Wainwright (2009).

Step i: Following Lemma B.10 in the supplementary material, let pβMYS be the minimizer

for (14). We can easily check that when replacing β by βMYS , X by XMYS , and p bym`k,

all the conditions of Theorem 1 are still satisfied. Here to check the condition regarding α1,

we note that for any β,

min
}β}2ďR2,}β}1ďR1

αminrEtexppβTXiqXiX
T
i us

“ min
}β}2ďR2,}β}1ďR1

inf
}v}2“1,vPRp

vTEtexppβTXiqXiX
T
i uv

ď min
}β}2ďR2,}β}1ďR1

inf
}v}2“1,vPRm`k

pvT,0TqEtexppβTXiqXiX
T
i upv

T,0TqT

“ min
}β}2ďR2,}β}1ďR1

αminrEtexppβTXiqXi,MYSXT
i,MYSus

“ min
}βMYS}2ďR2,}βMYS}1ďR1

αminrEtexppβT
MYSXi,MYSqXi,MYSXT

i,MYSus.

Therefore, Theorem 1 applied to the m` k dimensional case leads to

}pβMYS ´
qβMYS}1 ď p4

?
k` t1qtďR1{2,

and

}pβMYS ´
qβMYS}2 ď tďR2{2.

Therefore

}pβMYS}1 ď }
pβMYS ´

qβMYS}1 ` }
qβ}1 ăR1

and

}pβMYS}2 ď }
pβMYS ´

qβMYS}2 ` }
qβ}2 ăR2.

Hence pβMYS and pβ must be in the interior of the feasible region.

Step ii: We show that pβ is a local minimum for (7) by verifying the conditions in Lemma

B.12 in the supplementary material. Because

Lpβq ` ρλpβMcq “ Lpβq ´ qλpβMcq ` λ}βMc}1,

we can write f “ L, g “ qλ, and px˚,v˚,w˚
1 ,w

˚
2 , µ

˚
1 , µ

˚
2 ,µ

˚
3q “ p

pβ,pz,AT
pz,pz1,0,0,µ4q,

where z1 P B}pβ}2. Lemma B.4 in the supplementary material ensures the concavity and dif-

ferentiability of gpxq ´ µ{2}x}22. Further, since µ˚1 “ µ˚2 “ 0, (B.2) and (B.3) are satisfied.
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(B.4) is satisfied by our construction in (A.32). Therefore, it remains to verify (B.5). We

first show that G˚ Ď RMYS so that (B.5) only needs to be satisfies for the vectors belong to

RMYS . Suppose this does not hold, let ν P G˚ such that supppνq ĘM Y S. This implies

there is an index j P pMY Sqc such that νj ‰ 0.

Now we define ATz1 such that pATz1qk “ pA
T
pzqk for k ‰ j, and pATz1qj “ signpνjq,

where ak is the kth element in vector a. Clearly z1 P B}pβMc}1 and

λνTATz1 ą λνTAT
pz

because }pAT
pzqpMYSqc}8 ă 1. Therefore,

νT

«

BLppβq
Bβ

´

#

AT Bqλp
pβMcq

B pβMc

+ff

` λνTATz1 ` νTAT
1 CTµ4

ą νT

«

BLppβq
Bβ

´

#

AT Bqλp
pβMcq

B pβMc

+ff

` λνTAT
pz` νAT

1 CTµ4 “ 0.

Now because ν PG˚, we have

νAT
1 CTµ4 “ 0.

This implies

νT

«

BLppβq
Bβ

´

#

AT Bqλp
pβMcq

B pβMc

+ff

` λνTATz1 ą 0

which contradicts with the requirement of G˚ that

sup
vPB} pβMc}1

νT

«

BLppβq
Bβ

´

#

AT Bqλp
pβMcq

B pβMc

+ff

` λνTATv“ 0.

Therefore, G˚ ĎRMYS . Now by construction suppppβq ĂMYS, using Lemma B.10 in the

supplementary material, we conclude that (B.5) holds with κ “ µ. Hence, all conditions of

Lemma B.12 in the supplementary material are satisfied, so we conclude pβ is an isolated

local minimum of (7).

Now by Lemma B.13, because suppppβq ĎM Y S and pβ is an interior minimizer, the

support of any stationary point of (7) is a subset of MYS. Hence, we can write any stationary

point in the form of rβ “ trβT
MYS ,0

T
p´m´ku

T, where rβMYS is a stationary point for (14).

Further, note that (14) is strictly convex by Lemma B.10, and hence rβMYS is unique in

the feasible set and therefore pβMYS and rβ are unique. Hence pβ “ rβ is the unique local

minimum. This proves the result.

A.3.2. Supporting Theorem of Theorem 4 and its Proof.

Theorem A.2. Let α1 “ min}β}1ďR1,}β}2ďR2
αminrEtexppβTXiqXiX

T
i us{2. Assume

ρλ is µ-amenable, for µă α1, and Conditions (C1) – (C6) in the supplementary material hold.

Define A“ t0pp´mqˆm, Ipp´mqˆpp´mqu and A1 “ tImˆm,0mˆpp´mqu. Further assume that
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(a) The parameters λ,R1,R2 satisfy

4 max
!

}BLpβtq{Bβ}8, α1plogppq{nq1{4
)

ď λď

»

–α1

#

16p4
?
k`

?
mq

6
?
k`

?
mq

4α1 ´ 3µ

+´1
fi

fl

1{2

,

max

#

2}βt}1,2p4
?
k`

?
mqλ

6
?
k` 2

?
m

4α1 ´ 3µ

+

ďR1

ďmin
´α1

8λ
, rnα2

1{t64τ2
1 logppqus1{4, rnα4

1{t16τ4
1 logppqus1{4

¯

.

with

}βt}1 ‰ p4
?
k`

?
mq

6λ
?
k` 2λ

?
m

4α1 ´ 3µ

and

max

#

2}βt}2,2
6λ
?
k` 2λ

?
m

4α1 ´ 3µ

+

ďR2,

with

}βt}2 ‰
6λ
?
k` 2λ

?
m

4α1 ´ 3µ
.

(b) Let pβaMYS be the minimizer for (15), pβa “ ppβT
aMYS ,0

T
p´m´kq

T, pz satisfy
#

BLppβaq
Bβa

+

´

#

AT Bqλp
pβaMcq

B pβaMc

+

` λpAT
pzq “ 0.(A.33)

There exist δ P r4R1τ1

a

logppq{n{λ,1s so that }pAT
pzqpMYSqc}8 ď 1´ δ, where we name

pAT
pzq as extended sub-gradient. In addition,

němaxrlogppqτ2
1 pm` kq

2{pα1 ´ µq
2,

4logppqτ2
1 t
?
m` p2{δ` 1{2q

?
ku4{pα1 ´ µq

2s, α1 ą µ

and βMc is k spar se. Under the above conditions and the conditions (a) and (b), (8) has a

unique local minimizer pβa.

Proof: The proof follows the same argument as those lead to Theorem A.1 hence is omitted.

A.3.3. Definition needed to prove Theorems 3 and 4. Let β˚ is the point on the line

connecting pβ and qβ. We write

pQpβ˚q “

#

pQpMYSqpMYSqpβ
˚q pQpMYSqpMYSqcpβ

˚q

pQpMYSqcpMYSqpβ
˚q pQpMYSqcpMYSqcpβ

˚q

+

(A.34)

Then by the construction in (A.32), let pβ “ ppβT
MYS ,0

T
pMYSqcq

T, pβMYS is the minimizer for

(14), then we have

pQpβ˚qppβ´ qβq `

»

—

–

!

BLp qβq
Bβ

)

MYS
´

!

AT Bqλp pβMc q

BβMc

)

MYS
!

BLp qβq
Bβ

)

pMYSqc
´

!

AT Bqλp pβMc q

BβMc

)

pMYSqc

fi

ffi

fl
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`λ

"

pAT
pzqMYS

pAT
pzqpMYSqc

*

`

"

pAT
1 CTµ˚3qMYS

0pMYSqc

*

“ 0.

Taking the upper m` k non-zero component, we get

pβMYS ´
qβMYS “ tpQMYS,MYSpβ

˚qu´1

«

´

#

BLpqβq
Bβ

+

MYS

`

#

AT Bqλp
pβMcq

BβMc

+

MYS

´λpAT
pzqMYS ´ pA

T
1 CTµ˚3qMYS



,(A.35)

while taking the lower p´m´ k components, this leads to

pAT
pzqpMYSqc “ λ

´1

»

–

#

AT Bqλp
pβMcq

BβMc

+

pMYSqc

´

#

BLpqβq
Bβ

+

pMYSqc

fi

fl

´λ´1
pQpMYSqcpMYSqpβ

˚qppβMYS ´βMYSq

“ λ´1

»

–

#

AT Bqλp
pβMcq

BβMc

+

pMYSqc

´

#

BLpqβq
Bβ

+

pMYSqc

fi

fl

`λ´1
pQpMYSqcpMYSqpβ

˚qtpQpMYSqpMYSqpβ
˚qu´1

ˆ

˜«#

BLpqβq
Bβ

+

MYS

´

#

AT Bqλp
pβMcq

BβMc

+

MYS

ff

` λpAT
pzqMYS ` pA

T
1 CTµ˚3qMYS

¸

.

Further by Condition (A4), we have
#

AT Bqλp
pβMcq

BβMc

+

pMYSqc

“

«#

Bλ|pβj |

Bβj

+

´

#

Bρλppβjq

Bβj

+

, j P pMY Sqc

ffT

“ 0.

Therefore, we have

pAT
pzqpMYSqc “ λ

´1

»

–´

#

BLpqβq
Bβ

+

pMYSqc

fi

fl` λ´1
pQpMYSqcpMYSqpβ

˚qtpQpMYSqpMYSqpβ
˚qu´1

ˆ

˜«#

BLpqβq
Bβ

+

MYS

´

#

AT Bqλp
pβMcq

BβMc

+

MYS

ff

` λpAT
pzqMYS ` pA

T
1 CTµ˚3qMYS

¸

.

By the condition that CpβM “Cqβ “ t, from (A.35), we have

0“CrImˆm,0mˆkstpQMYS,MYSpβ
˚qu´1

«

´

#

BLpqβq
Bβ

+

MYS

`

#

AT Bqλp
pβMcq

BβMc

+

MYS

´ λpAT
pzqMYS

ff

`CrImˆm,0mˆkstpQMYS,MYSpβ
˚qu´1rImˆm,0mˆks

TCTµ˚3 ,

which leads to

µ˚3 “ pCrImˆm,0mˆkst
pQMYS,MYSpβ

˚qu´1rImˆm,0mˆks
TCTq´1CrImˆm,0mˆkstpQMYS,MYSpβ

˚qu´1
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ˆ

«

´

#

BLpqβq
Bβ

+

MYS

`

#

AT Bqλp
pβMcq

B qβMc

+

MYS

´ λpAT
pzqMYS

ff

and

pA1C
Tµ˚3qMYS

“A2tpQMYS,MYSpβ
˚qu´1

«

´

#

BLpqβq
Bβ

+

MYS

`

#

AT Bqλp
pβMcq

BβMc

+

MYS

´ λpAT
pzqMYS

ff

,

where

A2 “ rImˆm,0mˆks
TCTpCrImˆm,0mˆkstpQMYS,MYSpβ

˚qu´1rImˆm,0mˆks
TCTq´1CrImˆm,0mˆks.

Hence, to use Theorem A.1, we must show that }pAT
pzqpMYSqc}8 ă 1. Define Qpβq “

EtexppβTXqXXTu, and

A˚
2 “ rImˆm,0mˆks

TCTpCrImˆm,0mˆkstQMYS,MYSpβqu
´1rImˆm,0mˆks

TCTq´1CrImˆm,0mˆks.

A.3.4. Proof of Theorem 3. First of all, pβpMYSqc “ 0 by construction. For any unit vec-

tor, recall that

vT B
2Lpβq
BβBβT

w“ exppβTWi ´β
TΩβ{2qvTtpWi ´Ωβqb2 ´Ωuw

Denoting ∇3Lpβq to be the third order gradient of L, we have

vT∇3Lpβqw

“ n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβTWi ´β
TΩβ{2qvTtpWi ´Ωβqb2 ´ΩuwtWi ´ΩβuT

´n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβTWi ´β
TΩβ{2qtvTpWi ´ΩβqwTΩ`wTpWi ´ΩβqvTΩu.

Hence define vectors v,w such that their jth element |vj | ą 0, |wj | ą 0 for j PMY S, and

|vj | “ |wj | “ 0 for j RMYS, and }v}2 “ }w}2 “ 1. Firstly by Theorem 1 and the condition

that }hn}2 “Ot
a

maxpm` k´ r, rq{nu, we have

}pβ´βt}2 “ }pβ´ qβ}2 ` }qβ´βt}2

ď C1λmaxp
?
r,
?
m´ r,

?
kq `

a

pm` kq{n

ď C2

"

logppq
n

*1{4?
m` k

for some constants C1,C2 ą 0. Further recall that K” tv PRMYS : }v}2 ď 1u.

sup
v,wPK

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

vT

"

pQpβ˚q ´
B2Lpβtq
BβBβT

*

w

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď sup
v,wPK

«

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qvTtpWi ´Ωβ˚qb2 ´ΩuwtWi ´Ωβ˚uTppβ´βtq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
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`

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qtvTpWi ´Ωβ˚qwTΩ`wTpWi ´Ωβ˚qvTΩuppβ´βtq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ff

ď sup
v,wPK

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qtvTpWi ´Ωβ˚qb2wpWi ´Ωβ˚qTppβ´βtq

´vTΩwpWi ´Ωβ˚qTppβ´βtqu

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

` sup
v,wPK

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qtvTpWi ´Ωβ˚qwTΩ`wTpWi ´Ωβ˚qvTΩuppβ´βtq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď sup
v,wPK

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

n´1

2

n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2q

pv`wqT
?

2
pWi ´Ωβ˚qb2 v`w

?
2
pWi ´Ωβ˚qTppβ´βtq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

` sup
v,wPK

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

n´1

2

n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2q

pv´wqT
?

2
pWi ´Ωβ˚qb2 v´w

?
2
pWi ´Ωβ˚qTppβ´βtq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

` sup
v,wPK

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

pv`wqT
?

2
Ω

v`w
?

2

n´1

2

n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qpWi ´Ωβ˚qTppβ´βtq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

` sup
v,wPK

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

pv´wqT
?

2
Ω

v´w
?

2

n´1

2

n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qpWi ´Ωβ˚qTppβ´βtq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

` sup
v,wPK

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qtvTpWi ´Ωβ˚qwTΩ`wTpWi ´Ωβ˚qvTΩuppβ´βtq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď sup
vPK

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qvTpWi ´Ωβ˚qb2vpWi ´Ωβ˚qTppβ´βtq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

` sup
vPK

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

vTΩvn´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qpWi ´Ωβ˚qTppβ´βtq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

` sup
v,wPK

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qtvTpWi ´Ωβ˚qwTΩ`wTpWi ´Ωβ˚qvTΩuppβ´βtq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď sup
vPK

n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qvTpWi ´Ωβ˚qb2v|pWi ´Ωβ˚qTppβ´βtq|(A.36)

` sup
vPK

vTΩv

›

›

›

›

n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qpWi ´Ωβ˚q

›

›

›

›

2

}ppβ´βtq}2(A.37)

`2 sup
v,wPK

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qvTpWi ´Ωβ˚qtwTΩppβ´βtqu

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

.(A.38)

Now for (A.36), because by Condition (C1) in the supplementary material, we have

|pWi ´Ωβ˚qTppβ´βtq|

“ |pWi ´Ωβ˚qTppβ´βtq{}pβ´βt}2|}pβ´βt}2

ďMW

?
m` k}pβ´βt}2 ` }Ω}2}β

˚}2}pβ´βt}2
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ď 2MW

?
m` k}pβ´βt}2.

The last equality holds because }Ω}2 “ Op1q, }β˚}2 ď }βt}2 ` }pβ ´ βt}2 “ Opp1q `

Op tlogppq{nu1{4
?
m` k “ opp

?
m` kq. From Corollary B.4 in the supplementary mate-

rial, we have

sup
vPK

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qvTpWi ´Ωβ˚qb2v sup

i
|pWi ´Ωβ˚qTppβ´βq|

´Etexppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qvTpWi ´Ωβ˚qb2vu sup

i
|pWi ´Ωβ˚qTppβ´βq|

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď 2MW

a

pm` kq{n
?
m` k}pβ´β}2

with probability 1´Orexpt´pm`kqus. Further since supvPKEtexppβ˚TWi´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qvTpWi´

Ωβ˚qb2vu “Op1q due to Condition C1(b), hence we get

sup
vPK

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qvTpWi ´Ωβ˚qb2vpWi ´Ωβ˚qTppβ´βq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď sup
vPK

#

n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qvTpWi ´Ωβ˚qb2v

+

sup
i
|pWi ´Ωβ˚qTppβ´βq|

ď t2MW

a

pm` kq{n`Opp1qu
?
m` k}pβ´β}2

“Opp
?
m` k}pβ´β}2q.

For (A.37), we first have

}n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

expp2β˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚qpWi ´Ωβ˚qb2

MYS

´Etexpp2β˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚qpWi ´Ωβ˚qb2

MYSu}2

“Opt
a

pm` kq{nu

by Corollary B.3 in the supplementary material. Further }Etexpp2β˚TWi´β
˚TΩβ˚qpWi´

Ωβ˚qb2
MYSu}2 “Op1q. Hence (A.37) is of order Opp}pβ´β}2q. Now for (A.38), because

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qvTpWi ´Ωβ˚q

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

2

ď n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

texpp2β˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚qvTpWi ´Ωβ˚qb2v,

by Corollary B.3 in the supplementary material, we have

n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

expp2β˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚qvTpWi ´Ωβ˚qb2v

´Etexpp2β˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚qvTpWi ´Ωβ˚qb2vu “Opp

a

pm` kq{nq
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with probability of the order 1 ´ Otexppm ` kqu. Further because Etexpp2β˚TWi ´

β˚TΩβ˚qvTpWi ´ Ωβ˚qb2vu “ Op1q, the third term of the last line is of the order

Opp}pβ´βt}2q. Therefore, we have

sup
v,wPK

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

vT

"

pQpβ˚q ´
B2Lpβtq
BβBβT

t

*

w

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

“Opp
?
m` k}pβ´βt}2q

Hence for some positive constants C3,

sup
v,wPK

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

vT

"

pQpβ˚q ´
B2Lpβtq
BβBβT

*

w

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ďC3

"

logppq
n

*1{4

pm` kq(A.39)

with probability 1 ´ Orexp t´pm` kqus. Further, by Corollary B.2 in the supplementary

material, we also have

sup
v,wPK

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

vT

„

B2Lpβtq
BβBβT

´Qpβtq



w

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

“ sup
v,wPK

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

vT
MYS

„

B2Lpβtq
BβBβT

´Qpβtq



MYS,MYS

wMYS

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

“Opt
a

pm` kq{nu

“ op

«

"

logppq
n

*1{4

pm` kq

ff

(A.40)

with probability 1 ´ 2 exp t´pm` kqu. Further, recall that K1 ” tv P RpMYSqc : }v}2 “

1, }v}0 “ 1u.

sup
v1PK1,wPK

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

vT
1

"

pQpβ˚q ´
B2Lpβtq
BβBβT

*

w

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď sup
v1PK1,wPK

«

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qvT

1 tpWi ´Ωβ˚qb2 ´ΩuwtWi ´Ωβ˚uTppβ´βtq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

`

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qtvT

1 pWi ´Ωβ˚qwTΩ`wTpWi ´Ωβ˚qvTΩuppβ´βtq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ff

ď sup
v1PK1,wPK

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qtvT

1 pWi ´Ωβ˚qb2wpWi ´Ωβ˚qTppβ´βtq

´vT
1 ΩwpWi ´Ωβ˚qTppβ´βtqu

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

` sup
v1PK1,wPK

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qtvT

1 pWi ´Ωβ˚qwTΩ

`wTpWi ´Ωβ˚qvT
1 Ωuppβ´βtq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď sup
v1PK1,wPK

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qvT

1 pWi ´Ωβ˚qb2wpWi ´Ωβ˚qTppβ´βtq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

` sup
v1,wPK

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qvT

1 ΩwpWi ´Ωβ˚qTppβ´βtq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
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` sup
v1PK1,wPK

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qtvT

1 pWi ´Ωβ˚qwTΩ

`wTpWi ´Ωβ˚qvT
1 Ωuppβ´βtq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď sup
v1PK1,wPK

n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qvT

1 pWi ´Ωβ˚qb2w

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

pWi ´Ωβ˚qTppβ´βtq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

` sup
v1PK1,wPK

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qvT

1 ΩwpWi ´Ωβ˚qTppβ´βtq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

` sup
v1PK1,wPK

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qtvT

1 pWi ´Ωβ˚qwTΩ

`wTpWi ´Ωβ˚qvT
1 Ωuppβ´βtq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď sup
v1PK1

1

2
n´1

n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qvT

1 pWi ´Ωβ˚qb2v1 sup
i

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

pWi ´Ωβ˚qTppβ´βtq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

(A.41)

` sup
wPK

1

2
n´1

n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qwTpWi ´Ωβ˚qb2w sup

i

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

pWi ´Ωβ˚qTppβ´βtq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

(A.42)

` sup
v1PK1,wPK

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qvT

1 ΩwpWi ´Ωβ˚qTppβ´βtq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

(A.43)

` sup
v1PK1,wPK

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qtvT

1 pWi ´Ωβ˚qwTΩ

`wTpWi ´Ωβ˚qvT
1 Ωuppβ´βtq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

.(A.44)

For (A.41), from Corollary B.4, we have

sup
v1PK1

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qvT

1 pWi ´Ωβ˚qb2v1 sup
i
|pWi ´Ωβ˚qTppβ´βtq|

´Etexppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qvT

1 pWi ´Ωβ˚qb2v1u sup
i
|pWi ´Ωβ˚qTppβ´βtq|

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď 2MW

a

logppq{n
?
m` k}pβ´βt}2

with probability 1´Orexpt´logppqus. Further since supv1PK1
Etexppβ˚TWi´β

˚TΩβ˚{2qvT
1 pWi´

Ωβ˚qb2v1u “Op1q due to Condition C1(b), hence we get

sup
v1PK1

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qvT

1 pWi ´Ωβ˚qb2v1pWi ´Ωβ˚qTppβ´βtq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď sup
v1PK1

#

n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qvT

1 pWi ´Ωβ˚qb2v1

+

sup
i
|pWi ´Ωβ˚qTppβ´βtq|

ď t2MW

a

logppq{n`Opp1qu
?
m` k}pβ´βt}2
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“Opp
?
m` k}pβ´β}2q.

For (A.42), we use the same argument as those lead to the order of (A.36), we have (A.42) is

of order Opp
?
m` k}pβ ´ βt}2q. For (A.43), we use the same argument as those lead to the

order of (A.37), we have (A.43) is of order Opp}pβ´βt}2q.

Now for (A.44), because
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qvT

1 pWi ´Ωβ˚q

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

2

ď n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

texpp2β˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚qvT

1 pWi ´Ωβ˚qb2v1,

by Corollary B.3 in the supplementary material, we have

n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

expp2β˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚qvT

1 pWi ´Ωβ˚qb2v1

´Etexpp2β˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚qvT

1 pWi ´Ωβ˚qb2v1u “Opp
a

logppq{nq

with probability of the order 1 ´ Orexpt´logppqus. Further because Etexpp2β˚TWi ´

β˚TΩβ˚qvT
1 pWi´Ωβ˚qb2v1u “Op1q, and because of the same argument as those lead to

(A.43), we conclude that (A.44) is of the order Opp}pβ´βt}2q. Hence follow (A.36), and by

Conditions (C1), Corollaries B.2–B.5 in the supplementary material, for positive constants

C4 we have

sup
v1PK1,wPK

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

vT
1

"

pQpβ˚q ´
B2Lpβq
BβBβT

*

w

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

“Opp
?
m` k}pβ´βt}2q

ď C4

"

logppq
n

*1{4

pm` kq(A.45)

and

sup
v1PK1,wPK

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

vT
1

„

B2Lpβtq
BβBβT

´Qpβtq



w

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

“ sup
v1PK1,wPK

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

vT
1pMYSqc

„

B2Lpβtq
BβBβT

´Qpβtq



pMYSqc,MYS

wMYS

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

“Opr
a

maxtpm` kq, logppqu{ns

“ op

«

"

logppq
n

*1{4

pm` kq

ff

,(A.46)

with probabilities to the order of 1´ 2 expr´maxtpm` kq, logppqus.

Combine (A.39) and (A.40) with Lemma B.11 in the supplementary material,

}ptpQpMYSq,MYSqpβ
˚qu´1 ´ tQpMYSq,MYSpβtqu

´1}2

ď
}tQpMYSq,MYSpβtqu

´1}22}
pQpMYSq,MYSpβ

˚q ´QpMYSq,MYSpβtq}2

t1´ }tQpMYSq,MYSpβtqu´1}2}pQpMYSq,MYSpβ˚q ´QpMYSq,MYSpβtq}2u
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“Opp}pQpMYSq,MYSpβ
˚q ´Q0pMYSq,MYSpβtq}2q

“ C9

«

"

logppq
n

*1{4

pm` kq

ff

,(A.47)

and hence

}ptpQpMYSq,MYSqpβ
˚qu´1 ´ tQpMYSq,MYSpβtqu

´1}8

“ C9pm` kq
3{2

"

logppq
n

*1{4

.(A.48)

Further,
›

›

›

›

pQpMYSqc,MYSpβ
˚qtpQpMYSq,MYSpβ

˚qu´1

#

BLpqβq
Bβ

+

MYS

›

›

›

›

8

ď

›

›

›

›

rpQpMYSqc,MYSpβ
˚q ´QpMYSqc,MYSpβtqstpQpMYSq,MYSpβ

˚qu´1

#

BLpqβq
Bβ

+

MYS

›

›

›

›

8

`

›

›

›

›

QpMYSqc,MYSpβtqptpQpMYSq,MYSpβ
˚qu´1

´tQpMYSq,MYSpβtqu
´1q

#

BLpqβq
Bβ

+

MYS

›

›

›

›

8

`

›

›

›

›

QpMYSqc,MYSpβtqtQpMYSq,MYSpβtqu
´1

#

BLpqβq
Bβ

+

MYS

›

›

›

›

8

ď sup
v1PK1,wPK

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

vT
1pMYSqcr

pQpMYSqc,MYSpβ
˚q ´QpMYSqc,MYSpβtqswMYS

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˆ}tpQpMYSq,MYSpβ
˚qu´1}2

›

›

›

›

#

BLpqβq
Bβ

+

MYS

›

›

›

›

2

`}QpMYSqc,MYSpβtq}2

›

›

›

›

tpQpMYSq,MYSpβ
˚qu´1 ´ tQpMYSq,MYSpβtqu

´1

›

›

›

›

2

›

›

›

›

#

BLpqβq
Bβ

+

MYS

›

›

›

›

2

`

›

›

›

›

QpMYSqc,MYSpβtqtQ0pMYSq,MYSpβtqu
´1

#

BLpqβq
Bβ

+

MYS

›

›

›

›

8

ď C10

«

"

logppq
n

*1{4

pm` kq

ff

?
m` k

a

logppq{n(A.49)

`C11

«

"

logppq
n

*1{4

pm` kq

ff

?
m` k

a

logppq{n(A.50)

`

›

›

›

›

QpMYSqc,MYSpβtqtQpMYSq,MYSpβtqu
´1

#

BLpqβq
Bβ

+

MYS

›

›

›

›

8

.

(A.49) is obtained by using (A.45) and (A.46) and the fact that

}tpQpMYSq,MYSpβ
˚qu´1}2
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ď }tpQpMYSq,MYSpβ
˚qu´1 ´ rQpMYSq,MYSpβtqs

´1}2 ` }tQpMYSq,MYSpβtqu
´1}2

ďOpp1q.

(A.50) is obtained by using (A.39), (A.40) and the fact that }QpMYSqc,MYSpβq}2 “ Op1q.

Therefore, now note that ně c8pm` kq4logppq and λ“Ortlogppq{nu1{4s by the statement

assumption, together with Condition (C4), we have
›

›

›

›

pQpMYSqc,MYSpβ
˚qtpQpMYSq,MYSpβ

˚qu´1

#

BLpqβq
Bβ

+

MYS

›

›

›

›

8

ď

›

›

›

›

QpMYSqc,MYSpβtqtQpMYSq,MYSpβtqu
´1

#

BLpqβq
Bβ

+

MYS

›

›

›

›

8

` oppλq

ď

›

›

›

›

QpMYSqc,MYSpβqtQpMYSq,MYSpβtqu
´1

›

›

›

›

2

›

›

›

›

#

BLpqβq
Bβ

+

MYS

›

›

›

›

2

` oppλq

“
?
m` k

a

logppq{n` oppλq

“ oppλq.(A.51)

Therefore

}pAT
pzqpMYSqc}8

“ }λ´1

»

–´

#

BLpqβq
Bβ

+

pMYSqc

fi

fl` λ´1
pQpMYSqcpMYSqpβ

˚qtpQpMYSqpMYSqpβ
˚qu´1

ˆ

˜«#

BLpqβq
Bβ

+

MYS

´

#

AT Bqλp
pβMcq

BβMc

+

MYS

ff

` λpAT
pzqMYS ` pA

T
1 CTµ˚3qpMYSq

¸

}8

ď λ´1

›

›

›

›

»

–´

#

BLpqβq
Bβ

+

pMYSqc

fi

fl

›

›

›

›

8

`λ´1

›

›

›

›

pQpMYSqcpMYSqpβ
˚qtpQpMYSqpMYSqpβ

˚qu´1

#

BLpqβq
Bβ

+

MYS

›

›

›

›

8

`λ´1

›

›

›

›

pQpMYSqcpMYSqpβ
˚qtpQpMYSqpMYSqpβ

˚qu´1

˜«

´

#

AT Bqλp
pβMcq

BβMc

+

MYS

ff

` λpAT
pzqMYS

¸

›

›

›

›

8

`λ´1}pQpMYSqcpMYSqpβ
˚qtpQpMYSqpMYSqpβ

˚qu´1pAT
1 CTµ˚3qMYS}8

“ λ´1

›

›

›

›

pQpMYSqcpMYSqpβ
˚qtpQpMYSqpMYSqpβ

˚qu´1

˜«

´

#

AT Bqλp
pβMcq

BβMc

+

MYS

ff

` λpAT
pzqMYS

¸

›

›

›

›

8

`λ´1

›

›

›

›

pQpMYSqcpMYSqpβ
˚qtpQpMYSqpMYSqpβ

˚qu´1A2tpQMYS,MYSpβ
˚qu´1

ˆ

«#

AT Bqλp
pβMcq

BβMc

+

MYS

´ λpAT
pzqMYS

ff

›

›

›

›

8

` op1q.(A.52)
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Now recall (A.35) and

pA1C
Tµ˚3qMYS(A.53)

“A2tpQMYS,MYSpβ
˚qu´1

«

´

#

BLpqβq
Bβ

+

MYS

`

#

AT Bqλp
pβMcq

BβMc

+

MYS

´ λpAT
pzqMYS

ff

.

Hence

}pβMYS ´
qβMYS}8

ď }tpQMYS,MYSpβ
˚qu´1

#

BLpqβq
Bβ

+

MYS

}8

`

›

›

›

›

tpQMYS,MYSpβ
˚qu´1

«#

AT Bqλp
pβMcq

BβMc

+

MYS

´ λpAT
pzqMYS

ff

›

›

›

›

8

`}tpQMYS,MYSpβ
˚qu´1A2tpQMYS,MYSpβ

˚qu´1

ˆ

«

´

#

BLpqβq
Bβ

+

MYS

`

#

AT Bqλp
pβMcq

BβMc

+

MYS

´ λpAT
pzqMYS

ff

}8

ď oppλq ` λ}tpQMYS,MYSpβ
˚qu´1}8 ` λ}tpQMYS,MYSpβ

˚qu´1A2tpQMYS,MYSpβ
˚qu´1}8

“ oppλq ` 2λc8 ` 2λc8,(A.54)

where oppλq in the second inequality is obtained by using the same argument as those lead to

(A.51). The other two terms are obtained by using Lemma B.4 such that
›

›

›

›

«#

AT Bqλp
pβMcq

BβMc

+

MYS

´ λpAT
pzqMYS

ff

›

›

›

›

8

ď λ.

The last equality holds because

}tpQMYS,MYSpβ
˚qu´1}8

ď }tpQMYS,MYSpβ
˚qu´1 ´ tQpMYSq,MYSpβtqu

´1}8 ` }tQpMYSq,MYSpβtqu
´1}8

ď 2c8

by (A.48). And similarly, we have

}tpQMYS,MYSpβ
˚qu´1A2tpQMYS,MYSpβ

˚qu´1}8

ď }tpQMYS,MYSpβ
˚qu´1A2tpQMYS,MYSpβ

˚qu´1

´tQMYS,MYSpβtqu
´1A2tQMYS,MYSpβtqu

´1}8

`}tQMYS,MYSpβtqu
´1A2tQMYS,MYSpβtqu

´1}8

“ 2c8.

Now because minp|βj |q ě λpγ ` 5c8q for j P S, we have

min |pβj | ě λγ
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and q1λppβqj “ λsignppβjq “ λpAT
pzqj . Hence by Lemma B.3 in the supplementary material,

we have
#

AT Bqλp
pβMcq

BβMc

+

MYS

´ λpAT
pzqMYS “ 0.(A.55)

Inserting (A.55) into (A.52), the first two terms of (A.52) are zero hence }pATzqpMYSqc} “

opp1q ă 1. This implies that pβ has support in MYS. Further, because of (A.54), pβ is unique

in the feasible set. Therefore, using (A.35) together with (A.55) and (A.53), we have

pβMYS ´
qβMYS

“ ptpQMYS,MYSpβ
˚qu´1 ´ tpQMYS,MYSpβ

˚qu´1A2tpQMYS,MYSpβ
˚qu´1q

ˆ

«

´

#

BLpqβq
Bβ

+

MYS

ff

“´ptQMYS,MYSpβqu
´1 ´ tQMYS,MYSpβtqu

´1A˚
2tQMYS,MYSpβtqu

´1q

ˆ

«#

BLpqβq
Bβ

+

MYS

ff

t1` opp1qu

and pβpMYSqc “ 0. Now because

BLpqβq
Bβ

´
BLpβtq
Bβ

“
B2Lpβ˚q
BβBβT

pqβ´βtq

“Qpβqpqβ´βtq `

"

B2Lpβtq
BβBβT

´Qpβtq

*

pqβ´βtq `

"

B2Lpβ˚q
BβBβT

´
B2Lpβtq
BβBβT

*

pqβ´βtq

“Qpβtqpqβ´βtqt1` opp1qu.

The last equality holds because

}

"

B2Lpβtq
BβBβT

´Qpβtq

*

}2 “ opp1q,

by (A.40),

}

#

B2Lprβq
BβBβT

´
B2Lpβtq
BβBβT

+

}2 “ opp1q

by (A.39), and }Qpβtq}2 “Op1q. Therefore,

pβMYS ´
qβMYS “´ptQMYS,MYSpβtqu

´1 ´ tQMYS,MYSpβtqu
´1A˚

2tQMYS,MYSpβtqu
´1q

ˆ

„"

BLpβtq
Bβ

`Qpβtqpqβ´βtq

*

MYS



t1` opp1qu.

Further, we have

pβMYS ´βtMYS
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“ pβMYS ´
qβMYS ´ rpCCTq´1C,0rˆks

Thn

“´ptQMYS,MYSpβtq
´1u ´ tQMYS,MYSpβtqu

´1A˚
2tQMYS,MYSpβtqu

´1q

„"

BLpβtq
Bβ

*

MYS

`QMYS,MYSpβtqrpCCTq´1C,0rˆks
Thn



t1` opp1qu ´ rpCCTq´1C,0rˆks
Thn

“´tpQMYS,MYSpβtqu
´1 ´ tQMYS,MYSpβtqu

´1A˚
2tQMYS,MYSpβtqu

´1q

"

BLpβtq
Bβ

*

MYS

t1` opp1qu

´tQMYS,MYSpβtqu
´1A˚

2rtpCCTq´1C,0rˆku
Thnst1` opp1qu.

A.3.5. Proof of Theorem 4. The proof is very similar to that of Theorem 3 hence is

omitted.

A.4. Proof of Results in Section 4.4.

A.4.1. Proof of Lemma 1. First note that

Ψ´1{2pΣ,Q,βtqωn

“´
?
nΨ´1{2pΣ,Q,βtqCrImˆm,0mˆksQ

´1
MYS,MYSpβtq

"

BLpβtq
Bβ

*

MYS

“Ψ´1{2pΣ,Q,βtqCrImˆm,0mˆksQ
´1
MYS,MYSpβtq

ˆn´1{2
n
ÿ

i“1

tYiWi ´ exppβT
t Wi ´β

T
t Ωβt{2qpWi ´ΩβtquMYS .

It is easy to see that
n
ÿ

i“1

cov
´

Ψ´1{2pΣ,Q,βtqCrImˆm,0mˆksQ
´1
MYS,MYSpβtq

ˆn´1{2tYiWi ´ exppβT
t Wi ´β

T
t Ωβt{2qpWi ´ΩβtquMYS

¯

“ Irˆr.(A.56)

Further,

r1{4
n
ÿ

i“1

E}n´1{2Ψ´1{2pΣ,Q,βtqCrImˆm,0mˆksQ
´1
MYS,MYSpβtq

ˆtYiWi ´ exppβT
t Wi ´β

T
t Ωβt{2qpWi ´ΩβtquMYS}

3
2

ď r1{4
n
ÿ

i“1

E}n´1{2tYiΨ
´1{2pΣ,Q,βtqCrImˆm,0mˆksQ

´1
MYS,MYSpβtqWiMYS

´ exppβT
t Wi ´β

T
t Ωβt{2qΨ

´1{2pΣ,Q,βtqCrImˆm,0mˆksQ
´1
MYS,MYSpβtqpWi ´ΩβtqMYSu}

3
2

ď r1{4
n
ÿ

i“1

E}n´1{2tYiΨ
´1{2pΣ,Q,βtqCrImˆm,0mˆksQ

´1
MYS,MYSpβtqWiMYS
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´ exppβT
t Wi ´β

T
t Ωβt{2qΨ

´1{2pΣ,Q,βtqCrImˆm,0mˆksQ
´1
MYS,MYSpβtqpWi ´ΩβtqMYSu}

3
2

ď r1{4D
n
ÿ

i“1

n´3{2p}Ψ´1{2pΣ,Q,βtqCrImˆm,0mˆksQ
´1
MYS,MYSpβtqWiMYS}

3
2

`}Ψ´1{2pΣ,Q,βtqCrImˆm,0mˆksQ
´1
MYS,MYSpβtqpΩβtqMYS}

3
2q

“ opp1q, (A.57)

where D is a positive constant. The second to the last inequality holds by Condition (D1).

Also because

}Ψ´1{2pΣ,Q,βtqCrImˆm,0mˆksQ
´1
MYS,MYSpβtqWiMYS}2

ď }Ψ´1{2pΣ,Q,βtqCrImˆm,0mˆksQ
´1
MYS,MYSpβtq}2}WiMYS}2

ď }Ψ´1{2pΣ,Q,βtqCrImˆm,0mˆksQ
´1
MYS,MYSpβtq}2|W

T
i v|{}v}2

ďOp1qMW

?
m` k “Op

?
m` kq,

where v is a p dimensional vector with }v}0 “m` k, the last inequality holds by Condition

(C1) (a). Further since }Ψ´1{2pΣ,Q,βtqCrImˆm,0mˆksQ
´1
MYS,MYSpβtqpΩβtqMYS}2 “

Op1q,

r1{4D
n
ÿ

i“1

n´3{2p}Ψ´1{2pΣ,Q,βtqCrImˆm,0mˆksQ
´1
MYS,MYSpβtqWiMYS}

3
2

`}Ψ´1{2pΣ,Q,βtqCrImˆm,0mˆksQ
´1
MYS,MYSpβtqpΩβtqMYS}

3
2q

“Otr1{4pm` kq3{2n´1{2u “ opp1q,

by the Condition that ně c8pm`kq4logppq. Combine (A.56) and (A.57), and using Lemma

B.14 in Section B.4.3, let Z is a standard Gaussian random variable we have

lim
nÑ8

sup
C
|PrpΨ´1{2pΣ,Q,βtqωn P Cq ´PrpZ P Cq| “ 0.(A.58)

Now we choose

Cx “ tz : }z´
?
nΨ´1{2hn}2 ď xu,

then

lim
nÑ8

|PrpΨ´1{2pΣ,Q,βtqωn P Cxq ´PrpZ P Cxq| “ 0,

which implies

lim
nÑ8

|PrpT0 ď xq ´Prtχ2pr,nhT
nΨ´1pΣ,Q,βtqhnq ď xu| “ 0,

where χ2pr, γq is a non-central chi-square distribution, with non-centrality parameter γ.
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A.4.2. Proof of Theorem 5. From Theorem 4, we have

pβaMYS ´βtMYS “´tQMYS,MYSpβtqu
´1

"

BLpβtq
Bβ

*

MYS

t1` opp1qu

Hence,

?
nCppβaM ´βtMq “ ´

?
nCrImˆm,0mˆkstQMYS,MYSpβtqu

´1

"

BLpβtq
Bβ

*

MYS

t1` opp1qu

“ ωnt1` opp1qu.

Further, because CβtM “ t` hn, we have
?
nΨ´1{2ppΣ, pQ, pβaqpCpβaM ´ tq “Ψ´1{2ppΣ, pQ, pβaqωnt1` opp1qu `

?
nΨ´1{2ppΣ, pQ, pβaqhn.

Further because hn “Ot
a

maxpm` k´ r, rq{nu,

npCpβaM ´ tqTΨ´1ppΣ, pQ, pβaqpCpβaM ´ tq

“ pωn `
?
nhnq

TΨ´1pΣ,Q,βtqpωn `
?
nhnqt1` opp1qu

`pωn `
?
nhnq

TtΨ´1ppΣ, pQ, pβaq ´Ψ´1pΣ,Q,βtqupωn `
?
nhnq

ď pωn `
?
nhnq

TΨ´1pΣ,Q,βtqpωn `
?
nhnqt1` opp1qu

`}ωn `
?
nhn}

2
2}Ψ

´1ppΣ, pQ, pβaq ´Ψ´1pΣ,Q,βtq}2

“ T0 ` opprq.(A.59)

The last equality holds because T0 converge in distribution to a non-central chi-square distri-

bution with degree freedom r as shown in Lemma 1 and hence T0 is of the order Opprq. Also

because

}ωn `
?
nhn}

2
2 ď pωn `

?
nhnq

TΨ´1pΣ,Q,βtqpωn `
?
nhnq{αmintΨ

´1pΣ,Q,βtqu

ď pωn `
?
nhnq

TΨ´1pΣ,Q,βtqpωn `
?
nhnq{cΨ

by Condition (D2), we have

}Ψ´1ppΣ, pQ, pβaq ´Ψ´1pΣ,Q,βtq}2}ωn `
?
nhn}

2
2

ď

«

"

logppq
n

*1{4

pm` kq

ff

OppT0q.

Therefore, TW ´ T0 “ opprq.

A.4.3. Proof of Theorem 6. From Theorem 3, we have

pβMYS ´βtMYS

“´ptQMYS,MYSpβtqu
´1 ´ tQMYS,MYSpβtqu

´1A˚
2tQMYS,MYSpβtqu

´1q

"

BLpβtq
Bβ

*

MYS

t1` opp1qu

`tQMYS,MYSpβtqu
´1A˚

2rtpCCTq´1C,0rˆku
Thnst1` opp1qu
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and pβpMYSqc “ 0. By Taylor expansion we have
#

BLppβq
Bβ

+

MYS

“

"

BLpβtq
Bβ

*

MYS

`

"

B2Lpβ˚q
BβBβT

*

MYS

ppβ´βtqMYS

“

"

BLpβtq
Bβ

*

MYS

`QMYS,MYSpβtqppβ´βtqMYSt1` opp1qu

“A˚
2tQMYS,MYSpβtqu

´1

"

BLpβtq
Bβ

*

MYS

t1` opp1qu

`tA˚
2rtpCCTq´1C,0rˆku

Thnst1` opp1qu

where β˚ is a point in between βt and pβ. The second equality holds by (A.39) and (A.40) in

Appendix. Therefore, we have

?
nΨppΣ, pQ, pβq´1{2CrImˆm,0mˆkstpQMYS,MYSp

pβqu´1A˚
2tQMYS,MYSpβtqu

´1

"

BLpβtq
Bβ

*

MYS

“
?
nΨppΣ, pQ, pβq´1{2CrImˆm,0mˆkstQMYS,MYSpβtqu

´1

"

BLpβtq
Bβ

*

MYS

t1` opp1qu

“ΨppΣ, pQ, pβq´1{2ωnt1` opp1qu,

The first equality holds by (A.39) and (A.40) in the supplementary material. And similarly
?
nΨppΣ, pQ, pβq´1{2CrImˆm,0mˆkstpQMYS,MYSp

pβqu´1tA˚
2rtpCCTq´1C,0rˆku

Thns

“
?
nΨppΣ, pQ, pβq´1{2hnt1` opp1qu

and hence

TS “ pωn `
?
nhnq

TΨppΣ, pQ, pβq´1pωn `
?
nhnqt1` opp1qu

Now the same steps in (A.59) lead to TS ´ T0 “ opprq.

Appendix B.

B.1. Some Lemmas on the Penalty Function.

Lemma B.1. Conditions (A1)–(A4) imply that ρλ is λ-Lipschitz and all sub gra-
dients and derivatives of ρλ are bounded by λ in magnitude. Conditions (A1)–(A5)
imply

λ}βMc}1 ď ρλpβMcq ` µ{2}βMc}
2
2,@βMc PRp´m

Proof: This lemma is a direct consequence of Lemma 4 in Loh & Wainwright (2015).
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Lemma B.2. Suppose ρλ satisfies Conditions (A1)–(A5). Let v P Rp´m, let A
be the index set of k largest elements of v in magnitude, and let Ac be the index set
of the remaining p´m´ k elements of v. Suppose ξ ą 0 and satisfies

ξρλpvAq ´ ρλpvAcq ě 0.

Then

ξρλpvAq ´ ρλpvAcq ď λpξ}vA}1 ´ }vAc}1q.

Moreover, if βtMc P Rp´m is k-sparse, then for a vector βMc P Rp´m such that
ξρλpβtMcq ´ ρλpβMcq ą 0 and ξ ě 1, we have

ξρλpβtMcq ´ ρλpβMcq ď λpξ}vA}1 ´ }vAc}1q,

where v “ βMc ´ βtMc , A is the index set of the k largest elements of v in magni-
tude, and Ac is the index set of the remaining p´m´ k elements of v.

Proof: This lemma is a direct consequence of Lemma 5 in Loh & Wainwright (2015).

Lemma B.3. Suppose ρλ is pµ,γq-amenable, |pβj | ě λγ for j PM Y S, then
q1λp

pβjq “ λsignppβjq.

Proof: Because ρλ is pµ,γq-amenable, ρ1ppβjq “ 0 by Condition (A6) and (A1). Hence
q1λp

pβjq “ Bλ|pβj |{Bpβj “ λsignppβjq. This proves the result.

Lemma B.4. Consider a µ-amenable regularizer ρλ. Then
(a) |ρ1λptq| ď λ for all t‰ 0.
(b) The function qλptq ´ µ{2t2 is concave and everywhere differentiable, where
qλptq “ λ|t| ´ ρλptq.

Proof: This lemma is a direct consequence of Lemma 5 in Loh & Wainwright (2017).

B.2. Some Lemmas on the Criterion Function.

Lemma B.5. Assume Conditions (C1) – (C4) hold. There exists a constant c1 ą 0
so that

pr

«

n´1
}

n
ÿ

i“1

tYiWi ´ exppβT
t Wi ´β

T
t Ωβt{2qpWi ´Ωβtqu}8 ą c1

a

logppq{n

ff

ď 6p´1.

Proof: The lemma is the direct consequence of Corollary 1 in Jiang & Ma (2021). We
omit the proof here.

Lemma B.6. Assume that Conditions (C1), (C4) and (C6) hold, then for
any β with }β}2 ď R2, and for sufficiently large n and p, with probability 1 ´
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Orexpt´
?
nlogpus, n´1

řn
i“1 exppβTWi´β

TΩβ{2qtpWi´Ωβqb2´Ωu satisfies
the lower and upper-RE conditions with

α1 “ min
}β}1ďR1,}β}2ďR2

αminrEtexppβTXiqXiX
T
i us{2,

α2 “ max
}β}1ďR1,}β}2ďR2

3αmaxrEtexppβTXiqXiX
T
i us{2

and τpn, pq “ τ1
a

logppq{n for a bounded positive constant τ1.

Proof: The lemma is a direct consequence of Lemma 12 in Jiang & Ma (2021) with
c“ 1.

Corollary B.1. Assume Conditions (C1)–(C4) to hold, }hn}2 “Ot
a

maxpm` k´ r, rq{nu

and m` k “ opn1{3q, then there exists a positive constant c10 so that

}
BLpqβq
Bβ

}8 ď c10 maxr
a

pm` kq{n,
a

logppq{ns,

with probability 1´Opp´1q ´Orexpt´
a

nlogppqus.

Proof:

}
BLpqβq
Bβ

}8

“ n´1
}

n
ÿ

i“1

tYiWi ´ exppqβTWi ´
qβTΩqβ{2qpWi ´Ωqβqu}8

ď n´1
}

n
ÿ

i“1

tYiWi ´ exppβt
TWi ´βt

TΩβt{2qpWi ´Ωβtqu}8

`n´1
}

n
ÿ

i“1

exppqβTWi ´
qβTΩqβ{2qpWi ´

qβTΩqu ´ exppβt
TWi ´βt

TΩβt{2qpWi ´Ωβtqu}8.

Let K0 “ tv PRp : vMc “ 0, }v}2 “ 1u. Then,

n´1
}

n
ÿ

i“1

exppqβTWi ´
qβTΩqβ{2qpWi ´

qβTΩq ´ exppβt
TWi ´βt

TΩβt{2qpWi ´Ωβtq}8

ď n´1
}

n
ÿ

i“1

exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qtpWi ´Ωβ˚qb2

´Ωutqβ ´βtu}2

ď sup
vPK

n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

vT exppβ˚TWi ´β
˚TΩβ˚{2qtpWi ´Ωβ˚qb2

´Ωuv}qβ ´βt}2

ď 3αmaxrEtexppβTXiqXiX
T
i us{2}C

T
pCCT

q
´1
}2}hn}2 ` τ1m

a

logppq{n}CT
pCCT

q
´1
}2}hn}2

ď c10 maxr
a

pm` kq{n,
a

logppq{ns
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for some constants c10. The first inequality holds by the Taylor expansion with
β˚ be the point on the line connecting qβ and β. The second inequality holds be-
cause qβ ´ β only has m nonzero elements supported in M, and hence only the
corresponding m ˆm sub-matrix in n´1

řn
i“1 exppβ˚TWi ´ β

˚TΩβ˚{2qtpWi ´

Ωβ˚qb2 ´Ωu contributes to the L2 norm. The third inequality holds by Lemma B.6
and the fact that v only as m non-zero elements. The last equality holds because
}hn}2 “ Ot

a

maxpm` k´ r, rq{nu ď Op
a

m` k{nq, and m
a

m` k{nÑ 0 be-
cause m` k “ opn1{3q. This proves the results.

Lemma B.7. Assume that Conditions (C1) and (C6) hold. If Xi,Ui PRp, define
K” tv PRMYS : }v}2 ď 1u, K1 ” tv PRpMYSqc : }v}2 “ 1, }v}0 “ 1u

Pr

˜

sup
v,wPK

|

n
ÿ

i“1

rApβTWiqgpWi,β,v,wq ´ vTEtexppβTXiqXiX
T
i uws| ą nt

¸

ď 2 exp

ˆ

´min

„

nt2

324e2M4
,

nt

36eM5logpnq



` 2pm` kqlogp9q
˙

,

Pr

˜

sup
vPK1,wPK

|

n
ÿ

i“1

rApβTWiqgpWi,β,v,wq ´ vTEtexppβTXiqXiX
T
i uws| ą nt

¸

ď 2 exp

ˆ

´min

„

nt2

36e2M4
,

nt

12eM5logpnq



` pm` kqlogp9q ` logppq
˙

,

and

Pr

˜

sup
vPK1,wPK1

|

n
ÿ

i“1

rApβTWiqgpWi,β,v,wq ´ vTEtexppβTXiqXiX
T
i uws| ą nt

¸

ď 2 exp

ˆ

´min

„

nt2

16e2M4
,

nt

8eM5logpnq



` 2logppq
˙

.

Proof: By Lemma 1 statement 3 and Lemma 3 statement 3 in Jiang & Ma (2021),
we can see that the square of a conditional sub-Gaussian variable is sub-exponential.
Now because vTpWi ´ β

TΩq given Xi and βTWi is normal, and hence vTpWi ´

βTΩqb2v is conditional sub-exponential. Now by the Cauchy–Schwarz inequal-
ity, and without loss of generality we assume vTpWi ´ β

TΩqb2v ě wTpWi ´

βTΩqb2w, we have

|vT
pWi ´β

TΩqb2w| ď vT
pWi ´β

TΩqb2v.

Hence, by Lemma 3 statement 3 in Jiang & Ma (2021), we have for some bounded
positive K3pβ

TWi,Xiq,

Erexpt|vT
pWi ´β

TΩqb2w|{K3pβ
TWi,Xiqu|β

TWi,Xis

ďErexpt|vT
pWi ´β

TΩqb2v|{K3pβ
TWi,Xiqu|β

TWi,Xis ď e

Hence, vTpWi´β
TΩqb2w is also conditional sub-exponential variable. Therefore,

we have that

gpWi,β,v,wq ´EtgpWi,β,v,wq|β
TWi,Xiu
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is centered sub-exponential. Then using the same argument as those that lead to
Lemma 8 in Jiang & Ma (2021) and Condition (C6), for any unit vectors v,w, we
can show that

Pr

˜

|

n
ÿ

i“1

rApβTWiqgpWi,β,v,wq ´ vTEtexppβTXiqXiX
T
i uws| ą nt

¸

ď 2 exp

ˆ

´min

„

nt2

16e2M4
,

nt

8eM5logpnq

˙

.

Now we define B “ tu1, . . . ,uru Ă K to be a 1/3-cover of K, if for every v P K,
there is some ui P B such that }v ´ ui}2 ď 1{3. Define ∆v “ v ´ uj where uj “
arg minui }v ´ ui}2. We have }∆v}2 ď 1{3. Similarly define uk “ arg minui }w ´

ui}2 for w P K. By ?, we can construct B with |B| ă 9pm`kq. Now for v1,v2 P K,
define

Φpv1,v2q “ vT
1

«

n
ÿ

i“1

ApβTWiqtpWi ´Ωβqb2 ´Ωu ´EtexppβTXiqXiX
T
i u

n

ff

v2.

We have

|Φpv,wq| “ |Φp∆v` uj ,∆w` ukq|

ďmax
j,k

|Φpuj ,ukq| `max
i
|Φp∆v,uiq| `max

i
|Φpui,∆wq| ` |Φp∆v,∆wq|.

Since }3∆v}2 ď 1 and suppp3∆vq ĎK, 3∆v PK. It follows that

sup
v,wPK

|Φpv,wq|

ďmax
j,k

|Φpuj ,ukq| ` 1{3 sup
vPK

max
i
|Φp3∆v,uiq| ` 1{3 sup

wPK
max
i
|Φpuk,3∆wq| ` 1{9 sup

v,wPK
|Φp3∆v,3∆wq|

ďmax
j,k

|Φpuj ,ukq| ` 2{3tsup
vPK

|Φp3∆v,3∆vq|u1{2tmax
i
|Φpui,uiq|u

1{2
` 1{9 sup

v,wPK
|Φpv,wq|

ďmax
j,k

|Φpuj ,ukq| ` sup
v,wPK

t2{3|Φpv,wq| ` 1{9|Φpv,wq|u.

Hence, supv,wPK |Φpv,wq| ď 9{2 maxj,k |Φpuj ,ukq|. By a union bound while con-
sidering |B| ă 92pm`kq, we have

Pr

˜

sup
v,wPK

|

n
ÿ

i“1

rApβTWiqgpWi,β,v,wq ´ vTEtexppβTXiqXiX
T
i uws| ą 9{2nt

¸

ď Pr

˜

max
j,k

|

n
ÿ

i“1

rApβTWiqgpWi,β,v,wq ´ vTEtexppβTXiqXiX
T
i uws| ą nt

¸

ď Pr

˜

max
j,k

|

n
ÿ

i“1

rApβTWiqgpWi,β,v{}v}2,w{}w}2q ´ v{}v}T2 EtexppβTXiqXiX
T
i uw{}w}2s| ą nt

¸

ď 2 exp

ˆ

´min

„

nt2

16e2M4
,

nt

8eM5logpnq



` 2pm` kqlogp9q
˙

.
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It also follows that

sup
vPK1,wPK

|Φpv,wq|

ď max
vPK1,j

|Φpv,ujq| ` 1{3 sup
vPK1,wPK

|Φpv,3∆wq|

ď max
vPK1,j

|Φpv,ujq| ` 1{3 sup
vPK1,wPK

t|Φpv,wq|,

so supvPK1,wPK |Φpv,wq| ď 3{2 maxvPK1,j |Φpv,ujq|. Because v P K1 is a vector
with a single nonzero entry 1, there are only p´m´ k elements in K1. We thus have

Pr

˜

sup
vPK1,wPK

|

n
ÿ

i“1

rApβTWiqgpWi,β,v,wq ´ vTEtexppβTXiqXiX
T
i uws| ą 3{2nt

¸

ď Pr

˜

max
vPK1,uj

|

n
ÿ

i“1

rApβTWiqgpWi,β,v,ujq ´ vTEtexppβTXiqXiX
T
i uujs| ą nt

¸

ď 2 exp

ˆ

´min

„

nt2

16e2M4
,

nt

8eM5logpnq



` pm` kqlogp9q ` logppq
˙

.

This proves the result. Further, since K1 contains only unit vectors, we have

Pr

˜

sup
vPK1,wPK1

|

n
ÿ

i“1

rApβTWiqgpWi,β,v,wq ´ vTEtexppβTXiqXiX
T
i uws| ą nt

¸

ď 2 exp

ˆ

´min

„

nt2

16e2M4
,

nt

8eM5logpnq



` 2logppq
˙

.

Corollary B.2. Assume that Conditions (C1), (C4) and (C6) hold and m` k “
otn{log2

pnqu. If Xi,Ui P Rp, define K ” tv P RMYS : }v}2 ď 1u, K1 ” tv P

RpMYSqc : }v}2 “ 1, }v}0 “ 1u, there are a0 ą 0, a1 ą 0, b1 ą 0 such that

Pr

˜

sup
v,wPK

|

n
ÿ

i“1

rApβTWiqgpWi,β,v,wq

´vTEtexppβTXiqXiX
T
i uws| ą na0

c

m` k

n

¸

ď 2 exp t´pm` kqu ,

Pr

˜

sup
vPK1,wPK

|

n
ÿ

i“1

rApβTWiqgpWi,β,v,wq

´vTEtexppβTXiqXiX
T
i uws| ą na1

c

maxrm` k, logppqs
n

¸

ď 2 expr´maxtlogppq, pm` kqus,
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and

Pr

˜

sup
vPK1,wPK1

|

n
ÿ

i“1

rApβTWiqgpWi,β,v,wq

´vTEtexppβTXiqXiX
T
i uws| ą nb1

c

logppq
n

¸

ď 2 expr´logppqs.

Proof: By Lemma B.7, take t“ a0

a

pm` kq{n, we have

Pr

˜

sup
v,wPK

|

n
ÿ

i“1

rApβTWiqgpWi,β,v,wq ´ vTEtexppβTXiqXiX
T
i uws| ą nt

¸

ď 2 exp

˜

´min

«

a2
0pm` kq

324e2M4
,
a0

a

npm` kq

36eM5logpnq

ff

` 2pm` kqlogp9q

¸

“ 2 exp

ˆ

´
a2

0pm` kq

324e2M4
` 2pm` kq

˙

“ 2 exp t´pm` kqu

The second to the last equality holds becausem`k “ otn{log2
pnqu. The last equality

holds by choosing a0 “
a

972e2M4.
Further, by the second relation in Lemma B.7, take t“ a1

a

maxtlogppq, pm` kqu{n,
we have

Pr

˜

sup
vPK1,wPK

|

n
ÿ

i“1

rApβTWiqgpWi,β,v,wq ´ vTEtexppβTXiqXiX
T
i uws| ą nt

¸

ď 2 exp

ˆ

´min

„

a2
1 maxtlogppq, pm` kqu

36e2M4
,

a1

a

nmaxtlogppq, pm` kqu
12eM5logpnq

ff

` pm` kqlogp9q ` logppq

¸

“ 2 exp

"

´min

ˆ

a2
1 maxtlogppq, pm` kqu

36e2M4
,

a1 maxrlogppq
?
n{t12eM5

a

logppqlogpnqu,
a

npm` kq{t12eM5logpnqus
¯

`2pm` kq ` logppq
˙

ď 2 exp

ˆ

´min

ˆ

a2
1 maxtlogppq, pm` kqu

36e2M4
,

a1 maxrlogppq{p12eM5Cq,
a

npm` kq{t12eM5logpnqus
¯
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`2pm` kq ` logppq
*

ď 2 exp

"

´min

„

a2
1 maxtlogppq, pm` kqu

36e2M4
,

a1 maxtlogppq{p12eM5Cq, pm` kq{p12eM5qus ` 3 maxtpm` kq, logppqu
*

ď 2 exp p´a2 maxtlogppq, pm` kqu ` 3 maxtlogppq, pm` kquq

“ 2 expr´maxtlogppq, pm` kqus,

where a2 “ minta2
1{p36e2M4q, a1{p12eM5Cq, a1{p12eM5qu, and we select a1 such

that a2 ě 4. The third equality holds because logpnq ď C
a

n{logppq by Condition
(C4). The fourth equality holds pm` kq “ otn{log2

pnqu.
In addition, by the third relation in Lemma B.7, take t“ b1

a

logppq{n, we have

Pr

˜

sup
vPK1,wPK1

|

n
ÿ

i“1

rApβTWiqgpWi,β,v,wq ´ vTEtexppβTXiqXiX
T
i uws| ą nt

¸

ď 2 exp

˜

´min

«

b21logppq
16e2M4

,
b1
a

nlogppq
8eM5logpnq

ff

` 2logppq

¸

“ 2 exp

"

´min

ˆ

b21logppq
16e2M4

, b1logppq
?
n{t8eM5

a

logppqlogpnqu
˙

` 2logppq
˙

ď 2 exp

ˆ

´min

ˆ

b21logppq
16e2M4

, b1logppq{p8eM5Cq

˙

` 2logppq
*

ď 2 exp p´b12logppq ` 2logppqq

“ 2 expr´logppqs,

where b12 “ mintb21{p16e2M4q, b1{p8eM5Cqu, and we select b1 such that b12 ě 3.
The second inequality holds because logpnq ďC

a

n{logppq by Condition (C4).

Lemma B.8. Assume that Conditions (C1) and (C7) hold. If Xi,Ui PRp, define
K” tv PRMYS : }v}2 ď 1u, K1 ” tv PRpMYSqc : }v}2 “ 1, }v}0 “ 1u. Then

Pr

˜

sup
v,wPK

|

n
ÿ

i“1

rA2
pβTWiqg1pWi,β,v,wq

´vTEtexpp2βTWi ´β
TΩβqpWi ´Ωβqb2

uws ą nt
¯

ď 2 exp

ˆ

´min

„

nt2

324e2M6
,

nt

36eM7logpnq



` 2pm` kqlogp9q
˙

,

Pr

˜

sup
vPK1,wPK

|

n
ÿ

i“1

rA2
pβTWiqg1pWi,β,v,wq
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´vTEtexpp2βTWi ´β
TΩβqpWi ´Ωβqb2

uws| ą nt

˙

ď 2 exp

"

´min

„

nt2

36e2M6
,

nt

12eM7logpnq



` pm` kqlogp9q ` logppq
*

,

and

Pr

˜

sup
vPK1,wPK1

|

n
ÿ

i“1

rA2
pβTWiqg1pWi,β,v,wq

´vTEtexpp2βTWi ´β
TΩβqpWi ´Ωβqb2

uws| ą nt

˙

ď 2 exp

"

´min

„

nt2

16e2M6
,

nt

8eM7logpnq



` 2logppq
*

.

Proof: The lemma holds by using the same arguments as those lead to Lemma B.7.

Corollary B.3. Assume that Conditions (C1), (C4) (C7) hold,m`k “ otn{log2
pnqu.

If Xi,Ui P Rp, define K ” tv P RMYS : }v}2 ď 1u, K1 ” tv P RpMYSqc : }v}2 “
1, }v}0 “ 1u. There are a2 ą 0, a3 ą 0, b3 ą 0 such that

Pr

˜

sup
v,wPK

|

n
ÿ

i“1

rA2
pβTWiqg1pWi,β,v,wq

´vTEtexpp2βTWi ´β
TΩβqpWi ´Ωβqb2

uws| ą na2

c

pm` kq

n

¸

ď 2 exp t´pm` kqu ,

Pr

˜

sup
vPK1,wPK

|

n
ÿ

i“1

rA2
pβTWiqg1pWi,β,v,wq

´vTEtexpp2βTWi ´β
TΩβqpWi ´Ωβqb2

uws|

ą na3

c

maxrpm` kq, logppqs
n

¸

ď 2 exp r´maxtlogppq, pm` kqus .

and

Pr

˜

sup
vPK1,wPK1

|

n
ÿ

i“1

rA2
pβTWiqg1pWi,β,v,wq

´vTEtexpp2βTWi ´β
TΩβqpWi ´Ωβqb2

uws|

ą nb3

c

logppq
n

¸

ď 2 expt´logppqu.
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Proof: The corollary follows the same arguments as those lead to Corollary B.2.

Corollary B.4. Assume that Conditions (C1), (C4) (C7) hold,m`k “ otn{log2
pnqu.

If Xi,Ui P Rp, define K ” tv P RMYS : }v}2 ď 1u, K1 ” tv P RpMYSqc : }v}2 “
1, }v}0 “ 1u. There are a21 ą 0, a31 ą 0, b31 ą 0 such that

Pr

˜

sup
v,wPK

|

n
ÿ

i“1

rApβTWiqg1pWi,β,v,wq

´vTEtexppβTWi ´β
TΩβ{2qpWi ´Ωβqb2

uws| ą na21

c

pm` kq

n

¸

ď 2 exp t´pm` kqu ,

Pr

˜

sup
vPK1,wPK

|

n
ÿ

i“1

rApβTWiqg1pWi,β,v,wq

´vTEtexppβTWi ´β
TΩβ{2qpWi ´Ωβqb2

uws|

ą na31

c

maxrpm` kq, logppqs
n

¸

ď 2 exp r´maxtlogppq, pm` kqus ,

and

Pr

˜

sup
vPK1,wPK1

|

n
ÿ

i“1

rApβTWiqg1pWi,β,v,wq

´vTEtexppβTWi ´β
TΩβ{2qpWi ´Ωβqb2

uws|

ą nb31

c

logppq
n

¸

ď 2 expt´logppqu.

Proof: The corollary follows the same arguments as those that lead to Corollary B.3.

Lemma B.9. Assume that Conditions (C1) holds, m ` k “ otn{log2
pnqu. If

Xi,Ui P Rp, K ” tv P RMYS : }v}2 “ 1u, K1 ” tv P RpMYSqc : }v}2 “ 1, }v}0 “
1u. Then there exists constants c2, c3, c4, c5, c6, c7, c8, c9, c10 ą 0

Pr

˜

sup
v,wPK

|

n
ÿ

i“1

tvT
pWi ´Ωβqb2w´EpvT

pWi ´Ωβqb2wqu| ą nt

¸

ď 2 exp
`

´c2nminpc3t
2, c4tq ` 2pm` kqlogp9q

˘

,

Pr

˜

sup
vPK1,wPK

|

n
ÿ

i“1

tvT
pWi ´Ωβqb2w´EpvT

pWi ´Ωβqb2wqu| ą nt

¸
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ď 2 exp
`

´c7nminpc5t
2, c6tq ` pm` kqlogp9q ` logppq

˘

,

and

Pr

˜

sup
vPK1,wPK1

|

n
ÿ

i“1

tvT
pWi ´Ωβqb2w´EpvT

pWi ´Ωβqb2wqu| ą nt

¸

ď 2 exp
`

´c10nminpc8t
2, c9tq ` 2logppq

˘

.

Proof: The lemma is a consequence of Lemma 15 in Loh & Wainwright (2012) and
using the same arguments as those lead to Lemma B.7.

Corollary B.5. Assume that Conditions (C1) holds. If Xi,Ui P Rp, K ” tv P
RMYS : }v}2 ď 1u, K1 ” tv P RpMYSqc : }v}2 “ 1, }v}0 “ 1u. There are constants
a4 ą 0, a5 ą 0, b5 ą 0 such that

Pr

˜

sup
v,wPK

|

n
ÿ

i“1

tvT
pWi ´Ωβqb2w´EpvT

pWi ´Ωβqb2wqu|

ą na4

c

pm` kq

n

¸

ď 2 exp t´pm` kqu ,

Pr

˜

sup
vPK1,wPK

|

n
ÿ

i“1

tvT
pWi ´Ωβqb2w´EpvT

pWi ´Ωβqb2wqu|

ą na5

c

maxrpm` kq, logppqs
n

¸

ď 2 expr´maxtlogppq, pm` kqus,

and

Pr

˜

sup
vPK1,wPK1

|

n
ÿ

i“1

tvT
pWi ´Ωβqb2w´EpvT

pWi ´Ωβqb2wqu|

ą nb5

c

logppq
n

¸

ď 2 expt´logppqu.

Proof: The corollary follows the same arguments as those lead to Corollary B.2.

B.3. Lemmas on Criterion Function and Penalty Function.

Lemma B.10. Consider a µ-amenable regularizer ρλ, with µ ă α1 and n ą
logppqτ2

1 pm` kq
2{pα1´µq

2, where α1, τ1 are defined in Lemma B.6. Then the func-
tion Lpβq´µ}βMc}22{2 and Lpβq`ρλpβMcq are strictly convex on β PRMYS , and
hence the restricted program (14) is also strictly convex.

Proof: First define a vector v P Rp with the jth element |vj | ą 0 if j PMY S, and
}vj} “ 0, otherwise. By Lemma B.6, we have for β in the feasible set of program
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(14),

vTB
2Lpβq
BβBβT

vě α1}v}
2
2 ´ τ1

c

logppq
n

}v}21,

and }v}1 ď
?
m` k}v}2, and hence we have

vTB
2Lpβq
BβBβT

vě

#

α1 ´ τ1pm` kq

c

logppq
n

+

}v}22.

Therefore,

vT
MYS

"

B2Lpβq
BβBβT

*

pM`SqpM`Sq

vMYS ´ µvT
SvS

ě

#

α1 ´ µ´ τ1pm` kq

c

logppq
n

+

}v}22,

where
 

B2Lpβq{pBβBβTq
(

pMYSq,pMYSq
is the pm ` kq ˆ pm ` kq block of

 

B2Lpβq{BβBβT
(

corresponding to M Y S. Hence Lpβq ´ µ}βMc}22{2 is strictly
convex on RMYS .

Finally, because

Lpβq ´ qλpβMcq “ pLpβq ´ µ}βMc}
2
2{2q ` tµ}βMc}

2
2{2´ qλpβMcqu,

where the second part is convex over RMYS by Lemma B.4, hence Lpβq ´
qλpβMcq restricted to RMYS is strictly convex. Because Lpβq` ρλpβMcq “ Lpβq´
qλpβMcq ` λ}βMc}1, the strict convexity of Lpβq ` ρλpβMcq over RMYS follows.
This proves the result.

Now as we know C contains r independent columns, without loss of generality,
we write C“ pCr,Cm´rq where Cr is a full rank square matrix.

Lemma B.11. Let A,B PRpˆp be invertible. For any matrix norm }}, we have

}A´1
´B´1

} ď
}A´1}2}A´B}

1´ }A´1}}A´B}
.

In particular, if }A´1}}A´B} ď 1{2, then }A´1 ´B´1} “Op}A´1}2}A´B}q.

Proof: This lemma is Lemma 11 in Loh & Wainwright (2017).

Lemma B.12. Suppose x˚ is feasible for the program

min
x
tfpxq ´ gpxMcq ` λ}xMc}1u, such that }x}1 ďR1, }x}2 ďR2, and CxM “ t,(B.1)

where f P C2, g P C1 and gpxMcq ´ κ{2}xMc}22 is concave and C is an r ˆm ma-
trix. Define A“ t0pp´mqˆm, Ipp´mqˆpp´mqu and A1 “ tImˆm,0mˆpp´mqu. Assume
there are v˚ P B}x˚Mc}1, w˚

1 P B}x
˚}1, w˚

2 P B}x
˚}2, µ˚1 ě 0, µ˚2 ě 0, µ˚3 such that

µ˚1pR1 ´ }x
˚
}1q “ 0(B.2)

µ˚2pR2 ´ }x
˚
}2q “ 0(B.3)
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Bfpx˚q

Bx˚
´ATBgpx

˚
Mcq

Bx˚Mc

` λATv˚ ` µ˚1w˚
1 ` µ

˚
2w˚

2 `AT
1 CTµ˚3 “ 0(B.4)

sTB
2fpxq

BxBxT
są κ,@s PG˚,(B.5)

where

G˚ :“

#

s PRp : }s}2 “ 1; sup
w1PB}x˚}1

sTw1 ď 0 if }x˚}1 “R1; sup
w2PB}x˚}2

sTw2 ď 0 if }x˚}2 “R2;

sup
vPB}x˚

Mc}1

sT

ˆ

Bfpx˚q

Bx˚
´ATBgpx

˚
Mcq

Bx˚Mc

˙

` λsTATv“ 0;

µ˚1 sup
w1PB}x˚}1

sTw1 “ 0, µ˚2 sup
w2PB}x˚}2

sTw2 “ 0;CsM “ 0

+

.

Then x˚ is an isolated local minimum of the program (B.1).

Proof: The proof of this lemma is similar to the proof of Theorem 3 in Fletcher &
Watson (1980) and that of Lemma 10 in Loh & Wainwright (2017), except that we
allow additional constraints }x}2 ďR2 and CxM “ t.

Suppose x˚ is not an isolated local minimum. Then there is a sequence pxkq, so
that xkÑ x˚ and

φpxkq ď φpx˚q,

where φpxq “ fpxq ´ gpxMcq ` λ}xMc}1. Let sk :“ pxk ´ x˚q{}xk ´ x˚}2, so pskq
is a set of feasible directions. Since pskq Ă B2p1q, where B2p1q is the ball with radius
1, the set must possess a point of accumulation s P B2p1q, and we can extract a con-
vergence subsequence such that pskq Ñ s. With a slight abuse of notation, we still use
pskq to denote the subsequence. We will show that s PG˚.

First of all by the construction, xk’s are all feasible, and hence CxkM “ t. There-
fore, CskM “ 0, take the limits on the left and right of the equation implies

CsM “ 0.(B.6)

Further, because the feasible region is closed, s is also in the feasible direction at
x˚. If }x˚}1 “R1, by the sub-gradient of convexity function }x˚}1 we have

0ě }xk}1 ´ }x
˚
}1 “ }x

˚
` }xk ´ x˚}2s

k
}1 ´ }x

˚
}1 ě }x

k
´ x˚}2s

kT
w1,

for any w1 P B}x
˚}1. When kÑ8, this leads to

sup
w1PB}x˚}1

sTw1 ď 0.(B.7)

Further (B.2) also implies that if }x˚}1 ‰ R1, then µ˚1 “ 0. Since µ˚1 ě 0, hence we
have

µ˚1 sup
w1PB}x˚}1

sTw1 ď 0.(B.8)
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Similarly, by the sub-gradient of convexity function }x˚}2 we have

0ě }xk}2 ´ }x
˚
}2 “ }x

˚
` }xk ´ x˚}2s

k
}2 ´ }x

˚
}2 ě }x

k
´ x˚}2s

kT
w2,

for any w2 P B}x
˚}2. When kÑ8, this leads to

sup
w2PB}x˚}2

sTw2 ď 0.(B.9)

Further (B.3) also implies that if }x˚}2 ‰ R2, then µ˚2 “ 0. Since µ˚2 ě 0, hence we
have

µ˚2 sup
w2PB}x˚}2

sTw2 ď 0.(B.10)

Further by (B.4), we have

sTBfpx
˚q

Bx˚
´ sTATBgpx

˚
Mcq

Bx˚Mc

` sTλATv˚ ` µ˚1sTw˚
1 ` µ

˚
2sTw˚

2 ` sTAT
1 CTµ˚

T

3 “ 0

which, together with (B.6), implies

sTBfpx
˚q

Bx˚
´ sTATBgpx

˚
Mcq

Bx˚Mc

` sTλATv˚ “´µ˚1sTw˚
1 ´ µ

˚
2sTw˚

2 ě 0.(B.11)

By the definition of sub-gradient, we have

}x˚Mc ` }xk ´ x˚}2Ask}1 ´ }x
˚
Mc}1 ě }x

k
´ x˚}2s

kTATv

for all v P B}x˚Mc}1 and all k. Further because }x˚Mc`}xk´x˚}2Ask}1´}x
˚
Mc}1 “

}xkMc}1 ´ }x
˚
Mc}1, we have

sTATv“ lim
kÑ8

skTATvď lim
kÑ8

}xkMc}1 ´ }x
˚
Mc}1

}xk ´ x˚}2
(B.12)

for all v P B}x˚Mc}1. Furthermore,

sTBfpx
˚q

Bx˚
´ sTATBgpx

˚
Mcq

Bx˚Mc

“ lim
kÑ8

skTBfpx
˚q

Bx˚
´ skTATBgpx

˚
Mcq

Bx˚Mc

“ lim
kÑ8

xxk ´ x˚, Bfpx
˚
q

Bx˚ ´AT Bgpx
˚
Mcq

Bx˚
Mc

y

}xk ´ x˚}2

“ lim
kÑ8

fpxkq ´ gpxkMcq ´ fpx˚q ` gpx˚Mcq

}xk ´ x˚}2
,(B.13)

since xkÑ x˚ and fpxkq´gpxkMcq PC1. Combining (B.12) and (B.13), we conclude
that

sup
vPB}x˚

Mc}1

sTBfpx
˚q

Bx˚
´ sTATBgpx

˚
Mcq

Bx˚Mc

` λsTATv
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ď lim
kÑ8

φpxkq ´ φpx˚q

}xk ´ x ˚ }
ď 0.

Combining with (B.11), we have

0ď sTBfpx
˚q

Bx˚
´ sTATBgpx

˚
Mcq

Bx˚Mc

` λsTATv˚

ď sup
vPB}x˚

Mc}1

sTBfpx
˚q

Bx˚
´ sTATBgpx

˚
Mcq

Bx˚Mc

` λsTATv

ď 0,

hence

sup
vPB}x˚

Mc}1

sTBfpx
˚q

Bx˚
´ sTATBgpx

˚
Mcq

Bx˚Mc

` λsTATv“ 0(B.14)

Now together with (B.4), we have

µ˚1sTw˚
1 ` µ

˚
2sTw˚

2 “ 0.

Further by (B.8) and (B.10), we have

µ˚1 sup
w1PB}x˚}1

sTw1 “ µ
˚
2 sup

w2PB}x˚}2

sTw2 “ 0.(B.15)

Combine (B.6), (B.7), (B.9), (B.14) and (B.15), we conclude that s PG˚.
By the convexity of the L1 norm, we have

}xk}1 ´ }x
˚
}1 “ }x

˚
` pxk ´ x˚q}1 ´ }x

˚
}1 ě px

k
´ x˚qTw1 “ xkTw1 ´ }x

˚
}1

for all w1 P B}x
˚}1. Therefore, xkTw˚

1 ď }x
k}1 ďR1. Similarly, by the convexity of

the L2 norm, we have

}xk}2 ´ }x
˚
}2 “ }x

˚
` pxk ´ x˚q}2 ´ }x

˚
}2 ě px

k
´ x˚qTw2 “ xkTw2 ´ }x

˚
}2

for all w2 P B}x
˚}2. Therefore, xkTw˚

2 ď }x
k}2 ď R2. Further, xkTAT

1 CTµ˚3 ´
tTµ˚3 “ 0. Hence

φpxkq “ fpxkq ´ gpxkMcq ` λ}xkMc}1

ě fpxkq ´ gpxkMcq ` λxkT
Mcv˚ ` µ˚1px

kTw˚
1 ´R1q ` µ

˚
2px

kTw˚
2 ´R2q

`xkTAT
1 CTµ˚3 ´ tTµ˚3

for all v˚ P B}x˚Mc}1, and

φpx˚q “ fpx˚q ´ gpx˚Mcq ` λx˚TMcv˚ ` µ˚1px
˚Tw˚

1 ´R1q ` µ
˚
2px

˚Tw˚
2 ´R2q

`x˚TAT
1 CTµ˚3 ´ tTµ˚3.

The equality holds because µ˚1px
˚Tw˚

1 ´R1q “ 0 and µ˚2px
˚Tw˚

2 ´R2q “ 0. Hence

lim
kÑ8

tφpxkq ´ φpx˚qu{}xk ´ x˚}22

ě lim
kÑ8

tfpxkq ´ fpx˚q ´ gpxkMcq ` gpx˚Mcq ` xλATv˚ ` µ˚1w˚
1 ` µ

˚
2w˚

2
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`AT
1 CTµ˚3,x

k
´ x˚yu{}xk ´ x˚}22

“ lim
kÑ8

tfpxkq ´ fpx˚q ´ gpxkMcq ` gpx˚Mcqu{}xk ´ x˚}22

´

B

Bfpx˚q

Bx˚
´ATBgpx

˚
Mcq

Bx˚Mc

,xk ´ x˚
F

{}xk ´ x˚}22

“ lim
kÑ8

"

fpxkq ´ fpx˚q ´

B

Bfpx˚q

Bx˚
,xk ´ x˚

F*

{}xk ´ x˚}22

´

"

gpxkMcq ´ gpx˚Mcq ´

B

ATBgpx
˚
Mcq

Bx˚Mc

,xk ´ x˚
F*

{}xk ´ x˚}22.(B.16)

By the concavity of gpxMcq ´ κ{2}xMc}22, we have
"

gpxkMcq ´ gpx˚Mcq ´

B

ATBgpx
˚
Mcq

Bx˚Mc

,xk ´ x˚
F*

ď κ{2}xkMc ´ x˚Mc}
2
2.

Further note that φpxkq ´ φpx˚q ď 0. Combine with (B.16), we have

lim
kÑ8

"

fpxkq ´ fpx˚q ´

B

Bfpx˚q

Bx˚
,xk ´ x˚

F*

{}xk ´ x˚}22

´κ{2}xkMc ´ x˚Mc}
2
2{}x

k
´ x˚}22 ď 0,

which by Taylor expansion implies

sTB
2fpx˚q

BxBxT
s“ lim

kÑ8
pxk ´ x˚qT

B2fpx˚q

BxBxT
pxk ´ x˚q{}xk ´ x˚}22

ď lim
kÑ8

tκ}xkMc ´ x˚Mc}
2
2 ` op}px

k
Mc ´ x˚Mcq}

2
2qu{}x

k
´ x˚}22

ď κ,

which contradicts with (B.5). Hence x˚ must be an isolated local minimum.

Corollary B.6. Suppose x˚ is feasible for the program

min
x
tfpxq ´ gpxMcq ` λ}xMc}1u, such that }x}1 ďR1, }x}2 ďR2,(B.17)

where f P C2, g P C1 and gpxMcq ´ κ{2}xMc}22 is concave and C is an r ˆm ma-
trix. Define A“ t0pp´mqˆm, Ipp´mqˆpp´mqu and A1 “ tImˆm,0mˆpp´mqu. Assume
there are v˚ P B}x˚Mc}1, w˚

1 P B}x
˚}1, w˚

2 P B}x
˚}2, µ˚1 ě 0, µ˚2 ě 0 such that

µ˚1pR1 ´ }x
˚
}1q “ 0

µ˚2pR2 ´ }x
˚
}2q “ 0

Bfpx˚q

Bx˚
´ATBgpx

˚
Mcq

Bx˚Mc

` λATv˚ ` µ˚1w˚
1 ` µ

˚
2w˚

2 “ 0

sTB
2fpxq

BxBxT
są κ,@s PG˚,

where

G˚ :“

#

s PRp : }s}2 “ 1; sup
w1PB}x˚}1

sTw1 ď 0 if }x˚}1 “R1; sup
w2PB}x˚}2

sTw2 ď 0 if }x˚}2 “R2;
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sup
vPB}x˚

Mc}1

sT

ˆ

Bfpx˚q

Bx˚
´ATBgpx

˚
Mcq

Bx˚Mc

˙

` λsTATv“ 0;

µ˚1 sup
w1PB}x˚}1

sTw1 “ 0, µ˚2 sup
w2PB}x˚}2

sTw2 “ 0

+

.

Then x˚ is an isolated local minimum of the program (B.17).

Proof: The Corollary holds by using the same argument as those lead to Lemma B.12,
while ignoring the equality constraint.

Lemma B.13. Assume Conditions (C1)–(C6) hold, λď α1{p8R1q,R1 ď rnα
2
1{t64τ2

1 logppqus1{4,
δ P r4R1τ1

a

logppq{n{λ,1s, n ě 4logppqτ2
1 t
?
r}C´1

r Cm´r}2 `
?
m´ r ` p2{δ `

1{2q
?
ku4{pα1´µq

2, and α1 ą µ. Define A“ t0pp´mqˆm, Ipp´mqˆpp´mqu and A1 “

tImˆm,0mˆpp´mqu. Suppose rβ is a stationary point of program (7) and pβ is the inte-
rior local minimizer of (7) and satisfies suppppβq ĎMYS. Then suppprβq ĎMYS.

Proof: Let rv :“ rβ ´ pβ, by the Taylor expansion of the first order derivative

tBLprβq{BβT
´ BLppβq{BβT

urv“ rvT
B

2Lpβ˚q{BβBβT
rv,

where β˚ is a point on the line connecting pβ and rβ and hence in the feasible set.
Therefore, by Lemma B.6 we have

tBLprβq{BβT
´ BLppβq{BβT

urvě α1}rv}
2
2 ´ τ1

a

logppq{n}rv}21.

We first show that }rv}2 ď 1. Suppose that }rv}2 ą 1, we have

tBLprβq{BβT
´ BLppβq{BβT

urvě α1}rv}2 ´ 2τ1R1

a

logppq{n}rv}1.(B.18)

The first order condition implies
!

BLprβq{Bβ `AT
BρλprβMcq{BβMc

)T
ppβ ´ rβq ě 0(B.19)

and hence

BLprβq{BβT
rvď´AT

BρλprβMcq{BβT
Mcrv.

Combine with (B.18), we have

t´AT
BρλprβMcq{BβMc ´ BLppβq{BβuTrvě α1}rv}2 ´ 2τ1R1

a

logppq{n}rv}1.(B.20)

Further because pβ is an interior local minimum, we have

BLppβq{Bβ `AT
BρλppβMcq{BβMc `AT

1 CTµ4 “ 0.

for some Lagrange multiplier µ4 ą 0. Note that pAT
1 CTµ4q

T
rv “ µT

t CprβM ´

pβmM q “ 0. Therefore, plug in (B.20), we have

α1}rv}2 ´ 2τ1R1

a

logppq{n}rv}1

ď tAT
BρλppβMcq{BβMc `AT

1 CTµ4 ´AT
BρλprβMcq{BβMcu

T
rv
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“ tAT
BρλppβMcq{BβMc ´AT

BρλprβMcq{BβMcu
T
rv

ď t}AT
BρλppβMcq{BβMc}8 ` }A

T
BρλprβMcq{BβMc}8u}rv}1

ď 2λ}rv}1,

where }ATBρλpβMcq{BβMc}8 ď λ holds by Lemma B.4. Hence we have

}rv}2 ď t2λ` 2τ1R1

a

logppq{nu}rv}1{α1 ď 2R1t2λ` 2τ1R1

a

logppq{nu{α1.

The right hand side is at most 1 because λ ď α1{p8R1q, and n ě logppq64τ2
1R

4
1{α

2
1,

which contradicts with }rv}2 ą 1. Therefore }rv}2 ď 1.
Now note that

Lpβq ´ qλpβMcq “ pLpβq ´ µ}βMc}
2
2{2q ` tµ}βMc}

2
2{2´ qλpβMcqu

and tµ}βMc}22{2´ qλpβMcqu is convex by Lemma B.4, and hence for any β in the
feasible set, we have

rvTB
2tLpβq ´ qλpβMcqu

BβBβT
rvě rvTB

2Lpβq
BβBβT

rv´ µrvTATArv

ě pα1 ´ µq}rv}
2
2 ´ τ1

c

logppq
n

}rv}21.(B.21)

Further by (B.19), we have

0ď

#

BLprβq
BβT

´
BqλprβMcq

BβT
Mc

A

+

ppβ ´ rβq ` λrzTAppβ ´ rβq,

where rz P B}rβMc}1. Further, because pβ is an interior local minimum, for pz P

B}pβMc}1, we have

0“ BLppβq{Bβ `AT
BρλppβMcq{BβMc `AT

1 CTµ4

“

#

BLppβq
Bβ

´ATBqλp
pβMcq

BβMc

+

` λAT
pz`AT

1 CTµ4,

which leads to
#

BLppβq
BβT

´
BqλppβMcq

BβT
Mc

A

+

rv` λppzTAqrv“ 0.

Hence

0ď

#

BLppβq
BβT

´
BqλppβMcq

BβT
Mc

A

+

rv´

#

BLprβq
BβT

´
BqλprβMcq

BβT
Mc

A

+

rv

`λppzTAqprβ ´ pβq ´ λprzTAqprβ ´ pβq

“

#

BLppβq
BβT

´
BqλppβMcq

BβT
Mc

A

+

rv´

#

BLprβq
BβT

´
BqλprβMcq

BβT
Mc

A

+

rv

`λppzTAqrβ ´ λ}pβMc}1 ´ λ}rβMc}1 ` λprz
TAqpβ,
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which implies

λ}rβMc}1 ´ λppz
TAqrβ

ď

#

BLppβq
BβT

´
BqλppβMcq

BβT
Mc

A

+

rv´

#

BLprβq
BβT

´
BqλprβMcq

BβT
Mc

A

+

rv´ λ}pβMc}1 ` λprz
TAqpβ

ď

#

BLppβq
BβT

´
BqλppβMcq

BβT
Mc

A

+

rv´

#

BLprβq
BβT

´
BqλprβMcq

BβT
Mc

A

+

rv

ď τ1

c

logppq
n

}rv}21 ´ pα1 ´ µq}rv}
2
2.(B.22)

The second inequality holds because |przTAqpβ| “ |rzT
pβMc | ď }rz}8}pβMc}1 ď

}pβMc}1, and last inequality holds by the Taylor expansion and (B.21).
Now we first assume that the following statement holds: If }pAT

pzqMYS}8 ď 1´ δ

and λě 4R1τ1
a

logppq{pnq{δ, then

}rv}1 ď t
?
r}C´1

r Cm´r}2 `
?
m´ r` p2{δ ` 1{2q

?
ku}rv}2.

We then will have

λ}rβMc}1 ´ λppz
TAqrβ

ď

«

τ1

c

logppq
n

t
?
r}C´1

r Cm´r}2 `
?
m´ r` p2{δ ` 1{2q

?
ku2 ´ pα1 ´ µq

ff

}rv}22.

Now because ně 4logppqτ2
1 t
?
r}C´1

r Cm´r}2`
?
m´ r` p2{δ` 1{2q

?
ku4{pα1´

µq2, we have

0“ λ}rβMc}1 ´ λ}rβMc}1 ď λ}rβMc}1 ´ λppz
TAqrβ ď´pα1 ´ µq{2}rv}

2
2 ď 0.

The first inequality holds by the fact that ppzTAqrβ “ pzT
rβMc ď }pz}8}rβMc}1 ď

}rβMc}1. Hence we have

λ}rβMc}1 “ λppz
TAqrβ.

Now because }ppzTAqpMYSqc}8 ă 1, we conclude that rβpMYSqc “ 0. Hence,
suppprβq ĂMY S. This would prove the claim in the statement.

Thus, we only need to show that if }pAT
pzqMYS}8 ď 1´δ and λě 4R1τ1

a

logppq{pnq{δ,
then

}rv}1 ď tp
?
r}C´1

r Cm´r}2 `
?
m´ rq ` p2{δ ` 1{2q

?
ku}rv}2.

First from (B.22), we have

pα1 ´ µq}rv}
2
2 ´ τ1

c

logppq
n

}rv}21 ď

#

BLprβq
BβT

´
BqλprβMcq

BβT
Mc

A

+

rv´

#

BLppβq
BβT

´
BqλppβMcq

BβT
Mc

A

+

rv

ď λppzTAqrβ ´ λ}pβMc}1 ´ λ}rβMc}1 ` λprz
TAqpβ

“ λprzTAqpβ ´ λ}rβMc}1 ` λppz
TAqrv.(B.23)
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The second inequality holds by (B.22). Now since suppppβq ĎMY S, we have

λprzTAqpβ ´ λ}rβMc}1

ď λ}pβMc}1 ´ λ}rβMc}1

“ λ}pβS}1 ´ λ}rβS}1 ´ λ}rβpMYSqc}1

“ λ}pβS}1 ´ λ}rβS}1 ´ pλ}rβpMYSqc}1 ´ λ}pβpMYSqc}1q

“ λ}rβS ` pβS ´ rβS}1 ´ λ}rβS}1 ´ pλ}rβpMYSqc}1 ´ λ}rβpMYSqc `
pβpMYSqc ´

rβpMYSqc}1q

ď λ}rvS}1 ´ λ}rvpMYSqc}1.(B.24)

In addition,

λppzTAqrv“ λtpAT
pzqSu

T
rvS ` λtpA

T
pzqpMYSqcu

T
rvpMYSqc

ď λ}pAT
pzqS}8}rvS}1 ` λ}pA

T
pzqpMYSqc}8}rvpMYSqc}1

ď λ}rvS}1 ` λp1´ δq}rvpMYSqc}1.(B.25)

Combine (B.23), (B.24), and (B.25), we have

´τ1

c

logppq
n

}rv}21 ď pα1 ´ µq}rv}
2
2 ´ τ1

c

logppq
n

}rv}21

ď λ}rvS}1 ´ λ}rvpMYSqc}1 ` λ}rvS}1 ` λp1´ δq}rvpMYSqc}1

“ λ2}rvS}1 ´ λδ}rvpMYSqc}1.

Now because δλ{2 ě 2τ1R1

a

logppq{n ě τ1
a

logppq{n}rv}1, the above display im-
plies

´2´1δλ}rvS}1 ď λ2}rvS}1 ´ λδ}rvpMYSqc}1

which leads to

δ}rvpMYSqc}1 ď p2` δ{2q}rvS}1.

Then

}rv}1 “ }rvM}1 ` }rvS}1 ` }rvpMYSqc}1

ď }rvM}1 ` }rvS}1 ` p4{δ ` 1q}rvS}1

ď }rvM}1 ` p2{δ ` 1{2q
?
k}rv}2

ď t
?
r}C´1

r Cm´r}2 `
?
m´ r` p2{δ ` 1{2q

?
ku}rv}2.

The last equality holds by using the same argument as those lead to (A.28). This
completes the proof.

Corollary B.7. Assume Conditions (C1)–(C6) hold, λ ď α1{p8R1q, R1 ď

rnα2
1{t64τ2

1 logppqus1{4, δ P r4R1τ1
a

logppq{n{λ,1s, n ě 4logppqτ2
1 t
?
m ` p2{δ `

1{2q
?
ku4{pα1 ´ µq2, and α1 ą µ. Suppose rβa is a stationary point of program (8)

and pβa is the interior local minimize of (8) and satisfies suppppβaq ĎMY S. Then
suppprβaq ĎMY S.
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Proof: The Corollary holds by using the same arguments as those lead to Lemma
B.13, while using the consistency result in Theorem 2.

B.4. Supporting Results related to Test Statistics.

B.4.1. Some Definitions. We define

Σpβq ”ErtYiWi ´ exppβTWi ´β
TΩβ{2qpWi ´Ωβqub2

s

By using the relation (2)–(4) and the additional relations

Etexpp2βT
t Wi ´β

T
t Ωβtq |Xiu “ expp2βT

t Xiq,

Etexpp2βT
t Wi ´β

T
t ΩβtqpWi ´Ωβtq |Xiu “ expp2βT

t XiqXi,

Erexpp2βT
t Wi ´β

T
t ΩβtqtpWi ´Ωβtq

b2
´Ω{2u |Xis “ expp2βT

t XiqX
b2
i ,

we have

Σpβtq “ErtexppβT
t Xiq ´ expp2βT

t XiqupXiX
T
i `Ωq

´ expp2βT
t XiqΩβtX

T
i ´ expp2βT

t XiqXiβ
T
t Ω` expp2βT

t Wi ´β
T
t ΩβtqpWi ´Ωβtq

b2
s

and the sample version

pΣpβq “ n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβTWi ´β
TΩβ{2qtpWi ´Ωβqb2

´Ωu

´ expp2βTWi ´β
TΩβqtpWi ´Ωβqb2

´Ω{2u

` exppβTWi ´β
TΩβ{2qΩ´ expp2βTWi ´β

TΩβqΩ

´ expp2βTWi ´β
TΩβqΩβpWi ´ΩβqT ´ expp2βTWi ´β

TΩβqpWi ´ΩβqβTΩ

` expp2βTWi ´β
TΩβqpWi ´Ωβqb2

“ n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβTWi ´β
TΩβ{2qtpWi ´Ωβqb2

u

´ expp2βTWi ´β
TΩβqtpWi ´Ωβqb2

`Ω{2u

´ expp2βTWi ´β
TΩβqΩβpWi ´ΩβqT ´ expp2βTWi ´β

TΩβqpWi ´ΩβqβTΩ

` expp2βTWi ´β
TΩβqpWi ´Ωβqb2.

Further, let

ΨpΣ,Q,βq “ pCrImˆm,0mˆksQ
´1
MYS,MYSpβqΣMYS,MYSpβqQ

´1
MYS,MYSpβqrImˆm,0mˆks

TCT
q,

and

T0 “ pωn `
?
nhnq

TΨ´1
pΣ,Q,βtqpωn `

?
nhnq,

where

ωn “´
?
nCrImˆm,0mˆksQ

´1
MYS,MYSpβtq

"

BLpβtq
Bβt

*

MYS
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Further define Wald statistics as

TW “ npCpβaM ´ tqTΨppΣ, pQ, pβaq
´1
pCpβaM ´ tq;

the score statistics

TS “ n

#

BLppβq
BβT

+

MYS

pCrImˆm,0mˆksQ
´1
MYS,MYSp

pβqqT

ˆΨ´1
ppΣ, pQ, pβqCrImˆm,0mˆksQ

´1
MYS,MYSp

pβq

#

BLppβq
Bβ

+

MYS

.

Because without knowing the distribution of X, the full likelihood is unknown and
hence we do not discuss the likelihood ratio test here.

B.4.2. Assumptions.

(D1) Assume

max
1ďiďn

p}Ψ´1{2
pΣ,Q,βtqCrImˆm,0mˆksQ

´1
MYS,MYSpβtqWiMYS}

3
2

`}Ψ´1{2
pΣ,Q,βtqCrImˆm,0mˆksQ

´1
MYS,MYSpβtqpΩβtqMYS}

3
2q
´1

ˆEr}YiΨ
´1{2

pΣ,Q,βtqCrImˆm,0mˆksQ
´1
MYS,MYSpβtqWi ´ exppβT

t Wi ´β
T
t Ωβt{2q

ˆΨ´1{2
pΣ,Q,βtqCrImˆm,0mˆksQ

´1
MYS,MYSpβtqpWi ´β

T
t ΩqMYS}

3
2|Wis “Op1q

(D2) cΨ ď αmintΨpΣ,Q,βqu ď αmaxtΨpΣ,Q,βqu ďCΨ.

B.4.3. Some Lemmas.

Lemma B.14. Suppose X1, . . . ,Xn are independentm dimensional random vec-
tor which satisfies, EpXiq “ 0 and

řn
i“1 covpXiq “ Im. Let Z be a m-dimensional

standard multivariate normal vector, then

sup
C
|Prp

n
ÿ

i“1

Xi P Cq ´PrpZ P Cq| “Opm1{2
n
ÿ

i“1

E}Xi}
3
2q.

Proof: The lemma follows Theorem 1.1 in Bentkus (2005).

Lemma B.15. Assume Conditions (C1) – (C7) hold, then

}Ψ´1
ppΣ, pQ, pβaq ´Ψ´1

pΣ,Q,βtq}2 “

"

logppq
n

*1{4

pm` kq,

and

}Ψ´1
ppΣ, pQ, pβq ´Ψ´1

pΣ,Q,βtq}2 “

"

logppq
n

*1{4

pm` kq.

Proof: First

}ΨppΣ, pQ, pβaq ´ΨpΣ,Q,βtq}2
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“Optmaxp}pQMYS,MYSp
pβaq

´1
´QMYS,MYSpβtq

´1
}2,

}pΣMYS,MYSp
pβaq ´ΣMYS,MYSpβtq}2u.(B.26)

Using the same arguments as those lead to (A.47), we have }pQppβaq´1´Qpβtq
´1}2 “

! logppq
n

)1{4

pm` kq. Now recall that K” tv PRMYS : }v}2 ď 1u, for v PK, by the
Taylor expansion

vT
tpΣppβaq ´ pΣpβtquv

“ n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβT
a Wi ´β

T
a Ωβa{2qv

T
tpWi ´Ωβaq

b2
uvpWi ´Ωβaq

T
ppβa ´βtq

`n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

2 exppβT
a Wi ´β

T
a Ωβa{2qv

T
pWi ´Ωβaqv

TΩppβa ´βtq

´n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

2 expp2βT
a Wi ´β

T
a Ωβaqv

T
tpWi ´Ωβaq

b2
`Ω{2uvpWi ´Ωβaq

T
ppβa ´βtq

´n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

2 expp2βT
a Wi ´β

T
a Ωβaqv

T
pWi ´Ωβaqv

TΩppβa ´βtq

´n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

2 expp2βT
a Wi ´β

T
a Ωβaqv

TΩβapWi ´Ωβaq
TvpWi ´Ωβaq

T
ppβa ´βtq

´n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

2 expp2βT
a Wi ´β

T
a Ωβaqtv

T
pWi ´Ωβaqv

TΩ´ vTΩβav
TΩuppβa ´βtq

´n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

2 expp2βT
a Wi ´β

T
a Ωβaqv

T
pWi ´Ωβaqβ

T
a ΩvpWi ´Ωβaq

T
ppβa ´βtq

´n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

expp2βT
a Wi ´β

T
a Ωβaqtv

T
pWi ´Ωβaqv

TΩ´ vTΩβav
TΩuppβa ´βtq

`n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

expp2βT
a Wi ´β

T
a Ωβaqv

T
tpWi ´Ωβaq

b2
uvpWi ´Ωβaq

T
ppβa ´βtq

`n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

2 expp2βT
a Wi ´β

T
a Ωβaqv

T
pWi ´Ωβaqv

TΩppβa ´βtq

“ n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

exppβT
a Wi ´β

T
a Ωβa{2qv

T
tpWi ´Ωβaq

b2
uvpWi ´Ωβaq

T
ppβa ´βtq

`n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

2 exppβT
a Wi ´β

T
a Ωβa{2qv

T
pWi ´Ωβaqv

TΩppβa ´βtq
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´n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

2 expp2βT
a Wi ´β

T
a Ωβaqv

TΩv{2pWi ´Ωβaq
T
ppβa ´βtq

´n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

4 expp2βT
a Wi ´β

T
a Ωβaqv

TΩβapWi ´Ωβaq
TvpWi ´Ωβaq

T
ppβa ´βtq

´n´1
n
ÿ

i“1

2 expp2βT
a Wi ´β

T
a Ωβaqtv

T
pWi ´Ωβaqv

TΩ´ vTΩβav
TΩuppβa ´βtq,

where βa is a point in between pβa and βt. Using the same arguments as those lead to
(A.39) and (A.40), we have

}pΣppβaq ´ pΣpβtq}2 “Op

«

"

logppq
n

*1{4

pm` kq

ff

,

and

}pΣpβq ´Σpβtq}2 “ op

«

"

logppq
n

*1{4

pm` kq

ff

.

Therefore,

}pΣppβaq ´ pΣpβtq}2 “Op

«

"

logppq
n

*1{4

pm` kq

ff

.

Combine with (B.26) and the fact that }pQppβaq´1 ´Qpβtq
´1}2 “

! logppq
n

)1{4

pm`

kq, by Lemma B.11 we have

}Ψ´1
ppΣ, pQ, pβaq ´Ψ´1

pΣ,Q,βtq}2

“Opt}ΨppΣ, pQ, pβaq ´ΨpΣ,Q,βtq}2u

“

"

logppq
n

*1{4

pm` kq.

The second relation in the statement holds by using the same arguments as those lead
the above results. This proves the result.

B.5. The composite ROIs. Based on Braak & Braak (1991), Landau et al. (2016),
Schöll et al. (2016), we define the composite regions as follow, where letter L and R
represent the left and right hemispheres, respectively.

• Braak 1 and 2 composite region (Braak12): L_entorhinal, R_entorhinal
• Braak 3 and 4 composite region (Braak34):

L_parahippocampal, L_fusiform, L_lingual, L_amygdala, R_parahippocampal,
R_fusiform, R_lingual, R_amygdala, L_middletemporal, L_caudantcing, L_rostantcing,
L_postcing, L_isthmuscing, L_insula, L_inferiortemporal, L_temppole, R_middletemporal,
R_caudantcing, R_rostantcing, R_postcing, R_isthmuscing, R_insula, R_inferiortemporal,
R_temppole.
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• Braak 5 and 6 composite region (Braak56):
L_superior_frontal, L_lateral_orbitofrontal, L_medial_orbitofrontal,
L_frontal_pole, L_caudal_middle_frontal, L_rostral_middle_frontal, L_pars_opercularis,
L_pars_orbitalis, L_pars_triangularis, L_lateraloccipital, L_parietalsupramarginal,
L_parietalinferior, L_superiortemporal, L_parietalsuperior, L_precuneus, L_bankSuperiorTemporalSulcus,
L_tranvtemp, R_superior_frontal, R_lateral_orbitofrontal, R_medial_orbitofrontal,
R_frontal_pole, R_caudal_middle_frontal, R_rostral_middle_frontal, R_pars_opercularis,
R_pars_orbitalis, R_pars_triangularis, R_lateraloccipital, R_parietalsupramarginal,
R_parietalinferior,
R_superiortemporal, R_parietalsuperior, R_precuneus, R_bankSuperiorTemporalSulcus,
R_tranvtemp, L_pericalcarine, L_postcentral, L_cuneus, L_precentral, L_paracentral,
R_pericalcarine, R_postcentral, R_cuneus, R_precentral, R_paracentral

B.6. Simulations when measurement error covariance is unknown. To evaluate the
proposed adjustment estimator in Section 6, we added the following three simulation
settings where the covariance matrices of the measurement errors contain different
numbers of unknown parameters.

1. Ω is a matrix with p{4 unknown parameters, corresponding to p{4 nonzero diago-
nal entries.

2. Ω is a matrix with p{2 unknown parameters, corresponding to p{2 nonzero entries.
3. Ω is a matrix with 6p´15 unknown parameters. Specifically, Ω“ pσijqpˆp, where
σij “ 0.05p1´ |i´ j|{5q for |i´ j| ď 5 and σij “ 0 for |i´ j| ą 5.

In these settings, the number of unknown parameters in Ω increases, while all other
settings are the same as in Section 5.2. We evaluate the empirical sizes and powers of
the Wald test for n“ 300, p“ 50 in Table B.9 and p“ 350 in Table B.10. In the first
two settings, where Ω contains relatively few parameters hence their convergence
is sufficiently fast, the empirical sizes are well controlled around the nominal level
0.05 in all hypothesis tests. In the last setting, the parameter number is too large to
achieve sufficiently fast convergence, hence the Wald test cannot control the Type I
errors. These results imply that the proposed adjustment can control Type I error rate
when the error covariance matrix contains small or moderate number of unknown
parameters.
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TABLE B.9
The empirical size and power of Wald tests for linear hypothesis testing with n“ 300. NUP standards for the

number of unknown parameter in Ω.
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0.0 0.074 0.066 0.070
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0.4 1.000 1.000 0.992
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0.2 0.488 0.484 0.650
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β3 ` β4 H0,5 : β3 ` β4 “ 0, v.s. Ha,5 : β3 ` β4 ‰ 0.

0.0 0.056 0.056 0.542
0.1 0.182 0.156 0.326
0.2 0.456 0.518 0.278
0.4 0.972 0.952 0.588

β1 ` βp H0,6 : β1 ` βp “ 0.75, v.s. Ha,6 : β1 ` βp ‰ 0.75

0.75 0.050 0.048 0.328
0.85 0.154 0.168 0.338
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TABLE B.10
The empirical size and power of Wald tests for linear hypothesis testing with n“ 300. NUP standards for the

number of unknown parameter in Ω.

NUP=p{4 NUP=p{2 NUP “ 6p´ 15

p“ 350

β2 H0,1 : β2 “´0.75, v.s. Ha,1 : β2 ‰´0.75

-0.75 0.060 0.052 0.672
-0.65 0.326 0.314 0.792
-0.55 0.846 0.818 0.910
-0.35 0.898 0.886 0.738
β3 H0,2 : β3 “ 0, v.s. Ha,2 : β3 ‰ 0

0.0 0.046 0.062 0.466
0.1 0.290 0.294 0.150
0.2 0.774 0.732 0.150
0.4 0.996 0.998 0.762
βp H0,3 : βp “ 0, v.s. Ha,3 : βp ‰ 0

0.0 0.054 0.068 0.044
0.1 0.298 0.286 0.206
0.2 0.790 0.778 0.662
0.4 0.986 0.986 1.000

β1 ` β2 H0,4 : β1 ` β2 “ 0, v.s. Ha,4 : β1 ` β2 ‰ 0

0.0 0.044 0.052 0.060
0.1 0.190 0.184 0.226
0.2 0.506 0.498 0.648
0.4 0.872 0.860 0.998

β3 ` β4 H0,5 : β3 ` β4 “ 0, v.s. Ha,5 : β3 ` β4 ‰ 0.

0.0 0.064 0.066 0.508
0.1 0.168 0.180 0.164
0.2 0.472 0.478 0.116
0.4 0.950 0.944 0.684

β1 ` βp H0,6 : β1 ` βp “ 0.75, v.s. Ha,6 : β1 ` βp ‰ 0.75

0.75 0.056 0.054 0.680
0.85 0.182 0.152 0.738
0.95 0.476 0.464 0.778
1.15 0.966 0.960 0.512

β2 ` β3 H0,7 : β2 ` β3 “´0.75, v.s. Ha,7 : β2 ` β3 ‰´0.75
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