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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 L9 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-

MSC2020 subject classifications: Primary 00X00, 00X00; secondary 00X00.
Keywords and phrases: High dimension Inference, Measurement Error, Non-convex optimization, Poisson
model.


https://imstat.org/journals-and-publications/annals-of-statistics/
mailto:fei.jiang@ucsf.edu
mailto:zhouyeqing@tongji.edu.cn
mailto:jliu193@syr.edu
mailto:yzm63@psu.edu
https://mathscinet.ams.org/mathscinet/msc/msc2020.html

2

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

(1) pr(Y | X) = e~ “PE X fexp(BTX)}Y /L.

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 3 to be at least of order A. Here A is the penalty parameter which
goes to zero when sample size increases. Now consider testing the null hypothesis 81 = 0
versus the alternative 3; = h,, where [3; is the first element of 3. The minimal signal condi-
tion implies that the test will have no power in testing the local alternative when |h,, |2 << A.
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 (**F-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), Sgrensen 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 L; 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|nax be the matrix maximum norm, | M| be the Ly, norm and | M|,
be the L, norm. Let F(3) be the o-field generated by X;, 3YW,,i = 1, ..., n. Further, let
F. be the sigma-field generated by X;,i = 1,...,n. For a general vector a, let |a|, be
the vector sup-norm, |af, be the vector [,-norm. Let e; be the unit vector with 1 on its
jth entry. For a vector v = (vy,...,v,)T, let supp(v) be the set of indices with v; # 0 and
|v]o = [supp(v)|, where || stands for the cardinality of the set /. For a vector v € R? and a
subset S < (1,...,p), we use vg € R to denote the vector obtained by restricting v on the
set .S.

Following Fletcher & Watson (1980), for an arbitrary norm || - | 4 and its dual normal
| - |Ip, we define d|x| as the set (v : |x|4 = vIx,|v|p < 1). Thus, for an arbitrary
vector X = (21, ...,2p) 7, O|x|1 = {v = (v1,...,vp)" : vj =sign(z;) if z; # 0, and |v;| <
Lif z; =0}, and J|x|2 = {v = (v1,...,vp) T 1 v; = z;/|x]2}.

3. Model, Estimation and Test Statistics.

3.1. Problem Formulation: High dimensional Poisson model with noisy data. Let X; be
a p-dimensional covariate, for example the image features, and let Y; be a count random
response variable, for example the MoCa score from the ADNI data. We model the rela-
tionship between Y; and X; (i = 1,...,n) through a Poisson model pr(Y; =y | X; = x) =
e~ P(BX) fexp(BTx)}Y /y!. Here, B, is a p-dimensional sparse parameter vector. We allow
the number of nonzero entries in 3; 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 ePrx 1o
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 (;
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 X is not precisely observed and instead, a contam-
inated version of X;, denoted W, is observed, where W, = X; + U;, and U; is the noise
that is independent of both X; and Y;. For example, in the ADNI data, X; can be the true
image features, while W; 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 F/(X;) = 0, which can always be achieved by centering the observed covariates
in practice. Furthermore, we assume Uj is a normally distributed random noise vector with
mean zero and known covariance matrix 2. The normal assumption for Uj; 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 €2 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 (X;, W;,Y;,U;) be independent and identically distributed (iid) and assume
(W;,Y;),i=1,...,n are the iid observations. In this work, we devise estimation procedures
for 3 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. p >> n. We assume 3; is in the fea-
sible set: {3 : |30 < k., ||B]]2 < bo}, which is practically sensible. A vector 3 in the feasible
set automatically satisfies |31 < boVk.

3.2. General Estimation Strategy. If the true covariates X; can be observed and the di-
mension p is fixed, this is a standard regression model and we routinely estimate 3 by mini-
mizing the negative loglikelihood, which is proportional to

—p~t i{YlXZT/@ - exp(BTXi)}.

i=1

Here we use exp(37X;) to model the mean of Y; 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 U;, we have the relation

2) E{exp(B{ W; — B QB:/2) | X;} = exp(8 Xa),
(3) E{exp(B] Wi — 8 98,/2)(W; — Q8,) | Xi} = exp (8] Xi) X,
@ Elexp(8] Wi — B 2B1/2){(W: — 28,)%* — 0} | X,] = exp(8] Xs) XF”.
Due to the conditional independence of W; and Y; given X;, (2) leads to

E{Y;W[ B, —exp(8] Wi — B 28/2) | X, Yi} = ViX[ B, — exp(8) X,).

Consequently, it is a reasonable practice to estimate 3 by minimizing the loss function

n

5) L(B)=—n"" Y {YiW]B —exp(8TW, — 8TQB/2)},

i=1
which has the same mean as the negative log-likelihood function when X; is accurately ob-
served. When n > p, the estimator for 3 can be obtained by minimizing £(3) using the
standard gradient descent method. However, when n < 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 3
is sparse, we propose to estimate 3 through solving the following constrained minimization
problem

min

() Bl {L(B) + pr(B)}
at suitable Ry, Ro, where p)(3) is a suitable penalty function. For convenience, define the
set {B:|B]1 < Ri,|B|2 < Ra} as the feasible set (Fletcher & Watson 1980). Here R;, R
can be any constants that are greater than the true |31 and | 3|2, respectively. The condition
|B]1 < Ry 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 ||3]2 < Rz is imposed to avoid the explo-
sion of the mean function exp(3TW; — 37Q3/2). In practice, we often set Ry, Ry to be
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a constant times the L, Lo norms of the initial estimators of 3. Here, with a slight abuse
of notation, we use the same symbol p) to denote both multivariate and univariate penalty
functions and let py)(3) = Zgi“f pA(B;), where f3; is the jth element of 3 and |3 is the
number of nonzero elements in 3.

3.3. Estimation under Hypotheses. Consider testing the hypothesis that C3;a( =t + h,,
for some h,, € R", where C is a » x m matrix with r < m, B¢rq 1S @ m-dimensional sub-
vector of 3 with index set M. The null hypothesis holds when h,, = 0, while the alternative
hypothesis holds when h,, # 0. For example if t = 0, h,, = 1, C = (1,0), M contains the
index of the first element in 3;, then testing C3;:p¢ = t + h,, is testing the null hypothesis
that 5;; = 0 versus the alterative that 8;; = 1. Similarly, we can test 81 — B2 = 0 versus
Bi1 — Bra # 0 by choosing C = (1,—1), t =0, h,, = 0 or nonzero, and M = {1,2}. In
summary, by varying C, t, h,,, and M, we can generate different linear hypotheses to test.
Without loss of generality, we assume (3, contains the first m elements of 3. Further, let
B9, be the vector containing elements that are not in M, i.e. the last p — m components of
3. Let S € MF be the index set of the nonzero elements of B .. We assume G- 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 B4 are none zero.

Suppose we are interested in testing whether C3; x4 = t or not. Under the null hypothesis
that Hp : COB 0 = t, we modify the general estimation strategy slightly and consider the
estimator resulting from the equality and inequality constrained minimization:

~

(7 B =argminig| <p 8),<r, {L(B) + PA(Brme)}, st. CBum =t

for suitable 21, Ro. Without assuming the null hypothesis, we consider a similar estimator
resulting from the inequality constrained minimization:

®) Ba = argminig < p 13),<r, {£(B) + PA(Bme)} -

Note that here, both (7) and (8) are slightly different from the general strategy in (6), in that
we do not place the penalty p) on the parameters in M, which are to be tested for the linear
relation CBya¢ = t. This special treatment is to avoid the situation that the penalty forces
some components in 34 to be zero, and therefore the null hypothesis C3;r( = t is affected
not only by the data but also by our penalization.

3.4. Test statistics. We define
) Q(B) = B{exp(8"X)XX "},
define the covariance of the residuals
3(8) = E[{YiW; — exp(8TW,; — B1Q5/2)(W; — Q8)}¥?],
and define

lIl(Ea Qa/B) = (C[Imxma 0m><k]Q/_\/%US,MUS(/@)EMUS,MUS(/B)QHU&MUS(,3)[Imxm>Omxkz]TCT)-

Furthermore, let f)(,@) and Q(,B) be a sample estimator of 3(3) and Q(/3), respectively. To
test CB 4 = t, we introduce two statistics, the Wald statistic
(10) Ty = n(CBarmt —t) " ¥(2,Q, 8a) " (CBant — 1),

and the score statistic

Ts=n ﬁﬁ(f) (C[ImxmvOka]Qj\jUS’MUS(B))T
6/8 MuS




B
As we will show later in Section 4.4 that Ty 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 o, we reject the null hypothesis if Ty > x3__,(r) when we

perform Wald test, or if Ts > x3__(r) when we perform score test. Here x2__ (r) is the
1 — a quantile of the chi-square distribution.

A N - [oc(B
(an ><‘I’1(2,Q,ﬁ)C[Ime,Omxk]QMlus,Mug(ﬂ){ (ﬂ)} |
MuS

4. Theoretical Properties. Define
B =Bim — CT(CCT)'hy,

and let B = (E%,B%)T Thus, the last p — m components of B ie. B/vt and the last
p —m components of B, i.e. Byoqe, are identical. However, the first m components of 6 and
3 are different, in that CB A = t under both null and alternative, while C3; 14 = t under the
null alone. Under some conditions, we first show that the inequality and equality constrained
estimator B is a consistent estimator of ,é regardless the null or the alternative holds, and
when |h, |2 vanishes, ,@ is also consistent as an estimator of the true parameter 3;. Further-
more, we show that ,@a is a consistent estimator of 3; regardless the null or the alternative
holds. We then establish the asymptotic linear form of the estimators of a subvector B and
a subvector of éa, which are formed by components of 3; 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 p) which are similar to those in Loh & Wainwright
(2015) and Loh & Wainwright (2017) .

(A1) The function py(¢) satisfies p)(0) = 0 and is symmetric around zero.

(A2) On the nonnegative real line ¢ > 0, the function p,(¢) is nondecreasing. Furthermore,
pa(t) is subadditive, i.e. py(t1 + t2) < pa(t1) + pa(t2) for all t1,t9 = 0.

(A3) For t > 0, the function p)(¢)/t is non-increasing in t.

(A4) The function py(t) is differentiable at all ¢ # 0 and sub-differentiable at ¢t = 0, with
lim; 04 p) (t) = A, where p/(t) denotes the derivative of p(t). Together with the symmet-
ric Condition in (A1), this leads to lim;_,g_ p} (t) = —A.

(A5) There exists x> 0 so that py(t) + ut?/2 is convex.

(A6) There exists a y € (0, 400) such that p/\ (¢) = 0 for all ¢ > .

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 (AS) is known as weak
convexity (Vial 1982, Chen & Gu 2014) and is a type of curvature constraint that controls the
level of nonconvexity of py. Condition (A6) is imposed to allow penalty to be zero if the esti-
mator is v\ away from zero, which removes the estimation bias for the nonzero parameters.
We say p, is p-amenable if Conditions (A1)—(AS5) hold, and we name py (u,)-amenable
if Conditions (A1)-(A6) hold. The (u,~)-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 log(p)/n — 0 in a slow rate of 1/{log(n)}?. 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 Sentiirk & Miiller (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 ,é
is a consistent estimator of 3 in Theorems 1 and 2, which is the same as the true parameter
3¢, except that the first m components are adjusted to ensure that Hy holds for 3.

Theorem 1. Define

o] = min Qmin | EF{exp ,BTX- X, X /2.
181 <Ru.|Bl2<Ra [Blexp(6” X)X X}/

Assume |C; 1C,,—,|2 = O(1), py satisfies Conditions (A1) — (A6) and Conditions (C1) —
(C6) in the supplementary material hold. Assume « > 3/4p, and 3 is in the feasible set. Let
A satisfy

Amac {[0£(8)/08]-0. 01 (log(p) /)| <A< g2

and n > log(p) max(16 R /af,64R{TE /a?). Write t; = /7|C 1 Cpy_r|2 + +/m — r and
t = (6AVE 4+ 2Xt1) (4o — 3p) L. Then the local minimum of (7) satisfies the error bounds
18— B2 <t.

and

18 — Bl < (4VE + t)t.

Following the similar argument, we also show that the inequality constrained estimator Ba
is a consistent estimator of the true parameter 3.

Theorem 2. Let
amln[E{eXp(BTXZ)XZX;r}]/2

1= min
1Bl1<R1,[Bl2<R:

and let p) satisfy Conditions (A1) — (A6) and Conditions (C1) — (C6) in the supplementary
material hold. Assume «; > 3/4u, and 3 is in the feasible set. Let A satisfy

4maX{Haﬁ(,@t)/ﬁﬂﬂoo,al(log(p)/n)1/4} <A< GaiRll

and n > log(p) max(16 Rir!/af, 64R{7?/a?). Then the local minimum of (8) satisfies the
error bounds
A 6AVE + 2)0/m
1Ba = Btl2 < :
4o — 3M

and

6MVE + 2\/m

1Ba = Bill < (4 + v/m) ===
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Theorems 1 and 2 suggest that when log(p)/n — 0, and when A is suitably chosen, for

example, ) is at least no smaller than O[{log(p)/n}'/*], both B and 3, converge to their
corresponding true values in terms of both /; and Il norms, as long as k and m grow slower
than {n/log(p)}/2. These theoretical results suggest that the dimension of 3,4, i.e., the
number of parameters involved in the tests, and the number of nonzero entries in 3; can grow
at a slower rate of {n/log(p)}"/? under noisy Poisson model. These results also assist us to
find reasonable ranges for )\ in practice to obtain consistent estimators.

4.3. Asymptotic linear forms. We denote 5 as a stationary point of (7), which satisfies
the first order condition that

(12) {0L£(B)/2B" + dpA(Bm-)/0BYA}NB—B) =0

for all 3 € R? in the feasible set and satisfies COr = t. Here A = (0p—m.m, Lp—m p—m) is @

matrix that satisfies | A = |A 1 = 1. Likewise, we denote 3, as a stationary point of (8),
which satisfies the first order condition that

(13) {&C(Ea)/aﬂT + ap}\(gaMc)/a/@EM“A}(ﬂa - Ba)

for all 3, € RP? in the feasible set.
To show the asymptotlc normality of ﬁ and ﬁa, our first step is to establish that the local

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

(14) min L(B) + <)}, suchthat COp =t
HﬁHl<RuHBH2<R2ﬁ€RM“S{ (B) + palBae)} &

\Y

0,

and

(15) min {L(B) + pr(Bre)}

I8l <R, B2<R2,BeRM S

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 M U 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 U 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, ,8 and Ba 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 ,@ and Ba, we
define

A CLB)
QB) = Sgagr

and define
A3 = [Lnsm, O] "CT(ClLism, O] i Qumus, mos (8}
% [T, Omxk] ' €)™ ClLnm, O],
where 3* is the point in between B and B; and
A3 = [Tnxm; Omxk] " CT (ClLnsm, Ok {Qrus mus (8)}
X [Linxms Omx k] T CT) ™ ClLinsm, Omxk],
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where Q(83) = E{exp(BTX)XX T} is defined in (9). Based on the variable selection consis-

tency established in the first step, we derive the asymptotic linear form of B AMus and ,@a MuS
under null and alternative hypothesis in Theorems 3 and 4, respectively.

Theorem 3. Assume p) satisfies Conditions (Al) — (A6) and Conditions (C1) —
(C7) in the supplementary material hold, A = O,[{log(p)/n}'/*], |C; ' Cpr]2 = O(1),
and A < a1/(8Ry). Further we assume the boundedness H{Q(_,/\I/IUS),MUS(’Bt)}HOO < Cops
and H{Q(Mus),MuS(ﬂt)}_1A2Q(7/\1/(U5)7MU5(51€)”30 < ¢o. In addition assume ||hy, |2 =
Of{+/max(m + k —r,r)/n}, min(|B;]) = A(y + 5ex) for j € S and n = coo (m + k) *log(p).
Then we have

Brus — Birmos
= —({Qumus,<mus(B)} " = {Qurusmus(B)} A3

_1y [ OL(B)
AQuosaos@BN DG 1o,

+HQrusmus(B)} TAS[{(CCT)T'C, 0, ) Thy J{1 + 0 (1)}

and B(MUS)C =0.

Theorem 4. Assume p) satisfies Conditions (A1) — (A6) and Conditions (C1) — (C7)
in the supplementary material hold, A = O,[{log(p)/n}'/*], and A < a1/(8R;). Further
we assume H{Q(Mus),Mus(ﬂt)}AHoo < Co, min(|55]) = A(y + 5cy) for j€ S and n >
coo(m + k)*log(p). Then we have

0L(B)

Barmos — Bimos = —{Quosmos(Be)} ! {} {1+0,(1)}
5'6 MuS

and B(MUS)“ = 0.

Theorems 3 and 4 suggest that the asymptotic linear forms of B AMus and Ba Mus are the
usual product of the inverse of Hessian matrix and the score function. Furthermore, only
the first (m + k) x (m + k) block in the Hessian matrix and the first m + k elements in the
score function contribute to the asymptotic distribution. Therefore, when m + k grows slower
than {n/log(p)}*/* and ||h,|| — 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 min(|3;]) = A(vy + 5ey) for j € S is a standard requirement for the optimization
using nonconvex penalty such as SCAD (Fan & Li 2001). This condition is also very weak
because A — 0, which allows the minimal signal vanishing to zero.

4.4. Asymptotic distribution of the test statistics. To study the asymptotic behavior of Tg
and Ty, we first investigate the distribution of their asymptotic form 7} defined by

Ty = (wn + vnhy,) " H(E, Q, Br) (wn + v/nhy),

where

wn = =v/NC[Lmxm; Ok Qo5 0105 (Bt) {5ﬁa<ﬂﬂt) }M s

As shown in Lemma 1, T} is asymptotically noncentral chi-square distributed with the non-
central parameter approaches nh ¥—1(3, Q, 8;)h,,.
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Lemma 1. Assume p) satisfies Conditions (A1) — (A6) and Conditions (C1) and (D1)
in the supplementary material hold and n > co (m + k)*log(p), then

lin(iO sup | Pr(Th < ) — Pr{x*(r,nh} ¥~ 12, Q, B)h,) < z}| =0,
n— C
where x?(r,7) is a non-central chi-square random variable, with non-centrality parameter ~.

Here Condition (D1) provides upper bound of the third moment of each summand in w
(note that 0L£(3;)/0/3 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 T and
Tg, in Theorems 5 and 6 respectively, we show that Ty and Ts are close to T, hence has
the same testing property asymptotically when 7 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 Ty — Tp = o,(r). Therefore,

lim sup| Pr(Tiy < ) — Pr{x*(r,nhf ¥ 1(, Q, B)hy) < }| =0,
n— C
where x?(r,7) is a non-central chi-square random variable, with non-centrality parameter .

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 T's — Ty = o0,(r). Therefore,
lim sup|Pr(Ts < ) - Pr{x*(r,nh, ®~'(2,Q, 8;)h,) < x}| =0,

n—a0

where x?(r,7) is a non-central chi-square random variable, with non-centrality parameter .

Here Condition (D2) in the Section B.4.2 is a regularity condition ensures ¥ (3, Q, 3;)
to be positive definite. Theorems 5 and 6 show that the two test statistics Ty and T's indeed
have the same x2(r,7) distribution as Tj 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 B and Ba using the popular
ADMM. In what follows, we only detail the algorithm to estimate 3. The estimator 3, can
be computed in a similar way. For a given A\, we consider

~

B =argminig <p 8l,<r, {L(B) + PA(Brme)}, st. CBm =t

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

(B,6) = argming), <, 1p1<r. {L(B) + Pa(Bre)}, s.t. CBr =, Brre = 0

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

L(B,0,v) = L(B) + pa(Bare) + v (CBﬁM - t) H%@— t
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Algorithm 1 ADMM Algorithm for estimating ,@ .

Fort=0,1,...,tmax, perform:
Step 1. Use the Newton-Raphson algorithm to solve (17) to obtain ﬁ(“‘l)A
2
S(t+1) ) (t)T CﬂM—t P C,@M—t
(17) I¢] = argming { L(B) + v Bse 0 + 35 B ) ) .

Step 2. Project 5 (t+1) to a Ly ball with radius R; to obtain ﬁv(Hl) by the simplex projection method
(Duchi et al. 2008). If || 3+ D) || > Ry, we shrink it to get 3T = 3+ Ry /)| 3¢+ |5, Otherwise,
5(t+1) _ 3t+1),

Step 3. Obtain e(t+1) by solving (17), where the penalty term we use is SCAD with a = 3.7.

(t+1)
_ 2 C -t
(18) plt+1) _ argming {p)\(O) + g H'B.E\t/ltl) — 9H2 + 00" ( ﬁ?é%l) _ 0 )} )

Step 4. Update the dual variables v by

(t+1)
cg —t
o) — (0 4 p (IB(t+1/;/l_ 9(t+1)>'
Me

Step 5. If stopping rule Hﬁ(t""l) — ,B(t) 2 < &0 OF HG(tJ"l) —o® |2 < 0y is satisfied, where &y, denotes
the tolerance of error, then terminate the algorithm.
End of the main loop.

with |B]1 < Ry, |32 < Ra, where the dual variables v are Lagrange multipliers and p > 0
is a given penalty parameter. We compute the estimators of (3,0, v) 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 B(°) can be computed by a penalized Poisson
regression following Jiang & Ma (2021). For the radii R; and Ro, we consider R; = V2R,
and Ry = 1.5|3 Héo). In the implementation, if the algorithm converges to the boundary, we
can increase the corresponding norm R; or Ry slightly. In contrast, if multiple minimum
problems are encountered, we can decrease R; and when the estimation procedure leads to a
very large exp(3TX), we can decrease Ry, gradually. The tuning parameter ) is selected by
minimizing

(16) BIC(\) = nL(B) + ¢a|Blo

with respect to A, where ¢,, is a positive number that may depend on n. In our analysis, we
follow Shi et al. (2019) to adopt ¢, = max{logn,log(log(n))logp}. For simplicity, we set

p=1.

5.2. Simulation Experiments. We generate the outcome Y; from the Poisson model

Pr(Y; =y | X;) = exp{—exp(8"X;)} exp(yB8" X:) /9!,

where the covariates X; = (X 1,... ,X@p)T are generated from two distributions: (I) the
multivariate normal distribution with mean zero and covariance matrix Y. (II) the uni-
form distribution in the interval (—+/6/2,4/6/2). To generate correlated uniform distribu-
tion, we first draw covariates independently from /(—+/6/2,4/6/2), and then transform
these covariates by multiplying the Choleski factorization of covariance 3. We consider two
forms of the covariance matrix: uncorrelated structure > = 0.5I, and correlated with auto-

regressive AR(1) structure X = (O.S‘i_ﬂﬂ)pxp fori,7 =1,...,p. Furthermore, the noise U;
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is drawn from the multivariate normal distribution with mean zero and covariance matrix
Q = 0.1%. The true coefficient 8 = (B1,...,5,)" = (0.75,—0.75 + ha, h3,0,...,0,h,)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 B is set to be a p-dimensional
zero vector. We select parameter A\ as described in Section 5.1. The candidate list for A is
{e729 72245 €05} of length 41. We consider sample size n = 300,500 and covariate
dimension p = 50, 350, 600. The tolerance of error d,; = 10~%. 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 a = 0.05 in the following scenarios.

5.2.1. Univariate parameter testing. We first consider the following three hypotheses on
a single element in 3.

H()’l : Bo = —0.75, v.s. Ha71 : Bo # —0.75.
H072 :B3=0, v.s. Ha72 : B3 # 0.
Hy3:8,=0, v.s. Hy3:03,#0.

To test a hypothesis set regarding 3;, we simulate data with h; = 0,0.1,0.2,0.4, while set
hy, = 0 for k # j. For example, to test Ho ; and H, 1, we simulate data with h3 =0, h), = 0,
and ho = 0,0.1,0.2,0.4. When hy = 0, the null hypothesis Hy 1 holds, we study the type I
error of the test. On the other hand, when hs = 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 |h;|’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:

Hoy:p1+62=0, v.s. Hyyg:p1+ P2 #0.
Hos:B83+B4=0, v.s. Hyp: 3+ B1#0.
Hog: 01+ Bp=0.75, v.s. Hqp: 1+ Bp #0.75.
Ho7: B2+ p3=—0.75, v.s. Hy7: P2 + B3 # —0.75.

For the first three sets of hypotheses, we still set h; = 0,0.1, 0.2, 0.4 if the hypothesis involves
Bj for j = 2,3,p, and set hy, = 0 if the corresponding (3}, is not involved in the hypotheses.
For the last hypothesis Hy 7, we set ho = 0, hy, = 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 h; increases.

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

4 4
H()’g : Z Bj = 0, V.S. H(Lg . Z Bj #* 0.
Jj=1 7=1
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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

$=05I, |2=05"7F] w_o51, |x=o05/7*]
Tw Tg Ty Tg Ty Tg Ty Tg
Ba Hy1:po=-0.75, v.s. Ha,l 1By #—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 0976 | 1.000 1.000 | 0.990 0.972
p:50 Bg 1‘10’2:53=07 V.S. Ha’QZBg?éO
0.0 | 0.056 0.046 | 0.058 0.038 | 0.056 0.046 | 0.068  0.060
0.1 0.302 0.272 | 0204 0.172 | 0.250 0.240 | 0.214  0.182
02 | 0752 0.724 | 0554 0524 | 0.692 0.682 | 0.530  0.508
04 | 099 0.99 | 0984 0960 | 1.000 1.000 | 0.976  0.942
Bp Ho3:6p=0,v.s Hy3:0p#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
02 | 0.708 0.672 | 0.666 0.634 | 0.714 0.698 | 0.708  0.682
04 | 0998 0998 | 0.998 0.996 | 0.998 0.998 | 0.998  0.994
Bo H071 : B2 =—0.75, v.s. Ha,l : B2 # —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 0998 | 0980  0.878 | 0.998 0.998 | 0.978  0.892
p =350 B3 H()’Q :f3 =0, v.s. Ha,2 :f3#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 | 0950 0.846 | 1.000 1.000 | 0.942  0.830
Bp Hoj3:8p=0,v.s. Hy3:8p#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
02 | 0736 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

8 8
H079 : Z Bj =0, v.s. Ha79 : Z 5]' # 0.
j=1 j=1

12 12
Ho 10 Z Bj=0, v.s. Hy1o: Z Bj #0,
j=1 Jj=1
corresponding to m = 4,8 and 12. We set hy = 0, h, = 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 X = 0.51,, 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

$=05I, |2=05"7F] w_o51, |x=o05/7*]
Tw Tg Ty Tg Ty Tg Ty Tg
Ba Hy1:po=-0.75, v.s. Ha,l 1By #—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 0422 | 0.324 0304
-0.55 | 0.954 0950 | 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
p:50 Bg H0’2253=0, V.S. Ha72253?é0
0.0 | 0.048 0.046 | 0.066 0.058 | 0.052 0.050 | 0.056 0.056
0.1 0.402 0.382 | 0324 0300 | 0.390 0.386 | 0.302  0.296
02 | 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
Bp Ho3:6p=0,v.s Hy3:0p#0
0.0 | 0.066 0.060 | 0.064 0.058 | 0.050 0.048 | 0.050 0.048
0.1 0400 0.368 | 0.350 0338 | 0.390 0.380 | 0.336  0.320
02 | 0922 0914 | 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
Bo HO,l : B2 =—0.75, v.s. Ha,l : B2 # —0.75
-0.75 | 0.052 0.056 | 0.046  0.046 | 0.062 0.056 | 0.040 0.038
-0.65 | 0458 0478 | 0.328  0.330 | 0.390 0.392 | 0.396  0.402
-0.55 | 0.920 0930 | 0.864  0.868 | 0.926 0.928 | 0.902  0.902
-0.35 | 0.842 0918 | 0988  0.990 | 1.000 1.000 | 1.000  1.000
p = 600 B3 H()’Q :f3 =0, v.s. Ha,2 :f3#0
0.0 | 0.076 0.066 | 0.062 0.058 | 0.070 0.066 | 0.066  0.056
0.1 0454 0452 | 0344 0342 | 0392 0.392 | 0454 0.454
0.2 | 0904 0904 | 0.832 0.822 | 0.902 0.894 | 0.870  0.862
04 | 0974 0974 | 0998 0980 | 1.000 1.000 | 0.998  0.894
Bp Hoj3:8p=0,v.s. Hy3:8p#0
0.0 | 0.048 0.046 | 0.050 0.046 | 0.060 0.058 | 0.058  0.054
0.1 0.444 0444 | 0404 0390 | 0414 0416 | 0450 0.448
0.2 | 0930 0.928 | 0.870 0.860 | 0912 0912 | 0.876  0.874
04 | 0980 0.980 | 1.000  1.000 | 1.000 1.000 | 1.000 1.000

We consider the covariates X; = (Xj 1, ... ,Xiyp)T generated from the multivariate normal
distribution with mean zero and covariance matrix 0.7I,. The noise U; follows the multivari-
ate normal distribution with mean zero and covariance matrix 0.3I,. Other settings remain
unchanged. We consider the hypotheses on a single element in 3: Hy 2, and the linear com-
binations of two coefficient parameters: Hy 5 and Hy 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 Hy 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 '8F-
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
$=05, |2=05"7F] w_o51, |x=o057*1
Ty Tg Ty Tg Ty Tg Ty Tg
B1 + B2 Hoy:01+P2=0,v.s. Hyy: 51 +P2#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
B3 + B4 Hys:83+84=0,v.s. Hy5: 83+ B4 #0.
0.0 0.058 0.050 | 0.066  0.056 | 0.056 0.050 | 0.068  0.066
p=50 0.1 0.130 0.116 | 0.154  0.138 | 0.152 0.136 | 0.190 0.174
0.2 0.450 0428 | 0470 0450 | 0412 0.388 | 0450 0.424
0.4 0930 0.920 | 0.946 0930 | 0.932 0.920 | 0.958  0.932
B1+ Bp Hyg: 81+ Bp=0.75 v.s. Hyg: 81 + Bp #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 0444 | 0408 0354 | 0462 0.436 | 0418 0.376
1.15 0970 0.950 | 0936 0916 | 0.970 0.958 | 0.942 0914
B2 + B3 H077 : fo + B3 = —0.75, v.s. Ha77 1o + B3 #—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 0444 | 0516 0486 | 0422 0.408 | 0468  0.466
-0.35 0922 0910 | 0966 0962 | 0.920 0.910 | 0.960  0.962
B1 + B2 Hoy:01+B2=0,v.s. Hyy: 51 +P2#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 0438 | 0.612 0572 | 0402 0.378 | 0.536  0.510
0.4 0.940 0.934 | 0988 0.988 | 0.910 0.900 | 0.982  0.980
B3 + Ba Hos:83+84=0,v.s. Hy5: 53+ B4 #0.
0.0 0.058 0.046 | 0.070  0.040 | 0.038 0.040 | 0.068  0.048
p= 350 0.1 0.192 0.188 | 0.174  0.138 | 0.126 0.124 | 0.172  0.136
0.2 0.454 0442 | 0462 0410 | 0.392 0.378 | 0404 0.356
0.4 0952 0.952 | 0912 0.814 | 0.944 0.942 | 0916 0.828
B1+ Bp H(),G 11+ Bp=0.75, v.s. Ha,ﬁ 181+ Bp #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 0472 | 0.562  0.566 | 0.394 0.390 | 0496  0.512
1.15 0942 0.944 | 0960 0940 | 0.938 0.940 | 0.954 0.932
B2 + B3 Ho7:Pg+B3=-0.75, v.s. Hy7: By + B3 # —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 0442 | 0400 0.374 | 0488  0.456
-0.35 0932 0916 | 0968 0966 | 0914 0912 | 0.960  0.960
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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

$=05, |2=05"7F] w_o51, |x=o057*1
Tw Ts | Tw T Ty Ts | Tw T

b1+ B2 Ho4:81+P2=0,v.s. Hyy:B81+P2#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

04 0.996 0.996 | 1.000 1.000 0.988 0.988 | 0.998 0.998
B3 + B4 Hop:83+84=0,v.s Hys:P83+P84#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

p=50 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
BL+ Bp Ho: 1+ Bp = 0.75, v.s. Hyg: By + Bp #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
B2 + B3 H077 : fo + B3 = —0.75, v.s. Ha77 1o + B3 #—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 0992 | 0.998 0.998
B1 + B2 Hoy:01+B2=0,v.s. Hyy: 51 +P2#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
B3 + Ba Hos:83+B4=0,v.s. Hy5: 53+ B4 #0.
0.0 0.072  0.064 | 0.066 0.060 0.044 0.046 | 0.060 0.056
p = 600 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 0974 0974 | 0994 0980 | 0992 0990 | 0994 0978
B1+ Bp H(),G 11+ Bp=0.75, v.s. Ha,ﬁ 181+ Bp #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 | 0316 0316 | 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 0986 0.994 | 1.000 1.000 | 0.994 0.994 | 0.9996 0.994
B2 + B3 Ho7:Pg+B3=-0.75, v.s. Hy7: By + B3 # —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 0974 0.990 | 1.000 1.000 | 0.994 0.992 | 1.000  1.000

recorded precisely. More specifically, let Wij denote the observed image features at the jth
examining time. We first perform the regression between W;; and age of the ith patient at

the jth examining time, and obtain fJij as the residual of the regression. Then we obtain the
estimator for the covariance matrix

Sy 2 (U = T)(Uy; - T
Z?:1(ni —-1) ’

where n; is the number of repeated measurements of W;, and U, = Z?;l INJ'ij /n;. 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
$=05I, |2=05"7F] w_o51, |x=o05I*1
Tw Ts | Tw Ts Tw Ts | Tw Ts
4 4 4

=15 Hog:2j_1B;=0,vs Hyg: 3, 1B #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 0406 | 0.244 0.228 | 0404 0.386
0.4 0.754 0.724 | 0914 0904 | 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

p =50 Z?:l ﬁj Ho 9 :Z?=1 ﬁj =0, v.s. Ha,9 : ?:1 ﬁ] #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 | 0424 0.406 | 0.764  0.742
0.8 0.966 0.952 | 1.000  1.000 | 0.920 0.906 | 1.000  1.000

321 5; Ho10:2521 8 =0, v.s. Hy10: 2,521 B
0.0 0.046 0.044 | 0.062 0.062 | 0.046 0.052 | 0.052  0.050
0.2 0.116 0.124 | 0250 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 0994 | 0.802 0.756 | 0.994  0.992
4 4 4

=15 Hog:2;_1B;=0,v.s Hyg: 3, 1B #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 0400 | 0.230 0.222 | 0402 0.382
0.4 0.718 0.684 | 0918 0916 | 0.710 0.672 | 0.924 0912
0.8 1.000  0.998 | 1.000  1.000 | 1.000 1.000 | 1.000  1.000

p =350 Z§:1 B; Hpg 12?:1 Bj=0,v.s Hyg: ?:1 Bj #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 | 0266  0.258 | 0.180 0.166 | 0.262  0.238
0.4 0.452 0420 | 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

Y2155 Ho10: 25218 =0, v.s. Hy10: 2,521 B
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
Ty Tsg |Tw Tg | Tw Ts | Tw Tg | Tw Tg | Ty Tg
B3 Hpo:683=0 Hygs:83+84=0 Hy7: B2+ p3=—-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 0316 | 0.332 0410 | 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 | 0930 0.956 | 0.388 0.378 | 0.096 0.090
04 | 0914 0954 | 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 €2, denoted by €2, are zeros. We set the rest (p—2) x (p—2) sub-
matrix of €2 to be €.
We test p hypotheses, each of the form

(19)

Hoi,Bj =0 vs.

Ha:ﬁj#oa

for j =1,...,pat0.05 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 A is selected by minimizing (16). We obtain
the p-value as the probability of a x?(1) 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

Distributions p-value

1.0

0.4

0.2
|

0.0
|

T T
score test Wald test

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,
Scholl 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 0.055/218 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 = 0.055/218,5 = 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 exp (BEW& — ,@Eﬁ SBS) to
predict the outcome in the test sample where Wg; is the selected covariates, ,85 is estimator
from (6) using selected covariates, Qg is the subset of £ 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 exp(,é\;FVWWi — ,@EVSA]WB\W) 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 Wiy, is the selected covariates, ,BW is estimator
from (6) using selected covariates, QW is the subset of 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 exp(,@TWi) to
predict the outcome, where 3 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 exp (,@TWZ) to predict the outcome, where ,[§ 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 )", |Y; — Y;|/|Y;|, 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, BRAAKS6, are defined in (Braak & Braak 1991)
and used in Landau et al. (2016) and Schéll et al. (2016). We provide the list of ROIs in each
composite regions in Appendix B.5. Let 3g, be the coefficients of the SUVRs from the ROIs
that belong to the composite region k. We test the null hypothesis that 3g, = 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 (Scholl 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 [; and /s 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 ‘ ™ ‘ Wald test p-value | DF

BRAAKI12 10.10 0.039 15.41 0.0039 4

BRAAK34 42.51 0.0113 89.45 1.774e-09 24

BRAAKS6 66.29 0.0165 71.44 0.0055 44
TABLE 8

The score and Wald test results of hypothesis that Bg L, =018 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 §2, we can further allow () to depend on both the covariate
X and the response Y, hence Q(Y,X), and assume E(U|Y,X) = 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 /o 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, Sgrensen 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 -y via solving £, () = 0, then writing £(/3) as £L(/3,~), we can acco-
modate the additional parameter by concatenating 3 with « and carrying out the subsequent
analysis. For example, in this case the result in Theorem 4 will be updated to

<BaMuS - ﬂtMuS) _ { Qrtos,mus(Br,y) LB, )/0Bmusdy" }_1

- o )/eBls /oy
{aﬁ(ﬁtf‘/) }
x B amos | {1+ 0,(1)}.
f'r(’Y)

Letting M = Qnus,mus (Bt) — {02 L(Br,7)/0Bmusoy T Hoky (v) /oy T} Hoty () /0B s}
then this leads to

Burtos — Braos = M~ [{W}M A8 ) 0B ok ()27

By (V)11 + 0p(1)}-

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 {2 contain small number of unknown parameters. Estimation and testing
when (2 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 ¢y (¢) = A|t| — pa(t) to facilitate the theo-
retical derivation, where g () — j1/2t? is concave and everywhere differentiable as shown in

Lemma B.4 in the supplementary material.

A.1. Conditions for the estimation consistency. Define auin(M) and auax(M) as the
minimal and maximal eigenvalues of the matrix M, respectively. Further, we define the sub-

exponential norm and sub-Gaussian norm as

X |y, =sup1/kE(|X[F)V/¥,
k=1
and
| X |y, = sup 1/VEE( X|*)V/E,
k>1
For notational convenience, let
A(B™W,) := exp(BTW,; — 870Q8/2),
g(Wi,B,v,w):= v {(W; - Q8)%* — Q}w,

and

91(W4, B,v,w) :=v {(W; — Q8)%}w.

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

a lower restricted eigenvalue condition with curvature a; > 0 and tolerance 7(n,p) > 0 if
BB = |85 —7(np)|BI3, VB e R.

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

a upper restricted eigenvalue condition with smoothness ay > 0 and tolerance 7(n,p) > 0 if
BITB < az| B3 + 7(n,p)|BI}, VB e RP.

We first state the regularity conditions as follows:

(C1) (@) SuP;_1, . vlo<1 | Wi V] < My/[v]o for a positive constant Myy. Q]2 = O(1).
(b)

Dy < Oémin[E{eXp(/BTX)XXT}] < O‘maX[E{eXp(ﬁTX)XXT}] < Dy,

D1 < amin| E{exp(28TW — BTQ8)(W — Q8)%*}]
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< Omax[E{exp(28TW — 8TQ8)(W — Q8)%%}] < Dy,

amax[E{exp(BTW — BTQ3/2)(W — 28)%%}] < D3,

and E{exp(287X)} = O(1) for any B with |3]2 < 2Rs.

(c) BE(|W;—Qp|3) < Dq, forany 3 with | 3||2 < 2Ry. Here D1, Do, Dy1, Dy2, Dws, D
are positive constants.

(@ [Cl2=0(1) and |(CCT) ]2 = O(1).

(e) The Lo norm of the true parameter 3 is bounded, that is 3]s < by for some

0 < by < 0.

(C2) Forj=1,...,p, define

1/2F1/k"‘{(]C +1)/2}
1/(2k) ’

Kj = |Uijly, = (29)"* sup k™
k=1
where I is the Gamma function, then there exist constants mg, M so that
n
mo < K3 Y Y7 /n < Mo,
i=1

uniformly for all 7 almost surely.
(C3) Define

Ky (X;) = zur;k*E[m — exp(BF X)) [F1Xi] V-,
>

There exist constants m1,ms, M7, M so that

my < Z X%Ky(XZ)Q/n < Ml,
i=1

mza,X ‘Xij|Ky(Xi)/«/10gn < Mg,
uniformly for all 7 =1,...,p almost surely.

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

log(n)+/log(p)/n < C

for an absolute constant C'.
(CS5) Forej;, j=1,...,p, define
Kuij(B) = sup EV2E[(W,; — QB)"e; — E{(W; — Q8)"e;|8"W,, X, }|¥|8TW,, X;] V¥,
>1
we assume E{Kwij(ﬁt)4} < Q. Then there exist constants mg, M3, Q1 so that
(1)
n
my < Y Kuij(Br)” exp(28] W; — B QB;) /n < Ms
i=1
and
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(ii)
| Z": E{exp(BfW,; — BFQB:/2) (W, — QB;)Te;|Bf Wi, X;} — exp(B X)X e <

nlog(p) @

uniformly for all j =1, ..., p in probability.
(C6) For vectors v,w € RP, |v|l2 < 1,|w]2 < 1, for 8 with |32 < 2Rs,
Kyoui(B) = sup 1/kE(|[9(Ws, B, v, w) = E{g(Wi, B, v, w)| BT Wi, X,}]F|8T Wi, X) P
>

We assume E{Kguui(8)"'} < Qo1 and E[exp{A*(BTW,)K?,,:(8)}] < Qoz2. We also

assume that for all v, w,

(A.20) ma < > |ABTW,) P K guui(B)?/n < My,

=1
(A.21) ms < max |A(BYW,)| K yowi(B)/+/logn < Ms,
and

n~12| sup 2 vI(ABTWHE[{(W; — Q8)%? — Q}|3TW,, X,]

(A.22) —E{exp(BTX)X;: X wl|s < Q2,

in probability.
(C7) For vectors v,w € RP, |v|l2 < 1,|w]2 < 1, for 8 with |32 < 2R»,
Kgyoui(B) = sup 1/kE(|[91(Wi, B, v, w) = E{g1 (Wi, B, v, w) |87 Wi, X ] 1|87 Wi, Xi)/E.
>
We assume E{K,,,ui(8)*} < Q11, and E[exp{A*(BTW),) glvwz(,@)}] < Q12. We also

assume that for all v,

o < A2 (BYW ) P K i (B) /< My,
=1

my < max ]AQ(,BTW K g vwi(B)/+/logn < My,

and
n
me1 < Z |A2(ﬂTWi)|2Kglvwi(lB)2/n < M617
i=1
m7) < max |A%(BTW)| K gyowi (B)/+/Togn < My, .
Further

n= 2| supZ vI(AX(BTW) E[{(W; — 98)%%}|B3TW,, X,]
Wi=1
—E{exp(28TW; — BTQ8)(W; — 28)®*})w| < Qs,
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in probability and
n "% sup Z vI(ABTWI)E[{(W; — 28)%2}|8" W, X;]

—E{exp(8TW,; — 8TQ8/2)(W; — Q8)%*})w| < Qs1,

in probability.
A.2. Proof of Theorems in Section 4.2.

A.2.1. Proof of Theorem 1. First denote v = B — B by the Taylor expansion of the first

order derivative
{0L(B)/0B" — 0L(B)/0B8" }v =T *L(8*) /088",

where 3* is a point on the line connecting B and B and hence is in the feasible set. Therefore,

by Lemma B.6 we have
(A.23) {0L(B)/0B" — 0L(B)/08™}9 = au [9]3 — 1+/log(p) /]9,
We first show that |V < 1. If not, we have
{0L(B)/0B" — 0L(B) /0BT IV = a1 [¥]2 — 2r11/log(p) /nRa[¥ 1.
Together with (12), we obtain
(A24) {=0px(Bte) /0B A — 3L(B) /0BT IV = a1 [V 2 — 271+/log(p) /nRu [V
Further,
{=0pA(Brme) /0By A — 0L(B) /08T 19

<Al = 27 (Bate) /08Kl | Ao + 10£(8) /08 |0} |9 s

< (A+10£(8)/08" o) 9]
(A.25) < 3M\/2||v|1.

<

The second inequality holds because the maximum row sum of A is 1 and |dp) ( B )/ 08B0
A by Condition (A1)~(A6) and Lemma B.1. The last equality holds because [|0£(83)/087 | <
A/2 by the statement assumption. Now combine (A.25) and (A.24), we have

[9]2 < a7t (2m14/log(p) /nRi + 3M/2) [V 1
a7 ' (2114/log(p)/nRy + 30/2)2R;.

By the assumption that A < a;1/(6R1) and n > log(p) (6472 R$)/a? in the statement, we
conclude that the right hand side is at most one, which contradict to the hypothesis that

[v]2 > 1. Therefore |v]2 <1
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Further, since function py(8Ba:) + 11/2]/Bae||3 is convex function of B by Condition
(AS), we have

pABrte) + /2B rie |3 — pr(Base) — 18/21Bpac 13
> {0pr(Bae) /083 + 1834} Base — Bane)
which implies
pA(Bate) — pr(Baae) + 1/2]Bae — Base|®
> {0pA(Brme) /0804 } (Bame — Be)
= {0pA(Brm-) /0B }A(B - B).
Combine with (12), we have
opx(Brme) /083 A(B — B) = —0L(B)/oB™ (B - B),
and hence
PA(BAMe) = PA(Bre) + 1/21Brae — Boe|* = 0L(B) /08" (B - B).

Now combine with (A.23), we have

o [913 — 1) B2 oy
<—0L(B)/0B™Y + pA(Bame) — pA(Bae) + /2| AV 3
< —0L(B)/2B™ + pa(Barc) — pr(Bee) + /2| Al | Al 913
= —0L(B)/0B™Y + pA(Brme) — pA(Baae) + 1/2]93.

This implies

(a1 = p/2)|¥]3

<) 8P G2 4 10(8)/0B1e 19 + pa(Baee) — pa(Bace)

n

(A%){QRm log(p) ||a.c<ﬁ>/aﬁ|oo} (9l + [9al} + pr(Bae) — pa(Bate)-

n

Note that by the assumption that n > log(p) (16 R{7{) /o, we have

2R {k’gn(p)}m _omim {logn@ }”4 {log<p> }1/4 o { k,gn@ }1/4 |

n

Further by the assumption that 4”6/3(,5)/66“00 < X and 4aq {log(p)/n}* < X in the lemma

statement we obtain

2R T logn(p) +0L(8)/0B < M4+ A4 < A/2.
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Combine with (A.26) and Lemma B.1 and subadditivity of p) in Condition (A2), we have
(1 — p/2) %3

o ~ Ve ~ ~
< (o) = pr(Baee) + 3/2{ PEM) ol + S a3

~ ~

PA(Bme) + pA(Bate)
2

Further, let b” be the vector containing the first r element of vector b, and b™" the vec-
tor without the first  element. By the condition that C3,( = t, we have Bj\/l =C 1t -
Cm,réﬂ), and B}”\A =C 1t - Cm,qﬁﬂ). We have

(A27) < pr(Bre) — pr(Base) + FAFam1/2 + /493

[¥ml1 = Cr ' Coner Vg 1 + 901 10
< \/;"Hcr_lcm—rej_vﬂb +vm— TH{}_X;HQ
(A.28) < (WV|C ' Crerl2 + VI = 1) V2.

Now (A.27) becomes
3 ~ = ~ ~
(A29) 0< <a1 - 4H> 1913 < 3/20(Bae) = 1/200(Bovte) + AV 1/2.

We consider two cases, 3/2p/\(BMc) - 1/2[))\(3_/\/[0) >0 and 3/2p,\(,éMc) - 1/2p)\(BMC) <
0. When 3p)\(,éMc) - pA(,@MC) > 0, by Lemma B.2, we have

(A.30) 0 < 3px(Brte) — pA(Bate) < 3A[Vatealh — AV ageac

Now from (A.30) we further have

1-

H{\’MCAC 1< 3H<\/MCA ‘1.

Substitue (A.28) and (A.30) into (A.29), we have
(201~ 2913 < 3N9ate Al ~ Aot + Ml
<AV ateal + AV CT Crerfl2 + Vim 1) [V
<3AWE[Vatealz + AWV C Conrl2 + Vim = 1) |92
< BWE + AWVFIC Crnrl2 + Vim = 1)} 2.
Hence we have that when 3/2p)\([§Mc) — 1/2p>\([§Mc) >0

0 6MWEF2AWT|C Co | M — 7

When 3/2p(B ) — 1/2p2(Base) <0, by (A.29) and (A.28) we have
30\ A~ ~
(o= %) 198 < Al 2

4
SAWVTICT Conrl2 + Vm = 1) [9]2/2,
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which implies that when 3/2p)\(BMc) — ]./Qp)\(BMc) <0,
2AWT |G Crmr|l2 + VM — 1)

o |
%12 s

Together with (A.31), we always have

9l < 6MVE + 2A(V7|CT Cr |2 + v —7)
2 4oy — 3 '

Further, the L distance is

V1 < [Vateals + [Vateacs + [Vl
<4Vaeals + [Vala
< AVE|V ez + WF|ICT Crer |2 + Vi — 1) [V ]2

< W2 + (VPG Crrl2 + Vi = 1) V]2

2 - m—r -
< 4VE + VPG Co o + vim =) DV E MG, Conclat /1)
-

This proves the result. O

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 ay = minjg),<g, |8),<k, @min[E{exp(BTX;)X;X] }]/2. Assume
px is p-amenable, for p < a1, and Conditions (C1) - (C6) hold. Define A = {0, _ ) s Lip—m)x (p—m) }
and A1 = {Lxm, 0px (pm) }- Write t1 = /7|C 1 Cryyplla + /m — 7 and t = (6MVk +
2)t1) (4 — 3u) L. Further we state the following two conditions.
(a) The parameters A\, R, Ry satisfy
1/2

-1
4maX{H8£(B)/6,BHOO, al(log(p)/n)1/4} <A< [al {16(4\/% + tl)t/)\} ] ,

maoc {20511, 2V + )} < Ry < i (1, [/ {647FHog(p) 11, e/ {167 og () 1)

with [Bl1 # (4v/k + 1)t and max {2 3], 2t} < Ry, with |32 # .
(b) Let BMUS be the minimizer for (14), ﬁ = (B}AUS, of

p—m—k
LB ronn(B)
oB 0Bme

)T, Z and 4 satisfy

(A.32) +MATZ) + ATCTuy = 0.
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There exist § € [4R1714/log(p)/n/A, 1] so that ||(ATZ) o s)-
(ATZ) as extended sub-gradient. In addition,

n > max[log(p)7f (m + k)*/(a1 — p)?, 4log(p) i {ts + (2/8 + 1/2)Vk}* /(a1 — p)?], a1 > p

o < 1— 9, where we name

and B4 is k sparse.

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

B.

Proof: We follow the primal-dual witness construction introduced in Wainwright (2009).
Step i: Following Lemma B.10 in the supplementary material, let B AMus be the minimizer
for (14). We can easily check that when replacing 3 by Baqus, X by X ymus, and pby m+ k&,
all the conditions of Theorem 1 are still satisfied. Here to check the condition regarding o,

we note that for any 3,

' L [Efe X)X, XF
Hﬂuzsgﬁul<zﬁam‘“[ toxp(B7 X)X X ]

. T T T
= min in v Elexp(8 X)) X; X, }v
Bla< Rl < vl ey T 1P XXX

: : T AT T T T AT\T
< min in v ,0 ) Elexp(B8 X)X, X, Hv™,0
Bl BBl < s va= s JBlexp(F XXM )

= min Omin E{exp(B8TX)X; mosXE
|Bll2<Re, |8, <R min[E{exp (8" Xi) X mos X pos )]

: T T
= min amin| F{exp(B Xi mMus)Xi mus X .
1Batoslls <Rai|Baos|i <R mln[ { ( MuS“>,Mu ) 1, MU z,MuS}]

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

1Brmos — Bamos|t < (4Wk + 1)t < Ry /2,

and
1Brmos — Bamosllz <t < Ra/2.
Therefore
1Broslh < [1Batos — Batoslh + 181 < Ry
and

1Bmuslz < 1Brmus — Bmusz + |8l < Re.

Hence @ Mus and ,@ must be in the interior of the feasible region.
Step ii: We show that ,@ is a local minimum for (7) by verifying the conditions in Lemma

B.12 in the supplementary material. Because

L(B) + pa(Bme) = L(B) — qA(Bme) + Al Base

we can write f = £, g = gy, and (x*,v*, wi§, wi, p¥, uh, p) = (8,2,A7%,21,0,0, pa),

1,

where z; € ﬁHé |2. Lemma B.4 in the supplementary material ensures the concavity and dif-

ferentiability of g(x) — u1/2]x|3. Further, since u¥ = u% = 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* < RMYS 5o that (B.5) only needs to be satisfies for the vectors belong to
RM“S . Suppose this does not hold, let € G* such that supp(v) &£ M U S. This implies
there is an index j € (M U S)¢ such that v; # 0.

Now we define ATz’ such that (ATz'), = (A'2); for k # j, and (ATZ'); = sign(v;),

1 and

where ay, is the kth element in vector a. Clearly z’ € 0| ,@ Mo
MWTATZ > WwWTATZ

because [[(ATZ)(rq05)¢ | < 1. Therefore,

T L(B) {AT aCIA(,@MC)} - ATATY U TATC g

oB OB

> 7 9LB) _ ATM +MWPATZ+vATC g =0.
B IBme

Now because v € G*, we have

vATCTuy, =0.
This implies

which contradicts with the requirement of G* that

sup vt [ag('m — {ATW}] +wTATy =o.
vedlBues s OB

Therefore, G* < RMYS. Now by construction supp(,@) c M u S, using Lemma B.10 in the
supplementary material, we conclude that (B.5) holds with x = u. Hence, all conditions of
Lemma B.12 in the supplementary material are satisfied, so we conclude ﬁ is an isolated
local minimum of (7).

Now by Lemma B.13, because supp(B) C M U S and 3 is an interior minimizer, the
support of any stationary point of (7) is a subset of M U S. Hence, we can write any stationary
point in the form of 3 = {,@T\Au S,Og_m_ o} T, where Bros is a stationary point for (14).
Further, note that (14) is strictly convex by Lemma B.10, and hence B g is unique in
the feasible set and therefore B Mus and B are unique. Hence ,@ = B is the unique local

minimum. This proves the result. 0
A.3.2. Supporting Theorem of Theorem 4 and its Proof.

Theorem A.2. Let ay = minjg),<p, |8),<k, @min[E{exp(BTX;)X; X[ }]/2. Assume
P 1s p-amenable, for ;1 < a;, and Conditions (C1) — (C6) in the supplementary material hold.

Define A = {0, xm> Lip—m)x (p—m)} @a0d A1 = {L5m; Opyx (p—m) }- Further assume that
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(a) The parameters A, R;, Ra satisfy
1/2

—1
4max{Haﬁ(ﬁt)/aﬁuoo,a1(log(p)/n)1/4} <A< | g {16(4\/% + W)M}

6vVEk + 24/
max{zmtnl,z(whfmnm} <f
-

<min (1, [nad/{647Plog(p)}] ", [nat /{167 log(p)}] /) .

8\
with
6MVE + 2\/m
IBul # (4VF + i) 2 EE 22V
dag — 3p
and
6MVE 4+ 20/m
max < 232, 2—\/> < Ry,
4041 - 3,u
with
6MVE + 2\/m
1By  AVEH 2V
4o — 3p
(b) Let éa/\/tus be the minimizer for (15), ,@a = (ég/\/tu& O;f_m_k)T, 7 satisfy
oL (B, 0r(Bape .
(A.33) OLBa) | _ ) grfnBame) L w15y g,
aﬁa aBaMc

There exist § € [4R1714/log(p)/n/A, 1] so that | (ATZ) vy s)e]lo <1 — 6, where we name

(ATZ) as extended sub-gradient. In addition,

n = max[log(p)r2(m + k)?/(a1 — p)?,

Alog(p)7i {v/m + (2/8 + 1/2VE} /(a1 — )], au > p
and B4 is k spar se. Under the above conditions and the conditions (a) and (b), (8) has a

unique local minimizer Ba.
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 3* is the point on the line

connecting 3 and é We write

g Q(MUS)(MUS)(/B*) Q(MUS)(MUS)C(IB*)
A.34 =< ~ ~
(A3 Q) {Q(MUS)C(MUS)(:@*> Qmus)e(mus)-(B%)

Then by the construction in (A.32), let 3 = (,@LU P O(TMU S)C)T, Bros is the minimizer for
(14), then we have

{M(B)} _ {ATM}
~ ~ o« FTe] g 0B g
QBIB=B)+ | o)™ arinpu]

B (Mus)c_{ OBre }(Mus)c
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T/\
D { (ATE)MUS } N {(AITCTM?Z)MUS} _o.
(AZ) (mus)e O(Mmus)e

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

Brus — Brus = {QMUS,MUS(IB*)}ll {aﬁa(ﬂﬁ)}Mus {AT%}M s

(A.35) ~MATZ) pmos — (AlTCTM§)Mus] :

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

(AT2) sy = A1 { ATaqS(BMc>} {az 8)
Bame (MUS)

A Qs (mus) (B%) (Bamos — Buos

}Mus
)
_ oar(Base)
S G I e
B ) jaos): (MUS)e |
(B)

AT Qo) (Mos) B Qmus) (Mus)

d

Further by Condition (A4), we have

~ T
09\ (B NG fomB ‘
O P I S o B

=0.

oBMm

{6[’6(5)} {ATW} ] + MATZ) pmus + (A1TCTN§)MUS> :
16 MuS MuS

Therefore, we have

~

. B oL(3 _ 86 .
(A"Z) mosye =A71 [ {a(ﬂﬁ)} ] + AT Qmus)(Mmus) (B Qs (mus) (BF)F !
(MuS)

oL(B) oar(Base) R )
" ( {&G}Mus {ATaﬂM}MuJ +>\(ATZ)MU5 " (AITCTH?))MUS) .

By the condition that C,@M = C,é = t, from (A.35), we have

0= C[ImxrmOmxk]{QMuS,MuS(IB*>}71 [ {aﬁ(ﬁ) } {AT 5(1,\(,3/\/1 ) } - )\(AT/Z\)MUS]
MuS MuS

B OBme
+C[Im><m7 Omxk]{QMuS,MuS(B*)}_l [Imea Omxk]TCTU§a

which leads to

,U; = (C[Imxma Omxk]{QMUS,MUS(IB*)}_l[ImxmyOmxk]TCT)_lc[Imxma Omxk]{QMuS,MuS(/B*)}_l
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oL(B) 09\ (Bae) s
X | =< — + A —MA U
[ { B }MuS { OBme }MUS (A 2 S]

and
(AICT“?’:)MUS
~ 3 O (B age R
= Aa(Quosamus(8Y) [—{a@(ﬁf)} +{A”§$ﬁj>} —A(Aszs],
MuS MuS
where

A2 = [Imxma Omxk]TCT(C[Imxma Omxk]{QMuS,MuS(ﬂ*)}_l[ImxmyOmxk]TCT)_lc[Imxma Omxk]~

Hence, to use Theorem A.1, we must show that [(A*Z)r(us):|w < 1. Define Q(8) =

E{exp(BTX)XXT"}, and

A; = [Imxma Omxk]TCT(C[ImxrmOmxk]{QMuS,MuS(IB)}il[Imxm7 Omxk]TCT)ilc[Imxma Omxk]'

A.3.4. Proof of Theorem 3. First of all, ,@( Mus)e = 0 by construction. For any unit vec-
tor, recall that
*L(B)
T
A% 28037 W = exp
Denoting V3L£(/3) to be the third order gradient of £, we have

(B"W; — BTQB/2)v T {(W; — Q8)% - Q}w

vIV3L(B)w

=n"! Z exp(BTW; — BTQB/2)vT{(W; — 08)®* — Q}w{W,; — Q8}"
=1

—n! i eXP(IBTWi - /BTﬂﬁ/Q){VT(Wi — Qﬁ)WTQ + WT(Wi — Q,@)VTQ}.
=1

Hence define vectors v, w such that their jth element |v;| > 0, |w;| > 0 for j € M U S, and
|vj| = |w;| =0forj¢ MuU S, and |v|2 = |[w]2 = 1. Firstly by Theorem 1 and the condition
that |hy, |2 = O{y/max(m + k —r,7)/n}, we have

18— Bill2= 18— Bl2+ 18— Bill2
< Codmax(vr,vm—r,VE) ++/(m+k)/n

log(p) """ ——
< Cy " m+ k
for some constants C, Cy > 0. Further recall that K = {v e RMY9 : |v|y < 1}.
A 0°L(Br)
sup |vT { ) — }w
v,ng Q(B ) aﬂaBT

n Y exp(BTW; — BB 2)vT{(W; — 98")®* — Qlw{W,; — 8"} (3 - 3
=1

Ssup!

v,wek
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+Hrn Y exp(B*TW; — B8 /2) (v (W, — Q8" )wTQ + wT (W, — Q8" )WTQ}HB - By)
=1

|

n—l Z eXp(,B*TWZ‘ . ﬁ*TQ,B*/Q){VT(Wi _ QB*)@QQW(Wi _ Qﬂ*)T(B _ ,Bt)

i=1

< sup
v,wek

—vIQw(W,; — 95*)T([§ — B}

+ sup |n! i exp(B*TW; — B°TQ8*2) (vI (W, — Q8" )w ' Q + wT (W, — QB8*)vTQ}(3 - 3:)
v,weK i=1
_1 n T ~
< s "3 e TW. g ag M w0 Y (W, - 08B -
nt ¢ * * ( W>T * vV—w * 2
+ sup —Zexp B TW; — BTQB*/2) 7~ (Wi-0p ) 7 (Wi 08 )'(B - Br)
sy (A QYIRS 5T, 5T 2) (W~ 257 60
b [V gy own 2 exp(BTW; — B*TOB" /2)(W; — 98T (3 — B1)
v,weK f f 2
+ sup Z exp(B8TW, — B1QB* /2) {(vI(W; — Q8" )W 2 + wT (W; — Q3" )v'Q}(3 - B1)
v,wE]K i=1
<sup/n”’ Z exp(B*TW, — B*TQB* /2)vT (W, — 8%)%v(W, — 8" (8 - 8))
+sup v Qva! 2 exp(8*TW; — 873 /2)(W, — 98%)" (8 - B1)
ve i=1
+ sup |n ! Zn] exp(B*TW; — B°TQ8*2) (vI (W, — 8" )w T Q + wT (W, — Q38*)vTQ}(3 - 3:)
v,weKk i=1

<supn”! Z BT W, — BB 2)vT (W, — 8"V |(W; — 8")T(3 - 8))]

veK

+sup v 3%2 exp(8*TW, — B*TQB*/2)(W; — QB%) H(@—[%)IIQ
ve i=1
+2 sup. ni}@}a@xp B8 TW, — B*TQ8* 12)vT (W, — QB*){w'Q(3 - 8}

Now for (A.36), because by Condition (C1) in the supplementary material, we have
(W — 8" (B—81)
= |(Wi = 28%)" (B~ B,)/I8 ~ Bel2118 — B2
< Myv/m + k|8 = B2 + 1922]8% 2118 — Bl
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< 2MwvVm + kHB*,@tHz

The last equality holds because | Qs = O(1), [B*[2 < ||Bil2 + |18 — Bil2 = Op(1) +
O, {log(p) Iy m Ak = op(v/m + k). From Corollary B.4 in the supplementary mate-

rial, we have

sup
veK

nt i exp(,@*TWi - ﬁ*TQﬁ*/Q)VT(Wi — QB*)®2VSUP (Wi — QB*)T(é - B)|
i=1 ¢

— B{exp(B*TW,; — 878" /2)vT (W, — Q8% v} sup|(W; — 28)T(8 - B)!‘

< 2Myw/(m+ k) /nv/m + k|8 — B>
with probability 1 —O[exp{—(m+k)}]. Further since sup,,cx E{exp(8*T W, —3*TQ3*/2)vT(W, —
Q3*)®%v} = O(1) due to Condition C1(b), hence we get

sup
veK

n~t znl exp(,@*TWi - 8*TQp*/2)vT(W; — QB*)®2v(W,; — Qﬁ*)T(é - B)‘
i=1

veK

< {2Mw/(m + k) /n+ Op(1)}m + k|8 — B2
= Op(Vm +k|B - B]2).

For (A.37), we first have

< sup {n1 Z exp(B*TW; — B*TQB* 2)v (W, — ﬂﬂ*)®2V} sup [(W; — 28)7(3 - B)|
=1 7

[n! ) exp(28*TW; — B*TQB*)(W; — Q8)%2
=1

—E{exp(28*TW,; — B*TQB*) (W, — Q8*)F }2
= Oy{/(m + F)/n}

by Corollary B.3 in the supplementary material. Further | E{exp(28*TW,; — 8*TQ3*)(W, —
Q8*)% o}z = O(1). Hence (A.37) is of order Op(HB — B|2)- Now for (A.38), because

2

nt i exp(B*TW,; — B*TQB* 2)vT (W, — Q8%)
=1

<n ' Hexp(28*TW, — BTQB* VT (W, — Q8*%) %2y,

i=1
by Corollary B.3 in the supplementary material, we have
n
n—l Z eXp(2ﬁ*TW¢ _ B*TQB*)VT(Wl _ Q/B*)®2V
i=1

—Blexp(26"TW; — B*1QB% v (Wi — Q8%)*v} = Op(v/(m + k) /n)
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with probability of the order 1 — Of{exp(m + k)}. Further because E{exp(28*TW,; —
B*TQs* ) v (W; — QB*)®?v} = O(1), the third term of the last line is of the order
Op(Hé — Bt|2). Therefore, we have

vi{ae) - S8 - o, KB Bl
BBy '
Hence for some positive constants C3,
5 0*L(By) log(p) | """
T *) <
v {Q(,B) aﬂaﬁT}w‘\Cg{ - } (m+ k)
with probability 1 — O[exp {—(m + k)}]. Further, by Corollary B.2 in the supplementary

sup
v,wek

(A.39) sup

v,wek

material, we also have

32L(3 2L
o [ | G Q]| = sup ks | 5550 - s t)]MUSMUsWM“S
= Op{v/ (m +k)/n}
log(p) | /*
(A.40) — o, { - } (m + k)
with probability 1 — 2exp {—(m + k)}. Further, recall that K; = {v e RMY9) . ||ly|y =
L [v]o=1}.
NTL *L B

Lo s - S
< swp [ n~t Y exp(B*TW; — BB /2)vT{(W, — 08%)%2 — Qlw{W,; — Q3*}T (8- 3))

vieK;,we i=1

+|n~1 i exp(B*TW,; — B*TQ8* 2){(vI (W; — Q8" )w'Q + wI(W,; — Q8" )W 'Q}(B - 3))

i=1

|

< sup
vieK; 7WE]K

0 exp(BTW; - B TO%/2) (v (W, — Q8% 22w (W; — 0878 - 5))
i=1

T Ow(W, 08" (6 ﬁ»}\

n Y exp(BTW,; — B*TQB* 2) (v (W, — 9" )w'Q
=1

+  sup

vieK; 7WE]K

+w T (W, — QB8*)vIQ}B - B)

< swp 'Y exp(BTW; - 8T8 2)v (W, — 08" w(W, - 08%) " (B - By)
VleKl,WEK i=1
+ sup_[n 1) exp(BTW; — B*TQB* 2)vI Qw(W; — 28 (3 - By)
vi,wek i—1
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n~t Y exp(BTW; — BB /2) (v (W, — ") w'Q
=1

wl(W; — Q8" v} (8 - 8)

n

—1
< sup n Z

vieK; 7WE]K i=1

+  sup

vieK; 7WE]K

exp(B*TW; — B*TQB* /2)v] (W, — Q8*)®*w

‘(W@- —-64%(3 -8

+ sup 0ty exp(B*TW; — BTQE% 2)vT Qw (W, — 28%)T (B - By)
VleKhWEK i=1

+ sup |n7! Z exp(B*TW,; — 8*1Q3* 2){v] (W, — Q8" )w'Q
vieK;,wekK

i=1

wi (W, —QB8*)»vIQ}(B - )

< sup +n @bx (BTW; — gTap" /2)vT (W, — Q8%) vy sup (W, — 28%) " (B — B1)

vieK; 2

+sup m%zzaexp B TW; — BT s /2w (W, — QB8%)%2wsup (W, — @8%)T (3 - )

wek 2

+  sup ( m"sﬁZexp (BTW, — BT 2)vi Qw (W, — 8" (3 - By)

Vi E]Kl wek

+  sup

vieK; 7WE]K

n! Z exp(8*TW,; — 8*TQB*/2) (v (W, — Q8" ) wTQ

wl(W; A8 )viQ}(8 - 6)|-

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

sup
vieKy

n 1Y exp(BTW; — BT 2V (W, — 08y, sup (W, — 89T (B — B,

i=1

— E{exp(B*TW; — BT /2)v (W, — Q8*)®vi}sup|(W; — 958%)" (8 - By)|

< 2Mw/log(p)/nv/m + K8 — B>
with probability 1 —O[exp{—log(p)}]. Further since sup,, g, E{exp(8**W, —B*TQB* /2)v] (W, —
Q3%)®2v;} = O(1) due to Condition C1(b), hence we get

1Y exp(B*TW — BB 2)vT (Wi — 084)%vi (W, — 08" (B - 8,)

i=1

sup
vieKy

< sup {n—l > exp(B*TW; — B*TQB* /2)v] (W — nﬁ*)@vl} sup|(W; — 8%)"(8 - 8,

vieK;

< {2Mw/log(p)/n + Op(1)}vm H:@ Btl2
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= O0p(Vm + k|8 — Bl2).

For (A.42), we use the same argument as those lead to the order of (A.36), we have (A.42) is
of order Op(vm + k| B — B]2). For (A.43), we use the same argument as those lead to the
order of (A.37), we have (A.43) is of order Op(||,@ — Btll2)-

Now for (A.44), because

2

n! i exp(B*TW,; — g*TQa* /2)v (W, — Q3%)
=1

<n™' D {exp(28*TW, — BTQB* VT (W, — Q3% %2,
i=1

by Corollary B.3 in the supplementary material, we have
n~t Z exp(268*TW; — B*TQB* Vi (W; — Q8*)%v,
i=1
—E{exp(28"TW; — B*1QB")v] (Wi — QB8)*v1} = Op(v/log(p) /n)

with probability of the order 1 — O[exp{—log(p)}]. Further because E{exp(2B*TW; —
B*TQB* v (W, — Q8*)®2v;} = O(1), and because of the same argument as those lead to
(A.43), we conclude that (A.44) is of the order Op(Hé — B¢|2). Hence follow (A.36), and by

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

Cy we have
A~ 0%L ~
o {22 o
1/4
(A.45) <Cy {logn(p)} (m + k)
and
0L
L | Gaar @]
*L(By)
" el ek Vios) [ 8606; - Q(ﬁt)](MUS)c,MusWMUS

= Op[v/max{(m + k), log(p)}/n]
/
P [ |

n

with probabilities to the order of 1 — 2 exp[— max{(m + k),log(p)}].
Combine (A.39) and (A.40) with Lemma B.11 in the supplementary material,

Qo) Mmos) (B} = {Qumos) mos (B} 2

H{Q(MUS)MUS(BO}AH%HQ(MUS),MUS(B*) = Qmus)Mmus(Br) 2
{1 = HQmus)Mmus(B)} M2l Qurus) mus(B*) — Quatus)mus (Be) 2}
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= 0,(| Qurusy Mmus(B*) — Qomus) mos(Be)l2)

1/4
(AA47)=Cy {logn(p)} (m+ k)] :
and hence
H({Q(MUS),MUS)(IB*)}_I —{Qmus)mus (B} e
log(p) | !
(A.48) — Co(m + k)*/? {n} .
Further,

~

Q O oL
Mos)e Mmus(BHQumus) mus (B 9L(B)
B ) s

0

Q -Q 3140 oL(B
< '[Q(MUS)C,MUS(ﬁ*) (MuS)gMus( t)]{Q(MUS),MuS(ﬁ*)}_l {6()}
MuS

o]

~

+HQ(MUS)C,MUS(:6t) {Qmus) mus(B5)} !

—{Qmusymos(B)} ) {(?Ea(ﬂ@}
MuS

00]

B

0

+HQ(MUS)C’MUS(’Bt){Q(MUS),MUS(ﬁt)}_l { aﬁ(ﬂ) }
MuS

< sup
vieK; ,WEK

VlT(MuS)C[Q(MuS)C,MuS(ﬁ*) = Qmus)e,mus(Br)Waus

oL(B)
aﬁ MuS

{Q(MUS),MUS(IB*)}_I —{Qmus)mus (B}

X H{Q(MUS),MUS(/@*)}_l 2

2

+QMmus)e, mus(Br) 2

oL(B)
aﬂ MuS

2 2

+"Q(MuS)C,MuS(ﬁt){QO(MUS),MUS(IBt)}_l {ag(ﬁm}
MuS
1/4
{(L?%IS&)} (m + k)] Jm + fn/log(p)/n

1/4
+C11 H?&%@} (m + k)] Vm + k+/log(p)/n

0

< Cyo

oL(B
+HQ(MUS)C,ML}S(IBt){Q(MuS),MuS(ﬂt)}1 9L(B)
6,6 MuS

(A.49) is obtained by using (A.45) and (A.46) and the fact that
{Qmos) Mmos(B5)} 2

0
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< HQmus)mus (B = [Qumusy mos (B iz + 1{Qumusy mos(B)} 2

< Op(1).
(A.50) is obtained by using (A.39), (A.40) and the fact that [Qr(us)e,mus(8)]2 = O(1).
Therefore, now note that 7 > ¢ (m + k)*log(p) and A = O[{log(p)/n}'/*] by the statement
assumption, together with Condition (C4), we have

Q O oL(B
Qmus)ye mus (B HQumus) mus(B5)} 0L(B)
B s

N

+0p

Quatos) wios (B Qatos) s (o)} {ﬂ}

i

< | Qmus)e Mus (BUQMmus)Mmus(B) )~ +0p

= Vm + k/log(p)/n + 0p(X)
(A51) = o0p(N).
Therefore

[(ATZ) (pros)elloe

oL ~ ~
= A"t { { a(ﬁﬂ)} ]+>‘IQ(MUS)C(MUS)(B*){Q(MUS)(MUS)(ﬁ*)}1
(MuS)e

oL(B dqr (B -
» (Haf)} . {AT%} ] AT s + <A1T0Tu;:>wus>) lo
MuS MuS

) I

. . oL(B
AT Quvus)e(Mmos) BN Qmus) (mus) (B5)) ! {a(ﬁﬁ)}
MuS

—1
<A

—

+A™

oBMm

+>‘_1HQ(MUS)“(MUS)(ﬁ*){Q(MuS)(MuS)(B*)}_I(ATCT 3)Mmus| o

~ A~ 0 ~
QMmus)-(Mmus) (BNQmus)mus) (B ([ {AT(D(BM)} ] + A(ATZ)MUS> H
MuS 0

~ A 0 ~
= )\_1HQ(MUS)C(MUS)(ﬂ*){Q(MuS)(MuS)(:6*)}_1 ([ {ATW} ] + A(ATZ)MUS> ’
MuS o

+)\_1 'Q(MUS)C(MUS) (ﬁ*){Q(MuS)(MuS) (IB*)}_lA2{QMuS,MuS(ﬂ*)}_1
{rt)
MC

09]

- )‘(ATE)MUS]

MuS
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Now recall (A.35) and
A8 13 Mo
= A2{QMUS,MUS(/B*)}71 [_ {aé?} + {ATW} — A(AT/Z\)MUS] .
MuS MuS
Hence

1BMos — Bmus o

< [Quas mos(8) {“;;?}MUS B

+H{QMUS,MUS(B*)} [{ATﬁqgéﬂM)} _)\(AT/Z\)MUS]
M) mus

+H{Qumosmos(B*)) P As{ Qs mos(8%))

y oL(B) 09\ (Bae) _\(AT3
[ { 6'6 }MUS {A aBM }MUS )\(A )MUS] HOO

<0p(N) + A{ Qo mos (B oo + AH{Qutos mos (B°)) T A2 {Quiosmos(8%)) o
= A 2Xco + 2MCop,

where o, () in the second inequality is obtained by using the same argument as those lead to

0

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

5Q>\ 5/\4 )} To
AT — MATZ) 0 ]
‘ [{ aﬂM MuS e

The last equality holds because
{Qutosmos(B*)} oo
< {Qrosmos(B5)} L - {Qmus) mus(B)} oo + I{Qmus) mus (B} oo

< 2¢q

<A

‘ oe]

by (A.48). And similarly, we have
H{Qumusmus(8%)) ™ Ax{Quaosmus(B)) oo
< {Qmusmus(B*)} " Aa{ Qs mus(8%)) !
—{Quusmos(B)} A2 {Quusmus (B} o
+{Quus mus(B)} " A{Qutus mus(B)} oo
= 2Cqp-
Now because min(|3;]) = A(y + 5cx) for j € S, we have

min|3;] > Ay
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and qS\(B) = )\sign(gj) = A(ATZ),. Hence by Lemma B.3 in the supplementary material,

we have

A.55
(A.55) Bore

Inserting (A.55) into (A.52), the first two terms of (A.52) are zero hence ||(AT2) v )| =
0p(1) < 1. This implies that ﬁ has support in M U S. Further, because of (A.54), ﬁ is unique
in the feasible set. Therefore, using (A.35) together with (A.55) and (A.53), we have

{AT aq}\(ﬂM“) } . )\(AT/Z\)MUS =0.
MuS

Bmous — Bmus

= ({Qumusmos (B = {Qurosmos(B%)) P As{Quos mos(85)) 7Y

)
L 06 MuS

= —({Qmusmos(B)} ! = {Qumusmos (B} A Qs mos (B} )
| focd) ,
{550, Jieno

and ,@(Mus)c = 0. Now because

~

L) L)

op op
_PL(B) 5
- 6[365T (ﬂ_ﬁt)

*L(B1)
088"

= Q(B:) (B — B){1 +0,(1)}.

The last equality holds because

0Bo3T

*L(BY) 92E(ﬂt)} 5
0B0BT ~ 0papT

=Q(ﬂ)(5—ﬁt)+{ —Q(@)}(E—ﬁm{ - (B-B)

_ Q(Bt)} Iz = 0p(1),
by (A.40),

opopsT  0BoBT
by (A.39), and |Q(B¢)||2 = O(1). Therefore,

Brios — Brios = —({Quosmos(B0)) ! — {Quosmos(B)) A {Quos mos (B} )

{5 v aeaE-m)  |a+am)

2,03 2
{a“maﬁw”}2=%m

MuS
Further, we have

Bmos — Bimus
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= Brmous — Bros — [(CCTC,0,,4] D,

= —({Qumusmos(B) ' = {Qurus mos (B} A Qausmos (B} H aﬁa(gt)}
MuS

+Qurusmus(B[(CC) e, orxk]Thn] {1+0,(1)} —[(CC)'C,0,44]"h,

— —{(@Qus s} = (Quuos s (B AT QuuusaosBN ) 550 e 0)

~{Quusmus(B0)} T AS[{(CCT)TIC, 0n} Tha]{1 + 0p(1)).

O]

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
T3(2,Q, Br)wn

VAT (2.Q,B) Ol O] Qg aos(B) {

0L(Br) }
6'6 MuS

=¥ 2(2,Q, B)ClTmxm: Omxk] Qo satos(8e)

xn =1/ Z{Yzwz — exp(B) Wi — B Q8:/2)(Wi — QB))buos.
i=1

It is easy to see that
n
> cov (A, QB0 Cllycm: Okl Qs a3
i=1

(A56)  xn~V2{Y;W, — exp(BT Wi — BTQ8,/2)(Wi — 28} vus ) = Lrer-
Further,
rt/4 2 Eln~ 2% Y2(2,Q, B) ClLnxm: Omxk | Qi 50105 (B)
=1
< {Y;W; — exp(Bf W; — B/ Q8:/2)(W; — Q8:)} muslh
<rit Z E|n V2V, (2, Q, 8)ClLmxm, Omur] Quios s (B Winus
=1
—exp(Bf W, — B/ 98:/2) ¥ 2(2,Q, B1) C[Lxm, Ok | Quts s (B0) (Wi — 281 mus 3

</t Z Eln VY, %(2,Q, 8) ClLnxm, Omxk]Q/_\/%uS,MuS('Bt)WiMUS
i—1
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—exp(Bf Wi — 81 Q3/2)%V*(2,Q, B) ClLxm: Omxi ] Qs s s (B) (Wi — @By musH3

<D V2 (1@ V22, Q, B)ClLmxms O] Qi s o (B) Winius 3
i=1

+H®2(2,Q, B) ClLscm: Omxik | Qs s 105 (B0 (28 mus|3)
=o0,(1), (A57)

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

Also because

HlIl_l/Q(EaQaﬂt)c[lmxmaOmxk]QXjU&Mus(/@t)WiMuSH2
<[22, Q. B)ClImxm: Okl Qut s atos (B 2l Wintus 2
< | 2(2,Q, B)ClLusm: O] Qi s ptos (B [l WV /v
<O()MwvVm+k=0KWm+k),

where v is a p dimensional vector with |v |y = m + k, the last inequality holds by Condition

(C1) (a). Further since ”‘I’_1/2(27 Qaﬁt)C[ImxrmOmxk]QX/}US’Mus(IBt)(Q,Bt)MuSHQ =
0(1),

P4 Y TSRS, Q. B1) ClLinsm: Oms k] Qud s s (B) Wintus |3
=1

+H‘I’_1/2(27Qn@t)c[1m><maOmxk]QXju&Mus(ﬂt)(Qﬁt)MuS”%)
= O{r1/4(m + k)3/2n_1/2} =op(1),

by the Condition that n > ¢, (m + k)*log(p). 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
(A.58) lim sup |Pr(T~%(2,Q,B))wneC) —Pr(ZeC)| =0.
Now we choose
Co={2: |z — V¥ ?hy [y <z},
then
lim [ Pr(@2(2,Q, By)wn € C,) — Pr(Z e C,)| =0,
which implies
lim |Pr(Tp < z) — Pr{x*(r,nh) ¥ (=, Q, B )h,) < z}| =0,

n—00

where x?(r,+) is a non-central chi-square distribution, with non-centrality parameter v. [
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A.4.2. Proof of Theorem 5. From Theorem 4, we have

Bartos — Biros = —{Quusmos(Be)) ! {%}M ) {1+0,(1)}
Hence,
VIC(Bamt — Bir) = —vV1C[Limxm; Ok {Qutosmos (Be)} {aﬁa(gt) }M ) {1+ o0,(1)}

= wafl +0p(1)}.
Further, because C3;r( =t + h,,, we have
VR®2(35,Q, B.)(CBam — t) = T2, Q, Bu)wn{l + 0p(1)} + vVn¥ VS, Q, Ba)hy.
Further because h,, = O{y/max(m +k —r,7)/n},
n(CBam — )" ¥ (2, Q, B)(CRam — t)
= (wn +Vh) O, Q, By) (wn + vVihy) {1+ 0,(1)}
+(wn + Vnhy) {ETHE,Q, Ba) — ¥, Q, B1) Hwn + v/hy,)
< (wn +v/nhy) "ETL(S, Q, By) (wn + vihy) {1+ 0p(1)}
+wn + Vb 31 HE,Q,8.) — T H(E, Q. 8]

(A59)  =To+op(r).

The last equality holds because T converge in distribution to a non-central chi-square distri-
bution with degree freedom 7 as shown in Lemma 1 and hence Ty is of the order O,(r). Also

because
Hwn + \/ﬁhn”% < (wn + \/Ehn)T‘I’il(zp Q;Bt)(wn + \/ﬁhn)/amin{q’il(za Q7ﬁt)}
< (wn +v/nhy) TR, Q, By) (wn + vnhy)/cw

by Condition (D2), we have

[T, Q,8.) — T, Q, By)|2]wn + vnh, 3
log(p) | /*
Therefore, Ty — To = op(7). O

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

Bmous — Bimos

= —({Quusmus (B} — {Qumusmus (B} AT{Quusmus (B} ) {aﬁ(ﬁt)

B

HQrusMmus(B)} TAS{(CCT)'C, 0.} Thy {1 + 0p(1)}



ON HIGH DIMENSIONAL POISSON MEASUREMENT ERROR MODELS 51

and ,é( Mus)e = 0. By Taylor expansion we have

oL(B)
s MuS
_ [ 9£(By) P2L(8%) -
_{ B }MUS+{ oBopT }Mus (B = Bu)rmos
_ {858(50} + Qurusmos(B) (B — B mosil + op(1)}
MuS

= A3{Qmusmus(B)} ! {550(515)}/\4 ) {1+0,(1)}

+HAZ[{(CCT)'C, 0} Tha]{1 + 0p(1)}

where 3% is a point in between 3; and é The second equality holds by (A.39) and (A.40) in

Appendix. Therefore, we have
Vn¥(2,Q,8) "2 ClLnxm, mxk]{QMuSMUS(B)}_1A§{QMUS,MUS(ﬁt)}_l{

= Vn¥(2,Q,8) 2C[Lnxm, Omxx ] {Qumusmos (Be)} {aﬁa([[;t) }M s {1+0,(1)}

OL(Bt) }
616 MuS

=¥(2,Q,8) 2w, {1 +0,(1)},

The first equality holds by (A.39) and (A.40) in the supplementary material. And similarly
V¥ (2,Q,8) " ClLusm, OnxiH Quios.mos(B)) {AS[{(CCT) ' C, 0,1} Thy ]

= V¥ (2,Q,8) 7 hu{l +0,(1)}

and hence
Ts = (wn + v/nhy) "W (2, Q, B) 7 (W + v/nhy) {1 + 0,(1)}
Now the same steps in (A.59) lead to T's — T = op(r). d
Appendix B.

B.1. Some Lemmas on the Penalty Function.

Lemma B.1. Conditions (A1)—(A4) imply that p) is A-Lipschitz and all sub gra-
dients and derivatives of p) are bounded by A in magnitude. Conditions (A1)—(AS)
imply

MBumel < pa(Bme) + /2| Baae3, VBue € RP™

Proof: This lemma is a direct consequence of Lemma 4 in Loh & Wainwright (2015).
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Lemma B.2. Suppose p) satisfies Conditions (A1)—(AS). Let v e RP™" let A
be the index set of k largest elements of v in magnitude, and let A¢ be the index set
of the remaining p — m — k elements of v. Suppose £ > 0 and satisfies

Eox(va) = pa(vae) = 0.
Then
Epa(va) = pa(vae) < AElval = [vac]y).

Moreover, if Biac € RP™™ is k-sparse, then for a vector B € RP™™ such that
Eox(Biame) — pa(Bme) > 0 and € > 1, we have

EoA(Bime) = pA(Bme) < AE[valr = [Ivaaclr),
where v = B¢ — Biame, A is the index set of the k largest elements of v in magni-

tude, and A 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).
O]

Lemma B.3. Suppose p) is (u,7)-amenable, \B]\ > Ay for je M U S, then
¢5(B;) = sign(B;).

Proof: Because p), is (p,7)-amenable, p (B\J) = (0 by Condition (A6) and (A1). Hence
q\(B;) = OX|B;]/0B; = Asign(3;). This proves the result. O

Lemma B.4. Consider a u-amenable regularizer p). Then
(@) [\ (t)] < Aforall t # 0.
(b) The function qy(t) — u/2t? is concave and everywhere differentiable, where

ax(t) = Alt] — pa(2).

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

B.2. Some Lemmas on the Criterion Function.

LemmaB.5. Assume Conditions (C1)— (C4) hold. There exists a constant ¢; > 0
so that

n
pr || D {YiW; — exp(B) Wi — B/ 98:/2)(W; — 2B1)} |0 > c1/log(p)/n | <6p~".
i=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 3 with |32 < R, and for sufficiently large n and p, with probability 1 —
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Olexp{—+/nlogp}],n 131 | exp(BTW, — BTQB/2){(W,; — Q8)®? — Q} satisfies
the lower and upper-RE conditions with

o) = min omin| E{exp(BT X)X XY /2,
o1 <A (Bl <, T PAOPUE X)XX 3/

oo = max S| Efexp(BTX )X, XTIV /2
’ 1Bl1<R1,|B]2<R> ax[E{exp(8 X;) S/

and 7(n,p) = 114/log(p)/n for a bounded positive constant 77.

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, |h,|s = O{y/max(m + k — r,r)/n}
andm + k = o(nl/ 3 ), then there exists a positive constant ¢ so that

~

%2 e < cxpmaxly G+ ). Togip) ),
with probability 1 — O(p~!) — O[exp{—+/nlog(p)}].
Proof:
0L(B)
1%

=n 7 D YW, — exp(BTW; — BTQ8/2)(W; — Q8)}
i=1

<n 7 D YW — exp(BT Wi — 8,7 Q8:/2) (Wi — Q81)} o
i=1

+n7 Y exp(BTW; — BTQB/2) (Wi — BTQ)} — exp(8 "W, — 8,7 Q8:/2) (Wi — 281)} -
i=1
Let Ko ={veRP:vye=0,]|v|2=1}. Then,

n D exp(BTW; — BTQB/2)(W; — BTQ) — exp(8, "W, — 8,7 Q8:/2)(W; — QB) |
=1

<n”!| Y exp(BTW; — B*T8"/2){(Wi — 28" — QHB - Bi} >

=1

< suﬂlzn_l Z viexp(B*TW; — 8*TQ8* /2){(W,; — Q8%)%% — Q}v|B — B2
ve i=1

< Bamax[E{exp(8" X;)Xi X 11/2|CT(CCT) ™ |2 hn 2 + rima/log(p) /n|CT(CCT) ! 2l 2
< crpmax[v/(m + k) /n, v/log(p) /n]
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for some constants c1g. The first inequality holds by the Taylor expansion with
B3* be the point on the line connecting B and 3. The second inequality holds be-
cause ,é — (3 only has m nonzero elements supported in M, and hence only the
corresponding m x m sub-matrix in n~1 3" | exp(B*TW,; — B*TQB*/2){(W,; —
Q3%)%2 — Q} contributes to the Lo 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

|hy |2 = Of{y/max(m +k —r,r)/n} < O(y/m + k/n), and m+/m + k/n — 0 be-

cause m + k = 0(n1/3). This proves the results. [l

Lemma B.7. Assume that Conditions (C1) and (C6) hold. If X;, U; € R?, define
K={veRM:|v|s <1}, K = {ve RMY) " |v|y=1,|v]o = 1}

( sup |Z g(W;,8,v,w) — v E{exp(BTX,) X; X }w]| > nt)

VWGK i=1

<2 i nt” nt + 2(m + k)log(9)
< 2exp [ —min , m 0 ,
P 32420, 36 Mslog(n) 8

Pr ( sup Z (BTW,)g(W;,8,v,w) — v E{exp(BTX) X, X w]| > nt)

veK;,weK ;3

nt? nt
<2exp [ —mi k)log(9) +1
eXp( mm[3662M4’126M510g(n)] +(m - Ejlog(9) + Og(p))’

and
Pr ( sup | D [ABTW)g(Wy, B.v, w) — v E{exp(87X,) X X[ }w]| > mf)
VEKl,WGKl i=1

nt? nt + 2log(p)
0 :
16e2 My’ 8eMslog(n) P

< 2exp (— min {

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 v (W, — BTQ) given X; and BT W; is normal, and hence v (W, —
BTQ)®2%y is conditional sub-exponential. Now by the Cauchy—Schwarz inequal-
ity, and without loss of generality we assume v (W,; — 3TQ)®?v > wT(W; —
BTQ)®2W, we have

vI(W; — BTQ)®%w| < vI(W,; — 8TQ)®2%v.

Hence, by Lemma 3 statement 3 in Jiang & Ma (2021), we have for some bounded
positive K3(8TW,,X;),

Elexp{|v" (W, — BTQ)®*w|/K3(8TW;,X;)}|8TW;, X]
< Elexp{[v" (Wz ﬁTQ)@V\/Ks(ﬁTWi, Xi)HBTW, X] <e
Hence, VT( — BTQ)®2W is also conditional sub-exponential variable. Therefore,

we have that
9(W;, 8,v,w) — E{g(W;, 8,v,w)|3TW;,X;}
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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

<|Z (BTW,)g(W;, B, v, w) — vI E{exp(8TX;)X; X} }w]| >nt>

<9 . nt? nt
<2exp [ —min , .
P 16e2My " 8eMslog(n)

Now we define B = {uy,...,u,} < K to be a 1/3-cover of K, if for every v € K,
there is some u; € BB such that |v — u;|2 < 1/3. Define Av = v — u; where u; =
argming, |[v — u;[2. We have |Av|y < 1/3. Similarly define uj, = argminy, |w —
u; |2 for w e K. By ?, we can construct B with |B| < 9("*+*) Now for vy, vy € K,
define

i (BTWH{(W; — QB)®2 — Q} — E{exp(BTX;)X;X}}

®(vy,vo) = Vi V.

We have
|O(v,w)| = |P(AV + uj, AW + uy)|
< max|@(uy, u)| + max|[P(Av, w;)| + max |®(u;, Aw)| + |2(Av, Aw)|.
(3 (3

I

Since |3Av |2 < 1 and supp(3Av) € K, 3Av € K. It follows that

sup (v, w)|
v,wekK

< max|<I>(u],uk)\ + 1/3supmax |P(3Av,u;)| + 1/3 sup max |P(ug,3Aw)| +1/9 sup |P(3Av,3Aw)
Ik veK *? weK ¢ v,wekK

< max |(uj, uy)| +2/3{sup [D(3Av, 3Av)[}/* fmax [®(u;, w)[}'/* +1/9 sup [@(v,w)]
15 veK v

v,wekK

< max|D(uj, )|+ sup {2/3(0(v, )| +1/9]2(v, W)}

7 v,wek

Hence, supy weg |®(v, w)| < 9/2max; ; |®(u;,u;)|. By a union bound while con-
sidering |B| < 92(m+%) | we have

Pr ( sup \Z ABTW,)g(W,, B, v, w) — v B{exp(B8T X)) X; X lw]| > 9/2nt)

VWGK i=1

(max\ Z ABTW,)g(W, B, v, w) — vI B{exp(B8T X)) X; X w]| > nt>

Js

(maX\E A(BTW)g(Wi, B,/ V]2, w/|wl2) = v/|v]3 E{eXp(ﬁTXz‘)Xz'X;F}W/!Wh]!>nt>

nt? nt
16e2M4’ 8eMslog(n)

< 2exp (— min { + 2(m + k)log(9)) :
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It also follows that

sup (v, w)]
veKp,weK
< max |[®(v,uy)|+1/3 sup |P(v,3Aw)]
veKy,j veKq,weK

< max [D(v.u)| +1/3 sup {|®(v,w)],

veKy,j veKj,weK

SO SUDyek, wek |P(V, W)| < 3/2maxyek, j [®(v,u;)|. Because v € Ky is a vector
with a single nonzero entry 1, there are only p —m — k elements in K;. We thus have

Pr ( sup | Z[A(,BTWi)g(Wi,B,V,W) — VTE{GXp<,8TXZ')XZ’X;f}W]| > 3/2nt>

VeKl 7WE]I{ i=1

( max |Z g(Wi,8,v,u;) — v E{exp(8TX,)X; X} }u,]| > nt)
veKy,u; P
<2 | 1 |y (i + k)log(9) + log(p)
<2exp | —min : m 0 0 :
P 16e2M, " 8eMslog(n) g S\P

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

Pr ( sup |Z g(Wi,8,v,w) — v E{exp(BTX,) X; X1 }w]| > nt)

VEKl,WGKl i=1

<2e ' nt? n + 2log(p)
< 2exp | —min : :
P 16e2M,’ 8e Mslog(n) .

]

Corollary B.2. Assume that Conditions (C1), (C4) and (C6) hold and m + k =
o{n/log> ‘(n)}. If X;,U; € R, define K= {ve RMYS - lv)s < 1}, Ky = {v e
RMYUS) vy = 1, |v]o = 1}, there are ag > 0,a1 > 0,b; > 0 such that

r<sup \Z BTW )g(W;,8,v,w)

T B{exp(87X) X XT}w]| > naoi | m; K )

<2exp{—(m+k)},

Pr ( sup i (BTW,)g (W, 8,v,w)

veKy,weK ;7

—VTE{eXp(,BTXﬁXZXZT}W]’ > nal\/max[m + k? 10g(p)]>

n

< 2exp[—max{log(p), (m + k)}],
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and

Pr < sup | i[A(IBTWi)g(Wi7IB7V7W)

veKy ,WEKl i=1

VT E{exp(B7X)X X bwl| > nbi 1"%5”)
< 2exp[~log(p)].

Proof: By Lemma B.7, take t = ag+/(m + k)/n, we have

Pr ( sup |Z (BTW,)g(W;, 8,v,w) — v E{exp(BT X)X, X }w]| > nt)
v,weK

< 2exp (— min [ag(m k) doyn(m + k>] +2(m + k)log(9)>

324e2My ~ 36eMslog(n)
at(m + k)
=2 -9 k
exp( 304020, +2(m + ))
=2exp{—(m+k)}

The second to the last equality holds because m + k = o{n/log?(n)}. The last equality

holds by choosing ag = 1/972e2Mj.
Further, by the second relation in Lemma B.7, take t = aj4/max{log(p), (m + k)}/n,
we have

Pr ( sup i A(BTW,)g(W;, B,v,w) — v E{exp(BTX) X, X  w]| > nt)

veK;,weK ;73

%max{log( ), (m+k)}
36e2 M, ’

<2€xp( mml

a1 \/n max{log(p), (m + k)}
12e Mslog(n)

] + (m + k)log(9) + 10g(p)>

2
. (a7 max{log(p), (m + k)}
= 2exp {— min ( 36e20, ,

a1 max[log(p)+v/n/{12eMz~/log(p)log(n)},/n(m + k:)/{12eM5log(n)}]>
+2(m + k) + log(p))

2
. { a7 max{log(p), (m + k)}
< 2exp (— min ( 3662, ,

a1 max[log(p)/(12¢M5C), \/n(m + k) /{126M510g(n)}]>
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+2(m + k) + log(p)}

2
a3 max{log(p), (m + k)}
< 2exp {— min { 36¢2 0, ,

a1 max{log(p)/(12eM5C'), (m + k)/(12e M5)}] + 3max{(m + k), log(p)}}

< 2exp (—az max{log(p), (m + k)} + 3maxlog(p), (m + k)})

= QGXP[_ max{log(p), (m + k)}]v

where as = min{a?/(36e2My),a1/(12e M5C), al/(12eM5)} and we select a; such
that as > 4. The third equality holds because log(n) < C'4/n/log(p) by Condition

(C4). The fourth equality holds (m + k) = o{n/log? ( )}
In addition, by the third relation in Lemma B.7, take t = by /log(p)/n, we have

Pr( sup | Y [ABTWi)g(Wi, 8, v, w) — vI Efexp(87X,)X; XT}W]|>nt>

VGKl,WGKl i=1

blog(p) bi/nlog(p)
<2 )
eXp( mm[l662M4 SeMlog(n) | 2oel)

2
:2exp{—m1n (?610ng bilog(p)v/n/{8eMs+/log(p)log(n ) +210g(p))

< 20xp [~ min (12D 4100 0)/(8edssC) ) + 2og(p)
< 2exp min 16620, 11og(p)/(oeMs gp

< 2exp (—bzlog(p) + 2log(p))
= 2exp[—log(p)],

where byo = min{b?/(16e?My),b1/(8¢M5C)}, and we select by such that byo > 3.
The second inequality holds because log(n) < C'v/n/log(p) by Condition (C4). [

Lemma B.8. Assume that Conditions (C1) and (C7) hold. If X;, U; € R?, define
K= {veRMY|v|y <1}, K| ={ve RMU)" . |y|y=1,|v|o=1}. Then

Pr ( sup \2 [A*(BYW )91 (Wi, B, v, w)
v,weK
—vTE{exp(28TW; — B8TQ8)(W; — Q3)®?}w] > nt>

nt? nt

3242 M6 ’ 36€M710g (n)

< 2exp <— min l ] +2(m + k)log(9)> :

Pr< sup |Z[A2(BTWi)91(Wi,ﬁ7VaW)

VGK]_ 7WE]I{ i=1
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—v! E{exp(28"W; — 87Q8)(W; — Q8)®*}w]| > nt)

nt? nt
36e2 Mg’ 12e M7log(n)

< 2exp {— min [ ] + (m + k)log(9) + log(p)} :

and

V€K1 7WEKl i=1

Pr( sup |Z [A%(BTW )1 (W, B, v, W)

—vIE{exp(28TW; — BTQB)(W; — Q8)®?}w]| > nt)

t? t
<26Xp{—min{ n , n ] +2log(p)}.

16e2 Mg’ 8eMrlog(n)

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

Corollary B.3. Assume that Conditions (C1), (C4) (C7) hold, m+k = o{n/log2( )}
If X;,U; € RP, define K = {ve RMYS . |v|y <1}, Ky = {v e RMYUS)" 1 |ly|y =
1,|v|o = 1}. There are az > 0,a3 > 0, b3 > 0 such that

Pr( sup |Z [A%(BTW )1 (W, B, v, W)

v,wek i=1

v E{exp(28"W; — 1QB8)(W; — Q8)%*}w]| > nay (m; k)>

<2exp{—-(m+k)},

( sup Z TW )91(Wi, B,v, w)

veKy,weK ;7

—vTB{exp(28TW; — 8TQB)(W; — Q8)®%1w]|
- na3\/max[(m + k), log(p)])

n

< 2exp [—max{log(p), (m + k)}].

and

Pr( sup |Z [A%(BTW ) g1 (W, B, v, W)

V€K17W€K1 i=1

—~vTB{exp(28™W, — 87Q8)(W, — 08)®%}w]|

nbs @) < 2exp{—log(p)}.
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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 = o{n/logQ( )}
If X;,U; € RP, define K = {ve RMYS . |v|y <1}, K| = {v e RMYUS)" ||y =
1,|v|o = 1}. There are az; > 0,a3; > 0,b31 > 0 such that

r(sup ]2 (BTWi)g1(Wy, B, v, w)

—v! B{exp(8T Wi — B1Q8/2)(W; — 0B8)*}w]| > naz (m; m)

<2exp{—(m+k)},

Pr( sup \Z[A(ﬁTwi)gl(WiuB,VaW)

VEKl ,WEK i=1

—~VvIE{exp(BTW; — 8TQ8/2)(W; — 28)%%}w]|
> na31\/maX[(m . k)’ log(p)]>

n

< 2exp [— max{log(p), (m + k)}],

and

n
Pr < sup | Z[A(ﬁTWi)gl (W;,8,v,w)
VEKl,WEKl =1

—vIE{exp(BTW,; — 81Q8/2)(W; — Q8)%%}w]|

1
~ nbay og(p)
n

) < 2exp{—log(p)}.

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

Lemma B.9. Assume that Conditions (C1) holds, m + k = o{n/log*(n)}. If
X;, U; e R, K= {veRMY: |v|s =1}, K| = {ve RMU": |y|y = 1,||v]o =
1}. Then there exists constants ¢, c3, ¢4, ¢5, Cg, C7, 8, C9, €10 > 0

P < sup |3 (VT (W, — 28)%w — BT (W, — 28)%w) | > mf)
v,wekK 4
< 2exp (—can min(cst?, eqt) + 2(m + k)log(9))

Pr( sup |Z{v Wi —QB)%* <T<Wi—9m®2w>}|>nt>

VEKl 7WEH{ i=1
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<2exp (—cmn min(cst?, cgt) + (m + k)log(9) + log(p)),
and
n
Pr sup | E{VT(WZ- - Q8)®w — E(vI(W; — Q8)®%w)}| > nt
veKy ,WGKl i=1
< 2exp (—010n min(cE;tQ7 cot) + 210g(p)) )

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 X;, U; e RP, K= {v e
RMYS : |v]e < 1}, Ky = {v e RMVS)" . |y|y = 1,|v|o = 1}. There are constants
a4 > 0,a5 > 0, b5 > 0 such that

Pr < sup | Zn:{VT(Wi —QB8)%*w — E(vH(W,; — Q3)®%w)}|
v,wekK i=1

(m+ k)

> nagqy

) <2exp{—(m+k)},

. < swp | YW, - 08w - B I(W, - 08)%w))

VGKl 7WEIK i=1

- nas \/max[(m + k), log(p)]

p ) < 2exp[—max{log(p), (m + k)}],

and

" ( swp | YW, - 08w — B (W, - 08)%w)

VEKl,WGKl i=1
1
nbs M) < 2exp{—log(p)}.
n

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 p-amenable regularizer py, with © < a7 and n >
log(p)T2(m + k)? /(a1 — p1)?, where oy, 71 are defined in Lemma B.6. Then the func-
tion £(8) — p|Bume)3/2 and L(B) + pr(Base) are strictly convex on 3 € RMYS and
hence the restricted program (14) is also strictly convex.

Proof: First define a vector v € RP with the jth element |v;| > 0 if je M U S, and
|lvj| = 0, otherwise. By Lemma B.6, we have for 3 in the feasible set of program
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(14),

lo
2 1 g(p) HVH2
n

and [v]1 <+/m + k||v|2, and hence we have

2
ngﬁ%(ggv > {al —r(m+ k) @} e

Therefore,

T {52£(ﬁ)

T
A VMuS — HVgVs
Mos aﬂaﬁT}(M+S)(M+S) SIS
1
>{al—u—7'1(m+/€) %(M}HV@,

where {62£(,8)/(6ﬂ86T)}(MUSMMUS) is the (m + k) x (m + k) block of

{0*L£(B)/0BB"} corresponding to M U S. Hence £(8) — pl|Bue]3/2 is strictly

convex on RMYS,
Finally, because

L(B) — ax(Bre) = (L(B) — 11 Bre]3/2) + {12 Brsel3/2 — ar(Base)},

where the second part is convex over RM“S by Lemma B.4, hence L£(3) —
qx(Bqe) restricted to RMYS is strictly convex. Because £(3) + pa(Bue) = £(8) —
0 (Bate) + M| Base |1, the strict convexity of £(8) + pa(Bage) over RMYS follows.
This proves the result. 0

Now as we know C contains r independent columns, without loss of generality,
we write C = (C,, C,,,—,) where C, is a full rank square matrix.

Lemma B.11. Let A, B € RP*P be invertible. For any matrix norm |||, we have

|A7YP|A-B]
1-[A~1|A =B

In particular, if |[A~!||A —B| <1/2,then [A~! = B~!| = O(|A~|?|A - B|).

AT =BT <

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

Lemma B.12. Suppose x* is feasible for the program
(ﬂgﬂﬁf(x) — g(xpme) + A|xaqel1}, such that x| < Ry, ||x|2 < R2, and Cxpq = t,
where f e C?, ge Ct and g(xpe) — K/2]|x e |3 is concave and C is an 7 x m ma-

trix. Define A = {0()—n)xm> Lip—m)x (p—m) } a0d A1 = {Lnxm, Opyx (p—m) }- Assume
there are v* € 0| x (|1, W} € d||x*|1, w3 € O|x*||2, u] =0, p3 = 0, p such that

(B.2) pi (R —[x*[1) =0
(B.3) p3(Re — [[x*[2) =0
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of(x* 0g(X7% 4c
(B.4) ONOC) _ Am090Gue) |\ £ piws + pswi + ATCT s =0
ox* X\ e

Tan(X)

(B.5) S TxcoxT

s> k,VseG*,

where

G*:={seRP:|s|p=1; sup sTw;<O0if|x*|;=Ry;; sup s wy<O0if|x*|s=Ro;
wi€ed||x*||1 w2ed]x* 2

sup st <af(x*) — ATM) +asTATy = 0;

ved|xt o1 ox* Ox e
iy sup s wip=0,u45 sup s wa=0;Csp=0,.
WleaHX* Hl w2€6Hx*H2

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 < Rz and Cx =t.

Suppose x* is not an isolated local minimum. Then there is a sequence (x*), so
that x* — x* and

o(x") < o(x"),
where ¢(x) = f(x) = g(xme) + Alxpqe]1- Let s*:= (x* — x*)/[x* = x*2, so (s")
is a set of feasible directions. Since (s*) = Bo(1), where By(1) is the ball with radius
1, the set must possess a point of accumulation s € B2(1), and we can extract a con-
vergence subsequence such that (s*) — s. With a slight abuse of notation, we still use
(s*) to denote the subsequence. We will show that s € G*.
First of all by the construction, x*’s are all feasible, and hence Cxlj\/l = t. There-

fore, Cs’j\/l = (), take the limits on the left and right of the equation implies
(B.6) Csp = 0.
Further, because the feasible region is closed, s is also in the feasible direction at
x*. If |x*|; = R1, by the sub-gradient of convexity function |x*|; we have
0> )1 — [ = [+ [xF — x* a5 — ¥ = [xF — x*as* w,
for any wy € 0[x*|1. When k& — oo, this leads to

(B.7) sup  sTwi <0.
w1e6\|x* Hl

Further (B.2) also implies that if ||x*|; # R, then pf = 0. Since pj = 0, hence we
have

(B.8) pj  sup sTwi <0.

WleaHX* H1
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Similarly, by the sub-gradient of convexity function |x*|2 we have

T
0= [x"2 = 3"z = |x* + x* = x*[2s* 2 — [x*[2 = |x* —x" 25" wo,
for any wg € 0|x*||2. When k — oo, this leads to

(B.9) sup  s'wy <0.
WgeaHX* HQ

Further (B.3) also implies that if ||x*|2 # Ra, then 5 = 0. Since p5 > 0, hence we
have

(B.10) W5  sup sTwsy <0.

WgeaHx* H2

Further by (B.4), we have

of (x* 0g(X* 4
ST—f(X ) _ STAT—g(XM ) +sTAATV + pisTwi + pisTwi + STAlTCTu§T =0
ox* X e
which, together with (B.6), implies
of (x* 0g(X7 4
(B.II}STM - sTATM +sTAATV = —pisTwi — pisTwi > 0.
ox* X e

By the definition of sub-gradient, we have
[ + %" = x*2As" |1 — [xielr = [x" = x*[os"TATY

for all v € 0|x% |1 and all k. Further because ||x% (. + [x* —x*[2As* |1 — [x%4c |1 =
|5 cl1 — [Ix%4e 1, we have

k . *
(B.12) sTATy = lim s*TATv < lim ”XMCH; el
k—00 k—00 HX —x* H2

for all v € 0x, ([ 1. Furthermore,

T of (x*) _gTAT 09(Xhse)

ox* axM
— lim s*T of(x*) KT AT 0g(Xse)
k—o0 ox* &xj‘wc
k x Of(x*) T 09(x3e)
I <X - X5 6;; —A RSV >
= lim
k—o0 |xk —x*o
. o S0 — g0 )+ glx)
' ko Ik — x| ’

since x* — x* and f(x*)— g(x% ,.) € C'. Combining (B.12) and (B.13), we conclude
that

0f(x") B STAT@CJ(XT\/((:) 1 asTATy

sup s p =
0x ox e

ved|x® el
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oy 905 = 0

<0.
e xS

Combining with (B.11), we have

0< Taf( ) TATag(XMf)+)\STAT .

ox* X\ e
* 0 .
< sup STﬁf@i) STAT I X Mme) 9(xXe) L asTATy
vedlxtoln  OX OXpe
<0,
hence
* a .
(B.14) sup st af()i ) sTATZL MY g(XM ) +xsTATv =0
vedlxt el OX OXfe

Now together with (B.4), we have

T

pis'wi+ pss'wi =0.

Further by (B.8) and (B.10), we have
(B.15) pi osup sTwi=pb sup sTwy=0.

wle(?Hx*Hl WgeaHX* HQ
Combine (B.6), (B.7), (B.9), (B.14) and (B.15), we conclude that s € G*.
By the convexity of the L; norm, we have

[3* )1 = I = o+ (" — X*)Hl =[xl = (xF = x) Twy = xMwy — [x*

kT

for all wy € d|x*|;. Therefore, x < |x*[; < Ry. Similarly, by the convexity of

the Lo norm, we have

3"z = 2 = x* + (x* = x*)]2 HX*H2 > (x* —x*)Twy = xwz — |x*2

for all wq € d||x*||o. Therefore, x*Tw} < |x*|2 < Ry. Further, x*TATCT % —

tTp,§ = (. Hence
o(x") = f(x*) = g(xpe) + Alxieln
> F(x) = g(xhge) + ALV + i FTw = Ry) 4 3 (XT3 - Ry)
—i—kaATCT — tTll;g
for all v* € J|x 4|1, and

O(x*) = f(x*) = g(Xfuge) + MgV + i (X Wi — Ri) + 3 (x* w5 — Ry)

+x*TATCT s —t T s,
The equality holds because p% (x*Tw? — Ry) = 0 and 5 (x*Twj — Ry) = 0. Hence
Jim {o(x") = o(x")}/|x* = x7[3

> lim {£(x*) = F(x") = g(xhee) + 9(e) + ANV + piwi + 5w
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+ATCT il xP —x)}/|x* —x*3

= lim {f(x") = f(x") = g(x}ee) + 9(xhee)}/ %" —x"[3

() pr 20 o

ox* x4
— i ky ®) @f(X) k 2
—]}Lrlgo{f(X) f(x) < paeaaibs >}/”X —x"[2
16 ~{alhe) ~at) - (AT ke

By the concavity of g(xc) — £/2]x ¢ |3, we have

* (7g(x F) * *
{g(x’fwc) — g(Xge) — <AT LM ,xk - X >} < /1/2Hx’fwc _XMCH%.

X'\ e
Further note that ¢(x*) — ¢(x*) < 0. Combine with (B.16), we have

Jim {76 ) = (LI xt )it

—#/2|xe — Xel3/ 1" — x5 <0,

which by Taylor expansion implies
82 ®
k #\T f(X )(Xk—X*)/HXk—X

2 f(x*) .
T — J—
S AT ST m (T - xT) o T

: k k k
< Jim {xfxhqe — e 3 + ol (ehe — xe) [3)} /%" — x5

<K

"Iz

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

Corollary B.6. Suppose x* is feasible for the program
(B.17) mln{f( ) — g(Xae) + Axaqe|1}, such that x| < Ry, ||x|2 < R,

where f e C2, ge C' and g(xpe) — #/2]xpe|3 is concave and C is an 7 x m ma-
trix. Define A = {0, ) s> Lp—m) x (p—m) } @a0d A1 = {Linscm, Oy (p—m) |- AsSume
there are v* € 0||x% (e[ 1, Wi € 0|x*||1, W5 € J|x*||2, pu} = 0, 5 = 0 such that

pi(Ry—[x*[1) =0
pa(Rz — [[x*[2) = 0

0F() _ \rl9(xy)

Al e ¥

e I ATV £ w4 psws =0
MC

Ta2f(x)

oxoxT

s> k,VseG*,

where

G* = {SER‘D: Is|a=1; sup st'wy<O0if|x*|;=Ry; sup s wy<O0if|x*|s=Ro;

WleaHX*Hl w2€8\|x* HQ
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* ja *
sup 8T <8f(x ) _AT(/Q(XMc)) +sTATY — 0

*
ve&’HXj‘Vlc\h 0x* aXMC
i osup stwy=0,u45 sup siwo=03.
wi€ed|x* |1 woed|x*||2

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. ]

LemmaB.13. Assume Conditions (C1)—~(C6) hold, A < a1 /(8Ry), Ry < [na?/{64721og(p)}]"/4,

§ € [4R1m14/log(p)/n/\ 1], n = 4og(p) T2 {\/7|C; 1 Crr|2 + vVm —7 + (2/5 +
1/2)\/%}4/(051 — IU)Q, and ap > M. Define A = {O(pfm)xm7 I(pfm)x(pfm)} and A =
{Tnxm, 0y x (p—m) }. Suppose 3 is a stationary point of program (7) and (3 is the inte-

~ ~

rior local minimizer of (7) and satisfies supp(3) < M u S. Then supp(3) S M U S.

Proof: Let v := B — é, by the Taylor expansion of the first order derivative
{0L(B)/2BT —oL(B)/oB"yv = VT L(8") /088",

where 3% is a point on the line connecting ,[§ and B and hence in the feasible set.
Therefore, by Lemma B.6 we have

(0L(B)/0B" — 0L(B)/0BY IV = a1 |V |3 — mi/log(p) /n|¥ |2

We first show that |v|2 < 1. Suppose that |v|]2 > 1, we have
(B.18) {0L(B)/0B" — L(B)/0B™}¥ = a1 |[V]2 — 21 R1+/log(p)/n|¥ 1.
The first order condition implies
(B.19) [0£(3)/28 + AToprBr)/0Bue) (B B) =0
and hence
0L(B)/0B™% < —ATopA(Bre) /0814

Combine with (B.18), we have
(BLOAT0px(Brme) /0B — OL(B)/0BYY = a1 |[V]2 — 271 Rin/log (p) /¥ 1.
Further because B 1s an interior local minimum, we have

0L(B)/0B + ATopx(Bme) /0B + ATCT g =0.

for some Lagrange multiplier p4 > 0. Note that (AT CT )Ty = utTC(BM -
Bmar) = 0. Therefore, plug in (B.20), we have

a1|[V]2 — 271 Ri4/log(p) /[ V]

<{AT0pA(Brte) /2B + ATCT g — AT0py (Boie)/0Bume} ¥
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= {AT0p(Bae) /0Brme — AT0pr(Brse) /0B e}V
<{IAT0pA(Bre)/0Bre o + |AT ApA(Bte) /0B el o0} ¥
<2X|¥],

where |AT0py(Bre)/0B el < A holds by Lemma B.4. Hence we have

V]2 < {2\ + 211 R1A/log(p)/n} V|1 /a1 < 2R1 {2\ + 271 R1+/log(p)/n}/ay.

The right hand side is at most 1 because A < a1/(8R;1), and n > log(p)6472 R} /a2,
which contradicts with |V|2 > 1. Therefore |v|2 < 1.
Now note that

L(B) — ar(Bume) = (L(B) — pllBatel3/2) + {1l Brell5/2 — ar(Base)}

and {p|Bael2/2 — gr(Base)} is convex by Lemma B.4, and hence for any 3 in the
feasible set, we have

~1OHLB) —p(Bme)} o 1PL(B) . ~
VT 6;666)\11 M V>VT66816TV—,MVTATAV
N 1 N
B21) > (1 — )1 - E2 2.

Further by (B.19), we have

OLPB)  dax(Bume)
O<{ BT oah. o

}(é - B)+XZTA(B - B),

where 7 € |Be|1. Further, because B is an interior local minimum, for Z €
0| Brse| 1, we have

0=0L(B)/08 + ATopr(Bre)/0Bme + ATCT py

_ {aaé) AP0 (Bae)

— +AATZ+ ATCT py,
B Bme } '

which leads to

0LB)  0Brte) | ~ |\ aT a e
{ 0,8(T> - qgé}\i\j )A}v +AzTA)V=0.

Hence

LB)  oanBme) |~ [oLB)  onBre) | | ~
Og{ BT 0Bl A}V_{ BT Bl A}V

+AZ"A) (B~ B) - MZTA)(B - B)
B {az(ﬁ) B an(BMc)A}G_ {az(é) B an([s‘Mc)A}v

BT Bl Bt By
+AETA)B — N Brelt — M Bl + AETA)B,
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which implies
A Bl — MZTA)B
3 {M(é) 0 (Bme) A} - {ow(é) _n(Bue)

} V= Burel +AZ"A)B

BT T eBt. (V8T esl,.
LB oBre) |~ LB dan(Bae) , | ~
<{ é’,@T — aBLC A}v—{ 66T — 5,3%1@ A}v

<ARBEL 92— (or — IR

The second inequality holds because |(ZTA)B| = |27 Bre| < |Z]o0]Brte|1 <
|B e |1, and last inequality holds by the Taylor expansion and (B.21).
Now we first assume that the following statement holds: If || ATZ) vqug )00 < 1—6

and A > 4R 7+/log(p)/(n)/d, then
¥l < (VPG Conrlla + Vim =7+ (2/6 + 1/2)VE} V2.

We then will have
NBumelh — AzTA)B

N

[7—1 10gn(p) {\/;Hcr_l(jm—r‘b + m‘i‘ (2/5 + 1/2>\/%}2 - (041 - :u) H‘NIHS

Now because n = 4log(p)72{/7|C; 1 Crn_yll2 + v/m — 1 + (2/6 + 1/2)VE}* /(a1 —
u)z, we have
0= ABumeli = MBaelh < MBselr = AETA)B < —(en1 — ) /2|[¥]3 <0.

The first inequality holds by the fact that (z© A)B = 218 e < 12 BMCHl <
|8 rte|l1. Hence we have

N Bumelh = A2 A)B.

Now because H(ETA)(MUS)CHOO < 1, we conclude that B(MUS)C = 0. Hence,

~

supp(3) € M U S. This would prove the claim in the statement.

Thus, we only need to show that if | (A"Z) pqo5]e0 < 1—3and A = 4Ry7m14/log(p)/(n) /6,
then

%1 < {(V7|Cr  Crnrll2 + v/m — 1) + (2/5 + 1/2)VE} |V 2.
First from (B.22), we have

log(p) 0LB) 0 (Bume) , |~ LB 00n(Bae) , | ~
" ”V'k{ BT 0L, A}V_{ BT 0Bl A}V

(a1 =) [¥]5 =71

(2" A)B = NBrelh — MlBumelr + A& A)B

<A
(B.23) —AZTA)B - A|Buell + AZTA).
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~

The second inequality holds by (B.22). Now since supp(3) < M u S, we have
A@"A)B — NBueln

< MButelh = MBaselr

= A|Bsli = MBslh = MBusyeh

= A|Bsli = MBslh — ABmosyel — MBosyh)

= MBs + Bs — Bsl = MBsl = MBmusyelr = MBmos)e + Bumusye — Bumusyel)
< AVEB2ZAN [V mos)elr-
In addition,
AZTAWW = M(AT2)s} Vs + MATZ) mos)et Fmos)e
< A[(ATZ)s]o Vs 1+ Al (ATZ) (posye ooV vtosye
(B.25) < A5l + M1 =) [Fmosyel
Combine (B.23), (B.24), and (B.25), we have

lo - - lo
OB 1512 < )13 - g 2L

IvI3
< AVsli = Alvuosyelt + Alvsl + A1 = 8) [V mos)els
= A2[vg[1 = Ad[Vimus)el
Now because 0\/2 = 271 R1+/log(p)/n = 114/10g(p)/n|V||1, the above display im-
plies
—271A Vs < A2|Vs|1 = AV uusyels
which leads to
OIVimus)ellr < (2+6/2) Vsl
Then
V1= [Vmlr + Vsl + [Viaos)elr
<[Vmlr + Vsl + (4/6 + 1) Vs
<[Vl + (2/8 + 1/2)VE[¥2
<{VPIC ' Crplla + Vm =1 + (2/6 + 1/2)VE} ¥
The last equality holds by using the same argument as those lead to (A.28). This
completes the proof. O

Corollary B.7. Assume Conditions (C1)—-(C6) hold, A\ < a1/(8R;), Ry <
[nat/{647¢log(p)}]/4, 6 € [4Rim1n/log(p)/n/A, 1], n = dlog(p)TE{/m + (2/5 +
1/2)vVkY*/(oq — p)?, and oy > pi. Suppose Ba is a stationary point of program (8)
and ﬁa is the interior local minimize of (8) and satisfies supp(éa) c M uU S. Then
supp(Ba) cMuS.
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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. 0

B.4. Supporting Results related to Test Statistics.

B.4.1. Some Definitions. We define
%(8) = E[{Y;W,; — exp(8"W,; — 87Q3/2)(W; — Q8)}*?]
By using the relation (2)—(4) and the additional relations
E{exp(28{ Wi — B Q1) | Xi} = exp(26{ X,),
E{exp(2B8] Wi — BT QB)(W; — QB3;) | Xi} = exp(28] X)X,
Elexp(28] Wi — B QB){(Wi — Q8% — Q/2} | X;] = exp(28; X;) X7,
we have
(8y) = El{exp(B/Xs) - exp(287 X) (XX + ©)
—exp(28/ Xi)QB:X] — exp(26; Xi)XiB; @ + exp(28] Wi — B QB:) (Wi — 28,)%|
and the sample version
5(8)=n"") exp(BTW; — BTQB/2){(W; — 8)%? — 0}
i=1
—exp(2B8TW; — B8TQB){(W; — Q3)®? — Q/2}
(B"W; - 8708/2)Q - exp(28"W,; - 8TQB)0Q
(28"W; - BTQB)QB(W, — 28)T — exp(28TW; - BTQ8)(W; — 08)8TQ
+exp(28TW; — 8TQB)(W; — QB)%*

+ exp

—exp

=Y exp(BTW, — BTQB/2){(W, — 08)%%)

=1

—exp(28TW,; — BTQB){(W; — QB)®? + Q/2}

—exp(28TW, — B8TQB)QB(W; — Q8)T — exp(28TW,; — 8TQ8) (W, — Q3)8TQ

+exp(28TW; — 8TQB8)(W; — Q3)%2.
Further, let
¥(2,Q,8) = (Cllnxm, Omxr] Quiosaos B)Emosmos (B)Quis s s (B) Tmxm, O] "CT),
and

To = (wp + vnhy) " €72, Q, By) (wy + v/nhy),

where

oL
Wy = _\/EC[Imxm,Omxk]Qﬁus,MuS(Bt){ 8(ﬂﬂtt)}/\4 S
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Further define Wald statistics as
Tiy = n(CBam — t) " ¥(2,Q, Ba) " (CBumt — t);

the score statistics

Ts=n aﬁ(g) (C[ImxmOmxk]walus,Mus(B»T
66 MuS

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

~ o~ o~ ~ or ~
X‘P_I(E’Q’B)C[Imxm’Oka]Q/_\/%US,MuS(B) { (/6)} .
MuS

B.4.2. Assumptions.
(D1) Assume

max (H‘IJ_I/Q(Za Qa Bt)c[lmxma Omxk]Q/_\/%US’MUSQgt)WiMuSH%

1<ign

+®2(2,Q, B)CLimsm: Ok ] Qg s aios (B0 (2B mus3)
< E[[Y;% (2, Q, B)ClLimsxm, Omx k] Quio s aos (B Wi — exp(B] Wi — 81Q8,/2)
x U282, Q, B)ClLnxm: Omxk ] Qut s o (B) (Wi — BEQ) pus 3 Wil = O(1)
(D2) cy < omin{¥(2,Q,8)} < max{¥ (X, Q, 8)} < Cy.
B.4.3. Some Lemmas.
Lemma B.14. Suppose X1, ..., X, are independent m dimensional random vec-

tor which satisfies, £(X;) =0 and >, cov(X;) = I,. Let Z be a m-dimensional
standard multivariate normal vector, then

sup|Pr(). X;€C) — Pr(ZeC)| = O(m'? Y B|X3).
¢ i=1 i=1

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

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

~” A~ 1/4
¥ E0.8) - 1 ®Q ek - { B ),

and
-1 A A -1 log(p) v
R R e e )

Proof: First

1®(2,Q,8.) — ¥(=.Q,5)|2
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= Op{maX(HQMuS,MuS(Ba>_1 - QMUS,MUS(Bt)_l H2>
(B.26) |Z musmos(Ba) — Eamusmos (B2}
Using the same arguments as those lead to (A.47), we have HQ(BG)*1 —Q(B) Yz =

log(r) \/* (v e RMUS |
—= (m + k). Now recall that K= {veR :|v]e < 1}, for v € K, by the
Taylor expansion

vI{S(Ba) - S(B)}v

—n Y exp(BT Wi — BTQB./2)vT{(Wi — Q8,)%v(W; — 8,)T(B. — B1)
i=1

+n ! 2 2 exp(,@gwi — 5295a/2)VT(Wi — Qﬁa)VTQ(Ba —B)
i=1

—n~! i 2exp(28TW; — BTQBIVI{(W; — QB,)®2 + Q/2)v(W; — 28.)T (8. — B)
=1

—n1 Zn: 2exp(26(?Wi — B;{Qﬁa)VT(Wi _ Qﬁa)VTQ(Ba _8)
=1

—n~! i 2exp(2BL W, — BIQB8,)VIQB, (W, — Q8.)"v(W, — Q8,)T (8, — Br)
i=1

—n ! 2 Qexp(QBgWi — ﬂgﬂﬂa){VT(Wi — Qﬂa)VTQ — VTQBaVTQ}(Ba — Bt)
i=1

—n! Z 2exp(28 Wi — BIQ8, IV (W, — 08,)81 Qv(W,; — 98.,)" (8. — Br)
=1

—n~! Zn: exp(2BI W, — BIQ8,) (VI (W; — Q8,)vTQ —vIQB8,v Q) (B, — B1)
=1

+n~! ﬁ] exp(28T W, — BYQB8 )V {(W; — Q8,)82v(W; — Q8,) (8. — B¢)
i=1

+n L Z Qexp(ZﬁgWi — ﬂgﬂﬂa)VT(Wi — Qﬁa)VTQ(Ba — Bt)
i=1

=t 2 exp(B7 Wi = B12B8u/2)T{(Wi — Q80) v (Wi — 280)" (8. — B1)
1=1

1Y 2exp(By Wi — By Q80/2)vT (Wi — 08,)v" By - By)
i=1
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nt i Qexp(QBgWi — ﬁgﬂﬁa)VTQVﬂ(Wi - Qﬁa)T(Ba —Bt)

1=1

—p~t Z 4exp(253Wi — ,Bgﬂﬂa)VTQﬁa(Wi — Qﬁa)TV(Wz‘ — Qﬁa)T(Ba —Bt)

i=1
—n! i 26XP(25;FW2‘ — ﬁgﬂﬁa){vT(Wi — Qﬁa)VTQ — VTQBGVTQ}(éa — By),
i=1

where 3, is a point in between éa and 3;. Using the same arguments as those lead to
(A.39) and (A.40), we have

R R 1/4
mmwxwmfﬂdf%@} m+mr

and

R o 1/4
|2@—ﬂ@n=%ﬁf@} m+ﬁ.

Therefore,

n

R R 1/4
mm>zwmfﬂdf%@} m+ml

A 1/4
Combine with (B.26) and the fact that [Q(Ba)" — Q(B:) ]2 = {k"v’#} (m +

k), by Lemma B.11 we have

HlIl ( ) ) ) (Z Q /Bt)HQ
= 0| ® i@é) U(,Q,06)|2}

- {222}

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),
Scholl 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_bankSuperiorTemporalSulct
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. Q is a matrix with p/4 unknown parameters, corresponding to p/4 nonzero diago-
nal entries.

2. Q is a matrix with p/2 unknown parameters, corresponding to p/2 nonzero entries.

3. isamatrix with 6p — 15 unknown parameters. Specifically, {2 = (Uz‘j)pxp, where
oij = 0.05(1 — |i — j|/5) for i — j| <5 and 0y = 0 for |i — j| > 5.

In these settings, the number of unknown parameters in €2 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 €2 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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