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Abstract

Consider the problem of simultaneous estimation and support recovery of the coeffi-
cient vector in a linear data model with additive Gaussian noise. We study the problem
of estimating the model coefficients based on a recently proposed non-convex regularizer,
namely the stochastic gates (STG) [YLNK20]. We suggest a new projection-based algo-
rithm for solving the STG regularized minimization problem, and prove convergence and
support recovery guarantees of the STG-estimator for a range of random and non-random
design matrix setups. Our new algorithm has been shown to outperform the existing STG
algorithm and other classical estimators for support recovery in various real and synthetic
data analyses.

Keywords: Support recovery, sparsity, feature selection, consistency, non-convex penalty,
LASSO, SCAD, orthogonal matching pursuit, stochastic gates, compressed sensing

1 Introduction

We study the following question: given observations from a noisy linear model, how can we
recover the positions of the non-zero entries of the unknown coefficient vector (also known as
the sparsity pattern or support-set [Wai09])? The analysis of the above problem, which is often
referred to as sparse recovery, has seen many uses across fields ranging from theoretical computer
science to applied mathematics to digital signal processing. Examples include compressed
sensing [Don06], image denoising [EA06, ZY14], manifold learning [GIK10, LSS+20], etc. One
popular solution for sparse recovery is the Least Absolute Shrinkage and Selection Operator
(LASSO) [Tib96, Wai09], which has several extensions, such as [DDFG10, CWB08, WY10].
Greedy methods, such as Orthogonal Matching Pursuit (OMP) [TG07], Randomized OMP
[EY09a] and their extensions [EY09b, DTDS12, NT09], are well studied in this context. Several
authors [SSR+19, LS21a, LS21b] have recently demonstrated that introducing controlled noise
in the optimization process can lead to improved model performance.

Another interesting avenue of research on this topic involves the analysis of non-convex
penalties that approximate the sparsity constraints in the objective function. Examples of
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such penalties include the well-known smoothly clipped absolute deviation (SCAD) [FL01,
FFW09, XH09, PL09]. Even though estimators based on conventional convex penalties (e.g.,
LASSO) come with computational benefits, it is shown in many applications that non-convex
penalties can yield significantly improved performances (see [MFH11, WCLQ18] for detailed
discussions). In recent years many new non-convex penalties have surfaced in the study of
sparse Neural Networks [YLNK20, JGP16, MMT16, LWK17]. Estimators based on these new
penalties show promising real and synthetic data analysis performances. However, analysis of
their properties is sometimes difficult due to the complex nature of the models and penalties.

In our current work, we are interested in analyzing the non-convex-penalty-based estimator
of the stochastic gates (STG) proposed in [YLNK20]. The STG is an “Embedded method” for
support recovery that simultaneously estimates the support and coefficient values and hence
works as an improvement over “Filter methods” (which attempt to remove irrelevant features
before learning a model) and “Wrapper methods” (which recompute the model for each subset of
features and, thus, become computationally expensive). The readers are directed to [YLNK20,
Section 1] for a detailed list of references for classical support-recovery techniques. Using
information-theoretic arguments, [YLNK20, Section 4] justified that solving the optimization
problem for constrained subset selection is equivalent to optimizing the parameters of the
Bernoulli gates for the features and argued why the non-convex penalty used for computing the
STG estimates should achieve that objective. In addition, the objective function for computing
the STG estimates also uses a noisy and continuous version of the discrete Bernoulli gates,
with the hope of obtaining improved model performances as mentioned before. Indeed, the
STG has been shown to produce competitive performances in various simulation studies. In
the case of non-linear models, [YLNK20] studied the Cox Proportional Hazard Model and Noisy
binary XOR classification models, and showed that the STG-based estimators provide more
accurate and stable performances compared to alternative methods based on Random Forests,
Hard-Concrete penalty, the Lasso, and a deterministic non-convex counterpart of the STG. In
the case of feature selection based on linear models with the squared error loss, they show that
while the STG and Hard-Concrete-penalty based estimators perform better support recovery
than the Lasso, the estimates provided by the STG have lower variances. This low variance is
usually attributed to the lighter tail of the Gaussian-based penalty of the STG, compared to
the heavy-tailed logistic-based penalty of the Hard-Concrete method. Despite these practical
benefits, we note that there is scope for improving the existing STG algorithm in the linear
setup, which can lead to improving the approximates of the STG estimator. The existing
STG algorithm is mainly built for tackling a general class of data generating models and loss
functions and relies fully on the gradient descent algorithm. However, borrowing ideas from the
linear model theory, we show that in certain steps for estimating the coefficient vectors in the
STG algorithm, with high probability, it is possible to provide closed-form optimal solutions.
As expected, it has been shown later in our work that the new algorithm, termed the Projected-
STG method, provides support recovery guarantees that are at least as good as the existing
STG algorithm of [YLNK20] and various other baseline methods in real and simulated data
examples. Moreover, the performance of the Projected-STG is significantly better than that of
its competitors when the signal-to-noise ratio is smaller. In addition, under benign conditions,
we provide basic consistency guarantees for the STG algorithm which was previously missing
from the literature.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 1.1 we define our notations and
describe the optimization problem. In Section 2 we describe the Projected-STG algorithm for
linear models. Section 3 contains some asymptotic results about the STG estimator in both
random and fixed design matrix setups. Finally, we end our discussion with simulation studies
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in Section 4.

1.1 Problem Setting

Let X = [x1, . . . ,xN ]T be a set of N input vectors of dimension D each and suppose that data
is generated via the linear model

y = Xβ∗ + ε, ε ∼ N (0, σ2IN), (1)

where IN is an identity matrix of dimension N , N (0, σ2IN) denotes a multivariate Gaussian
distribution with mean 0 and covariance σ2IN , and σ is assumed to be known. For any vector
v, let ‖v‖0 denote the sparsity (i.e., the number of nonzero entries) of v and ‖v‖2 denotes the
Euclidean norm of v. When it is known beforehand that the support-set of β∗ has at most K
elements the optimization problem with the squared error loss translates to finding

argmin
β

‖Xβ − y‖22
N

such that ‖β‖0 ≤ K. (2)

Due to the intractability of the above problem (as it involves a discrete search over an expo-
nential number of possible parameter vectors, see [Nat95, GJ79] for more details) it is general
practice to solve instead some penalized objective that approximates the sparsity constrained
problem. The idea of penalization via gates uses separate random variables that work as filters
on the parameters. Consider the re-parameterization of β via random variables z = {zd}Dd=1

which we refer to as gates

βd = θdzd, θd 6= 0, zd ∈ [0, 1].

As ‖β‖0 = ‖z‖0, one often considers the following regularized least square formulation of (2)
for estimating the parameters(here Ez denotes expectation with respect to distribution of z)

Ez
[
‖X(θ � z)− y‖22

N
+ λN‖z‖0

]
, (3)

where � denotes the coordinatewise product

(a1, . . . , aD)� (b1, . . . , bD) = (a1b1, . . . , aDbD).

This � product is also known as the Hadamard product in the literature; see [Hor90] for his-
torical uses. The regularizor λN = λN(K) depends on N,K and is usually chosen based on
cross-validation prior to learning the parameters. The optimization of the above risk func-
tion is done over θ and the parameters controlling the distribution of z. Even though the
Bernoulli distribution seems a natural choice for modeling z, minimization over discrete distri-
butions is usually difficult and it is natural to consider continuous relaxation of the Bernoulli
distribution. Examples of such relaxations include Concrete distribution [JGP16, MMT16],
Hard-Concrete distribution [LWK17] etc. In recent work, [YLNK20] discussed that the previ-
ous two distributions induce high variance in the corresponding Bernoulli approximations and
as an alternative proposed the STG, a differentiable relaxation of the Bernoulli gates, given by
z = z(µ) = {zd(µd)}Dd=1 with

zd(µd) = max(0,min(1, µd + δd)), δd ∼ N (0, τ 2), (4)
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where τ > 0 is fixed throughout training. In view of this specification, the objective in (3) can
be written as

Risk(θ,µ;λN , τ) =
Ez [‖y −X(θ � z(µ))‖22]

N
+ λN

D∑
d=1

Φ
(µd
τ

)
(5)

where Φ is the standard normal cumulative distribution function. We minimize the above Risk
with respect to θ,µ to get θ̂, µ̂. The estimate of β∗ is then provided by θ̂ � z(µ̂).

2 The Projected-STG algorithm

Turning to computational aspects we note that the usual algorithm for obtaining minimizer
of Risk(θ,µ;λN , τ) [YLNK20, Algorithm 1] updates (θ,µ) via simultaneous gradient descent
on the parameters until convergence. The algorithm proposed by [YLNK20] is designed for
finding a subset of informative features under a general non-linear model. For the special case
of linear models, it turns out that at each stage of the parameter update scheme, instead of
changing θ with a gradient direction, we can directly find the optimum choice via solving a
simple quadratic objective. When the design matrix has full rank the optimal choice has a
closed form expression that is similar to the classical projection-based estimator of β∗ given by
β̂ = (XTX)−1XTy.

Theorem 1. Given fixed µ,X, the minimizer θ̂ of (5) also minimizes

θT
(
XTX � Ez

[
z(µ)z(µ)T

])
θ − 2θT

(
(XTy)� Ez[z(µ)]

)
.

If X has full column rank, then, XTX �Ez
[
z(µ)z(µ)T

]
is invertible and the above quadratic

has a unique minimizer

θ̂ =
(
XTX � Ez

[
z(µ)z(µ)T

])−1 (
(XTy)� Ez[z(µ)]

)
.

Our new algorithm uses this improved update method.

Algorithm 1 Projected-STG

Input: X ∈ RN×D,y ∈ RN , K, λN , number of epochs R, Monte Carlo samples M,L, variance
of the gates τ , learning rate γ. Initialize µd = 0.5 for d = 1, . . . , D
Output: Trained parameters θ,µ and estimated support-set

1: Compute Q = Ez
[
z(µ)z(µ)T

]
, q = Ez[z(µ)] using M samples.

2: Update θ :=
[
XTX �Q

]−1 [
(XTy)� q

]
3: for ` = 1, . . . , L do
4: for d = 1, . . . , D do
5: Sample δ

(`)
d ∼ N (0, τ 2)

6: Compute z
(`)
d = max

(
0,min

(
1, µd + δ

(`)
d

))
7: end for
8: end for
9: Compute V = 1

NL

∑L
`=1 ‖y −X(θ � z(`))‖22 + λN

∑D
d=1 Φ

(
µd
τ

)
10: Update µ := µ− γ∇µV
11: Repeat R epochs
12: β̂ = θ � z(µ). Estimate support-set by coordinates of β̂ with K highest entries.
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Remark 1. The matrix XTX�Q in the above algorithm is invertible when X has full column
rank. Otherwise, we update θ by choosing the optimal candidate from the set of minimizers of
the quadratic function in Theorem 1.

Proof of Theorem 1. Fix µ,X and denote z(µ) by z for simplicity. Then the optimal θ for
(5) is given by minimizer of Ez‖X (θ � z) − y‖22 and hence equivalently the minimizer of
Ez
[
(θT � zT)(XTX)(θ � z)

]
− 2

(
θT � Ez[zT]

)
(XTy). We note the followings.

• For any two matrices A,B we have Trace[AB] = Trace[BA] whenever the dimensions
agree. In addition if C is a symmetric matrix then for any i we get [(A�C)B]ii =∑

jAijCijBji =
∑

jAijCjiBji = [A(C �B)]ii . In view this using linearity of expecta-
tion we get

Ez
[
(θT � zT)(XTX)(θ � z)

]
= Ez

[
Trace

[
(θT � zT)(XTX)(θ � z)

]]
= Ez

[
Trace

[
(θ � z)(θT � zT)(XTX)

]]
= Ez

[
Trace

[
(θθT � zzT)(XTX)

]]
= Trace

[
(θθT � Ez

[
zzT

]
)(XTX)

]
= Trace

[
(θθT)

(
XTX � Ez

[
zzT

])]
= θT

(
XTX � Ez

[
zzT

])
θ.

• For any three vectors a, b, c of same length we have (aT � bT)c =
∑

i aibici = aT(b� c),
which means (

θT � Ez[zT]
)

(XTy) = θT
(
(XTy)� Ez[z]

)
.

Combining the above we conclude that our problem reduces to minimizing the objective

θT
(
XTX � Ez

[
zzT

])
θ − 2θT

(
(XTy)� Ez[z]

)
(6)

as needed to be shown. Now assume that X has full column rank. Then it follows that XTX
is invertible. Note that Ez

[
zzT

]
is also positive definite as given any u 6= 0 we have

uTEz
[
zzT

]
u =

D∑
d=1

u2dVar(zd) + (uTEz[z])2 > 0,

as V ar(zd) > 0 for d = 1, . . . , D. Then using Schur’s Theorem [Sty73, Theorem 3.1] we get
that XTX � Ez

[
zzT

]
is positive definite. For any positive definite matrix A and vector b we

have

θTAθ − 2θTb = ‖A
1
2θ −A−

1
2b‖22 − ‖A−

1
2b‖22,

which implies θTAθ − 2θTb has unique minimizer θ̂ = A−1b. Then it follows that (6) has the
unique minimizer given by θ̂ = (XTX � Ez

[
zzT

]
)−1
(
(XTy)� Ez[z]

)
.

3 Theoretical guarantees of the STG

The results in this paper also apply to high-dimensional settings where D = D(N), K = K(N)
are allowed to grow with N . Let θ̂, µ̂ be a minimizer of (5). We provide guarantees for our
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final estimator β̂ = θ̂ � z(µ̂). Our analysis follows closely along the lines of analysis for the
SCAD penalty presented in [HX07].

For any symmetric matrix A, define its spectral norm

‖A‖sp , max{|ρ| : ρ is an eigenvalue of A}.

Given any positive-definite matrix A, let ρmin > 0 denote the smallest eigenvalues of A. The
following result is the central idea for deducting convergence guarantees of the STG.

Theorem 2 (Convergence to the ground truth). Suppose that D/N → 0, Kλn → 0 and the
design matrix X satisfies∥∥∥∥ 1

N
XTX − E

[
1

N
XTX

]∥∥∥∥
sp

P−→ 0, ρ = lim
N→∞

ρmin(E
[

1

N
XTX

]
) > 0.

Then β̂ converges to β∗ in probability.

Remark 2. The condition regarding the convergence of 1
N
XTX is satisfied in many general

cases. For example, consider the cases when the entries of the design matrix are fixed or are
independently generated with bounded second moments. Condition on the regularize similar to
limN→∞KλN = 0 is standard in the literature; see [HX07] for instance. For our simulation stud-

ies we choose λN = C
√

log(D−K) log(K)
N

for some suitable constant C chosen via cross-validation,

which implies that the theoretical results will hold whenever limN→∞K
1.5

√
log(D−K)

N
→ 0. Our

simulations show that the STG estimators perform well even when the dimension D is much
bigger than the sample size. However, the high-dimensional case analysis is beyond this paper’s
scope.

Proof. Note that for any symmetric matrix A we have ‖A‖sp = max‖y‖2=1 y
TAy and for any

non-negative definite matrix A we have ρmin(A) = min‖y‖2=1 y
TAy. These properties imply

that given any two non-negative definite matrices A,B we have

ρmin(A) = min
‖y‖2=1

yTAy

= min
‖y‖2=1

(
yTBy + yT(A−B)y

)
≤ min
‖y‖2=1

(
yTBy + ‖A−B‖sp

)
= ρmin(B) + ‖A−B‖sp . (7)

Define SN = {X :
∥∥ 1
N
XTX − E

[
1
N
XTX

]∥∥
sp
≤ ρ/2}. Hence for any X ∈ SN using (7) with

A = E
[
1
N
XTX

]
,B = 1

N
XTX we have

ρmin(
1

N
XTX) ≥ ρmin

(
E
[

1

N
XTX

])
−
∥∥∥∥ 1

N
XTX − E

[
1

N
XTX

]∥∥∥∥
sp

≥ ρ/2.

Let us assume for simplicity that the firstK coordinates of β∗ contain its support and σ = τ = 1.
Note that any other such choice can be analyzed similarly. Choose µ∗ = (N1K ,−N1D−K) where
1a is an “a” length vector of all 1’s and N is some arbitrarily large number to be chosen later.

From Mill’s ratio bound [Gor41] on Φ(−N) = 1− Φ(N) : Φ(−N) ≤ 1√
2πN

e−
N2

2

P [z(µ∗) 6= (1K , 0D−K)] ≤ DΦ(−N) ≤ D√
2πN

e−
N2

2 .
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Letting N →∞, the last display implies

P [{X /∈ SN} ∪ {z(µ∗) 6= (1K , 0D−K)}] ≤ P [SN ] + P [z(µ∗) 6= (1K , 0D−K)]→ 0. (8)

We first restrict the design matrix X on the set SN and fix z(µ∗) = (1K , 0D−K). Note that for
every X ∈ SN the matrix XTX is invertible as its smallest eigenvalue is positive. Hence using
optimality of θ̂, µ̂ and the fact β∗ � z(µ∗) = β∗ we get for each fixed realization of y, ε

0 ≥ N
{
Risk(θ̂, µ̂;λN , 1)− Risk(β∗,µ∗;λN , 1)

}
≥ Ez

[
‖y −Xβ̂‖22

]
− ‖y −Xβ∗‖22 +NλN

(
D∑
d=1

{Φ (µ̂)− Φ (µ∗)}

)
≥ Ez

[
‖X(β̂ − β∗)‖22 − 2εTX

(
β̂ − β∗

)]
−NλN (K + (D −K)Φ (−N))

≥ Ez
[
‖(XTX)

1
2 (β̂ − β∗)‖22 − 2εTX

(
β̂ − β∗

)]
−NKλN −

λNDe
−N2

2

√
2π

≥ Ez
[
‖(XTX)

1
2 (β̂ − β∗)− (XTX)−

1
2XTε‖22

]
− εTX(XTX)−1XTε−NKλN −

λNDe
−N2

2

√
2π

,

and hence using ‖a+ b‖22 ≤ 2(‖a‖22 + ‖b‖22) we get

Ez‖(XTX)
1
2 (β∗ − β̂)‖22 ≤ 4εTX(XTX)−1XTε+NKλN +

λNDe
−N2

2

√
2π

. (9)

Using the fact for any symmetric matrix A and vector y 6= 0

‖Ay‖2 ≥ ρmin(A2)‖y‖22

we get

‖(XTX)
1
2 (β∗ − β̂)‖22 ≥ Nρmin(

1

N
XTX)‖β∗ − β̂‖22 ≥ N

ρ

2
‖β∗ − β̂‖22 (10)

Using linearity of expectation, Eε[εεT] = In, and commutativity of Trace operator we get for
each X ∈ SN

Eε
[
εTX(XTX)−1XTε

]
= Eε

[
Trace

(
εTX(XTX)−1XTε

)]
= Eε

[
Trace

(
X(XTX)−1XTεεT

)]
= Trace

(
X(XTX)−1XTE

[
εεT
])

= Trace
(
X(XTX)−1XT

)
= D.

In view of (9) and (10) this implies

E
[
‖β∗ − β̂‖22

∣∣∣ {X ∈ SN} ∩ {z(µ∗) = (1K , 0D−K)}
]

≤ 2

Nρ

(
E
[
4εTX(XTX)−1XTε|X ∈ SN

]
+NKλN +

λNDe
−N2

2

√
2π

)

≤ 2

ρ

(
4D

N
+KλN +

λNDe
−N2

2

√
2πN

)
→ 0.
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In view of the Markov inequality, this will imply for every c > 0

P
[
‖β∗ − β̂‖22 > c

]
≤ P

[
‖β∗ − β̂‖22 > c

∣∣∣ {X ∈ SN} ∩ {z(µ∗) = (1K , 0D−K)}
]

+ P[{X /∈ SN} ∪ {z(µ∗) 6= (1K , 0D−K)}]

≤
E
[
‖β∗ − β̂‖22

∣∣∣ {X ∈ SN} ∩ {z(µ∗) 6= (1K , 0D−K)}
]

c
+ P[{X /∈ SN} ∪ {z(µ∗) 6= (1K , 0D−K)}]

→ 0,

as N tends to infinity.

Theorem 3 (Support recovery). Suppose that β∗ has K non-zero entries and let maxi:β∗i 6=0 |β∗i | >
η > 0 for some absolute constant η. Then under the conditions in Theorem 2, the indices of β̂
with K-largest magnitudes (tie broken arbitrarily) recover the exact support of β∗ with proba-
bility tending to 1.

Proof. Suppose that the locations of K-largest β̂i’s (magnitude wise) do not match the support
of β∗. Then there exist two indices i, i′ in {1, . . . , D} such that |β̂i| ≥ |β̂i′ | (incorporating
scenario of ties) and β∗i = 0, β∗i′ 6= 0 (and hence |β∗i′ | > η). Then it follows that

• if |β̂i| ≥ η/2 we have |β̂i − β∗i | > η/2

• if |β̂i| < η/2 then η/2 > |β̂i′| and so |β̂i′ − β∗i′ | > η/2.

Combining these we get that unsuccessful recovery implies η/2 ≤ ‖β̂−β∗‖2, which occurs with
negligible probability by Theorem 2.

The following lemma is a direct consequence of the above theorems.

Corollary 4. Suppose that the design matrix X is fixed with XTX invertible. Then the STG-
estimator recovers the support of β∗ whenever D

N
→ 0 and KλN → 0.

The results for random design-matrix structures follow from the above theorem and the
results on the convergence of sample covariance matrices. In this setup, we present the results
for two specific cases for the design matrix: (1) design matrices with sub-Gaussian entries, and
(2) design matrices with the entries having moment constraints. Let us call a random vector
x to be Sub-Gaussian if for any vector y in the D dimensional unit sphere SD−1 the random
variable xTy has Sub-Gaussian tail

P[|xTy| > t] ≤ 2e
−t2

L2 , ∀y ∈ SD−1 (11)

for some finite constant L. Similarly, let us define a random vector x to have q-th moment
bounded if for any vector y in the D dimensional unit sphere SD−1 the random variable xTy
has bounded q-th moment

‖x‖2 ≤ α
√
D a.s., E[|xTy|q] ≤ Lq, ∀y ∈ SD−1 (12)

with α,L being finite constants. We have the following results.

Corollary 5. Suppose that the columns of the design matrix X are sub-gaussian with covariance
matrix Σ and mean vector µ, with ρmin(Σ + µµT) > 0. Then the STG-estimator recovers the
support of β∗ if D

N
→ 0 and KλN → 0..

8



Corollary 6. Suppose that the columns of the design matrix X have finite q-th moment with
q > 4. with covariance matrix Σ and mean vector µ, with ρmin(Σ + µµT) > 0. Then the

STG-estimator recovers the support of β∗ if (log logD)2
(
D
N

) 1
2
− 2

q → 0 and KλN → 0..

Proof of Corollary 5 and Corollary 6. The convergence in probability condition on 1
N
XTX, as

required by Theorem 2, is guaranteed by [Ver12, Proposition 2.1] in the Sub-Gaussian case
and is guaranteed by [Ver12, Theorem 1.2] in the moment-constrained case. Hence the results
follow.

4 Simulation studies

4.1 Synthetic Data

We evaluate the performance guarantees of our algorithm based on the probability of exact
support recovery, i.e., when the algorithm correctly identifies all non-zero entries of β∗. Once
the support is identified, estimating coefficients becomes much less challenging as the number
of unknowns becomes relatively smaller. This quantity is estimated over a batch of runs of the
algorithm by computing the ratio of the number of exact recovery events to the number of total
runs. We consider comparing our method Projected-STG (Proj-STG) against LASSO [Tib96],
OMP [TG07], Randomized OMP (Rand-OMP) [EY09a], SCAD [FL01], and the original STG
[YLNK20]. The success rate of our method is compared against the algorithms mentioned
above in two empirical studies – (a) as the number of data points N grows large, and (b) as
the sparsity level K grows large. One should expect that in (a), the target probabilities will
grow monotonically to 1 as N grows large, a direct consequence of Theorem 3 when non-zero
coordinates of β∗ are bounded away from 0. In (b), the success rate should decrease as K
takes larger values (keeping everything else fixed) which signifies difficulty recovering sporadic
null coordinates when the signal is strong. As we will see below, our simulations identify these
behaviors as well. We study the performance of our algorithm using the design matrices listed
below.

Gaussian design matrix: In both simulations, we fixed D = 64 and varied either N or K.
For each run, we re-sampled the dataset in the following way. We generated the design matrix
X ∈ RN×D by drawing each of Xij’s independently from a standard Gaussian distribution.
To generate the signal β∗, we first assigned 0 value to D − K randomly chosen coordinates.
Next, the nonzero values of β∗ were drawn from a symmetric Bernoulli distribution with values
1 or −1. Finally, the target vector y is simulated using (1) separately with two different
values of σ = 0.5, 1. We run 100 simulations of Algorithm 1 with τ = 0.5, using 20 Monte
Carlo samples to approximate the expectations in Q, q in Algorithm 1. For updating values
of µ, instead of fixed step size (γ in Algorithm 1) we use the Adam optimizer [KB14] which
stochastically chooses an improved step size. For LASSO, the regularization parameter is set to

λN,0 =
√

2σ2 log(D−K) log(K)
N

as suggested in [Wai09, Section VII]. For Projected-STG, we use the

regularization parameter λN = CλN,0, where C is a constant selected using a cross validated
grid search in [0.1, 10].

In the first simulation, we fixed K = d0.40D0.75e = 10 (as suggested in [Wai09, Section
I(B)]) and varied N within the interval [10, 100]. Fig. 1 presents the estimated probabilities of
exact support recovery, along with corresponding 90 percent confidence bands (computed via
bootstrap), for Projected-STG, LASSO, OMP, Rand-OMP, and SCAD. Given any estimate
β̂ we choose K of its coordinates with the largest magnitudes and use it as our estimated
support. As demonstrated in this figure, the Projected-STG requires fewer samples for perfect

9



support recovery when compared with the baselines. Moreover, as suggested by these results,
our method performs significantly better than the other methods when σ is large (i.e., the
signal-to-noise ratio is small).

In the second simulation, we investigate the impact of varying the sparsity K on the success
rate of the estimators. We retain the same experimental setup as the previous experiment and
fix the number of observations N = 40 such that the system is underdetermined (recall that
D = 64). We varied K within [1, 25]. Fig. 2 presents the probability of success along with
90 percent confidence bands (computed via bootstrap). The figure suggests that the proposed
model’s outcomes can substantially improve when the sparsity level is high (large values of K).

Figure 1: Probability of success in support recovery vs. number of samples N .

Figure 2: Probability of success in support recovery vs. sparsity level K.

Bernoulli design matrix: to demonstrate that the proposed approach can be applied to
other design matrix structures, we further consider design matrices generated via the Bernoulli
distribution. Specifically, we create the design matrix X ∈ RN×D by drawing each of Xij’s
independently from a fair Bernoulli distribution with values {−1, 1}. Then, we repeat the first
experiment and evaluate the effect of the number of samples on the probability of support
recovery. Fig. 3 presents the probability of success along with 90 percent confidence bands for
the Bernoulli design matrix.

Correlated design matrix: In real-world data, the observed features are typically corre-
lated. This typically makes the task of support recovery more challenging. We use a correlated
design matrix to evaluate how the performance of the proposed method is affected by the corre-
lation between features. Specifically, we construct a Toeplitz covariance matrix Σ, with values
Σl,m = ρ‖l−m‖, and ρ = 0.3. Then, we draw the values of Xi,j from N(0,Σ). We use the same
settings as in the previous examples to generate β∗ and the additive noise, and we evaluate
support recovery for different values of N . As indicated by Fig. 4, As expected, Proj-STG
requires more samples for perfect recovery when the observed features are correlated. The
proposed approach outperforms all baselines when the injected noise is strong.
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Figure 3: Probability of success in support recovery vs. number of samples.

Figure 4: Probability of success in support recovery vs. number of samples.

Hyperparameter tuning: Additionally, we studied how the number of Monte Carlo sam-
ples (M in Algorithm 1) in our algorithm affects the performance. Monte Carlo estimates are
used to approximate the expectation of the gates z(µ). We use D = 64 and K = 10, and vary
the number of observations N from 20 to 110. We repeat this setting with varying Monte Carlo
samples from 4, 8, 10, 20, 50, and record the success rate of support recovery. As shown in
Figure 5, we found that the performances of our algorithm become indistinguishable when the
number of estimates is not too small (≥ 8).

4.2 Real Data

Next, we benchmark our algorithm on two real regression datasets. We compare against the
same algorithms as in the synthetic simulations (LASSO, OMP, Rand-OMP, SCAD). The two
datasets are obtained from the Laboratory of Artificial Intelligence and Computer Science at
the University of Porto (LIACC) and referred to respectively as AILERON – an F-16 control

Figure 5: Probability of success vs. number of samples, for Projected-STG where we vary
the number of samples for Monte Carlo estimators (“N est”) used for Q and q in step 1 of
Algorithm 1.
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Figure 6: False Discovery Rate of Recovered Features vs. Sparsity (lower is better).

Figure 7: True Positive Rate of Recovered Features vs. Sparsity (higher is better).

problem consisting of flight data as the input variables and aileron control as the output vari-
able, and TRIAZINES – a quantitative structure-activity relationship regression task [HKS94]
consisting of triazine structural attributes as input and molecular activity as output. To evalu-
ate the quality of selected features, the aforementioned Success Rate is relatively uninformative
as full support recovery is too difficult a bar for success. Instead, we use the True Positive Rate
(TPR) and False Discovery Rate (FDR) scores, defined as

TPR =
TP

TP + FN
(13)

FDR =
FP

FP + TP
, (14)

where TP = True Positives, FP = False Positives, and FN = False Negatives. The error bars
again denote 90% confidence bounds, and we can see in Figures 7 and 6 that our algorithm
equals or outperforms all competing algorithms in both measures.

Our code is available on github.
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