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Abstract

The reduced-rank regression model is a popular model to deal with multivari-
ate response and multiple predictors, and is widely used in biology, chemometrics,
econometrics, engineering, and other fields. In the reduced-rank regression modelling,
a central objective is to estimate the rank of the coefficient matrix that represents
the number of effective latent factors in predicting the multivariate response. Al-
though theoretical results such as rank estimation consistency have been established
for various methods, in practice rank determination still relies on information crite-
rion based methods such as AIC and BIC or subsampling based methods such as cross
validation. Unfortunately, the theoretical properties of these practical methods are
largely unknown. In this paper, we present a novel method called StARS-RRR that
selects the tuning parameter and then estimates the rank of the coefficient matrix
for reduced-rank regression based on the stability approach. We prove that StARS-
RRR achieves rank estimation consistency, i.e., the rank estimated with the tuning
parameter selected by StARS-RRR is consistent to the true rank. Through a simula-
tion study, we show that StARS-RRR outperforms other tuning parameter selection
methods including AIC, BIC, and cross validation as it provides the most accurate
estimated rank. In addition, when applied to a breast cancer dataset, SSARS-RRR
discovers a reasonable number of genetic pathways that affect the DNA copy number
variations and results in a smaller prediction error than the other methods with a
random-splitting process.

Keywords: Rank estimation consistency; Reduced-rank regression; Stability approach; Tun-
ing parameter selection



1 Introduction

To model the relationship between two sets of multivariate data is of great significance in
both theory and practice. One commonly used model for two sets of multivariate data is
the multivariate regression model, y = C'z 4 e, which assumes a linear relationship between
the multivariate predictor z and multivariate response y, with a coefficient matrix C' and
random errors e. An additional natural assumption of this model is that the coefficient

matrix C' has a low-rank structure, which further defines the reduced-rank regression model
y=Cx+e, rank(C) <k, (1)

where £ is a given integer. Since Anderson (1951) proposed the reduced-rank regression
model, it has been widely used in biology, econometrics, image science and many other
fields (Anderson, 2002a; Kobak et al., 2019; Wen et al., 2020).

Many methods have been proposed to estimate the coefficient matrix in reduced-rank
regression. Among them, Bunea et al. (2011) proposed a penalized least squares estimator
of C' with the [p-norm penalty of the singular values of C', based on the fact that the rank of
a matrix is equal to the number of its non-zero singular values. Motivated by the application
of the [;-norm penalty to variable selection, Yuan et al. (2007) proposed a penalized least
squares estimator of C' with the nuclear norm penalty of the coefficient matrix, which is the
[;-norm of the singular values of C. To reduce estimation bias caused by the nuclear norm
penalty, Chen et al. (2013) introduced an adaptive nuclear norm penalty and showed that
their estimator achieves a flexible bias-variance trade-off: a large singular value receives a
small penalty to control bias, and a small singular value receives a large penalty to induce
sparsity. Other reduced-rank regression methods include sparse reduced-rank regression
that further imposes sparsity on the columns of the coefficient matrix (Chen and Huang,
2012) and co-sparse reduced-rank regression that imposes sparsity on both the rows and
columns of the coefficient matrix (Wen et al., 2020).

In the study of low-rank matrix estimation, rank determination has always been a key
issue (Kanagal and Sindhwani, 2010; Ashraphijuo et al., 2017; Kong, 2020). The influence of

rank determination on coefficient estimation has been studied by Anderson (2002b): when



the rank is underestimated, it will lead to estimation bias; when the rank is overestimated,
variance of the estimator can be unnecessarily large. To effectively determine the rank of
the coefficient matrix, all the aforementioned methods rely on tuning parameters that need
to be selected. In fact, theoretical results such as rank estimation consistency have been
established (Bunea et al., 2011; Chen et al., 2013) when the tuning parameters are chosen
to meet certain theoretical conditions. However, these conditions usually involve unknown
model parameters and thus are hard to verify in real applications. In practice, it still relies
heavily on empirical methods to select tuning parameters, such as information criteria and
subsampling methods.

The most well-known information criteria are probably the Akaike Information Cri-
terion (AIC, Akaike 1974) and the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC, Schwarz et al.
1978). They are both widely used in reduced-rank regression (Corander and Villani, 2004;
Chen et al., 2012; Bernardini and Cubadda, 2015). In addition, generalized cross validation
(GCV) and generalized information criterion (GIC), proposed by Golub et al. (1979) and
Fan and Tang (2013) respectively for linear models, are also often used in reduced-rank
regression (Yuan et al., 2007; Chen, 2016). She (2017) considered a selective reduced-rank
regression model that possesses both low-rank and sparse structure, and proposed a predic-
tive information criterion (PIC) for tuning parameter selection. This method can also be
applied to reduced-rank regression. Other information criteria include an extension of BIC
for high-dimensional data named BICP (An et al., 2008). The subsampling methods are
represented by cross validation, which has also been widely used in variable selection and
reduced-rank regression (Mukherjee and Zhu, 2011; Ulfarsson and Solo, 2013; Jiang et al.,
2016). Although these methods have been repeatedly used, their theoretical properties
are largely unknown and still need to be studied. One such effort is She and Tran (2019)
that investigated cross validation for sparse reduced-rank regression and found that con-
ventional cross validation may be associated with inconsistent models on different training
sets. Instead of cross validating the tuning parameter, She and Tran (2019) proposed to
cross validate the sparsity structure to maintain the same model in different trainings and

validations.



Another type of subsampling methods for high-dimensional data is called stability ap-
proach. Different from cross validation and generalized cross validation that evaluate the
prediction accuracy of a model, stability approaches focus on the stability of a model across
subsamples. Stability selection (Meinshausen and Biithlmann, 2010) is the first stability ap-
proach proposed for high-dimensional data and has a wide range of applicability, such as
variable selection, graphical modelling, and cluster analysis. Furthermore, Liu et al. (2010)
proposed the Stability Approach to Regularization Selection (StARS) method to select
the tuning parameter in graphical models. Compared to other tuning parameter selec-
tion methods such as AIC, BIC, and cross validation, StARS enjoys both theoretical and
empirical advantages in graphical models. Further studies of stability approaches include
Shah and Samworth (2013), Yu (2013), Sun et al. (2013), among others. Although the
stability approach has been shown powerful for variable selection and graphical models, its
theoretical and empirical performances have yet to be studied in reduced-rank regression.
This is the main motivation of our work.

In this article, we propose a new tuning parameter selection method for reduced-rank re-
gression based on stability approach. To appropriately apply the idea of stability approach,
we define a new concept of instability specially for the reduced-rank regression models, that
is, the sample variance of the estimated rank from the subsamples. In adjunct with the
newly defined instability, we propose a new algorithm to select the tuning parameter based
on the behavior of the instability along a grid of increasing tuning parameters. We call
the new method the Stability Approach to Regularization Selection for Reduced-Rank Re-
gression (StARS-RRR). Theoretically, we establish the consistency of rank estimation for
StARS-RRR: the estimated rank is equal to the true rank with probability tending to
one, a result that is stronger than the partial sparsistency property established for StARS
(Liu et al., 2010). Empirically, we show that StARS-RRR outperforms information crite-
ria and other subsampling methods for both simulated and real data. In simulated data,
StARS-RRR recovers the rank correctly in most replications and leads to the smallest
bias as long as the signal to noise ratio is not extremely small; in real data, SStARS-RRR

discovers a reasonable number of relationships between copy number variations and gene



expressions among breast cancer patients and results in a smaller prediction error with a

random-splitting process than the other methods.

2 Methodology and Algorithm

2.1 Adaptive nuclear norm penalization

In the following subsections, we will introduce the methodology and algorithm for StARS-
RRR. As seen later, StARS-RRR is a general framework that can be applied to any reduced-
rank regression method. For the purpose of illustration, we will use the adaptive nuclear
norm penalization method (Chen et al., 2013) as an example to introduce StARS-RRR.
Denote Y = (Y1,...,Y,)T € R™ as the response, X = (X1,...,X,,)T € R™P as the

design matrix, and assume that they follow a multivariate linear model
Y=XC+FE, (2)

where C € RP*? is the coefficient matrix that is often assumed to have a low rank and
E € R" Y is the error matrix. The adaptive nuclear norm penalization method aims to

estimate the coefficient matrix C' by considering the following optimization problem

A 1
C’)\:argmin{—HY—XCH%—I—)\HXC’H*W}. (3)

cerrxa | 2
In (3), || - || denotes the Frobenius norm and || XC||., = Y 7 w;d;(XC) denotes the

adaptive nuclear norm of the matrix XC with w; = d; "(PY), where d;(M) denotes the
i-th largest singular value of a matrix M, P = X(X7X)"X” and v > 0. The above
optimization leads to an explicit form for the rank of the estimated coefficient matrix Cly
(Chen et al., 2013):

7 = max{r : d,(PY) > AV}, (4)

Based on the above explicit form, it was shown that the adaptive nuclear norm pe-
nalization method recovers the true rank of C' with high probability if the error matrix
E has independent N(0,0?) entries and the tuning parameter \ satisfies the condition

A= {1+9)(y/r+ V3 0/5}7+1 for some 6 > 0, where ry is the rank of X and ¢ is a
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Table 1: Information criterion based methods for tuning parameter selection in (3).

Information Criterion Mathematical Formula

Y — XCy|2

AIC nqlog w + 27\ (rx + g — 7))
ng

Y — XCy||2
BIC nq log % + log(ng)ia(ry +q — )

Y — XCy|2 ) )
GIC nqlog % + loglog(nq) log(pq)7x(rs + q — 7))

Y — XC,y |2
BICP nqlog % + 2log(pq)7a(rx +q — 7x)

Y — X412
oy nallY - XColf
[ng — Px(re +.q — 7))
Y - X 2

ng — 2M\(rx +q — 7))

constant depending on the singular values of XC'. However, this theoretical result may not
be used to select \ in practice because it involves the unknown parameters o and §. Thus,

it is essential to use a practical and data-driven procedure to select the tuning parameter

A

2.2 Tuning parameter selection for reduced-rank regression

In this subsection, we will review existing methods to select tuning parameters for reduced-
rank regression. Roughly, there are two types of tuning parameter selection methods, one
based on information criteria and the other based on subsampling technique. Given a
tuning parameter A, denote the estimator of (3) as CA’,\, and the corresponding rank as
7x. For an information criterion based method, one chooses an optimal A by minimizing a
function of the sum of squared error and the degree of freedom. Table 1 shows some widely
used information criteria.

Information criteria play an important role in model selection and model assessment,
generally composed of an error term and a degree of freedom term to balance the goodness
of fit and the model complexity. They are a popular choice for tuning parameter selection

in reduced-rank regression, yet they may not be able to accurately estimate the rank when



the true rank is low (Velu and Reinsel, 2013). Information criteria like AIC and BIC tend
to overestimate the rank and their performance deteriorates with small sample size. In
addition to AIC and BIC, other information criterion such as GCV, GIC, and BICP have
also been used to estimate rank in reduced-rank regression (Yuan et al., 2007; Chen, 2016),
since they were initially proposed for linear models. Proposed for selective reduced-rank
regression models with both low-rank and sparse structures, PIC can also be simplified for
reduced-rank regression models to the form in Table 1. For PIC, She (2017) established a
non-asymptotic oracle inequality for its estimation error rate without assuming an infinite
sample size.

The subsampling methods include cross validation, which is also one of the most popular
methods applied in reduced-rank regression (Ulfarsson and Solo, 2013; Kobak et al., 2019).
K-fold cross validation randomly divides the data set into K subsets of the same size.
Each time one subset is reserved as the test set and the other K — 1 subsets serve as the
training set. Then, the model with a given tuning parameter is trained on the training
set and tested on the test set. Last, the average test error of the K models is taken as
the cross validation score. The tuning parameter with the smallest cross validation score
is taken as the selected parameter. She and Tran (2019) investigated cross validation
for sparse reduced-rank regression and found that conventional cross validation may be
associated with inconsistent models on different training sets. Instead of cross validating
the tuning parameter, She and Tran (2019) proposed to cross validate the sparsity structure
to maintain the same model in different trainings and validations.

Although information criteria and subsampling methods have been widely used in
reduced-rank regression, their theoretical properties are largely unknown and still need
to be studied. A tuning parameter selection method for reduced-rank regression that has

a solid theoretical property is imperative for practical use.

2.3 StARS-RRR

We hereby propose a novel tuning parameter selection method called StARS-RRR for

reduced-rank regression based on the stability approach. The stability approach was origi-



nally introduced for variable selection and graphical models (Meinshausen and Biihlmann,
2010; Liu et al., 2010). In particular, we borrow the idea from StARS (Liu et al., 2010).
The key ingredient of StARS is to define a measure called instability of an estimator from
randomly drawn subsamples of the original data. For instance, Liu et al. (2010) proposed
to use the variance of the Bernoulli indicator of an edge in a graph, averaged over all edges
and all estimated graphs from randomly drawn subsamples.

Before presenting the definition of instability for SStARS-RRR, we introduce some nota-
tion. Let b = b(n) be such that 1 < b(n) < n. We draw N random subsamples Sy, ..., Sy
from {(X1,Y1),...,(X,, Ys)} without replacement, each of size b. Theoretically, there are
N = (Z) such subsamples. However, Politis et al. (1999) argues that it suffices in practice
to choose a large number N of subsamples at random. Based on the i-th subsample .5;,
we derive the adaptive nuclear norm penalization estimator, Cy(S;), from (3), with rank
7A(S;) for a pre-specified tuning parameter A > 0.

As our objective is to select a tuning parameter A so that the estimated rank of C' is
close to the true rank, a natural definition of instability arises from the variation of the
estimated ranks from the subsamples. Therefore, we define the instability corresponding

to A as the sample variance of {7\(S;):i=1,...,N}:

A L 1 N , | ) 2
DO = 8% = 5= | L3 - N {N ;msi)} . 9

To see how the instability varies for different values of A\, we demonstrate via a simulated
dataset. The dataset was simulated under the setting that is detailed in Section 4.1, where
we note that the true rank of C' equals 10. We draw 100 subsamples to calculate the
instability defined in (5). Figure 1 shows the instability D(\) over a range of values of

log(A) as well as the estimated rank 7, based on the full data, from which we observe the

following patterns.

(i) When A is small such that the estimated rank is larger than the true rank, the

instability fluctuates but there is always a substantial gap from 0.

(ii) In a sub-interval of the values of A where the estimated rank is equal to the true rank,

the instability stays at zero.



(iii) When A is large such that the estimated rank is less than the true rank, the instability

fluctuates again and it can decrease to zero at certain values of \.

The above observations motivate us to search from small to large for the first tuning
parameter with which the instability is small enough. To achieve this objective, we consider
a sequence of tuning parameters A = {\1,..., Ag} where \; < --- < Ag. Based on this

sequence of tuning parameters, we define the cumulative minimum instability for any A € A:
D(A) =min{D(N): N € A, Ay <N <A} (6)
Then, we select the optimal tuning parameter as
A=min{\ € A: D(\) < n},

where 7 is a small pre-specified threshold. In Section 3, we will show that n is interpretable
as it is an explicit function of a key quantity in the theoretical property of StARS-RRR.
Therefore, we are not simply replacing the problem of selecting A\ with the problem of
selecting 7.

It is noteworthy that the selection rule in StARS-RRR is different from that in StARS
(Liu et al., 2010). When StARS was applied in graphical models, it starts with a large
tuning parameter (or equivalently, an empty graph) and selects the first tuning parameter
that achieves an instability lower than a threshold. However, StARS-RRR starts with a
small tuning parameter (or equivalently, a high estimated rank) and selects the first tuning
parameter that achieves an instability lower than a threshold. The reason why StARS-RRR
searches the tuning parameter in a different direction is that, when the tuning parameter is
too large so that the rank is underestimated, the estimated rank can still be stable across
subsamples due to its discreteness. Therefore, if we start with a large tuning parameter
and search for a stable estimated rank, we may select a tuning parameter that is too large
and leads to an underestimated rank.

To demonstrate the performance of StARS-RRR, we indicate the selected tuning pa-
rameter in the previous simulated dataset as the vertical line in Figure 1. It is seen that
StARS-RRR selects A correctly such that the estimated rank is the same as the true rank.
To summarize, we present the SSARS-RRR method as in Algorithm 1.

9
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Figure 1: The dotted line represents the instability relative to log(\) and the solid line
represents estimated rank from the full data relative to log(A). In this simulated dataset,

SNR is 2.047 and true rank is 10.
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Algorithm 1: StARS-RRR

Input: Observations {X;, Y;} ;; Number of subsamples N; Size of subsample b;
Threshold 7n; A list of candidate tuning parameters in an increasing order,
A={\,..., A g};

Output: Optimal tuning parameter 5\;

1 Draw N subsamples S;, 7 =1,..., N of size b from {X;, Y;}? , without
replacement;

2 for each k=1,...,K do

3 for each 5 =1,...,N do

4 Apply the adaptive nuclear norm penalization method on data .S; with

tuning parameter Ay to obtain Cy (S;) with rank 7, (S;);

5 end

6 Compute the instability ﬁ(Ak) and then the cumulative minimum instability

D(\g) by (5) and (6), respectively;
7 if D()\;) <7 then

8 A= Ak
9 break
10 end
11 end

11



Although our previous discussion is based on the adaptive nuclear norm penalization
method for reduced-rank regression, StARS-RRR can be applied to any reduced-rank re-
gression estimation methods that is not limited to this method. Furthermore, the proposed
framework is not even limited to the reduced-rank regression model, it can be used for gen-
eral matrix estimation problems as long as the objective is to determine the rank of a

matrix.

3 Rank Estimation Consistency

In this section, we will show that the estimated rank from StARS-RRR is consistent to
the true rank: the estimated rank is equal to the true rank with probability tending to
one. In addition, we will show that there is an explicit relationship between the threshold
n employed in the StARS-RRR algorithm (Algorithm 1) and the probability that the rank
is estimated correctly. Therefore, the threshold 7 is an interpretable quantity and we are
not simply replacing the problem of choosing A with the problem of choosing 7. Different
from the consistency result in the literature that requires a theoretical tuning parameter
depending on unknown model parameters (Bunea et al., 2011; Chen et al., 2013), our
result is practically more useful as it can be used to determine the tuning parameter in real
applications.

Before presenting the consistency of rank estimation for StARS-RRR, we introduce some
notation and impose necessary assumptions as follows. For any two real numbers u and v,
let w A v = min(u,v) and u V v = max(u,v). Recall that X and Y are the design matrix
and responses in the multivariate linear model in (2). Further, let X° = (X,..., X;)T and
Yt = (Y1,...,Y,)T be the corresponding design matrix and responses from the subsample
{X;,Y;}o_,. Denote by r, and r the ranks of X and X?, respectively, and let r* be the
true rank of the coefficient matrix C' in (2). Finally, let 7% be the estimated rank based
on the subsample {X;, Y;}°_, using the adaptive nuclear norm penalization method (Chen

et al., 2013). In addition, we impose the following assumptions.

Assumption 1. The error matriz E in (2) has independent N(0,0?) entries.
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Assumption 2. For a fized 0 > 0, d.+(X°C) > 2(1 + 0)o(\/r + /7).
Assumption 3. » < ru A q where q is the number of responses in Y .

Assumptions 1 and 2 are almost identical to Assumptions 1 and 2 in Chen et al. (2013),
except that Assumption 2 is on the singular value of X*C' for the subsample X° instead of
the whole sample X. Assumption 2 is a common type of assumption for subsampling based
methods such as stability approaches. For example, Assumption (A2) in the original StARS
paper (Liu et al., 2010) is also imposed on the subsamples of size b < n. It requires that from
a subsample of size b < n “all estimated graphs using regularization parameters A > Ay
contain the true graph with high probability.” Assumption 3 is a moderate assumption
as long as b is not too small because it is always true that r* < r, A ¢. In practice, it is
commonly assumed that r* is low for a reduced-rank regression problem.

As follows, we will establish the consistency of rank estimation for StARS-RRR in a few
steps. First, we will show that the true variance of 74 follows the patterns (i) and (ii) as
observed from Figure 1, i.e., (i) the true variance of 74 stays away from 0 when \ is small
such that the rank is overestimated and (ii) the true variance of 7§ is very close to zero
when the estimated rank is equal to the true rank. This result is summarized in Theorem

3.1.

Theorem 3.1. Suppose Assumptions 1-3 hold. For any § € [exp{—0*(\/Tw++/7)*/8},1/2)
with a large enough rw + q, there exist A\, Am, Ap with 0 < N < A\, < Ny < [(1+
0/2)0 (/e + /)]t such that

(a) when Ay < X < [(1+30/2)a(/ra + @), P} =1r") > 1 = 2exp{—0°(\/ro +
V2)?/8} and var(f}) < 4(re A q)? exp{—0*(\/rx + /q)*/8}, and further, P(?} =r*) — 1
and var(7}) — 0 as rp + q — 005

(b) when A > X, P(f =1*) >1—6 — 2exp{—62(\/Tw + /2)*/8};

(c) when 0 < X < A\, P(P, > 1"+ 1) > 4§, and when \; < X <\, var(7}) > (1 —4).

On the one hand, part (a) of Theorem 3.1 provides the consistency of the estimated rank
from a subsample of the data, which shows the adaptive nuclear norm penalization method

is able to identify the correct rank with probability tending to one for an appropriate range
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of A values. This result is similar to Theorem 3 in Chen et al. (2013) with a slight distinction
that we identify a range of A values for rank consistency instead of a single value of A as
in Chen et al. (2013). It is also obvious that the variance of the estimated rank tends
to zero when the rank is correctly identified. On the other hand, the results in parts (b)
and (c) provide additional information about the rank estimation when A is smaller. In
part (b), when A > )\, the adaptive nuclear norm penalization method achieves a slightly
weaker result than that in part (a): the probability that the rank is correctly estimated is
lowered by 6 compared to part (a), although the estimated rank is still consistent as long as
0 — 0. Part (c) discusses the case when A is even smaller, i.e., \; < A < A,,. There are two
implications. With the probability at least 0 the rank is overestimated and the variance
of the estimated rank has a lower bound so that it stays away from zero. In summary,
Theorem 3.1 shows the patterns (i) and (ii) observed in Figure 1 theoretically for the true
variance of the estimated rank from a subsample of the data.

Second, we will show that the sample variance of the estimated ranks from all the
subsamples, i.e., the instability as defined in (5), is very close to the true variance of 7.

Hereby, we present this result in Theorem 3.2.

Theorem 3.2. For any A > 0 such that E(7}) > 1/2 and t € [6(rw Aq)?/(N —1),9(rcAq)],
P [[S*(7) — var(7})| > t] < 6 exp[—nt®/{162(r« A q)*b}]. (7)

This result is similar to Theorem 1 in Liu et al. (2010) although our focus is the difference
between the sample variance and the true variance while Liu et al. (2010) concerns the
difference between the sample mean and the true mean. From (7), it is seen that there is a
trade-off between the difference ¢ and the probability on its right-hand side. For example, if
t is a fixed quantity, then the probability tends to zero as long as (1, Aq)*b/n — 0. However,
if one wishes to choose t such that t — 0 in order to achieve an asymptotically negligible
difference, then the condition for the probability tending to zero becomes (r,Aq)*b/(nt?) —
0, depending on the convergence rate of t.

Combining Theorems 3.1 and 3.2, we are able to validate the patterns (i) and (ii) as

observed in Figure 1 for the instability, which is presented in the following corollary.
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Corollary 3.1. Suppose Assumptions 1-3 hold and A = {\,..., g} is a grid of K
increasing positive values of \. When rw + q is large enough, with probability at least

1 — 6K exp[—nd?/{648C?(r, A q)*b}],
min{D(A) AEAN [/\l,)\m]} > [(C—1)/C16(1 —6), (8)
max { D(X) : A € AN [, {(1+30/2)0(v/rw + V) ]} < (2/C)(1 =), (9)

for any fired C > 3 and any § € [8C(ro» Aq)? exp{—0*(\/Tw ++/2)*/8} V12C (re Aqg)* /(N —
1),1/2).

In Corollary 3.1, to ensure the interval for the possible values of § is not empty, as
8C (rw A q)? exp{—0°(\/rw + 1/q)?/8} is small with a large enough s + ¢, one only needs
to assume that (re A ¢)?/N is small. Moreover, for a large enough C, the lower bound in
(8) is close to 6(1 — 9) and the upper bound in (9) is close to 0. This verifies the patterns
(i) and (ii) for the instability as observed in Figure 1.

Based on Corollary 3.1, we can choose an appropriate threshold 7 in StARS-RRR so
that the optimal A lies either in the interval [An, Ax] or [As, {(1 + 30/2)0 (/T + O}
as long as the candidate tuning parameters A = {\1,..., Ak} in SSARS-RRR are all larger
than \;. Combining this result with parts (a) and (b) of Theorem 3.1 establishes the rank

estimation consistency of StARS-RRR as presented in the following theorem.

Theorem 3.3. Suppose Assumptions 1-8 hold and A = {)\1,..., g} is a grid of K in-
creasing positive values of X such that \y > \; with \; defined in Theorem 3.1. Let \ be the
optimal tuning parameter selected by StARS-RRR described in Algorithm 1 with a threshold

n=206(1-0)/2 where 6 € [32(rw A q)* exp{—0°(\/r +/0)*/8} V48(rw Aq)* /(N —1),1/2),
and let f’f’\ be the estimated rank at \ from the subsample X® and Y°. Then,

P = 1) 2 1= K62k exp{~6*(y/7+/2)’ 8} ~6K expl-nd”/{10368(rq) b}]. (10)

Furthermore, assume that K is a fized integer, that v +q — 0o, and that there exist o > 0
and 3 > 0 such that (re» Aq)? exp{—0*(\/To ++/q)?/8} = o(n™*) and (r<Aq)*b/n = o(n™?),

asn — 0o. Then, we can choose 6 = n~(*"/2 in (10), which leads to

P =r*) =1, asn— oco.



Theorem 3.3 consists of two parts. First, it provides a finite sample lower bound for
the probability with which the rank is correctly estimated when the tuning parameter is
selected by StARS-RRR. It is interesting that there is an explicit relationship between
this lower bound and the threshold 7 used in StARS-RRR because n = §(1 — J)/2 and
the lower bound in (10) is also a known function of 0. Therefore, this result gives n an
explicit interpretation by connecting it to the theoretical property of the estimated rank
and makes the choice of the threshold meaningful in the StARS-RRR algorithm. Second,
under further technical conditions, the estimated rank is asymptotically consistent to the
true rank as the above-mentioned lower bound tends to one. While most of these conditions
are common and also moderate, we note that the condition (r, A ¢)*b/n = o(n=?) imposes
an upper bound on 7y A ¢ depending on b and n. This condition arises from Theorem 3.2
and thus is similar to the condition that ensures the upper bound of probability in (7)
converges to zero.

From the technical proofs of Theorems 3.1-3.3 (see the supplementary material), it
is seen that our main theoretical result, the rank estimation consistency, is actually not
limited to the adaptive nuclear norm penalization method. In fact, any rank estimation
method that results in an estimated rank as in (4) will enjoy the results in Theorem 3.3.
For example, the Ly penalized estimator in Bunea et al. (2011) also results in a similar

form of the estimated rank:
7y = max{r : d,(PY) > A},

with A being the tuning parameter for the Ly penalty. Therefore, the rank estimation
consistency would also hold for the Ly penalized estimator in Bunea et al. (2011) as long
as we replace 7 in (4) by 0.

Compared to the partial sparsistency property as established for StARS in Liu et al.
(2010), our result is apparently stronger. The partial sparsistency result shows that with
probability tending to one the true edges of a graph belong to the estimated edge set using
the optimal tuning parameter selected by StARS on a subsample of size b, which is only a
“one-direction” result. By contrast, our result is a “two-direction” result that establishes

the rank estimation consistency for StARS-RRR.
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In practice, after the optimal tuning parameter is selected by StARS-RRR, one often
performs the reduced-rank regression on the full data with this optimal tuning parameter.
Thus, we recommend choosing b sufficiently large so that the behavior of the subsample
X% and Y? is similar to that of the full data. On the other hand, b cannot be too large as
implied by the technical condition (1 A q)*b/n = o(n=?). Therefore, an appropriate size b
needs to be selected under a particular setting of X, ¢, and n. This philosophy is similar
to how b is chosen in StARS although our technical condition about b is slightly more
complicated than that for StARS. In our numerical studies in Section 4, we set n = 0.001,

b=0.7n, and N = 100 in Algorithm 1 for SSARS-RRR.

4 Numerical Experiments

4.1 Simulation

In this subsection, we compare the finite sample performance of the rank determination
via StARS-RRR and other approaches including AIC, BIC, GIC, BICP, GCV and cross
validation (CV) on simulated data.

We adopt the same simulation settings from Bunea et al. (2011). Specifically, the
coefficient matrix C' is generated by C = sC,CY, where s > 0, C; € RP*™ | Cy € R, All
entries in C; and Cy are drawn randomly from N(0, 1). The design matrix X is generated
by X = XoI'V2, where Xy = X;XJ, X; € R, X, € RP™_ and ' = ()%, with
T,; = pl" 4,5 = 1,...,p. The response matrix Y is then generated by Y = XC + F,
where the elements of E are independent random variables from N(0,1). Thus, the
simulation model is characterized by the sample size n, the number of predictors p, the
number of responses ¢, the rank of the design matrix ry, the true model rank r*, the
correlation coefficient between the adjacent predictors p, and the signal s.

We will explore two different model settings, where Model I is a low-dimensional case
with (n,p, q,r,r*) = (500,25,25,15,10) and Model II is a high-dimensional case with
(n,p,q, s, 7*) = (80,100,100, 30,8). In Model I, p and ¢ are relatively small compared
with n; while in Model II, p and ¢ are relatively large. Although these finite-sample
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settings may not align perfectly with the technical conditions in our large-sample theory in
Section 3, they still deserve numerical investigations to see how StARS-RRR performs in
practice. In addition, for each model, we set p to be 0.1, 0.5, or 0.9, which stands for weak,
moderate, or strong dependence between the predictors. We consider six different values
of s such that the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) ranges from 1 to 3 roundly. Since the r*th
largest singular value of X, i.e., d,«(XC'), measures the signal strength and the largest
singular value of the projected noise matrix PE = X (X7 X)"XTE| i.e., d;(PE), measures
the noise level, the SNR is defined as d,«(XC)/d;(PE) (Chen et al., 2013).

We apply the reduced-rank regression via the adaptive nuclear norm penalization to
fit the full data with the optimal tuning parameter selected by AIC, BIC, GIC, BICP,
GCV, CV (5-fold), and StARS-RRR. In StARS-RRR, we set the threshold n as 0.0001.
For each method, a total of 500 simulation replications are conducted. To compare the
performance of the aforementioned methods, we consider several performance measures.
The first measure is the rank recovery ratio, defined as the proportion of {7 = r*} over
all replications, where 7 is the estimated rank. The method with a higher rank recovery
ratio is more effective in rank determination. The second and third measures are the rank
overestimate ratio and the rank underestimate ratio, which are defined by the proportion
of {r > r*} and {7 < r*} over all replications, respectively. The fourth measure is the bias
of the estimated rank, defined as the mean difference between the estimated rank and the
true rank. A better performing method should have a lower bias in terms of magnitude.

Table 2 summarizes the rank recovery, underestimate, and overestimate ratios. For
model I, it is clear that StARS-RRR outperforms the other methods in terms of every
performance measure when SNR is moderate to high. In particular, the rank recovery ratio
of StARS-RRR is at least 10% higher than those of information criterion based methods.
When the SNR is low, i.e., SNR < 1.5, GCV has the best performance, followed by AIC,
CV, and StARS-RRR. In this case, the SSARS-RRR estimators from the subsamples might
be dominated by the noise, and this leads to underestimation of the rank. In contrast, GCV,
CV, and AIC tend to overestimate the rank and result in a more complicate model, which

would explain why these methods have good performance when SNR is very low.
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For Model II, different from Model I where the sample size is sufficient compared to the
dimension, BICP and GIC can rarely recover the true rank. This is probably because that
the penalty in BICP and GIC contains the term log(pg) (Table 1), which becomes excessive
when the sample size is small and the dimension is high. As a result, the estimated ranks
from these two methods are much smaller than the true rank. This can also be observed
from Table 3, where the mean biases of the estimated ranks from BICP and GIC are
negative. It is clear that SSARS-RRR has a much better performance than BICP and
GIC in recovering the true rank among a wide range of SNR. Regardless of whether the
correlation between the predictors is low, medium, or high, StARS-RRR can always achieve
a rank recovery ratio of at least 97% when the SNR is greater than 1.4, a commonly occurred
case in practice. StARS-RRR also slightly outperforms CV although the performance of
CV in Model IT is better than in Model I. In summary, when the sample size is small and
the dimension is high, SSARS-RRR can obtain a reliable result in determining the rank in
a reduced-rank regression model.

Table 3 tabulates the mean and standard error of the bias of the estimated rank over
simulation replicates. From this table, we observe that the biases of the estimated ranks
from AIC, GCV, and CV are always greater than 0, for both Model I and Model II, which
indicates that these three methods tend to yield a more complex model. Furthermore,
their biases do not quite vanish when SNR increases in Model I and/or Model II, which
means that these methods tend to overestimate the rank of the coefficient matrix regardless
of the signal-to-noise ratio. By contrast, BIC, BICP, and GIC tend to underestimate the
rank for both Model I and Model II, as evidenced by the negative signs of their mean
biases. However, the magnitude of the bias decreases when SNR increases, which implies
that these three methods perform better with a higher SNR. Finally, StARS-RRR achieves
the smallest or the second smallest magnitude of bias in most settings except for very low
SNR’s. Overall, StARS-RRR performs the best among all the methods we investigated in
rank determination for reduced-rank regression models.

Based on referee’s suggestions, we also conduct additional simulation studies to evaluate

the prediction performance of StARS-RRR, as well as sensitivity analyses for the hyper-
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Table 2: Rank recovery (left), underestimate (middle), and overestimate (right) ratios (in

percentage) in the simulation study.

s SNR AIC BIC GIC BICP GCV Ccv StARS-RRR

Model I, p = 0.1

30 1.07 (81,4,15) (17,83,0) (2,98,0) (4,96,0) (85,4,12) (80,5,15) (63,37,0)
45 1.6 (86,1,14) (62,38,0) (36,64,0) (42,58,0) (87,1,12) (86,1,13) (92,8,0)
52 1.85 (85,0,14) (76,24,0) (53,47,0) (59,41,0) (87,0,12) (87,0,13) (95,4,0)
60 2.14 (86,0,14) (87,13,0) (68,32,0) (74,26,0) (87,0,13) (87,0,13) (98,2,0)
70 249 (86,0,14) (94,6,0) (83,17,0) (86,14,0) (87,0,13) (87,0,13) (98,1,0)
85 3.03 (85,0,15) (98,2,0) (93,7,0) (95,5,0) (87,0,13) (87,0,13) (99,0,0)
Model I, p = 0.5
35 1.1 (83,4,13) (23,77,0) (4,96,0) (6,94,0) (84,5,11) (82,4,14) (63,37,0)
40 1.26 (85,2,13) (36,64,0) (12,88,0) (18,82,0) (86,3,11) (83,3,14) (73,26,1)
50 1.57 (86,1,13) (60,40,0) (35,65,0) (42,58,0) (87,1,12) (85,1,13) (89,10,1)
70 2.2 (86,0,14) (86,14,0) (68,32,0) (73,27,0) (88,0,12) (87,0,13) (97,3,1)
80 2.52 (86,0,14) (93,7,0) (80,20,0) (84,16,0) (88,0,12) (87,0,13) (99,1,1)
95 299 (86,0,14) (97,3,0) (90,10,0) (92,8,0) (88,0,12) (86,0,14) (99,1,1)
Model I, p = 0.9
70 1.08 (78,5,17) (20,80,0) (4,96,0) (8,92,0) (80,5,14) (78,6,16) (63,37,0)
80 1.24 (82,3,16) (33,67,0) (11,89,0) (16,84,0) (84,3,13) (82,3,15) (73,27,0)
100 1.55 (83,1,16) (56,44,0) (32,68,0) (39,61,0) (86,1,14) (84,1,15) (86,14,0)
135 2.09 (85,0,15) (83,17,0) (64,36,0) (70,30,0) (88,0,12) (86,0,14) (97,3,0)
175 271 (85,0,15) (94,6,0) (84,16,0) (88,12,0) (87,0,13) (87,0,13) (99,1,0)
200 3.1 (85,0,15) (97,3,0) (91,9,0) (93,7,0) (87,0,13) (86,0,14) (99,0,0)
Model II, p = 0.1
8 1.16 (43,0,57) (0,100,0) (0,100,0) (0,100,0) (86,0,14) (90,1,9) (77,23,0)
10 1.45 (48,0,52) (12,88,0) (0,100,0) (0,100,0) (91,0,9) (97,0,3) (98,2,0)
12 1.73 (50,0,50) (54,46,0) (0,100,0) (0,100,0) (93,0,7)  (99,0,1) (100,0,0)
14 2.02 (50,0,50) (83,17,0) (0,100,0) (0,100,0) (93,0,7)  (99,0,1) (100,0,0)
18 2.6 (47,0,53) (99,1,0)  (5,95,0) (24,76,0) (93,0,7)  (99,0,1) (100,0,0)
22 3.18 (45,0,55) (100,0,0) (65,35,0) (80,20,0) (92,0,8)  (99,0,1) (100,0,0)
Model II, p = 0.5
8 1.12 (42,0,58) (0,100,0) (0,100,0) (0,100,0) (86,0,14) (89,0,11) (69,30,0)
10 14 (48,0,52) (5,95,0) (0,100,0) (0,100,0) (89,0,11) (95,0,5) (95,4,0)
12 1.68 (51,0,49) (45,55,0) (0,100,0) (0,100,0) (92,0,8)  (98,0,2) (100,0,0)
15 2.09 (52,0,48) (88,12,0) (0,100,0) (0,100,0) (94,0,6)  (99,0,1) (100,0,0)
18 251 (52,048) (99,1,0) (2,98,0) (17,83,0) (93,0,7)  (99,0,1) (100,0,0)
22 3.07 (48,0,52) (100,0,0) (55,45,0) (75,25,0) (91,0,9) (100,0,0) (100,0,0)
Model II, p = 0.9
11 1.05 (41,0,59) (0,100,0) (0,100,0) (0,100,0) (81,0,19) (83,1,16) (58,42,0)
13 1.24 (44,0,56) (3,97,0) (0,100,0) (0,100,0) (85,0,15) (90,0,10) (86,14,0)
16 1.52 (47,0,53) (26,74,0) (0,100,0) (0,100,0) (89,0,11) (96,0,4) (99,1,0)
21 2 (49,0,51) (82,18,0) (0,100,0) (1,99,0)  (91,0,9)  (99,0,1) (100,0,0)
26 248 (49,0,51) (98,2,0) (15,85,0) (25,75,0) (90,0,10) (99,0,1) (100,0,0)
32 3.05 (47,0,53) (100,0,0) (61,39,0) (74,26,0) (90,0,10) (99,0,1) (100,0,0)
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Table 3: Mean and standard error (in parenthesis) of bias of the estimated rank in the

simulation study.

SNR AIC BIC GIC BICP GCV CV StARS-RRR
Model I, p = 0.1

1.07 0.12 (0.45) -1.11 (0.68) -1.73 (0.71) -1.55(0.7) 0.09 (0.41) 0.11 (0.46) -0.4 (0.65)
1.6 0.14 (0.39) -0.4 (0.53) -0.76 (0.65) -0.65 (0.6) 0.12 (0.37) 0.13 (0.38) -0.06 (0.37)
1.85 0.15 (0.39) -0.24 (0.43) -0.51 (0.57) -0.43 (0.54) 0.13 (0.38) 0.13 (0.38) -0.03 (0.32)
2.14 0.15(0.39) -0.13 (0.34) -0.32 (0.47) -0.26 (0.45) 0.13 (0.36) 0.14 (0.37) 0 (0.28)
249 0.15(0.39) -0.06 (0.23) -0.17 (0.38) -0.14 (0.35) 0.14 (0.37) 0.13 (0.36) 0 (0.28)
3.03 0.16 (0.39) -0.02 (0.13) -0.07 (0.26) -0.05 (0.21) 0.13 (0.36) 0.14 (0.37) 0 (0.19)

Model I, p = 0.5

1.1 0.09 (0.43) -0.98 (0.67) -1.57 (0.69) -1.42 (0.68) 0.06 (0.42) 0.11 (0.44) -0.39 (0.63)
1.26 0.12 (0.4) -0.74 (0.63) -1.22 (0. 69) -1.08 (0.68) 0.09 (0.4) 0.12 (0.43) -0.25 (0.58)
1.57 0.13 (0.39) -0.42 (0.53) -0.75 (0.62) -0.66 (0.62) 0.11 (0.37) 0.13 (0.42) -0.07 (0.48)
2.2 0.15(0.41) -0.14 (0.35) -0.33 (0.48) -0.27 (0.45) 0.12 (0.36) 0.14 (0.4) 0 (0.35)
2.52  0.15(0.38) -0.07 (0.26) -0.2 (0.4) -0.16 (0.36) 0.13 (0.37) 0.14 (0.39)  0.02 (0.32)
299 0.15(0.38) -0.03 (0.18) -0.1 (0.29) -0.08 (0.27) 0.13 (0.37) 0.15(0.4)  0.02 (0.32)
Model I, p = 0.9
1.08 0.13 (0.49) -1 (0.64) -1.55 (0.7)  -1.39 (0.69) 0.1 (0.47) 0.11 (0.52) -0.42 (0.58)
1.24 0.15 (0.45) -0.77 (0.63) -1.23 (0.67) -1.09 (0.65) 0.12 (0.43) 0.14 (0.48) -0.29 (0.49)
1.55 0.17 (0.44) -0.46 (0.54) -0.79 (0.62) -0.69 (0.61) 0.14 (0.41) 0.16 (0.46) -0.14 (0.36)
2.09 0.17 (0.42) -0.17 (0.37) -0.37 (0.51) -0.31 (0.48) 0.13 (0.38) 0.17 (0.46) -0.02 (0.24)
2.71 0.16 (0.41) -0.06 (0.23) -0.16 (0.37) -0.12 (0.32) 0.14 (0.39) 0.15 (0.43) 0(0.2)
3.1 0.17 (0.42) -0.03 (0.16) -0.09 (0.29) -0.07 (0.25) 0.14 (0.39) 0.16 (0.45) 0 (0.19)
Model II, p = 0.1
1.16 1.16 (1.33) -3.05 (0.85) -7.63 (0.52) -7.39 (0.62) 0.16 (0.41) 0.09 (0.33) -0.79 (1.86)
1.45 1.11 (1.37) -1.45(0.83) -7.1(0.73) -6.65 (0.82) 0.11 (0.36) 0.03 (0.21)  -0.03 (0.2)
1.73  1.16 (1.47) -0.52 (0.61) -6.52 (0.87) -5.76 (1.03) 0.09 (0.34) 0.02 (0.14) 0 (0.06)
2.02 1.21(1.55) -0.17(04) -5.78(1.15) -4.61(1.4) 0.08 (0.33) 0.01 (0.12) 0 (0)
2.6 1.37(1.66) -0.01 (0.09) -3.24 (1.94) -1.45 (1.27) 0.09 (0.35) 0.01 (0.11) 0 (0)
3.18 1.42 (1.67) 0 (0) -0.46 (0.75) -0.22 (0.46) 0.11 (0.41) 0.01 (0.15) 0 (0)
Model II, p = 0.5
1.12  1.19 (1.36) -3.19 (0.84) -7.54 (0.55) -7.31 (0.64) 0.15(0.41) 0.11 (0.34) -0.98 (2.27)
1.4 1.1(1.37) -1.66 (0.83) -6.97 (0.76) -6.46 (0.86) 0.13 (0.38) 0.06 (0.25) -0.04 (1.08)
1.68 1.1 (1.42) -0.66 (0.68) -6.34 (0.94) -5.67 (1.06) 0.1 (0.34) 0.02 (0.17) 0.04 (0.94)
2.09 1.15(1.5) -0.13(0.35) -5.2 (1.32) -3.95(1.38) 0.08 (0.33) 0.01 (0.11) 0.04 (0.94)
2,51 1.19 (1.55) -0.01 (0.11) -3.4 (1.74) -1.71(1.32) 0.09 (0.36) 0.01 (0.09) 0.04 (0.94)
3.07 1.3 (1.59) 0 (0) -0.64 (0.86) -0.29 (0.54) 0.11 (0.37) 0 (0.09) 0.04 (0.94)

Model II; p = 0.9
1.05 1 26 (1.4) -2.6 (0.73) -5.92 (0.75) -5.58 (0.8) 0.21 (0.48) 0.16 (0.42) -0.75 (1.6)
1.24 2(14) -1.72(0.73) -5.38 (0.84) -4.9 (0.87) 0.18 (0.45) 0.11 (0.35) -0.15 (1.1)
1.52 1. 19 (1.48) -0.91 (0.66) -4.47 (0.97) -3.8(0.89) 0.13 (0.4) 0.05(0.23) 0.04 (0.94)
2 1.23(1.57) -0.19 (0.39) -2.88 (0.98) -2.2(0.91) 0.11 (0.36) 0.02 (0.14) 0.04 (0.94)
248 1.3 (1.64) -0.02 (0.15) -1.38 (0.88) -1 (0.75)  0.12 (0.38) 0.01 (0.09) 0.04 (0.94)
3.05 1.37 (1.67) 0 (0) -0.46 (0.62) -0.28 (0.51) 0.12 (0.38) 0.01 (0.1)  0.04 (0.94)
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parameters 1, N, and b in StARS-RRR. For more details, please refer to Section B of the

supplementary material.

4.2 Application to breast cancer data

In this subsection, we apply StARS-RRR to a real dataset to show its effectiveness in rank
determination. In particular, we consider the breast cancer data (Witten et al., 2009),
consisting of the gene expression measurements and comparative genomic hybridization
(CGH) measurements for n = 89 patients. This dataset has been studied in previous work
(Bunea et al., 2011; Chen et al., 2013) and is available in the R package PMA (Witten
et al., 2009). The question of interest is to investigate the relationship between the DNA
copy-number variations and gene expression profiles for the patients. We will use reduced-
rank regression to model the copy number variations based on the gene expression profiles
(Geng et al., 2011; Zhou et al., 2012). A reduced-rank regression model yields a low-rank
coefficient matrix, with the estimated rank representing the number of linear combinations
of gene expression measurements that enter into the prediction of CGH measurements.
These linear combinations of gene expression measurements can be regarded as biologically
functional pathways that affect the DNA copy number variations.

For the purpose of illustration, we analyzed the data on chromosome 13, where there
are p = 319 gene expression measurements and ¢ = 58 CGH measurements. The adaptive
nuclear norm penalization method was used to estimate the coefficient matrix, and StARS-
RRR was applied to determine the optimal rank, together with the other approaches used
in the simulation. The estimated ranks are presented in the top panel of Table 4. On
the one hand, AIC and GCV estimate the rank as 57 and 26, respectively, which seem
to overestimate the number of functional pathways of practical interest. On the other
hand, BIC, GIC, BICP and CV estimate the rank as 1 or 2 and haven’t revealed enough
biological relationships for further investigation. Instead, StARS-RRR reveals three linear
combinations of gene expressions that potentially affect copy number variations, which
include a reasonable number of biological pathways that deserve further investigation.

To visualize the relationship between the DNA copy-number variations and gene ex-
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Table 4: Comparison of the model fits to the real data for various tuning parameter selection
methods. The mean squared prediction errors (MSPE) and the estimated ranks (Rank)

are reported, with their standard errors in the parentheses.

AIC BIC GIC BICP GCV Ccv StARS-RRR
Full Data
Rank 57 2 1 2 26 0 3

Random-Splitting Process
Rank  56.98 (0.14) 49.87 (18.51) 1.00 (0.00) 1.06 (0.24) 30.76 (12.42) 0.80 (0.40) 2.65 (0.52)
MSPE 4.32 (0.98)  4.20 (1.02) 3.71 (1.28) 3.71 (1.27) 4.25(0.98) 3.84 (1.37)  3.41 (0.95)

pression profiles, we also plot the estimated coefficient matrix with the tuning parameter
selected by StARS-RRR in the form of a heat map in Figure 2. It is visually clear that
there are three sets of CGH measurements, each of which follows a similar relationship with
the gene profiles. The left 24 CGH measurements have a strong relationship with the genes
as the coefficients have the largest magnitude among the three sets and have both positive
and negative signs. The middle 3 CGH measurements have a moderate relationship that
is similar to the above measurements in terms of signs although the magnitude of the co-
efficients is much smaller. The right 31 CGH measurements have a weak relationship with
the genes as their coefficients are small in magnitude.

To provide further insight into the performance of different methods, we carried out
the following random-splitting process for 100 times. The data were randomly split into a
training set of size Ny = 79 and a test set of size nss = 10. We first estimate the rank
using the aforementioned methods, and then refit the model using a ridge generalization
of reduced-rank regression model (Izenman, 2008) to derive the final estimated coefficient
matrix C. Finally, we calculate the mean squared prediction error (MSPE) as MSPE =
100 X ||Yiest — XiestC' 1%/ (qniest), where Xies; and Yieg are the predictors and responses in
the test set.

Similar to the full-data performance, the bottom panel of Table 4 shows that the tuning
parameter selection methods can be divided into three groups according to their estimated
ranks. The first group consists of AIC, BIC, and GCV, whose estimated ranks are quite
large. The coefficient matrix has 58 columns, so the coefficient matrices estimated by AIC

and BIC are of almost full rank. Therefore, these methods result in a complex model
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Figure 2: The heat map of coefficient matrix obtained by the StARS-RRR for each CGH

spot (row) and the gene (column). Genes with all of its coefficients being 0 are not shown.
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that might overfit the data. The second group includes GIC, BICP, and CV, where the
average estimated rank is close to 1. This might imply an underestimation of the rank.
Underestimation of the rank leads to the lack of information to be extracted, which also
explains why they underperform in terms of prediction accuracy. The last group is StARS-
RRR, whose average estimated rank is between 2 and 3, a more reasonable rank than the
other methods. Moreover, the MSPE of StARS-RRR is lower than all the other methods,
which further convinces us that SSARS-RRR yields an accurate estimation of rank for this

dataset.

5 Discussion

In this article, we propose a new method based on the stability approach to select the tuning
parameter for reduced-rank regression. To the best of our knowledge, it is the first time that
the stability approach is used in this framework. Our main contribution is twofold. First,
we set up a general framework of the stability approach for rank determination including
a new definition of instability and a new tuning parameter selection rule based on the
instability. This framework is generally applicable to any matrix estimation problem and
is referred to as StARS-RRR when specifically applied to reduced-rank regression. Second,
we show that the rank determined by StARS-RRR is consistent to the true rank when
the adaptive nuclear norm penalization is used. In fact, we provide a finite sample lower
bound of the probability with which the rank is estimated correctly. Interestingly, there
is an explicit relationship between this lower bound and the threshold 7 used to select the
tuning parameter in StARS-RRR, giving the method high interpretability.

Although StARS-RRR performs satisfactorily in both simulated and real data, it still
has a few limitations that need attention and/or deserve further studies. First, the current
definition of instability emphasizes the stability of the estimated rank but there could
be alternative definitions. For example, if one concerns more the stability of the subspace
corresponding to the estimated coefficient matrix instead of its rank, the instability could be
defined as the variation of such subspaces estimated from the randomly draw subsamples.

We refer to Taeb et al. (2020) for recent development of subspace stability in low-rank
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matrix estimation. Second, we established the rank estimation consistency for StARS-RRR,
which makes it more theoretically sound than most information criterion methods when
applied to reduced-rank regression. However, we must point out that most information
criterion methods do not need any assumptions on the design matrix, while SSARS-RRR
assumes an independent and identically distributed sample. This limitation needs to be
taken into consideration in the application of SSARS-RRR to dependent or heterogeneous
data. Third, this article represents only the first effort to apply the stability approach to
low-rank matrix estimation and thus there are still many unsolved questions to explore. For
example, if both sparsity and low rank are desired as in the sparse reduced-rank regression,
it will be an interesting topic to extend StARS-RRR so that variable selection consistency
and rank estimation consistency can be achieved simultaneously. Generalization of StARS-
RRR to other matrix estimation problems such as low-rank matrix completion also warrants

future investigation.
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Supplemental Material for “Stability Approach to
Regularization Selection for Reduced Rank Regression”

This document provides detailed proofs for the theorems described in the main

text, as well as additional numerical results as recommended by the referees.

A Technical Proofs

A.1 Lemmas

Lemma 1. Suppose Assumption 1 holds. Then for any t > 0, E{d;(P"E")} <
o(y/re +/q) and Pld,(P°E®) > E{d,(P"E")} + ot] < exp(—t?/2).

Proof. Lemma 1 is identical to Lemma 3 in Bunea et al. (2011). O

Lemma 2. Suppose Assumptions 1-2 hold. For any § satisfying that exp{—@Q(\/ﬂ—i—
V2)?/8} <0 < 1/2 with a large enough o + q, there exist N, A, A\p with 0 < A <
A < A < [(1+60/2)0 (/i + D) such that P(dye 1 (PPY?) > \/0T)y =1 -4,
P(dype iy (PPY?) > M) = 5, and P(dye 1 (PPY?) > XYY = exp{—62(/re +
Va©/s).

Proof. On the one hand, d,-,1(P’Y?) is a continuous function of P°Y®. Further,
PPY? = X°C + PPE® where E’ has independent N(0,0?) entries, then d,-;(P°Y?)
has a continuous distribution. Denote by ¢s and ¢;_s the d-quantile and (1 — ¢)-

quantile of such a distribution, respectively. Let \; = ng and \,, = q?f;, then
Pldysr (PPY?) > A0 =1 -6 and  Pldp iy (PYY?) > AYOD] = 5,

On the other hand, based on Weyl’s inequalities on singular values (Franklin,

2012) and observing that P’Y? = X°C' + P°E®, we have

|d(P’Y?) — d(X"C)| < dy(P°E®), s=1,...,bAq. (A1)



When s = r* + 1, -1 (P*Y?) < dpey1(X°C) + di(PPE®) and by Lemma 1,
Pld- 1 (PY?) < dpey ) (XPC) + 0 (/1 + /) + ot] > 1 — exp(—t2/2),
for any ¢ > 0. Since d,-1(X°C) =0, let t = 0(\/Tw + 1/7)/2, we have
Pl 1 (P'Y?) > (14 0/2)0(y/7 + V)] < exp{—6(/ + V) 3},
Therefore, there exists A, < [(1+60/2)0(\/Tx + /)" such that
Pldp 1 (P'Y?) > 0/ O] = exp{—02(\/ro + v/@)?/8}- (A2)
Finally, \; < A, is implied by the fact that § < 1/2. In addition, A,, < A is

implied by the fact that 0 > exp{—0(\/rw + /7)*/8}.
]

A.2 Proof of Theorem 3.1

For part (a), by the Weyl’s inequalities, d,-(P°Y?) > d,-(X°C) — d,(P°E"®) and by

Lemma 1,
Pld(P"Y?) > dp-(X'C) — o (\/ro + /q) — ot] > 1 — exp(—t?/2),
for any ¢ > 0. Similar to the proof of Lemma 2, since d,«(X°C) > 2(14-0)0 (/T ++/7),
Pld~(P°Y") > (14 20)0 (/T + /@) — 0t] > 1 — exp(—t?/2).
Letting ¢t = 0(,/rw + 1/q)/2, we have that

Pld(P’Y?) > (1+30/2)0(\/Tw + /)] > 1 — exp{—0*(\/T + /2)?/8}.



When A < [(1+36/2)0(,/ro + 1/q)]""", this leads to
Pd,«(P*Y?) > A0 > 1 — exp{—02(/re + v/Q)%/8}. (A.3)
Since Ay < A < [(14360/2)0(y/Te + /@)]""!, combining (A.2) and (A.3) leads to
Pldp- 1 (PPY?) < A0 < g (PPY?)] > 1 — 2exp{—0*(/ro + V2)?/8}.
Since 7} = max{r : d,(P’Y?) > A0+ as in (4),

P =7*) > 1 — 2exp{—0*(\/To + /7)*/8}.
Furthermore, as P’Y"? has at most 7 A ¢ positive singular values,

var (i)

— B(#) - (B

< (r)°[1 = 2exp{—0°(v/rer + @)* /8}] + 2(r0 A q)? exp{—0°(\/rw + /7)*/8}
— (r")?[1L = 2exp{—0*(V/rer + /2)*/8})?

= 2(r")? exp{—0*(y/70 + v/2)* /8}[1 — 2exp{—0°(\/re + /2)*/8}]
+2(re A q)* exp{—0°(\/ro +/2)*/8}

< A(re A q)? exp{—0°(yTe +/)°/8},

because * < 7w A q as in Assumption 3.

For part (b), as 7 is a decreasing function of A, P(#} > r*) > 1—2exp{—0?(\/ro+
V/1)?/8} is implied by the result in part (a). Further, for any A satisfying that A > \,,,

Pldyyq (PPY?) > A/OHD] < 6,



which implies that P(7§ > r* 4+ 1) < § from the definition of 7. Thus,
PR =7r*) = P(i > 1") = P(iy > r* +1) > 1 =6 — 2exp{—0°(\/r + /0)*/8}.

For part (c), from Lemma 2, P(d(P°Y?) > )\%(7+1)) = 0. Then, for any
A satisfying 0 < A < A\, P(dpyi(PPY?) > AV/OFD) > § which leads to P(#} >
r* 4+ 1) > § from the definition of 7§.

The estimated rank 7 can be alternatively written as 72 = 32" I{d;(P*Y'?) >

AYO+D1 where () is the indicator function. Therefore,

LA}
var(i) = var[I{d;(P"Y") > AV}

i=1
NG b NG

£ D covHd(PY?) > AV I{d; (PY?) > A0,

i=1 j=1

It is noteworthy that, for 1 <i,j < rw Aq,

cov[[{di(P'Y") > AYOFDY, 1{d;(PPY?) > AVOFUY]
= P[d;(P'Y") > A0 g, (PPY?) > AV O]
— P[d;(P"Y") > AV/OHD] Pd;(PPY?) > AV O+
= Pldip;(PY?) > NVOHD][L — P{dy;(PPY?) > A/OFD)]

> 0.

Therefore,

T b /A\q

X

var(f) > Y var[[{di(P*Y") > AYODY] > var[I{d, 11 (PY?) > AV OFY).
=1

When Ay < A < Ay, 8 < Plde-(PPY?) > AVO+D] < 1 — §, which leads to that
var(r}) > (1 — 4).



A.3 Proof of Theorem 3.2

For any A > 0, denote u5(\) = var(7%) as the variance of the estimated rank from the
reduced rank regression based on the subsample (Y7, X1), ..., (Ys, X3). The parameter
p5(A) can be written as pb(A) = m4(A) — {mb(N\)}2, where m4(\) = E[(7})?] and
mb(\) = E(#}). Note that mb(\) = SN, #,(S;)/N and mb(\) = 2N, #3(S;)/N are
their corresponding U-statistics of order b, and further that 0 < 7,(S;) < ry A ¢ for
i =1,...,N. Hence, by Hoeffding’s inequality for U-statistics (Serfling, 2009), we

have, for any ¢ > 0,

[[mf () = mi(N)| > t] < 2exp[—2nt®/{(r« A q)*b}], (A.4)

P [|m3(N) — m5(N)| > t] < 2exp[—2nt*/{(r« A q)*b}]. (A.5)

In addition, m}(\) < rw A q and m4(A\) < (re A q)? for any A > 0 as P°Y"? has at
most 7w A g positive singular values. Setting ¢ = m?(\) in (A.4) leads to that

P [mi(A) < 2mi(\)] > 1 —2exp[—2n{m}(A\)}*/{(r« A q)*b}].
For any A > 0 such that m$()\) > 1/2, with probability at least 1 — 2 exp[—n/{2(r A
Q)2b}]7 m?()\) < 2(rxb N Q)
From the definition of S?(7,) in (5), with probability at least 1 —2exp[—n/{2(r, A

q)*b}],

|S%(73) = w5 (V)]

< 00 — w0+ o [{RE O — (om0 5 k) + k)
< A b0) = 0] + o [ ) + b M) - ?<A>}!+ (e A a)?
< PO — )] + 5 [0 A Q) — mEOVY + 5 (e A )




For t > 6(rw A q)*/(N — 1),

2
N (e A q)* <

W =+

Thus, for any A > 0 such that m§(\) > 1/2 and 6(rw A ¢)?/(N —1) <t < 9(ry Aq),

P[|S%(73) — (V)] > 1]

< 2expln/ (20 P} + P | 5 ) - b )] > ¢

# P [ 5 130 A QUSO) = mb )] > ¢

< 2explon/ (20 AP0+ P 1) ()] > ¢

P )~ ] > gt
< 2exp[—n/{2(rx A q)*b}] + 2exp[—nt* /[{(18(rx A q)'b}]
+ 2exp[—nt?/{162(rw A q)*(ry A q)*b}]

< 6 exp[—nt?/{162(r, A q)*b}].

A.4 Proof of Corollary 3.1

Denote A, = [(1+30/2)0(\/rw+4/q)]" ™ for simplicity of notation. Based on Theorem
3.1, for any 6 € [exp{—0*(\/re + /7)?/8},1/2)

py(\) > 6(1 —6), when N\ <\ < Ay, (A.6)
5(\) < 4(re A q)? exp{—0*(/T + /2)?/8}, when A, <\ < A, (A.7)

Thus, for any fixed C' > 3, if § € [8C(rp A ) exp{—6*(\/rs + 1/7)*/8},1/2) with a
large enough r + ¢, (A.6) still holds and (A.7) becomes

ph(N) < 8(1—6)/C, when A\, < X< A, (A.8)



Based on Theorem 3.2, for any ¢ satisfying that 6(rw Aq)?/(N—1) <t < 9(ryAq),

P [ max ’SQ uQ()\)‘ >t

AEAME (A)>1/2

<6 > exp[-nt?/{162(ry A q)'b}]

AEA:ME (N)>1/2

< 6K exp[—nt?/{162(rs A q)*b}].

Therefore, when 12C (rw A ¢)?/(N — 1) < § < 1/2, we can set t = (1/C)§(1 — 6) in

the above inequality, which leads to

P max {52 — 5\ )‘ > (1/C)o(1 —9)

AEA:ME(N)>1/2
< 6K exp[—nd?(1 — 6)? /{16202 (1 A q)*b}]
< 6K exp[—nd?/{648C%(r« A q)*b}].

In other words, when max[8C (e A q)? exp{—0*(\/Tx + 1/2)*/8},12C(rw N q)? /(N —
1)] <4 < 1/2, with probability at least 1 — 6K exp[—nd?/{648C?(r, A q)*b}],

max |S*(F)) — ps(AN)| < (1/C)é(1 —6). (A.9)

AeAmY(N)>1/2

Whenever A € [\, \] or A € [An, Au], mb(N) = E(7}) > 1/2 with a large enough
rx + ¢ based on Theorem 1. Combining (A.6), (A.8), and (A.9),

min {S2(7y) : A € AN A, Al } > [(C = 1)/C18(1 = 6),

max {S*(F)) : A € AN A, A} < (2/C)6(1 = 9).



A.5 Proof of Theorem 3.3

In Corollary 3.1, setting C' = 4 leads to that, for any ¢ satisfying max[32(re A
q)? exp{—0>(\/rw + /7)?/8},48(rw A q)*/(N — 1)] <6 < 1/2, the following bounds
min{f)()\) AeAn [Al,)\m]} > 36(1 — §)/4 > 1,
max{fju) A€ AN D, /\u]} <5(1—8)/2 =1,
hold with probability at least 1 — 6K exp[—nd?/{10368(rx A ¢)*b}], which implies

that the optimal tuning parameter selected by StARS-RRR A must lie in [Am, An] or
[)\h, /\u], i.e.,

P(X € [An A]) > 1 — 6K exp[—nd? /{10368(ry A q)'b}].
We can bound the probability of {f’l)’\ # r*} as follows:

P( #17)
< P £, N e AN Py M) + PR # 15, X € AN [y Ad]) + PA ¢ Ay M)

< > PE#AT A=+ D PEAETA=N)+PAE [\ A))
AEAN[Am,An] AEANAR,Au]

From parts (a) and (b) in Theorem 3.1,

P(f§ #r*) < J+ Qexp{—92(,/rxb + \/C_])2/8}, when A\ € A, Anl;

P(% # 1) < 2exp{—0*(\/rw + /)?/8}, when A € [\, A.



Let K7 = |AN [Am, An]| and Ko = |A N [Ap, Ay]|. Then,

P( #1%) (A.10)
< K1 (6 4 2exp{—6* (/i + 2)?/8}) + 2Ky exp{—6 (/i + 3)?/8} + P(A ¢ [Am, M)
< K0 + 2K exp{—0*(\/T + \/q)*/8} + 6K exp[—nd?/{10368(r A q)*b}], (A.11)

where max[32(rs A q)? exp{—0(\/r + 1/7)*/8},48(rw A q)? /(N —1)] <6 < 1/2.
Under the conditions that for a given a > 0 and a given g > 0,

(re A q)* exp{—=0%(y/To + Vq)*/8} = o(n™"),

(re Nq)*b/n = o(nfﬁ).

Then, we can choose § = n~(@"/2 such that max[32(re A q)? exp{—60*(\/re +
V1)?/8},48(rw A q)? /(N —1)] <0 < 1/2 when n is large enough, and

6K exp[—nd?/{10368(ry A q)*b}] < 6K exp[—n'"/{10368(ry A q)*b}] — 0.

Therefore, the probability bound in (A.11) tends to zero when ru + ¢ — oo because

K is assumed to be fixed.

B Additional Simulation Results

B.1 Prediction Performance

B.1.1 TImpact of rank estimation on prediction

Rank estimation is the focus of this paper as better rank estimation can indeed lead
to better prediction. Hereby, we perform a simulation study to illustrate the impact
of rank estimation on prediction. We adopt the same simulation settings in the main

text to generate the training and test data sets, where the sample size of the test



data is set to be the same as that of the training data. For each setting, we replicate
100 times. Given that the simulation results are similar, we only present the results

of three settings for the purpose of illustration, which are:
(1) p=0.9 and SNR=1.57 under Model [;
(2) p=0.1 and SNR=1.15 under Model II;
(3) p=0.5 and SNR=3.09 under Model II.

For each given rank 7 in {1,2,...,(pAq) — 1}, we derive the estimated coefficient
matrix C' using the ridge estimation method (Izenman, 2008). Denoting the test data

as {X,Y}, we calculate the mean squared prediction error (MSPE) as

Iy — XC|2
ng ’

MSPE = 100 x

The simulation results are summarized in Figure 1, in which the top, middle,
and bottom panels correspond to settings (1)—(3). From Figure 1, it is obvious that
a better rank estimate leads to a better prediction. Overall, the true rank estimate
always corresponds to the smallest mean MSPE, and the MSPE is larger than the one
with the true rank when the rank is under-estimated or over-estimated. In particular,
when the estimated rank is smaller than the true rank, the information extracted by
the model is insufficient, resulting in a poor prediction accuracy. When the estimated
rank is larger than the true rank, the extracted signal is mixed with some noises,
resulting in a slightly lower prediction accuracy. Furthermore, as the discrepancy
between the estimated rank and the true rank becomes larger, the MSPE increases

quickly especially in the underestimation scenario.

B.1.2 Prediction performance

In this subsection, we evaluate the prediction performance of different rank determi-
nation methods. We adopt the same simulation settings in the main text to generate

the training and test data sets. For each estimated coefficient matrix C, we calculate
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Figure 1: Line graph of prediction error versus estimated rank. The dots represent
the mean value of MSPE corresponding to each estimated rank. The ordinate of the
dotdash line represents the minimum value of the mean MSPE, and the dotted line
represents the true rank.
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the mean squared prediction error (MSPE) on the test data {)N( , EN/} with a refitted
estimator (Izenman, 2008). The simulation results are summarized in Table 1. Our
method still performs well with the smallest MSPE in most cases although the differ-
ence of the MSPE’s is small. This is partially because that a slightly overestimated
rank may not cause a significant increase of MSPE, while an underestimated rank

often leads to a substantial increase of MSPE (see Section B.1.1).

B.2 Effective Rank

On the one hand, the true rank of a p x ¢ matrix C' is defined as
PAg

r* =rank(C) = Zl(di(c) > 0),

where d;(C') is the ith singular value of C, i = 1,...,p A ¢. On the other hand,
according to Bunea et al. (2011), the effective rank of the coefficient matrix C' in

reduced-rank regression is defined as
s=Y I(d(XC) > di(PE)),
i=1

where X, P, and F are the design matrix, projection matrix, and error matrix in
reduced-rank regression, respectively.

For any two matrices A, B with suitable dimensions, we have that
rank(AB) < rank(A) A rank(B).

Therefore,
PAg
s =Y I(di(XC) > dy(PE)) < rank(XC) < rank(C) =",
i=1

Furthermore, by the definition of the signal-to-noise ratio: SNR = d,«(XC)/d,(PE),

12



Table 1: The prediction performance in the simulation study.

SNR AIC BIC GIC  BICP GCV CV  StARS-RRR
Model I, p = 0.1
1.07 23749 23842 240.13 239.57 237.46 237.48 237.45
1.60 404.68 405.12  406.10  405.67 404.67  404.68 404.61
1.85 505.66 505.88 506.75 506.48  505.65  505.66 505.56
2.14 638.93 639.01 639.56 639.34 638.92 638.91 638.79
2.49 83229 83225 83256 832.50 832.27 83227 832.14
3.03 1178.12 1177.96 1178.14 1178.10 1178.10 1178.10  1177.99
Model I, p = 0.5
110 236.38 23728 239.09 238.47 236.35 236.39 236.33
1.26 276.80 277.57 279.08 27854 276.78  276.81 276.65
1.57 373.82 373.99 375.30 374.68 373.79 373.81 373.72
2.20  632.61 632.60 633.06 632.91 632.57 632.61 632.44
252 794.34 79427  794.64 794.53  794.32  794.34 794.19
2.99 1077.40 1077.28 1077.43 1077.38 1077.38 1077.40  1077.26
Model I, p = 0.9
1.08 217.00 218.01 220.14 21943 216.96 217.01 216.97
1.24  251.14 252.00 253.78 253.24  251.11  251.13 251.04
1.55 333.13  333.74 334.89 33453 333.11 333.12 333.01
2.09 520.52 520.53 521.52 521.08 520.47 520.51 520.26
2.71 803.05 802.84 803.26 803.21 803.02 803.01 802.79
3.10 1016.65 1016.43 1016.89 1016.60 1016.62 1016.64  1016.41
Model II, p = 0.1
1.16  216.13 22040 244.57 244.08 21426 214.13 216.18
1.45 27626 277.72 32279  319.01 274.37  274.20 274.12
1.73  350.09 349.45 412.87 401.34  348.09  347.90 347.87
2.02  437.40 435.71  509.47 486.28  435.30  435.11 435.09
2.60 65250 649.91 705.01 666.10 650.11  649.90 649.89
3.18 921.15 91844 924.64 920.76 918.70  918.46 918.44
Model I1, p = 0.5
1.12 20141 206.85 239.20 238.29 198.72  198.58 202.40
1.40  251.10 253.57 311.83 305.16 248.50  248.25 248.40
1.68 31225 312.04 392.34 377.91 30957 309.31 309.26
2.09 425.08 422.60 51826 481.77  422.25  422.00 422.03
2.51  563.07 559.91 631.77 587.19 560.18  559.90 559.92
3.07 786.30 782.79 793.90 786.27 783.17  782.80 782.84
Model 11, p = 0.9
1.05 170.88 17556 247.20 235.18 165.69  165.46 167.53
1.24 188.74 191.17 277.27 257.08 183.59  183.19 183.14
1.52  222.05 221.85 313.44 283.26 216.62 216.08 215.89
2.00 293.59 288.82 360.26 332.62 287.77 287.21 287.19
2.48 384.67 378.16 41547 40091 378.65 378.01 378.02
3.05 519.68 51257 52572 51854 513.33  512.62 512.66




we have d,«(XC) > d(PE) when SNR > 1. Since d;(XC) > d,«(XC) holds for any
1 =1,...,r", we know that s > r* when SNR > 1. In conclusion, the effective rank
is equal to the true rank when SNR > 1.

However, in the simulation studies of the main text, the effective rank (Bunea
et al., 2011) and the true rank of the coefficient matrix are not necessarily identical.
This is because not all simulated data have a SNR > 1, although the average SNR
across the replicates is reported to be greater than 1 in all simulation settings (see
the SNR column in Table 2).

Therefore, we additionally report the effective-rank recovery ratio. Table 2 reports
the effective-rank recovery ratio under the same simulations settings as in the main
text. We can see that StARS-RRR has the highest effective-rank recovery ratio in all

cases.

B.3 Sensitivity Analyses

The choice of hyperparameters is important for SSARS-RRR. Suggested by the ref-
erees, we conduct sensitivity analyses for the hyperparameters in SStARS-RRR, in-
cluding the threshold 7, the number of subsamples N, and the size of subsamples b.

Below are the values of n, N, and b that are examined in each sensitivity analysis.
e Sensitivity analysis of n: n; = 0.001, 7, = 0.01, n3 = 0.02, 4 = 0.05
e Sensitivity analysis of N: Ny = 25, Ny = 50, N3 = 100, Ny = 200
e Sensitivity analysis of b:
— Model T: by = |[104/n], by = 0.5n, b3 = 0.7n, by = 0.9n
— Model II: b; = 0.4n, by = 0.5n, b3 = 0.7n, by = 0.9n

When one hyperparameter is examined in each sensitivity analysis, the other two
hyperparameters are fixed at their values that are used in the main text: n = 0.001,
b=0.Tn, and N = 100.

Except the choices of 1, N, and b, the other simulation settings are exactly the

same as the simulation studies in the main text.
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Table 2: The effective-rank recovery ratio in the simulation study.
SNR AIC BIC GIC BICP GCV CV StARS-RRR
Model I, p = 0.1

1.07 0.51 0.45 0.15 020 0.52 0.52 0.80
1.60 0.78 0.72 0.45 051 0.80 0.79 0.93
1.85 0.83 0.80 0.57 064 084 0.84 0.96
214 085 088 0.70 0.76 0.86 0.86 0.99
249 085 095 0.84 0.87 087 0.87 0.99
3.03 0.85 099 093 096 087 0.87 0.99
Model I, p = 0.5
1.10 0.57 0.53 0.19 025 0.58 0.55 0.83
1.26 0.64 0.60 0.29 037 0.65 0.64 0.88
1.57 077 0.71 0.44 051 0.78 0.78 0.91
220 084 089 071 0.7 086 0.85 0.98
252 086 094 081 0.85 087 0.87 0.99
299 0.8 097 091 093 088 0.86 0.99
Model I, p = 0.9
1.08 0.52 0.50 0.20 0.26 0.53 0.55 0.81
1.24 0.62 0.58 0.27 034 064 0.64 0.86
1.55 0.73 0.71 0.44 052 0.75 0.75 0.94
2.09 0.82 087 067 074 085 0.84 0.98
271 0.8 095 08 089 087 0.87 0.99
3.10 0.85 098 091 094 087 0.86 1.00
Model I1, p = 0.1
1.16 0.37 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.71 0.75 0.75
1.45 048 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.89 0.95 0.99
1.73 0.50 0.54 0.00 0.00 093 0.99 1.00
2.02 050 083 0.00 0.00 0.93 0.99 1.00
2.60 047 099 0.05 024 093 0.99 1.00
3.18 045 1.00 0.65 0.80 0.92 0.99 1.00
Model I1, p = 0.5
1.12 035 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.69 0.71 0.71
1.40 047 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.87 0.92 0.94
1.68 0.51 0.45 0.00 0.00 0.92 0.98 1.00
2.09 0.52 088 0.00 0.00 094 0.99 1.00
251 052 099 0.02 0.17 093 0.99 1.00
3.07 048 1.00 0.55 0.75 091 1.00 1.00
Model I1, p = 0.9
1.05 0.26 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.51 0.53 0.63
1.24 041 0.05 0.00 0.00 077 0.82 0.87
1.52 047 0.27 0.00 0.00 0.88 0.94 0.98
2.00 049 082 0.00 0.01 091 0.99 1.00
248 049 098 0.15 0.25 090 0.99 1.00

3.05 047 1.00 061 0 090 0.99 1.00




B.3.1 Sensitivity analysis for n

The results of the sensitivity analysis of 1 are summarzied in Table 3. We find that
when SNR is very small, a slightly larger value of 1 could lead to a better rank
estimation when the signal-to-noise ratio is very small. A larger value of n leads to a
smaller tuning parameter, increasing the the possibility of an overestimated rank. The
simulation studies in the main text show that StARS-RRR tends to underestimate
the rank when the SNR is very small. Therefore, a slightly larger value of n could
alleviate this tendency, resulting in a more accurately estimated rank. By contrast,
when SNR is sufficiently large, the smallest value of 7 seems to outperform the others
by a small margin.

In practice when we have no prior knowledge of the signal-to-noise ratio, we rec-

ommend using a small value of 77 to be more conservative on the instability measure.

B.3.2 Sensitivity analysis for N

The results of the sensitivity analysis for N are summarized in Table 4. We find
that the rank estimation is not very sensitive to the choice of N as long as it is not
too small, say, 25. We recommend using 50 or 100, which balances the stability of

estimating the sample variance of the estimated ranks and the computational cost.

B.3.3 Sensitivity analysis for b

The results of the sensitivity analysis of b are summarized in Table 5. The accuracy
of the rank estimation is closely related to the size of the subsample. From the results,
the overall performance of the rank estimation is the best when b = 0.7n considering
both Models I and II. In fact, the performance of SSARS-RRR is satisfactory as long
as b is not too small, such as b = [104/n| or b = 0.4n.
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Table 3: Rank recovery (left), underestimate (middle), and overestimate (right) ratios
(in percentage) in the sensitive analysis of 7.
s SNR 7 =0.001 7, =001 75=002 7 =005
Model I, p = 0.1

40 142 (86,14,0)  (90,9.0)  (91,8,1)  (93,5,2)
45 1.6 (92,8,0)  (95,50) (964,1)  (95,3.2)
52 1.85  (954,0) (97,200 (97,2,1)  (96,1,2)
60 214  (98,2,0) (98,100 (98,1,1)  (97,12)
70 249  (98,1,0)  (98,1,0)  (98,1,1)  (98,0,2)
85 3.03  (99,0,0)  (99,0,1)  (99,0,1)  (98,0,2)

Model I, p = 0.5
3 1.1 (63,37,0) (70,29,1) (72,26,1) (79,18,3)
40 126 (73,26,1) (79,20,1) (81,17,1) (86,11,3)
50 1.57  (89,10,1)  (93,6,1)  (93,6,1)  (93,4,3)

70 22 (97,3,1)  (97.2,1)  (97,1,1)  (96,1,3)
80 252 (99,1,1)  (98,1,1)  (98,1,1)  (97,0,3)
05 299  (99,1,1)  (98,1,1)  (98,0,1)  (97,0,3)

Model I, p = 0.9
70 1.08 (63,37,0) (67,32,0) (72,27,1) (76,19,5)
80 1.24 (73,27,0) (79,21,0) (82,17,1) (82,13,5)
100 1.55  (86,14,0) (90,10,0) (92,7,1)  (91,4,5)

135 2.09  (97,3,0) (97,2,1)  (97,2,1)  (95,1,5)
175 2.71 (99,1,0) (99,0,1)  (98,0,1)  (95,0,5)
200 3.1 (99,0,0) (99,0,1)  (98,0,1)  (95,0,5)
Model IT, p = 0.1
8 116 (77,23,0) (88,12,0) (91,8,0)  (93,4,3)
10 1.45  (98,2,0) (99,1,0)  (99,1,0)  (97,0,3)
12 1.73  (100,0,0)  (100,0,0) (100,0,0) (97,0,3)
14 2.02 (100,0,0) (100,0,0) (100,0,0) (97,0,3)
18 2.6  (100,0,0) (100,0,0) (100,0,0) (97,0,3)
22 3.18 (100,0,0) (100,0,0) (100,0,0) (97,0,3)
Model I1, p = 0.5
8 1.12 (69,30,0) (82,17,0) (89,11,1) (93,5,2)
10 14 (95,4,0) (98,2,0)  (98,1,1)  (98,0,2)
12 1.68 (100,0,0) (100,0,0) (100,0,0) (97,0,3)
15 2.09 (100,0,0) (100,0,0) (100,0,0) (97,0,3)
18 251 (100,0,0)  (100,0,0) (100,0,0)  (97,0,3)
22 3.07 (100,0,0) (100,0,0) (100,0,0) (97,0,3)
Model I1, p = 0.9
11 1.05 (58,42,0) (73,27,0) (77,21,1) (89,8,3)
13 1.24 (86,14,0)  (94,5,1)  (96,2,1)  (96,1,3)
16  1.52  (99,1,0) (99,0,1)  (99,0,1)  (97,0,3)
21 2 (100,0,0)  (99,0,1)  (99,0,1)  (96,0,4)
26 2.48  (100,0,0) (9]97,0,1) (99,0,1)  (97,0,3)
32 3.05 (100,0,0)  (99,0,1)  (99,0,1)  (97,0,3)




Table 4: Rank recovery (left), underestimate (middle), and overestimate (right) ratios
(in percentage) in the sensitive analysis of V.
s SNR N, =25 No=50 N;=100 N;=200
Model I, p = 0.1

40 148 (9334)  (93,7,0) (89,11,0) (86,14,0)

45 167 (9226)  (9550) (93,7.0)  (93,7,0)
52 193 (94,15)  (991,0)  (96,4,0)  (95,5,0)

(

(

(

60 222 (9505) (100,0,0) (100,0,0) (100,0,0)
70 26
85 3.15

(
93,0,7)  (100,0,0) (100,0,0) (100,0,0)
96,0,4)  (100,0,0) (100,0,0) (100,0,0)

(]

(

(

Model I, p = 0.5
35 115 (72,16,12)
40 132 (82,7,11) (84,16,0) (77,23,0) (74,26,0)
50 1.65 (86,4,10) (93,6,1) (92,8,0) (90,10,0)
70 231 (91,0,9) (99,0,1)  (98,2,0) (97,3,0)
80 2.64 (90,0,10)  (99,0,1) (100,0,0) (100,0,0)
95 3.13 (91,0,9) (100,0,0) (100,0,0) (100,0,0)

Model I, p = 0.9
70 113 (72,18,10) (69,31,0) (66,34,0) (61,39,0)
80 1.29 (76,12,12) (79,20,1) (76,24,0) (70,30,0)
100 1.62  (86,5,9) (89,10,1) (85,15,0) (84,16,0)
135 2.18 (88,1,11)  (98,1,1)  (98,2,0) (96,4,0)
175 283 (89,1,10) (97,1,2)  (99,1,0) (99,1,0)
200 3.23  (89,0,11)  (98,0,2)  (99,1,0) (99,1,0)

Model IT, p = 0.1

71,29,0) (64,36,0) (61,39,0)

8 1.15 (91,6,3) (86,14,0) (78,22,0) (67,33,0)
10 144  (96,0,4) (97,3,0)  (96,4,0) (96,4,0)
12 1.73  (97,0,3) (100,0,0) (100,0,0) (100,0,0)
14 202 (97,0,3) (100,0,0) (100,0,0) (100,0,0)
18 259  (98,0,2) (100,0,0) (100,0,0) (100,0,0)
22 3.17  (98,0,2) (100,0,0) (100,0,0) (100,0,0)
Model I1, p = 0.5
8 1.1 (90,9,1)  (78,22,0) (64,36,0) (51,49,0)
10 1.38  (99,0,1) (98,2,0)  (96,4,0) (95,5,0)
12 1.65 (99,0,1) (100,0,0) (100,0,0) (100,0,0)
15 2.07 (99,0,1) (100,0,0) (100,0,0) (100,0,0)
18 248  (99,0,1)  (100,0,0) (100,0,0) (100,0,0)
22 3.03 (100,0,0) (100,0,0) (100,0,0) (100,0,0)
Model I1, p = 0.9
11 1.04 (81,17,2) (72,28,0) (63,37,0) (49,51,0)
13 1.23 93,4,3) (91,9,0) (83,17,0) (79,21,0)

16 1.51

(

( (98,2,0)  (97,3,0)
21 1.98 (97,03

(

(

( )

( ) (100,0,0)  (100,0,0)
(1660,0) (100,0,0)  (100,0,0)
( ) (100,0,0)  (100,0,0)

26 245
32 3.02




Table 5: Rank recovery (left), underestimate (middle), and overestimate (right) ratios

(in percentage) in the sensitive analysis of b.

Model I, p = 0.1
40 148  (80,19,1)  (78,21,1) (89,11,0) (84,1,15)
45  1.67 (88,11,1) (90,10,0)  (93,7,0)  (84,0,16)
52 1.93 (95,5,0) (93,7,0)  (96,4,0)  (87,0,13)
60 2.22 (99,1,0) (99,1,0)  (100,0,0) (84,0,16)
70 2.6 (100,0,0) (100,0,0)  (100,0,0)  (84,0,16)
85 3.15 (100,0,0) (100,0,0)  (100,0,0)  (86,0,14)
Model I, p = 0.5
35 1.15 (46,53,1) (50,50,0)  (64,36,0) (80,10,10)
40  1.32 (70,29,1) (69,31,0) (77,23,0) (86,4,10)
50 1.6 (87,13,0) (86,14,0)  (92,8,0)  (88,0,12)
70 231 (99,1,0) (99,1,0)  (98,2,0)  (86,0,14)
80 2.64 (100,0,0) (100,0,0)  (100,0,0)  (85,0,15)
95 3.13 (100,0,0) (100,0,0)  (100,0,0)  (87,0,13)
Model I, p = 0.9
70  1.13 (44,54,2) (53,46,1) (66,34,0) (78,10,12)
80 1.29 (63,35,2) (63,36,1) (76,24,0) (80,7,13)
100 1.62 (79,19,2) (83,16,1) (85,15,0) (87,2,11)
135 218 (94,4,2) (95,4,1)  (98,2,0)  (87,1,12)
175 2.83 (97,1,2) (97,2,1)  (99,1,0)  (89,1,10)
200 3.23 (97,1,2) (98,1,1)  (99,1,0)  (90,0,10)
s SNR by = 0.4n by =0.5n b3=0.™m bs=09n
Model II, p = 0.1
8 1.15 (0,100,0) (8,90,2) (78,22,0)  (97,3,0)
10 1.44 (5,94,1) (47,51,2)  (96,4,0)  (100,0,0)
12 1.73 (42,57,1) (87,11,2)  (100,0,0)  (100,0,0)
14 2.02 (74,26,0) (96,2,2)  (100,0,0) (100,0,0)
18 2.59 (98,2,0) (98,0,2)  (100,0,0)  (100,0,0)
22 3.17 (100,0,0) (98,0,2)  (100,0,0) (100,0,0)
Model IT, p = 0.5
8 1.1 (0,99,1) (4,96,0)  (64,36,0)  (98,2,0)
10 1.38 (4,95,1) (39,61,0)  (96,4,0)  (100,0,0)
12 1.65 (26,73,1) (82,18,0) (100,0,0)  (100,0,0)
15 2.07 (80,19,1) (100,0,0)  (100,0,0)  (99,0,1)
18 248 (96,3,1) (100,0,0)  (100,0,0)  (100,0,0)
22 3.03 (99,0,1) (100,0,0)  (100,0,0)  (100,0,0)
Model II, p = 0.9
11 1.04 (1,98,1) (8,90,2) (63,37,0)  (91,9,0)
13 1.23 (8,91,1) (21,77,2)  (83,17,0)  (99,1,0)
16 1.51 (26,72,2) (69,29,2)  (98,2,0)  (100,0,0)
21 198  (75232)  (%,22) (100,0,0) (100,0,0)
26 245 (96,2,2) (98,0,2)  (100,0,0) (100,0,0)
32 3.02 (98,0,2) (98,0,2)  (100,0,0) (100,0,0)




References

Bunea, F., She, Y., Wegkamp, M. H., et al. (2011). Optimal selection of reduced rank
estimators of high-dimensional matrices. Annals of Statistics, 39(2):1282-13009.

Franklin, J. N. (2012). Matriz theory. Courier Corporation.

Izenman, A. J. (2008). Modern multivariate statistical techniques. Regression, clas-

sification and manifold learning, 10:978-0.

Serfling, R. J. (2009). Approzimation theorems of mathematical statistics, volume

162. John Wiley & Sons.

20



