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Abstract

Heterogeneous data are now ubiquitous in many applications in which correctly

identifying the subgroups from a heterogeneous population is critical. Although there

is an increasing body of literature on subgroup detection, existing methods mainly fo-

cus on the univariate response setting. In this paper, we propose a joint heterogeneity

and reduced-rank learning framework to simultaneously identify the subgroup structure

and estimate the covariate effects for heterogeneous multivariate response regression.

In particular, our approach uses rank-constrained pairwise fusion penalization and con-

ducts the subgroup analysis without requiring prior knowledge regarding the individual
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subgroup memberships. We implement the proposed approach by an alternating di-

rection method of multipliers (ADMM) algorithm and show its convergence. We also

establish the asymptotic properties for the resulting estimators under mild and inter-

pretable conditions. A predictive information criterion is proposed to select the rank

of the coefficient matrix with theoretical support. The effectiveness of the proposed

approach is demonstrated through simulation studies and a real data application.

Keywords— Heterogeneity; Latent group; Multi-response; Oracle property; Penalized

fusion; Subgroup analysis
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1 Introduction

Heterogeneous data are ubiquitous in many fields, such as health care, bioinformatics, mar-

keting, and economics. In these fields, correctly identifying subgroups from the heterogeneous

data is essential in promoting individual strategies, which, in turn, can contribute to a deeper

understanding of the research bases, more accurate assessment and better individual predic-

tion. For example, in medical studies, heterogeneity of treatment effects may arise due to

underlying differences between groups of patients in terms of the risk, biology, pathology,

genetics, severity of disease, and so on. It is necessary to identify subgroups to give precise

medical treatments to heterogeneous subgroups of patients (Crump et al., 2008; Guo and He,

2021). Similarly, in marketing and economics, homogeneous customers usually have similar

behaviors and preferences. Precision marketing that offers personalized customer service can

help enterprises increase their profits by identifying different marketing subgroups (You et al.,

2015; Zhu et al., 2025).

Many statistical methods have been proposed to identify subgroups from heterogeneous

data in the past few decades. One popular class of subgroup identification methods is based

on the finite mixture modeling strategy, which assumes that data come from a mixture of

subgroups and each subgroup has its own sets of parameter values. See, for example, Hastie

and Tibshirani (1996); Wang et al. (2016). However, these mixture modeling approaches

require to know the number of subgroups in the population in advance and also need to

specify an underlying distribution for the data, which can be challenging in practice (Li and

Chen, 2010; Kasahara and Shimotsu, 2015). To address these issues, Ma and Huang (2017)

introduced a pairwise fusion penalized approach for linear regression models to automatically

detect heterogeneity and divide the observations into subgroups without the need to know

the number of subgroups in advance. The key idea of Ma and Huang (2017) is to define the

subgroup structure by group-specific intercepts after adjusting for the effects of covariates and

then apply concave penalty functions, such as SCAD (Fan and Li, 2001) and MCP (Zhang,

2010), to pairwise differences of the intercepts. Such an idea for subgroup identification has

been extended to different model settings, including Poisson regression models (Chen et al.,

2019), quantile regression (Zhang et al., 2019; Lu et al., 2021), censored linear regression (Yan

et al., 2021), the Cox model (Hu et al., 2021), additive partially linear models (Liu and Lin,

2019; Cai et al., 2024), functional linear regression (Li et al., 2021; Zhang et al., 2022),

functional partial linear regression (Ma et al., 2023). See also Liu et al. (2023) for subgroup

analysis of Alzheimer’s disease. However, the aforementioned methods mainly focus on the

univariate response setting.

In the era of big data, the coexistence of heterogeneity and large number of responses is

becoming more prevalent. To characterize the dependence between responses and predictors

in multivariate response regression, one commonly used technique is dimension reduction. In

particular, reduced-rank regression (Anderson, 1951; Izenman, 1975) is a popular approach
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to dimension reduction by constraining the coefficient matrix to be of low rank such that the

responses depend on the predictors through a few latent factors. This provides an appealing

low-dimensional latent model interpretation for multivariate response regression. A number

of efforts have been made in the literature on reduced-rank regression. See, for example,

Yuan et al. (2007), Bunea et al. (2011), Koltchinskii et al. (2011), Chen et al. (2012), Chen

and Huang (2012), She and Chen (2017), Uematsu et al. (2019), Chen et al. (2022a), Liu

et al. (2022), and references therein. See also Reinsel et al. (2022) for a review of recent

developments on multivariate reduced-rank regression.

However, these reduced-rank methods are designed for homogeneous data and are not

directly applicable to heterogeneous data with multivariate responses. In the literature, there

has been very limited research on heterogeneity analysis for multivariate response regression.

In this paper, we extend the idea of Ma and Huang (2017) to the multivariate response setting

and would like to make the first-ever attempt to propose a joint heterogeneity and reduced-

rank learning framework to simultaneously identify the subgroup structure and estimate the

covariate effects for heterogeneous multivariate response regression. Specifically, we represent

the heterogeneity after adjusting for the effects of covariates using group-specific intercepts

and assume the coefficient matrix of predictors to be of low rank, yielding a joint modeling of

heterogeneous individual effects and common latent factors. A new methodology of reduced-

rank learning with subgroup identification is proposed to determine the number of subgroups,

identify the group structure, and estimate the coefficient matrix of predictors automatically

and simultaneously. Our approach integrates the reduced-rank regression technique with the

pairwise fusion penalized approach, naturally benefiting from the advantages of both.

The main contributions of our work are fourfold. First, we explicitly introduce a het-

erogeneous multivariate response regression model to jointly capture data heterogeneity and

characterize the dependence between responses and predictors. Unlike most existing methods

that treat subgroup identification and low-rank regression separately, our approach performs

simultaneous subgroup identification and low-rank regression in a unified framework. To the

best of our knowledge, our work is the first attempt to present a joint learning framework for

heterogeneity detection and reduced-rank estimation in the context of multivariate response

regression. Second, we propose a rank-constrained pairwise fusion procedure to automatically

identify the subgroup structure without a prior knowledge of the grouping information while

simultaneously uncovering the predictor-response association network. There is no existing

result on subgroup automatic identification for multivariate reduced-rank regression and our

approach is new to the literature. Third, our method extends the model setting considered

in Ma and Huang (2017) to the multivariate case and incorporates heterogeneity learning

in the context of multivariate response regression. Although such an extension may appear

conceptually straightforward, it is nontrivial to develop the corresponding computational al-

gorithm and establish theoretical properties in our more complex model setting, particularly

due to the rank constraint. In particular, the algorithm proposed by Ma and Huang (2017) is
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not applicable for solving the rank-constrained optimization problem in our paper. We apply

the block coordinate descent method from Tseng (2001) to address this issue. We develop

an new alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM) algorithm to implement our

proposed approach and show that the algorithm is guaranteed to converge. In addition, we

propose a new predictive information criterion to choose the rank of the coefficient matrix

of predictors. Fourth, we establish the theoretical properties of our proposed method under

mild and interpretable conditions. The effectiveness of the proposed method is also evidenced

by simulation studies and a real data application.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the model setting and

describes our new methodology in detail. Section 3 establishes the theoretical properties of

the proposed approach. Section 4 verifies the theoretical results empirically and demonstrate

the advantages of our approach via simulation studies. Section 5 provides a real data example.

Section 6 includes discussions and extensions of our work. The proofs of main results are

relegated to the Appendix. Additional technical details are provided in the supplementary

material.

2 Simultaneous heterogeneity and reduced-rank learn-

ing

2.1 Model setting

Suppose that we observe n independent pairs (yi,xi), i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, where yi ∈ Rq is the

multivariate response vector for the ith subject and xi ∈ Rp is the corresponding vector

of covariates. Assume that there are K ≥ 1 potential subgroups ψ1, . . . , ψK where K, the

number of subgroups, is unknown but bounded. We consider the following heterogeneous

multivariate response regression model

yi = ai +B⊤xi + ϵi, (1)

where ai ∈ Rq is the unknown subgroup-specific intercept vector, ai = ck for all i ∈ ψk

with k ∈ {1, . . . , K}, B ∈ Rp×q is the unknown coefficient matrix which is assumed to be

of low-rank, i.e., rank(B) = r∗ with r∗ ≤ min{p, q}, and ϵi ∈ Rq is the random error vector

with zero mean. It can be seen from model (1) that the intercept vector ai can vary across

different subgroups while the coefficient matrix B is the same across all subjects. This means

that after accounting for the effects of the predictors xi, the heterogeneity of the population

can be modeled through subgroup-specific intercept vectors ai’s.

In matrix form, model (1) can be rewritten as

Y = A+XB+ E, (2)
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where Y = (y1, . . . ,yn)
⊤ ∈ Rn×q denotes the response matrix, A = (a1, . . . , an)

⊤ ∈ Rn×q is

the stack matrix of intercept vectors for all observations, X = (x1, . . . ,xn)
⊤ ∈ Rn×p is the

predictor matrix, and E = (ϵ1, . . . , ϵn)
⊤ ∈ Rn×q is the random error matrix. Since there are

only K subgroups and ai = ck for all i ∈ ψk with k ∈ {1, . . . , K}, we know that ai can only

take values from {c1, . . . , cK}, where ck is the common vector for the ai’s from subgroup ψk.

Let C = (c1, . . . , cK)
⊤ ∈ RK×q. Then we have

A =


a⊤
1

a⊤
2
...

a⊤
n

 =


w11 w12 · · · w1K

w21 w22 · · · w2K

...
...

. . .
...

wn1 wn2 · · · wnK




c⊤1
c⊤2
...

c⊤K

 = WC, (3)

where W = (wik) is an n × K matrix with wik = 1 if i ∈ ψk and wik = 0 otherwise.

Substituting the decomposition in (3) into model (2) yields

Y = WC+XB+ E. (4)

Note that the matrices W, B and C, as well as the number of subgroups K, are unknown.

The subgroup indicator matrixW is also unobservable. Our goal is to simultaneously identify

the subgroups ψ1, . . . , ψK , determine the number of subgroups K in the data, and accurately

estimate the matrices B and C.

2.2 Rank-constrained penalized estimation via pairwise fusion

In this subsection, we introduce our rank-constrained pairwise fusion penalized procedure

for simultaneous subgroup identification and coefficient matrix estimation. To concurrently

induce grouping and dimension reduction, we use a concave pairwise fusion penalty and

impose a rank constraint in our procedure. To be more specific, for a given λ > 0 and a

positive integer r, define

(Â, B̂) = argmin
A,B

{
2−1

n∑
i=1

∥yi −B⊤xi − ai∥22 +
∑

1≤i<j≤n

pγ(∥ai − aj∥2, λ)

}
subject to rank(B) ≤ r, (5)

where Â = (â1, . . . , ân)
⊤ and pγ(t, λ) is a penalty function with tuning parameter λ that

controls the penalty level on ∥ai−aj∥2. Let { ĉ1, . . . , ĉK̂} be the distinct values of â1, . . . , ân.

Then the estimator ofC is given by Ĉ = (ĉ1, . . . , ĉK̂)
⊤ and the identified subgroup structure is

ψ̂k = {i : âi = ĉk, 1 ≤ i ≤ n} for 1 ≤ k ≤ K̂. Since the L1 penalty pγ(t, λ) = λ|t| (Tibshirani,
1996) applies the same thresholding to all pairwise differences ∥ai − aj∥2, it leads to biased

estimates and may fail to correctly identify subgroups, which is confirmed in our simulation
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studies in Section 4. Therefore, we use the concave penalties, such as SCAD (Fan and Li,

2001) with

pγ(t, λ) = λ

∫ |t|

0

min{1, (γ − t/λ)+/(γ − 1)} dx, γ > 2

and MCP (Zhang, 2010) with

pγ(t, λ) =

∫ |t|

0

(γλ− x)+/γ dx, γ > 1.

Note that the estimators Â, B̂, Ĉ, and K̂ depend on the tuning parameter λ and the rank

r. Both λ and r can be selected using an appropriate criterion. In our paper, we introduce

a predictive information criterion (PIC), given in (17) later in Section 3, to select the tuning

parameter λ and the rank r. In particular, we partition the support of λ into a grid of

λmin = λ0 < λ1 < · · · < λJ = λmax and set a maximum value for the rank (say, rmax). Then

for each (r, λ) with r = {1, . . . , rmax} and λ ∈ {λ0, . . . , λJ}, we compute a solution path for

Â(r, λ) and B̂(r, λ), and obtain the estimated matrix Ĉ(r, λ) and the number of subgroups

K̂(r, λ). Then the rank and the tuning parameter are selected by minimizing a data-driven

PIC, that is, (r̂, λ̂) = argmin
1≤r≤rmax, λ∈{λ0,λ1,...,λJ}

PIC(r, λ). Subsequently, our final estimators for

A and B are given by Â = Â(r̂, λ̂) and B̂ = B̂(r̂, λ̂). Then the final estimators Ĉ, K̂, and

ψ̂k for 1 ≤ k ≤ K̂ can be obtained accordingly.

2.3 Algorithm

In this subsection, we present the algorithm to solve the optimization problem (5) and ob-

tain the estimators Â and B̂. By introducing a new set of parameters δij = ai − aj, the

optimization problem (5) can be reformulated as the rank-constrained minimization problem

L0(A,B, δ) =2−1

n∑
i=1

∥yi − x⊤
i B− ai∥22 +

∑
1≤i<j≤n

pγ(∥δij∥2, λ),

subject to ai − aj − δij = 0 and rank(B) ≤ r,

where δ = {δij, i ≤ j}⊤ ∈ R[n(n−1)/2]×q with δij a q-dimensional vector. Thus, the augmented

Lagrangian function is given by

L(A,B, δ,V) =L0(A,B, δ) +
∑

1≤i<j≤n

⟨vij, (ai − aj − δij)⟩+
ϑ

2

∑
1≤i<j≤n

∥ai − aj − δij∥22

subject to ai − aj − δij = 0 and rank(B) ≤ r,
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where V = {vij, i < j}⊤ with each dual variable vij ∈ Rq being a Lagrange multiplier, ϑ is a

penalty parameter, and ⟨a,b⟩ = a⊤b denotes the inner product of two vectors a and b. We

then compute the estimators of (A,B, δ,V) through the following ADMM algorithm.

Given the parameter values A(m),B(m), δ(m), V(m) at the mth iteration, our algorithm

proceeds as follows:

Step 1: (A(m+1),B(m+1)) = argmin
A,B

L(A,B, δ(m),V(m)) subject to rank(B) ≤ r, (6)

Step 2: δ(m+1) = argmin
δ
L(A(m+1),B(m+1), δ,V(m)), (7)

Step 3: v
(m+1)
ij = v

(m)
ij + ϑ(a

(m+1)
i − a

(m+1)
j − δ

(m+1)
ij ). (8)

In Step 1, the objective function L(A,B, δ(m),V(m)) in the optimization problem (6) can be

simplified as

f(A,B) = 2−1

n∑
i=1

∥yi − x⊤
i B− ai∥22 + 2−1ϑ

∑
1≤i<j≤n

∥ai − aj − δ
(m)
ij + ϑ−1v

(m)
ij ∥22 + Cn,

where Cn is a constant independent of (A,B). In matrix notation, we can rewrite f(A,B)

as

f(A,B) = 2−1∥Y−XB−A∥2F + 2−1ϑ∥∆A− δ(m) + ϑ−1V(m)∥2F + Cn,

where ∥ · ∥F denotes the Frobenius norm of a given matrix, ∆ = {(ei − ej), i < j}⊤ ∈
R[n(n−1)/2]×n, and ei is an n × 1 unit vector with 1 for the ith element and 0 for all other

elements. Therefore the rank-constrained minimization problem (6) is equivalent to the

optimization problem

argmin
A,B

f(A,B) subject to rank(B) ≤ r, (9)

Due to the rank constraint onB, the ADMM algorithm proposed by Ma and Huang (2017)

is not directly applicable for solving the optimization problem (9). Therefore, we apply the

block coordinate descent method from Tseng (2001) here. The main idea is to alternately

update the matrices A and B, keeping one matrix fixed while updating the other. Similar

techniques have been used in Bunea et al. (2012) and She and Chen (2017). Specifically,

A(m+1) and B(m+1) are obtained by

A(m+1) = (In + ϑ∆⊤∆)−1[Y −XB(m) + ϑ∆⊤(δ(m) − ϑ−1V(m))], (10)

B(m+1) = (X⊤X)−1X⊤(Y −A(m+1))QV (X,Y−A(m+1), r). (11)

Here In is an n × n identity matrix and V (X, Y − A(m+1), r) is formed by the leading r
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eigenvectors of (Y − A(m+1))⊤QX (Y − A(m+1)) with QX = X(X⊤X)−1X⊤. Updating A

in (10) requires simple matrix operations while updating B in (11) performs reduced-rank

regression on the adjusted response matrix Y−A(m+1).

In Step 2, after discarding the terms independent of δ, the objective function in (7) is∑
1≤i<j≤n

⟨v(m)
ij , (a

(m+1)
i − a

(m+1)
j − δij)⟩+ 2−1ϑ∥a(m+1)

i − a
(m+1)
j − δij∥22 + pγ(∥δij∥2, λ). (12)

It is easy to update δij for the L1, MCP and SCAD penalties. Denote by ζ
(m)
ij = (a

(m+1)
i −

a
(m+1)
j ) + ϑ−1v

(m)
ij . For the L1 penalty, the estimate of δij is updated as

δ
(m+1)
ij = S(ζ

(m)
ij , λ/ϑ),

where S(z, t) = (1− t/∥z∥2)+z is a groupwise soft thresholding operator. For the MCP with

γ > 1/ϑ, δ
(m+1)
ij is

δ
(m+1)
ij =

{
S(ζ

(m)
ij , λ/ϑ)/[1− 1/(γϑ)], ∥ζ(m)

ij ∥2 ≤ γλ,

ζ
(m)
ij , ∥ζ(m)

ij ∥2 > γλ.

For the SCAD penalty with γ > 1/ϑ+ 1, δ
(m+1)
ij is given by

δ
(m+1)
ij =


S(ζ

(m)
ij , λ/ϑ), ∥ζ(m)

ij ∥2 ≤ λ+ λ/ϑ,

S(ζ
(m)
ij , γλ/((γ − 1)ϑ))/[1− 1/((γ − 1)ϑ)], λ+ λ/ϑ ≤ ∥ζ(m)

ij ∥2 ≤ γλ,

ζ
(m)
ij , ∥ζ(m)

ij ∥2 > γλ.

In Step 3, we update the dual variable vij using (8). Note that r
(m+1) = ∆A(m+1)−δ(m+1)

and s(m+1) = ϑ∆⊤(δ(m) − δ(m+1)) are the primal and dual residuals, respectively, in the

ADMM algorithm. The iterations continue until the stopping criterion is reached. We stop

the algorithm when the primal residual r(m+1) = ∆A(m+1) − δ(m+1) is sufficiently close to

zero such that ∥r(m+1)∥F < ε for some small ε > 0.

We minimize the following ridge fusion criterion

LR(A,B) = 2−1∥Y−A−XB∥2F + 2−1λ∗
∑

1≤i≤j≤n

∥ai − aj∥22,

to obtain the initial values of the parameters in our algorithm, where λ∗ is a small positive

number. We use λ∗ = 0.001 in our simulation studies. Using the definition of ∆ in Sec-

tion 2.2 and matrix notation, we can write LR(A,B) as LR(A,B) = 2−1∥Y−A−XB∥2F +

2−1λ∗∥∆A∥2F , which yields initial values A(0) = [In − QX + λ∗∆⊤∆]−1(In − QX)Y and

B(0) = (X⊤X)−1X⊤(Y−A(0)). Then we take δ(0) = ∆A(0), and V(0) = 0.
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2.4 Convergence of the algorithm

Proposition 1. For both MCP and SCAD penalties, we have limm→∞ ∥r(m)∥2F = 0 and

limm→∞ ∥s(m)∥2F = 0.

The proof of Proposition 1 is given in the second part of the supplementary material.

Proposition 1 shows that the primal feasibility and dual feasibility are achieved by the algo-

rithm such that the optimization problem can converge to a minimum point. The implemen-

tation of our rank-constrained penalized estimation procedure is summarized in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Simultaneous heterogeneity and reduced-rank learning

Input: Data Y ∈ Rn×q and X ∈ Rn×p, maximum rank rmax = min(p, q), and termination

accuracy ε

1: Initialize: A(0),B(0), δ(0),V(0)

2: for r = 1, 2, . . . , rmax do

3: for λ = λ0, . . . , λJ do

4: for m = 0, 1, . . . do

5: Update A(m) using (10).

6: Update B(m) using (11).

7: Update δ(m) using (12).

8: Update V(m) using (8).

9: Compute r(m) = ∆A(m) − δ(m)

10: if ∥r(m+1)∥F < ε then

11: Stop and obtain (Â(r, λ), B̂(r, λ), Ĉ(r, λ), K̂(r, λ)) from the last iteration.

12: end

13: end for

14: end for

15: end for

16: Select the optimal rank r̂ and tuning parameter λ̂ by the predictive information criterion

(17).

17: Output: A = Â(r̂, λ̂),B = B̂(r̂, λ̂),C = Ĉ(r̂, λ̂),K = K̂(r̂, λ̂)

In our paper, the sequence {λ0, . . . , λJ} for the tuning parameter λ is generated by a data-

driven approach. To be more specific, for each rank r ∈ {1, . . . , rmax}, we first determine λJ

and λ0 based on our observed data (X,Y), and then obtain the sequence {λ0, . . . , λJ} using

the formula exp(seq(ln(λ0), ln(λJ), nλ)) where seq(a, b, nλ) represents a sequence with nλ

elements, evenly spaced from a to b. In our numerical studies, for each rank r ∈ {1, . . . , rmax},
we first conduct a classical reduced rank regression on the observed data (X,Y) to obtain

an estimator of the intercept matrix A, which is given by Â
R
= Y −XB̂

R
= (âR1 , . . . , â

R
n )

⊤,

where B̂
R

denotes the reduced-rank estimator. Then we can set λJ to be the maximum
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pairwise row norm, that is, λJ = maxi,j ∥âRi − âRj ∥2, and λ0 to be λ0 = 10−3λJ . We take

nλ = 20 in our numerical studies.

3 Theoretical properties

In this section, we study the theoretical properties of the proposed method. To facilitate the

technical presentation, we first introduce some definitions and notations.

Definition 1. (Matrix subspace) Define Mψ = {A = (a1, . . . , an)
⊤ ∈ Rn×q : ai = aj, ai, aj ∈

Rq, i, j ∈ ψk, 1 ≤ k ≤ K}. Then, for any A ∈ Mψ, it can be written as A = WC, where

W is an indicator matrix defined in (3) and C is the common matrix.

Definition 2. (Subgroup size) Let |ψk| denote the number of elements in the subgroup ψk. Let

|ψmin| = min1≤k≤K |ψk| and |ψmax| = max1≤k≤K |ψk| represent the minimum and maximum

subgroup sizes, respectively.

By the definition of W in (3), we have W⊤W = diag(|ψ1| , . . . , |ψK |). Let ∥ · ∥∞ denote

the maximum absolute entry norm for a given vector or matrix. For any vector u = (uj), we

write ∥u∥2 = (
∑

j u
2
j)

1/2. For any matrix D, let ∥D∥2 be the largest singular value of D. Let

λmin(·) and λmax(·) be the smallest and largest eigenvalues of a given matrix, respectively. Let

r(·) denote the rank of a given matrix. We denote by ρ(t) = λ−1pγ(t, λ) the scaled penalty

function and ρ′(t) the derivative function of ρ(t). A random variable η is sub-Gaussian if there

exist constants C, c > 0 such that Pr(|η| > t) ≤ C exp(−ct2) for any t > 0. A random vector

ϵ ∈ Rq is said to be a sub-Gaussian random vector with ψ2-norm (also called scale) bounded

by σ if all one-dimensional marginals ⟨b, ϵ⟩ are sub-Gaussian and satisfy ∥⟨b, ϵ⟩∥ψ2 ≤ σ∥b∥2
for any b ∈ Rq, where ∥ · ∥ψ2 = inf{t > 0 : E exp[(·)/t)]2 ≤ 2}. Throughout this paper, c̃, c̃1,
c̃2, c, c1, c2, C, C1 and C2 are generic positive constants, which may vary from line to line.

Condition 1. The function pγ(t, λ) is symmetric with respect to t. It is non-decreasing

and concave in t ∈ [0,∞). For some constant a1 > 0, ρ(t) is constant when t ≥ a1λ and

ρ(0) = 0. Besides, ρ′(t) exists and is continuous except for a finite number of values of t and

ρ′(0+) = 1.

Condition 2. Each row of the noise matrix E is a sub-Gaussian random vector with mean

zero and ψ2-norm bounded by σ.

Condition 3. There exists a positive constant C1 such that λmin((W,X)⊤(W,X)) ≥ C1|ψmin|.

Condition 4. There exist a positive constant C2 such that supi ∥xi∥2 ≤ C2
√
p.

Condition 1 ensures that the penalties used in Algorithm 1 enjoy the soft-thresholding

properties and is commonly used in the subgroup analysis literature (Ma and Huang, 2017;
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Zhang et al., 2019; Ma et al., 2020). It is clear that both concave penalties, MCP and

SCAD, satisfy Condition 1. The sub-Gaussian assumption in Condition 2 is used to control

the tail behavior of the random error vector. The same tail assumption has been used in

multivariate response regression; see, for example, She (2017), She and Chen (2017), and

Dong et al. (2021). Condition 3 imposes a constraint on the smallest eigenvalue of the new

matrix (W,X) and shares a similar spirit as the restricted eigenvalue condition in Bickel

et al. (2009). This condition is initially introduced by Ma and Huang (2017) and also used

in Zhang et al. (2019), Ma et al. (2020), Yan et al. (2021), and references therein. Condition 4

puts a mild assumption on the lengths of the covariate vectors. The upper bound on ∥xi∥2
is reasonable and consistent with the dimension of the covariate vector.

Next, we introduce the oracle estimators of the matrices A, B and C, which assume that

the true subgroups and the true rank r∗ of the coefficient matrix B are known. These oracle

estimators are not available in practice, but can be used to derive the theoretical properties

of our proposed method later.

Definition 3. (Oracle estimators) When the true subgroups ψ1, . . . , ψK and the true rank of

the matrix B are known in advance, the oracle estimators for B and A are defined as

(B̂or, Âor) = arg min
A∈Mψ ,B∈Rp×q

2−1∥Y−XB−A∥2F subject to rank(B) ≤ r∗, (13)

and correspondingly, the oracle estimators for the common coefficient matrix C and the co-

efficient matrix B are given by

(B̂or, Ĉor) = arg min
C∈RK×q ,B∈Rp×q

2−1∥Y−XB−WC∥2F subject to rank(B) ≤ r∗. (14)

Let K be the true number of subgroups and C∗ = (c∗1, . . . , c
∗
K)

⊤, where c∗k is the true

common intercept vector for subgroup ψk, with k = {1, . . . , K}. Then a∗
i = c∗k for all i ∈ ψk

with k = {1, . . . , K} and thus A∗ = (a∗
1, . . . , a

∗
n)

⊤ = WC∗ is the true value of A. Let B∗

denote the true value of the coefficient matrix B with r(B∗) = r∗. Now we are ready to

present our main results.

Theorem 1. Under Conditions 2-4, the following oracle inequality

∥X(B̂
or
−B∗) +W(Ĉ

or
−C∗)∥2F ≤ c1σ

2[(p+ q − r∗)(r∗ +K) + qK + ln(n)]

holds with probability at least 1− c̃1 exp{−cln(n)}, where c1, c̃1 and c are positive constants.

Suppose |ψmin| ≫ σ2[(p + q − r∗)(r∗ +K) + qK + ln(n)]. Then under Conditions 2-4, with

probability at least 1− c̃1 exp{−cln(n)}, we have

∥((B̂
or
−B∗)⊤, (Ĉ

or
−C∗)⊤)⊤∥2F ≤ ϕ2

n and ∥Â
or
−A∗∥2F ≤ |ψmax|ϕ2

n, (15)

12



where ϕn =
√
c1C

−1
1 σ2[(p+ q − r∗)(r∗ +K) + qK + ln(n)]/|ψmin|.

Theorem 1 establishes the prediction and estimation error bounds for the oracle estimators

defined in (13)-(14). Note that both estimation error bounds for (B̂
or⊤

, Ĉ
or⊤

)⊤ and Â
or

depend on the quantity ϕ2
n. The numerator of ϕ2

n involves (p + q − r∗)(r∗ + K) + qK and

ln(n). The term (p+ q − r∗)(r∗ +K) + qK represents the number of free parameters in the

heterogeneous reduced-rank regression model and will be dominated by the term ln(n) when

the sample size n is sufficiently large. Recall that the term |ψmin|, which is the denominator

of ϕ2
n, is defined as the minimum size of the subgroups. Thus, we have |ψmin| ≤ n/K.

Without loss of generality, we assume |ψmin| = κn/K for some κ ∈ (0, 1]. Then with the

assumption |ψmin| ≫ σ2[(p+ q− r∗)(r∗ +K)+ qK + ln(n)], the quantity ϕ2
n is of the order of

O(K[(p + q − r∗)(r∗ +K) + qK + ln(n)]/n), indicating that ϕ2
n → 0 as n → ∞. Therefore,

the oracle estimators can achieve consistency with probability approaching one.

To gain more insights into Theorem 1, we compare the estimation error bound for

(B̂
or⊤

, Ĉ
or⊤

)⊤ in (15) with that for the univariate response case in Ma and Huang (2017).

To do so, we can take q = 1 and r∗ = 1. Then the upper bound ϕ2
n for ∥((B̂

or
−B∗)⊤, (Ĉ

or
−

C∗)⊤)⊤∥2F in (15) simplifies to the order of |ψmin|−1[p+K+pK+ln(n)]. Since the inequality

∥ · ∥∞ ≤ ∥ · ∥F holds true for any given matrix, our upper bound for ∥((B̂
or
−B∗)⊤, (Ĉ

or
−

C∗)⊤)⊤∥∞ is the order of
√

[p+K + pK + ln(n)]/|ψmin|. The estimation error bound ob-

tained for the heterogeneous univariate response regression in Ma and Huang (2017) is of the

order of |ψmin|−1(p + K)
√
nln(n). Since |ψmin| ≤ n/K, we can assume |ψmin| = κn/K for

some κ ∈ (0, 1]. Consequently, it follows that when K and p are fixed, the two error bounds

are of the same order as
√
n−1ln(n), which is asymptotically vanishing.

For K ≥ 2, let

bn = min
i∈ψk, j∈ψk′ , k ̸=k

′
∥a∗

i − a∗
j∥2 = min

k ̸=k′
∥c∗k − c∗k′∥2 (16)

be the minimal difference of the common intercept vectors between two subgroups. Then we

have the following result.

Theorem 2. Suppose that Conditions 1-4 hold. If bn > a1λ and λ ≫ ϕn, where a1 > 0 is

given in Condition 1, then as n→ ∞, a local minimizer (Â, B̂) of the objective function (5)

with its constrained rank equals to the true rank of the matrix B, satisfying

Pr
(
(Â, B̂) = (Â

or
, B̂

or
)
)
→ 1.

Theorem 2 reveals that the rank-constrained oracle estimator defined in (13) is indeed a

local minimizer of the objective function (5) when the constrained rank in (5) equals the true

rank of B. Then, combined with the results established in Theorem 1, which show that the

oracle estimators asymptotically converge to the true parameter matrices, we can conclude
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that the proposed estimator (Â, B̂), obtained by minimizing (5) with the true rank constraint,

can converge to the true parameter matrices with probability approaching one. Similar results

have been established in Ma and Huang (2017) for univariate response regression. However,

compared with Ma and Huang (2017), the presence of the rank-constraint in our multivariate

response regression requires more delicate technical analyses.

The conditions bn > a1λ and λ ≫ ϕn are required in Theorem 2. Recall that the tuning

parameter λ in (5) controls the degree of shrinkage on the pairwise fusion term ∥ai − aj∥2.
Thus, it is reasonable to assume that the minimum signal difference bn between two subgroups

is greater than aλ to ensure the identifiability of the heterogeneous intercept vectors. The

condition λ≫ ϕn is assumed mainly for theoretical analysis. It can be easily satisfied as long

as λ is set relatively larger than the magnitude of ϕn, which is of the order
√
n−1ln(n) when

K and p are fixed, as discussed following Theorem 1.

As mentioned in Section 2.2 and Algorithm 1, we need to choose the rank r and the tuning

parameter λ. For this purpose, we propose the following predictive information criterion

(PIC)

PIC(r, λ) = ln
(
∥Y−XB̂− ŴĈ∥2F

)
+
{
A1

[
(p+ q − r)(r + K̂) + K̂q

]
+ A2ln(n)

}
/(nq),

(17)

where B̂ = B̂(r, λ), Ŵ = Ŵ(r, λ), Ĉ = Ĉ(r, λ), K̂ = K̂(r, λ), ∥Y − XB̂ − ŴĈ∥2F is the

residual sum of squared errors, and A1 and A2 are positive constants. Following She (2017),

we take A1 = 7 and A2 = 2.

Theorem 3. Let P (B,C) = A1[(p + q − r)(r + k) + kq] + A2ln(n). Suppose that the true

model is parsimonious in the sense that P (B∗,C∗) ≤ nq/A3 for some constant A3 > 0.

Let δ(B,C) = AP (B,C)/(nq) where A is a positive constant satisfying A < A3 such that

δ(B∗,C∗) < 1. Then for sufficiently large values of A3 and A, any (B̂, Ĉ) that minimizes

ln (∥Y−XB−WC∥2F ) + δ(B,C) subject to δ(B,C) < 1 satisfies

∥X(B̂−B∗) + (ŴĈ−WC∗)∥2F ≲ σ2 [(p+ q − r∗)(r∗ +K) +Kq + ln(n)]

with probability at least 1− c̃1n
−c1 − c̃2 exp(−c2nq) for some constants c̃1, c1, c̃2, c2 > 0, where

Ŵ is the estimated indicator matrix determined by Â = ŴĈ and ≲ means that the inequality

holds up to a multiplicative constant.

Theorem 3 shows that the underlying matrices B∗ and C∗ can be accurately recovered by

minimizing the predictive information criterion (17) and the prediction error ∥X(B̂−B∗) +

(ŴĈ−WC∗)∥2F can be controlled within the rate σ2 [(p+ q − r∗)(r∗ +K) +Kq + ln(n)].
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4 Simulation studies

In this section, we examine the finite-sample performance of our proposed method through

two simulation examples. Note that our method can be implemented with different penal-

ties. To simplify the presentation, our methods implemented with the MCP, SCAD, and L1

penalties are denoted as SR-MCP, SR-SCAD, and SR-Lasso, respectively. In each example,

we compare our methods with several approaches that focus on either reduced-rank regres-

sion or subgroup analysis alone. For reduced-rank regression alone, we consider the classical

reduced rank regression (RRR), which is implemented using the R package rrpack (Chen

et al., 2022b). Since existing subgroup analysis methods are mainly designed for the uni-

variate response setting, to conduct subgroup learning for multivariate response regression,

we remove the rank constraint from the objective (5) and use a similar ADMM algorithm

as in Ma and Huang (2017). The resulting subgroup-learning-only procedures implemented

with the MCP, SCAD, and L1 penalties are denoted as S-MCP, S-SCAD, and S-Lasso, re-

spectively. We also include two oracle procedures, Oracle.s and Oracle.sr, as benchmarks in

our comparisons. The Oracle.s procedure uses the true subgroup information only, while the

Oracle.sr procedure utilizes both the true subgroup information and true rank.

The rank r and the tuning parameter λ in our methods ( SR-MCP, SR-SCAD, and SR-

Lasso) are jointly selected using the predictive information criterion (PIC) defined in (17). For

subgroup analysis methods S-MCP, S-SCAD, and S-Lasso, there is only one tuning parameter

λ. Following the idea in Ma and Huang (2017), we use the modified Bayesian information cri-

terion (BIC), defined as BIC(λ) = ln
[∑n

i=1(yi − ai − x⊤
i B)2/(nq)

]
+Cn(K̂(λ)+pq)n−1ln(n),

to select the tuning parameter λ in these methods. The cross-validation is used to choose the

rank in the methods RRR and Oracle.s. As pointed out by one referee, since the Oracle.sr

procedure uses both the true subgroup indicator matrix W and true rank r∗, the estimators

B̂ and Ĉ for Oracle.sr can be obtained directly by minimizing ∥Y −XB −WC∥2F subject

to r(B) ≤ r∗.

We evaluate the performance of each method by different measures. The first two

measures are the relative estimation errors, Err(B̂) = ∥B∗ − B̂∥2F/∥B∗∥2F and Err(Â) =

∥A∗− Â∥2F/∥A∗∥2F, which quantify the estimation performance of matrices B and A, respec-

tively. The third measure is the prediction accuracy, defined as Pre(B̂, Ĉ) = ∥Ytest−XtestB̂−
WtestĈ∥2F/(ntestq), computed from an independent test sample of size ntest = 90 and using

the true subgroup indicator matrix Wtest for the test sample. For rank estimation accuracy,

we report the estimated rank (Rank). To examine the subgroup identification performance,

we report the estimated number of subgroups (K̂) and the squared error for each of the K

different subgroups, defined as Err(âk) = ∥ak − âk∥22/q, for 1 ≤ k ≤ K. We also report the

percentage of correct rank identification (Rank%) and the percentage of correct subgroup

identification (K%), both computed from 100 replications.
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4.1 Simulation Example 1

In this example, we consider a heterogeneous multivariate regression model with three sub-

groups (i.e., K = 3). Each row of the covariate matrix X is independently generated from

a Gaussian distribution N(0p,ΣX), where ΣX is a p × p matrix with 1 on the diagonal

and 0.5 off-diagonal. Each row of the error matrix E (i.e., ϵi) is independently drawn from

N(0q, σ
2ΣE), where ΣE is a q× q matrix with 1 on the diagonal and 0.5 off-diagonal and the

noise level σ2 is set such that the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) equals a given value. Here SNR

is defined as the r∗th singular value of XB∗ divided by ∥E∥F . The true coefficient matrix

B∗ is constructed as B∗ = B1B
⊤
2 , where all entries of B1 ∈ Rp×r∗ and B2 ∈ Rq×r∗ are inde-

pendently generated from N(0, 1). Recall that the true intercept matrix A∗ = (a∗
1, . . . , a

∗
n)

⊤.

Each row of A∗ is independently and identically generated from three different vectors, c∗1,

c∗2, and c∗3 with equal probability, where c∗1 = (µ, . . . , µ)⊤ ∈ Rq, c∗2 = −c∗1, and c∗3 = 0q.

In other words, there are three different intercept vectors c∗1, c
∗
2, and c∗3 in this simulation

example, and Pr(a∗
i = c∗1) = Pr(a∗

i = c∗2) = Pr(a∗
i = c∗3) = 1/3 for i = {1, . . . , n}. We set

(n, p, q, r∗) = (100, 12, 8, 3). As mentioned earlier, after obtaining Â, B̂, and Ĉ based on

the simulated data, we generate an independent test sample of size ntest = 90 to compute

Pre(B̂, Ĉ). We consider two different settings: (i) µ is randomly generated from the standard

Gaussian distribution N(0, 1) and SNR varies across {1, 1.25, 1.5}; (ii) µ takes different values

0.5, 1, and 2 with SNR fixed at 1.25. The first setting is designed to evaluate the performance

of our methods under different signal-to-noise ratios while the second setting is suggested by

one referee to illustrate the impact of the minimal difference of signals between subgroups

bn (which is defined in (16)). It is clear that bn =
√
qµ in this simulation example, meaning

that bn increases as µ becomes larger. Thus, we can expect that, when µ takes larger values,

it is more easier to identify subgroups in setting (ii).

Table 1 lists the results of different methods under setting (i) in Simulation Example 1. It

can be seen that our methods with the MCP and SCAD penalties (SR-MCP and SR-SCAD)

perform better than other methods and the performance of our methods improves when the

SNR becomes larger. First, we can observe that both S-Lasso and SR-Lasso, which use the

L1 penalty for subgroup learning, tend to yield no subgroups. This is not surprising because

that the L1 penalty applies the same thresholding to all pairs ∥ai − aj∥2 and leads to biased

estimates for the intercept matrix A. A similar finding is also reported by Ma and Huang

(2017) for the univariate response setting. However, for S-MCP, S-SCAD, SR-MCP, and SR-

SCAD, which use the concave penalties, can correctly recover subgroups. In fact, we observe

that the average values of K̂ across the 100 replications for these four methods are close to the

true number of subgroups under different signal-to-noise ratios. Moreover, we observe that the

percentage of correct subgroup identification (K%) for our methods SR-MCP and SR-SCAD

become larger as the SNR increases. Since the RRR method does not incorporate subgroup

analysis, the corresponding performance measures for subgroup analysis are not included.
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Table 1: Means and standard errors (in parentheses) of performance measures for various
methods under different signal-to-noise (SNR) ratios over 100 replications in Simulation Ex-
ample 1 with setting (i). RRR: reduced-rank regression; S-MCP, S-SCAD, and S-Lasso:
subgroup-learning-only procedures with MCP, SCAD, and L1 penalties, respectively; SR-
MCP, SR-SCAD, and SR-Lasso: our methods with the MCP, SCAD, and L1 penalties,
respectively; Oracle.s: oracle procedure using the true subgroup information only; Oracle.sr:
oracle procedure using both the true subgroup information and true rank. The details of
these methods and the simulation setting are provided in Section 4.1.

Method Err(B̂) Err(Â) Pre(B̂, Ĉ) Rank Rank(%) Err(α̂1) Err(α̂2) Err(α̂3) K̂ K (%)
SNR = 1

RRR 0.076 (0.009) 0.408 (0.026) 0.513 (0.010) 4.25 (0.435) 0 —— —— —— —— ——
S-MCP 0.230 (0.041) 0.321 (0.033) 0.190 (0.015) 8 (0) 0 0.010 (0.002) 0.101 (0.009) 0.071 (0.017) 2.26 (0.527) 48
S-SCAD 0.236 (0.033) 0.386 (0.146) 0.191 (0.012) 8 (0) 0 0.009 (0.007) 0.047 (0.064) 0.060 (0.063) 2.18 (0.523) 48
S-Lasso 0.324 (0.001) 1.000 (0.000) 0.562 (0.031) 8 (0) 0 —— —— —— 1 (0) 0
SR-MCP 0.068 (0.030) 0.203 (0.113) 0.142 (0.005) 3.72 (1.230) 68 0.220 (0.373) 0.076 (0.009) 0.108 (0.198) 2.83 (0.562) 62
SR-SCAD 0.035 (0.009) 0.106 (0.035) 0.152 (0.006) 4.32 (1.558) 72 0.118 (0.062) 0.011 (0.001) 0.012 (0.003) 3.04 (0.198) 56
SR-Lasso 0.053 (0.005) 1.000 (0.000) 0.514 (0.016) 3 (0) 100 —— —— —— 1 (0) 0
Oracle.s 0.006 (0.002) 0.003 (0.001) 0.013 (0.000) 3.04 (0.197) 96 0.004 (0.003) 0.004 (0.002) 0.003 (0.002) 3 (0) 100
Oracle.sr 0.006 (0.002) 0.006 (0.003) 0.012 (0.000) 3 (0) 100 0.003 (0.003) 0.003 (0.003) 0.003 (0.002) 3 (0) 100

SNR = 1.25

RRR 0.050 (0.004) 0.272 (0.015) 0.505 (0.012) 4.19 (0.394) 0 —— —— —— —— ——
S-MCP 0.094 (0.013) 0.093 (0.009) 0.039 (0.004) 8 (0) 0 0.008 (0.002) 0.001 (0.001) 0.006 (0.002) 3 (0) 100
S-SCAD 0.146 (0.063) 0.055 (0.015) 0.018 (0.005) 8 (0) 0 0.002 (0.002) 0.001 (0.001) 0.006 (0.002) 3 (0) 100
S-Lasso 0.143 (0.009) 1.000 (0.000) 0.573 (0.039) 8 (0) 0 —— —— —— 1 (0) 0
SR-MCP 0.027 (0.013) 0.033 (0.082) 0.018 (0.004) 3.62 (1.008) 76 0.008 (0.006) 0.005 (0.008) 0.016 (0.009) 3.36 (0.631) 76
SR-SCAD 0.005 (0.005) 0.034 (0.067) 0.010 (0.001) 3.02 (1.412) 78 0.003 (0.003) 0.002 (0.003) 0.003 (0.002) 3.12 (0.558) 85
SR-Lasso 0.015 (0.002) 1.000 (0.000) 0.508 (0.007) 3 (0) 100 —— —— —— 1 (0) 0
Oracle.s 0.004 (0.002) 0.005 (0.002) 0.010 (0.000) 3.03 (0.197) 97 0.003 (0.002) 0.002 (0.001) 0.002 (0.002) 3 (0) 100
Oracle.sr 0.004 (0.002) 0.005 (0.002) 0.010 (0.000) 3 (0) 100 0.003 (0.002) 0.002 (0.002) 0.002 (0.002) 3 (0) 100

SNR = 1.5

RRR 0.042 (0.004) 0.248 (0.024) 0.505 (0.010) 4.29 (0.456) 0 —— —— —— —— ——
S-MCP 0.043 (0.025) 0.035 (0.017) 0.015 (0.003) 8 (0) 0 0.002 (0.001) 0.001 (0.001) 0.006 (0.004) 3.02 (0.141) 99
S-SCAD 0.039 (0.018) 0.033 (0.013) 0.014 (0.002) 8 (0) 0 0.001 (0.001) 0.001 (0.001) 0.003 (0.003) 3 (0) 100
S-Lasso 0.628 (0.014) 1.000 (0.000) 0.545 (0.039) 8 (0) 0 —— —— —— 1 (0) 0
SR-MCP 0.005 (0.001) 0.003 (0.001) 0.008 (0.000) 3.52 (1.182) 78 0.002 (0.001) 0.001 (0.001) 0.002 (0.001) 3 (0) 100
SR-SCAD 0.004 (0.002) 0.006 (0.007) 0.009 (0.000) 3.38 (0.967) 82 0.002 (0.002) 0.002 (0.001) 0.002 (0.002) 3.06 (0.24) 94
SR-Lasso 0.007 (0.001) 1.000 (0.000) 0.502 (0.009) 3 (0) 100 —— —— —— 1 (0) 0
Oracle.s 0.003 (0.001) 0.001 (0.001) 0.003 (0.000) 3 (0) 100 0.001 (0.001) 0.001 (0.001) 0.001 (0.001) 3 (0) 100
Oracle.sr 0.002 (0.000) 0.003 (0.002) 0.008 (0.000) 3 (0) 100 0.001 (0.001) 0.001 (0.001) 0.001 (0.001) 3 (0) 100
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Table 2: Means and standard errors (in parentheses) of performance measures for various
methods over 100 replications in Simulation Example 1 with setting (ii). RRR: reduced-rank
regression; S-MCP, S-SCAD, and S-Lasso: subgroup-learning-only procedures with MCP,
SCAD, and L1 penalties, respectively; SR-MCP, SR-SCAD, and SR-Lasso: our methods
with the MCP, SCAD, and L1 penalties, respectively; Oracle.s: oracle procedure using the
true subgroup information only; Oracle.sr: oracle procedure using both the true subgroup
information and true rank. The details of these methods and the simulation setting are
provided in Section 4.1. Note that the minimal difference of signals between subgroups bn,
defined in (16), equals to

√
qµ in this simulation example.

Method Err(B̂) Err(Â) Pre(B̂, Ĉ) Rank Rank(%) Err(α̂1) Err(α̂2) Err(α̂3) K̂ K (%)
µ = 0.5

RRR 0.027 (0.003) 0.699 (0.022) 0.154 (0.003) 4.08 (0.506) 0 —— —— —— —— ——
S-MCP 0.188 (0.036) 0.718 (0.317) 0.092 (0.007) 8 (0) 0 0.020 (0.022) 0.032 (0.025) 0.115 (0.107) 2.24 (0.894) 56
S-SCAD 0.095 (0.027) 0.285 (0.094) 0.039 (0.007) 8 (0) 0 0.007 (0.002) 0.002 (0.001) 0.005 (0.002) 2.28 (0.454) 58
S-Lasso 0.049 (0.002) 0.999 (0.001) 0.167 (0.009) 8 (0) 0 —— —— —— 1 (0) 0
SR-MCP 0.012 (0.005) 0.343 (0.075) 0.010 (0.001) 3.92 (1.322) 64 0.040 (0.104) 0.031 (0.053) 0.045 (0.122) 2.88 (0.746) 66
SR-SCAD 0.006 (0.003) 0.402 (0.076) 0.019 (0.001) 4.24 (1.623) 58 0.083 (0.203) 0.033 (0.060) 0.052 (0.116) 2.72 (1.07) 60
SR-Lasso 0.016 (0.001) 1.000 (0.000) 0.153 (0.003) 3 (0) 100 —— —— —— 1 (0) 0
Oracle.s 0.005 (0.002) 0.013 (0.007) 0.010 (0.000) 3.02 (0.141) 98 0.002 (0.001) 0.002 (0.002) 0.003 (0.002) 3 (0) 100
Oracle.sr 0.005 (0.002) 0.015 (0.007) 0.010 (0.000) 3 (0) 100 0.002 (0.001) 0.002 (0.002) 0.003 (0.002) 3 (0) 100

µ = 1

RRR 0.040 (0.004) 0.214 (0.007) 0.606 (0.011) 4.12 (0.64) 0 —— —— —— —— ——
S-MCP 0.781 (0.097) 0.382 (0.100) 0.201 (0.020) 8 (0) 0 0.007 (0.003) 0.055 (0.036) 0.226 (0.202) 3.28 (0.621) 75
S-SCAD 0.793 (0.065) 0.153 (0.082) 0.058 (0.014) 8 (0) 0 0.025 (0.014) 0.004 (0.005) 0.006 (0.004) 2.82 (0.438) 78
S-Lasso 0.750 (0.027) 0.999 (0.003) 0.717 (0.059) 8 (0) 0 —— —— —— 1 (0) 0
SR-MCP 0.005 (0.003) 0.094 (0.031) 0.010 (0.002) 4.58 (1.605) 56 0.012 (0.010) 0.007 (0.012) 0.003 (0.003) 3.2 (0.571) 83
SR-SCAD 0.032 (0.021) 0.204 (0.066) 0.017 (0.003) 4.1 (1.282) 58 0.009 (0.011) 0.012 (0.017) 0.009 (0.011) 3.18 (0.596) 78
SR-Lasso 0.025 (0.005) 1.000 (0.000) 0.627 (0.015) 3 (0) 100 —— —— —— 1 (0) 0
Oracle.s 0.005 (0.002) 0.004 (0.002) 0.010 (0.000) 3.03 (0.171) 97 0.002 (0.002) 0.002 (0.002) 0.003 (0.002) 3 (0) 100
Oracle.sr 0.004 (0.001) 0.004 (0.002) 0.010 (0.000) 3 (0) 100 0.002 (0.002) 0.002 (0.002) 0.003 (0.002) 3 (0) 100

µ = 2

RRR 0.093 (0.008) 0.093 (0.002) 2.384 (0.038) 4.13 (0.65) 0 —— —— —— —— ——
S-MCP 1.235 (0.092) 0.126 (0.006) 0.209 (0.020) 8 (0) 0 0.049 (0.009) 0.010 (0.005) 0.052 (0.006) 3 (0) 100
S-SCAD 1.235 (0.099) 0.126 (0.006) 0.209 (0.021) 8 (0) 0 0.050 (0.009) 0.010 (0.004) 0.052 (0.007) 3 (0) 100
S-Lasso 1.837 (0.026) 1.000 (0.000) 2.758 (0.208) 8 (0) 0 —— —— —— 1 (0) 0
SR-MCP 0.038 (0.019) 0.053 (0.024) 0.025 (0.003) 4.02 (1.342) 62 0.015 (0.014) 0.003 (0.004) 0.055 (0.034) 3.3 (0.463) 85
SR-SCAD 0.030 (0.018) 0.073 (0.028) 0.024 (0.004) 4.18 (1.371) 68 0.023 (0.032) 0.017 (0.022) 0.014 (0.015) 3.08 (0.444) 96
SR-Lasso 0.347 (0.002) 1.000 (0.000) 2.444 (0.054) 3 (0) 100 —— —— —— 1 (0) 0
Oracle.s 0.005 (0.002) 0.001 (0.001) 0.010 (0.000) 3.03 (0.171) 97 0.002 (0.002) 0.002 (0.002) 0.003 (0.002) 3 (0) 100
Oracle.sr 0.004 (0.001) 0.001 (0.001) 0.010 (0.000) 3 (0) 100 0.002 (0.002) 0.002 (0.002) 0.003 (0.002) 3 (0) 100

18



Second, compared with the subgroup-learning-only procedures (S-MCP and S-SCAD) or the

reduced-rank-only procedure RRR, our methods SR-MCP and SR-SCAD uniformly yield

smaller values of the estimation error Err(B̂) and the prediction error Pre(B̂, Ĉ). This

indicates that our methods SR-MCP and SR-SCAD outperform the subgroup-learning-only

procedures and the reduced-rank-only procedure in estimating the matrix B and predicting

the response vector. Third, the performance of our methods SR-MCP and SR-SCAD, in

terms of the four performance measures—Err(B̂), Err(Â), Pre(B̂, Ĉ), and K%—approaches

that of the two benchmarks, Oracle.s and Oracle.sr, as the SNR increases.

The results of different methods under setting (ii) in Simulation Example 1 are summa-

rized in Table 2. We can observe similar conclusions as those for setting (i) in Simulation

Example 1. In addition, as expected, we observe that for each of these four methods (S-MCP,

S-SCAD, SR-MCP, and SR-SCAD), as µ increases, there is a gradual decrease in the estima-

tion error of A (i.e., Err(Â)) and an increasing trend in the percentage of correct subgroup

identification (i.e., K%).

4.2 Simulation Example 2

In our second simulation example, we consider a homogeneous multivariate response regres-

sion model yi = c1 + B⊤xi + ϵi where c1 = (µ, . . . , µ)⊤ ∈ Rq and µ is randomly generated

from the standard Gaussian distribution N(0, 1) and SNR varies across {1, 1.25, 1.5}. In

other words, the number of subgroups K = 1 and each row of the true intercept matrix A∗

is equal to (µ, . . . , µ)⊤ ∈ Rq for i = {1, . . . , n} in this example. The covariate matrix X, the

error matrix E, and the true coefficient matrix B∗ are simulated in the same way as in Simu-

lation Example 1. The corresponding simulation results over 100 replications are reported in

Table 3 in the supplementary material. Again, the performance measures for subgroup anal-

ysis using the RRR method are not included, as the method does not incorporate subgroup

analysis. We observe that the mean of the estimated number of subgroups (K̂) is 1 for all

other methods. In addition, the percentage of correct subgroup identification (K%) is 100%

for all other methods. Moreover, the performance of our methods SR-MCP and SR-SCAD

is very close to that of the benchmark methods, Oracle.s and Oracle.sr, and exceeds that of

RRR, S-MCP, and S-SCAD in rank selection, estimating the matrix B and predicting the

response vector. This is consistent with those reported in Example 1.
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Table 3: Means and standard errors (in parentheses) of performance measures for various

methods under different signal-to-noise (SNR) ratios over 100 replications in Simulation Ex-

ample 2. RRR: reduced-rank regression; S-MCP, S-SCAD, and S-Lasso: subgroup-learning-

only procedures with MCP, SCAD, and L1 penalties, respectively; SR-MCP, SR-SCAD, and

SR-Lasso: our methods with the MCP, SCAD, and L1 penalties, respectively; Oracle.s: or-

acle procedure using the true subgroup information only; Oracle.sr: oracle procedure using

both the true subgroup information and true rank. The details of these methods and the

simulation setting are provided in Section 4.2

Method Err(B̂) Err(Â) Pre(B̂, Ĉ) Rank Rank(%) Err(α̂1) K̂ K (%)

SNR = 1

RRR 0.030 (0.004) 0.148 (0.011) 0.019 (0.001) 4.44 (0.656) 0 —— —— ——

S-MCP 0.012 (0.003) 0.000 (0.000) 0.026 (0.001) 8 (0) 0 0.000 (0.000) 1 (0) 100

S-SCAD 0.015 (0.002) 0.000 (0.000) 0.019 (0.001) 8 (0) 0 0.000 (0.000) 1 (0) 100

S-Lasso 0.008 (0.009) 0.000 (0.000) 0.010 (0.000) 8 (0) 0 0.000 (0.000) 1 (0) 100

SR-MCP 0.006 (0.002) 0.000 (0.000) 0.009 (0.001) 3.02 (0.141) 98 0.000 (0.000) 1 (0) 100

SR-SCAD 0.007 (0.002) 0.000 (0.000) 0.008 (0.000) 3.06 (0.24) 94 0.000 (0.000) 1 (0) 100

SR-Lasso 0.012 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.006 (0.000) 3 (0) 100 0.000 (0.000) 1 (0) 100

Oracle.s 0.007 (0.004) 0.000 (0.000) 0.006 (0.001) 3.08 (0.274) 92 0.000 (0.000) 1 (0) 100

Oracle.sr 0.006 (0.001) 0.000 (0.000) 0.006 (0.000) 3 (0) 100 0.000 (0.000) 1 (0) 100

SNR = 1.25

RRR 0.027 (0.003) 0.105 (0.006) 0.013 (0.001) 4.28 (0.494) 0 —— —— ——

S-MCP 0.009 (0.001) 0.000 (0.000) 0.016 (0.000) 8 (0) 0 0.000 (0.000) 1 (0) 100

S-SCAD 0.009 (0.001) 0.000 (0.000) 0.016 (0.000) 8 (0) 0 0.000 (0.000) 1 (0) 100

S-Lasso 0.010 (0.001) 0.000 (0.000) 0.013 (0.000) 8 (0) 0 0.000 (0.000) 1 (0) 100

SR-MCP 0.006 (0.002) 0.000 (0.000) 0.008 (0.001) 3 (0) 100 0.000 (0.000) 1 (0) 100

SR-SCAD 0.006 (0.006) 0.000 (0.000) 0.007 (0.000) 3 (0) 100 0.000 (0.000) 1 (0) 100

SR-Lasso 0.004 (0.001) 0.000 (0.000) 0.008 (0.000) 3 (0) 100 0.000 (0.000) 1 (0) 100

Oracle.s 0.005 (0.002) 0.000 (0.000) 0.010 (0.000) 3.08 (0.274) 92 0.000 (0.000) 1 (0) 100

Oracle.sr 0.006 (0.002) 0.000 (0.000) 0.007 (0.000) 3 (0) 100 0.000 (0.000) 1 (0) 100

SNR = 1.5

RRR 0.025 (0.003) 0.083 (0.004) 0.010 (0.000) 4.22 (0.44) 0 —— —— ——

S-MCP 0.007 (0.008) 0.000 (0.000) 0.108 (0.000) 8 (0) 0 0.000 (0.000) 1 (0) 100

S-SCAD 0.007 (0.001) 0.000 (0.000) 0.011 (0.000) 8 (0) 0 0.000 (0.000) 1 (0) 100

S-Lasso 0.004 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.008 (0.000) 8 (0) 0 0.000 (0.000) 1 (0) 100

SR-MCP 0.003 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.009 (0.001) 3 (0) 100 0.000 (0.000) 1 (0) 100

SR-SCAD 0.003 (0.001) 0.000 (0.000) 0.007 (0.000) 3 (0) 100 0.000 (0.000) 1 (0) 100

SR-Lasso 0.004 (0.001) 0.000 (0.000) 0.008 (0.000) 3 (0) 100 0.000 (0.000) 1 (0) 100

Oracle.s 0.003 (0.002) 0.000 (0.000) 0.007 (0.000) 3.06 (0.24) 94 0.000 (0.000) 1 (0) 100

Oracle.sr 0.003 (0.001) 0.000 (0.000) 0.007 (0.000) 3 (0) 100 0.000 (0.000) 1 (0) 100
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5 Data analysis

In this section, we further demonstrate our methods using Arabidopsis thalian dataset, which

is a gene expression dataset obtained from Affymetrix GeneChip microarray experiments on

the plant Arabidopsis thaliana (Wille et al., 2004). It is well known that isoprenoids play a key

role in plant biochemical functions such as photosynthesis, growth regulation, and defense

against pathogens. To examine the regulatory control mechanisms in the isoprenoid gene

network in Arabidopsis thaliana, Wille et al. (2004) conducted a genetic association study

under various experimental conditions. In particular, they conducted n = 118 GeneChip mi-

croarray experiments to monitor gene expression levels, which are represented by continuous

fluorescence signal intensity values captured by a confocal scanner. To analyze the connec-

tions between downstream pathways and isoprenoid biosynthesis pathways, we consider a

multivariate response regression model, where the expression levels of p = 18 genes from

one isoprenoid biosynthesis pathway, known as the non-mevalonate pathway (or MEP), serve

as predictors X, and the expression levels of q = 28 genes from two downstream pathways

(carotenoid and glutamate-glutamine) serve as the responses Y. We applied a log transfor-

mation to the responses to reduce skewness and standardized the predictors to make them

comparable.

Figure 1: Density plot of ∥ϵ̂i∥2/
√
q, where ϵ̂⊤i is the ith row of the residual matrix after

controlling for the effects of the predictors in the Arabidopsis thalian data.

To examine whether heterogeneity is present in this dataset, we first fit a homogeneous

multivariate regression model Y = XB + E. Then the error matrix E can be estimated by

Ê
ols

= Y − XB̂
ols
, where B̂

ols
is the estimated coefficient matrix of B obtained using the

ordinary least squares (OLS) method. Fig 1 plots the kernel density estimates of ∥ϵ̂i∥2/
√
q,

where ϵ̂⊤i is the ith row of Ê
ols
. Obviously, there are two modes, indicating that unobserved

heterogeneous effects may still exist even after adjusting for the effects of the covariates.

Therefore, it is not suitable to fit a homogeneous multivariate regression model. This moti-
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vates us to consider the heterogeneous model (2) and identify subgroups using our proposed

procedure.

Note that Oracle.sr and Oracle.s are no longer applicable, as the true subgroup infor-

mation and true rank are unknown in this real dataset. Therefore, Table 4 does not in-

clude the results of these two methods for this dataset. The in-sample mean squared error

MSE = ∥Y−XB̂−Â∥2F/(nq) is used to evaluate the goodness of fit of different methods. We

also report the estimated rank (Rank) and the estimated number of subgroups (K̂). Our find-

ings from Table 4 can be summarized as follows. First, our proposed methods, SR-MCP and

SR-SCAD, perform similarly. Both identified two subgroups and five latent factors. Second,

compared to RRR, which cannot capture the latent heterogeneous structure, our methods

SR-MCP and SR-SCAD significantly reduces the prediction error. Third, although S-MCP

and S-SCAD also identified two subgroups, the selected rank of 18 makes the estimated model

difficult to interpret in practice.

Table 4: Estimated rank (Rank), estimated number of subgroups (K̂), in-sample mean
squared error (MSE) of different methods for the Arabidopsis thalian dataset. S-MCP, S-
SCAD, and S-Lasso: subgroup-learning-only procedures with MCP, SCAD, and L1 penalties,
respectively; SR-MCP, SR-SCAD, and SR-Lasso: our methods with the MCP, SCAD, and
L1 penalties, respectively; RRR: reduced-rank regression.

Method S-MCP S-SCAD S-Lasso SR-MCP SR-SCAD SR-Lasso RRR
Rank 18 18 18 5 5 5 9

K̂ 2 2 1 2 2 1 —
MSE 0.134 0.126 0.135 0.136 0.148 0.164 0.509

Next, we further analyze the results of this real dataset from two perspectives: sub-

group analysis and low-rank association network analysis. First, as shown in Table 4, our

methods, SR-MCP and SR-SCAD, identified two subgroups. To uncover this heterogeneity,

we compare the estimated common intercept vectors between the two identified subgroups.

Clearly, the greater the absolute difference between the intercept vectors, the greater the

heterogeneity between the subgroups. The downstream genes in the response matrix Y

associated with the five largest absolute differences between corresponding elements of the

intercept vectors for the two identified subgroups are AT5G35630, AT5G04140, AT1G66200,

AT5G18170, and AT5G07440. All these five genes come from the Glutamate-Glutamine

pathway. Previous studies have confirmed heterogeneity in the expression of genes involved

in Glutamate–Glutamine metabolism (Liao et al., 2022), and our results are, to some extent,

consistent with these findings.

Second, to gain further insights into the regulatory mechanisms within the isoprenoid

gene association network, we examine the loading coefficients of the estimated factor and

select those larger than ±σXB̂+Â/q−1/2, where the estimated noise variance σXB̂+Â is given

by ∥Y − XB̂ − Â∥F/
√
nq. Let ẐD̂V̂

⊤
be the singular value decomposition of XB̂, where
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Ẑ ∈ Rp×5 denotes the estimated factor matrix containing five orthogonal factors, and D̂V̂
⊤
∈

R5×q represents the associated factor loading coefficients. It is evident that a higher coef-

ficient reflects stronger regulatory influence of the predictor on downstream genes. We list

the genes selected by our method SR-MCP in Table 5. For comparison, we also report the

results of RRR for the first five latent factors. Due to the large number of genes selected by

RRR, we report only those that overlap with the genes selected by SR-MCP to save space.

It can be seen that for our method SR-SCAD, three genes, namely AT3G10230, AT5G17230,

and AT1G77670, are regulated by all latent factors. Both AT3G10230 and AT5G17230 are

downstream genes in the carotenoid pathway. AT3G10230 encodes a protein with lycopene β-

cyclase activity, while AT5G17230 encodes phytoene synthase, the rate-limiting enzyme in the

carotenoid biosynthetic pathway. It has been experimentally confirmed that the carotenoid

pathway is strongly linked to the MEP pathway (Wille et al., 2004). factors. Moreover,

compared to RRR, we observe a stronger regulatory mechanism between the predictors and

the downstream genes AT2G22250 and AT1G80360. Our methods identify that both genes

are regulated by three latent factors, whereas the RRR method finds that AT2G22250 is reg-

ulated by one latent factor and AT1G80360 by two. AT2G22250 encodes a prokaryotic-type

plastidic aspartate aminotransferase with glutamate activity, while AT1G80360 encodes a

methionine-specific aminotransferase that enables VAS1 to coordinate both auxin and ethy-

lene biosynthesis. This may reflect a meaningful biological relationship with the isoprenoid

biosynthesis pathway, warranting further investigation.

Table 5: The genes selected by SR-MCP in each latent factor and the genes selected by RRR
in the top five factors, along with their associated pathways, for the Arabidopsis thaliana
dataset. Note that for RRR, we report only the genes that overlap with those selected by
SR-MCP to save space.

Pathway SR-MCP RRR

1th factor carotenoid AT3G10230 AT3G04870 AT4G14210 AT5G17230 AT3G10230 AT3G04870 AT4G14210 AT5G17230
GlutamateGlutamine AT4G31990 AT1G77670 AT1G80360 AT1G62800 AT4G31990 AT1G77670 AT1G80360 AT1G62800

2th factor carotenoid AT3G10230 AT4G14210 AT5G17230 AT5G17230
GlutamateGlutamine AT1G77670 AT1G80360 AT2G22250 AT1G80360 AT2G22250

3th factor carotenoid AT5G57030 AT3G10230 AT5G17230
GlutamateGlutamine AT4G31990 AT1G77670 AT1G62800 AT2G22250 AT4G31990 AT1G62800

4th factor carotenoid AT5G57030 AT3G10230 AT3G04870 AT4G14210 AT5G17230 AT5G57030 AT3G10230 AT3G04870
GlutamateGlutamine AT4G31990 AT1G77670 AT1G62800 AT2G22250 AT1G77670

5th factor carotenoid AT5G57030 AT3G10230 AT3G04870 AT5G17230 AT5G57030
GlutamateGlutamine AT1G77670 AT1G80360 AT1G77670
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6 Discussion

In this paper, we propose a novel heterogeneity and reduced-rank learning framework that

simultaneously identifies subgroup structures and estimates covariate effects in heterogeneous

multivariate response regression. The algorithm proposed by Ma and Huang (2017) is not

applicable for solving the rank-constrained optimization problem in our paper. We apply the

block coordinate descent method from Tseng (2001) to address this issue and implement the

proposed approach using a new ADMM algorithm. It can be shown that the computational

complexity of Step 1 in our algorithm is of the order O(n3q + n(p+ q)2), indicating that the

computational cost becomes substantial when the sample size n is very large. Thus, devel-

oping a more scalable algorithm to implement the proposed approach would be a valuable

direction for future work.

In addition, to simplify our presentation and introduce our main idea, we focus on studying

model (1) in which population heterogeneity is captured through subgroup-specific intercept

vectors, implying that heterogeneity comes from unobserved latent factors after accounting

for the effects of the predictors. Our joint heterogeneity and reduced-rank learning framework

can be readily extended to the following heterogeneous multivariate response model

yi = A⊤
i zi +B⊤xi + ϵi, (18)

where zi is a d-dimensional vector of observed variables and the population heterogeneity

is characterized by coefficient matrices Ai’s. In other words, in this model some covariates

can also contribute to the population heterogeneity. This model also includes model (1) as

a special case when zi = 1. Our ADMM algorithm can be easily modified to obtain the

estimators of A and B in this model; see the supplementary material for details.

Another possible extension is to consider a more general model setting in which the

covariance structure of the random error vector ϵi varies across different subgroups. This is

an interesting but challenging problem, as it requires significant additional effort to account

for different covariance structures across subgroups and to establish the theoretical properties

of the estimators. Finally, in many applications, the responses are categorical or count data.

Therefore, it is of practical importance to extend our joint heterogeneity and reduced-rank

learning framework to multi-response generalized linear models. These possible extensions

are beyond the scope of the current paper and will be interesting topics for future research.

Appendix A: Proofs of Theorems 1-3

Throughout the rest of the paper, with slight abuse of notation, we use ⟨·, ·⟩ to denote either

the inner product of two vectors or the Frobenius inner product of two matrices. Let RS(·)
and CS(·) denote the row space and column space of a given matrix, respectively. Denote
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by PX the orthogonal projection matrix onto CS(X), that is, PX = X(X⊤X)−X⊤, where

“ − ” stands for the Moore–Penrose inverse. Given PX, let P⊥
X be the projection onto its

orthogonal complement. For two real numbers x and y, denote by x ∨ y = max{x, y} and

x ∧ y = min{x, y}. Recall that throughout this paper, c̃, c̃1, c̃2, c, c1, c2, C, C1 and C2 are

generic positive constants, which may vary from line to line.

Proof of Theorem 1. Since (B̂
or
, Ĉ

or
) is a global minimizer of (14), for any (B,C) with

rank(B) ≤ r∗, we have

∥Y−XB̂
or
−WĈ

or
∥2F ≤ ∥Y−XB−WC∥2F . (A.1)

Since Y = XB∗ + WC∗ + E, the left-hand side of (A.1) can be decomposed into ∥E∥2F −
2⟨E,X(B̂

or
−B∗)+W(Ĉ

or
−C∗)⟩+∥X(B̂

or
−B∗)+W(Ĉ

or
−C∗)∥2F . Similarly, the right-hand

side of (A.1) can be rewritten as ∥E∥2F − 2⟨E,X(B −B∗) +W(C −C∗)⟩ + ∥X(B −B∗) +

W(C−C∗)∥2F . After some algebra, we have

∥X(B̂
or
−B∗) +W(Ĉ

or
−C∗)∥2F ≤ ∥X(B−B∗) +W(C−C∗)∥2F + 2⟨E,X∆B +W∆C⟩,

(A.2)

where ∆B = B̂
or
−B and ∆C = Ĉ

or
−C. Since rank(B̂

or
) ≤ r∗ and rank(B) ≤ r∗, we have

r(∆B) ≤ 2r∗. Define the event

A =
{
2⟨E,X∆B +W∆C⟩ − a−1∥X∆B +W∆C∥2F − 4aL0σ

2[(p+ q − r∗)(r∗ +K) + qK] ≥ 4aσ2t
}

where L0 > 0 and a > 0 are two constants, and t > 0. Since 4[(p+ q − r∗)(r∗ +K) + qK] >

(p+ q − 2r∗)(2r∗ +K) + qK, we have

A ⊆
{
2⟨E,X∆B +W∆C⟩ − a−1∥X∆B +W∆C∥2F − aL0σ

2[(p+ q − 2r∗)(2r∗ +K) + qK] ≥ 4aσ2t
}

and

Pr(A )

≤Pr
(
2⟨E,X∆B +W∆C⟩ − a−1∥X∆B +W∆C∥2F − aL0σ

2[(p+ q − 2r∗)(2r∗ +K) + qK] ≥ 4aσ2t
)

≤c̃ exp(−ct),

where the last inequality is obtained by applying Lemma 1 to ∆B and ∆C . This leads to

Pr(A c) = 1− Pr(A ) ≥ 1− c̃ exp(−ct)

for any t > 0, where A c is the complement of event A . In other words, the following
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inequality

2⟨E,X∆B +W∆C⟩ − a−1∥X∆B +W∆C∥2F − 4aL0σ
2[(p+ q − r∗)(r∗ +K) + qK]

<4aσ2t (A.3)

holds with probability at least 1− c̃ exp(−ct) for any t > 0.

On the other hand, using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and applying the inequality

2xy ≤ x2 + y2 for two real numbers x and y, we have

2⟨X(B̂
or
−B∗) +W(Ĉ

or
−C∗), X(B∗ −B) +W(C∗ −C)⟩

≤2∥X(B̂
or
−B∗) +W(Ĉ

or
−C∗)∥F · ∥X(B∗ −B) +W(C∗ −C)∥F

≤∥X(B̂
or
−B∗) +W(Ĉ

or
−C∗)∥2F + ∥X(B∗ −B) +W(C∗ −C)∥2F

=∥X(B̂
or
−B∗) +W(Ĉ

or
−C∗)∥2F + ∥X(B−B∗) +W(C−C∗)∥2F

and thus

∥X∆B +W∆C∥2F ≤ 2∥X(B̂
or
−B∗) +W(Ĉ

or
−C∗)∥2F + 2∥X(B∗ −B) +W(C∗ −C)∥2F .

This, together with (A.2) and (A.3), leads to

(1− 2a−1)∥X(B̂
or
−B∗) +W(Ĉ

or
−C∗)∥2F

≤(1 + 2a−1)∥X(B−B∗) +W(C−C∗)∥2F + 4aL0σ
2 [(p+ q − r∗)(r∗ +K) + qK] + 4aσ2t

holds with probability at least 1− c̃ exp(−ct) for any t > 0. Setting B = B∗, C = C∗, a = 4

and t = ln(n) yields that

∥X(B̂
or
−B∗) +W(Ĉ

or
−C∗)∥2F ≤ c1σ

2 [(p+ q − r∗)(r∗ +K) + qK + ln(n)] , (A.4)

holds with probability at least 1 − c̃1 exp(−c ln(n)), where c1 = max{32L0, 32} is a positive

constant. This completes the proof of the first part of Theorem 1.

We now proceed to prove the second part of Theorem 1. In view of (A.4), we have

Pr(Ω1) ≥ 1− c̃1 exp{−cln(n)}, where

Ω1 =
{
∥X(B̂

or
−B∗) +W(Ĉ

or
−C∗)∥2F ≤ c1σ

2 [(p+ q − r∗)(r∗ +K) + qK + ln(n)]
}
.

Thus, to prove the second part of Theorem 1, it suffices to show that, conditional on the

event Ω1, the following two inequalities

∥((B̂
or
−B∗)⊤, (Ĉ

or
−C∗)⊤)⊤∥2F ≤ ϕ2

n and ∥Â
or
−A∗∥2F ≤ |ψmax|ϕ2

n
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hold, where ϕn =
√
c1C

−1
1 σ2[(p+ q − r∗)(r∗ +K) + qK + ln(n)]/|ψmin|.

In what follows, our analysis will be conditional on the event Ω1. Let F = (X,W),

X̆ = Iq ⊗ F, ∆BC =
[
(B̂

or
−B∗)⊤, (Ĉ

or
−C∗)⊤

]⊤
and δBC = vec(∆BC), where Iq is the

q × q identity matrix and “vec” is the standard vectorization operator. The singular values

of X̆ are the singular values of F, each repeated q times. Then by Condition 3, we have

∥X(B̂
or
−B∗) +W(Ĉ

or
−C∗)∥2F = ∥F∆BC∥2F = ∥X̆δBC∥22 ≥ C1|ψmin|∥δBC∥22 = C1|ψmin|∥∆BC∥2F .

Thus, conditional on the event Ω1, we have

C1|ψmin| · ∥∆BC∥2F ≤ c1σ
2 [(p+ q − r∗)(r∗ +K) + qK + ln(n)]

which yields

∥((B̂
or
−B∗)⊤, (Ĉ

or
−C∗)⊤)⊤∥2F = ∥∆BC∥2F ≤ ϕ2

n. (A.5)

Moreover, we have

∥Â
or
−A∗∥2F =

K∑
k=1

(
|ψk| · ∥ĉork − c∗k∥22

)
≤ |ψmax|

K∑
k=1

∥ĉork − c∗k∥22 = |ψmax| · ∥Ĉ
or
−C∗∥2F .

This, together with (A.5), leads to

∥Â
or
−A∗∥2F ≤ |ψmax|ϕ2

n and sup
i

∥âori − a∗
i ∥2 = sup

k
∥ĉork − c∗k∥2 ≤ ∥Ĉ

or
−C∗∥F ≤ ϕn.

This completes the proof of the second part of Theorem 1.

□

Proof of Theorem 2. First, we define

Ln(A,B) = 2−1∥Y−A−XB∥2F , Pn(A) = λ
∑

1≤i<j≤n

ρ(∥ai − aj∥2),

Lψn(B,C) = 2−1∥Y−WC−XB∥2F , Pψ
n (C) = λ

∑
1≤k<k′≤K

|ψk| · |ψk′ | · ρ(∥ck − ck′∥2).

Then the corresponding objective functions can be written as

Qn(A,B) = Ln(A,B) + Pn(A) subject to rank(B) ≤ r,

Qψ
n(C,B) = Lψn(C,B) + Pψ

n (C) subject to rank(B) ≤ r.

Let T : Mψ → RK×q be the mapping such that T (A) is a K × q matrix whose kth row

equals to the common vector of ai for i ∈ ψk. Let T ∗ : Rn×q → RK×q be the mapping such
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that T ∗(A) = {|ψk|−1
∑

i∈ψk ai, k = 1, . . . , K}⊤. Obviously, when A ∈ Mψ, we have T (A) =

T ∗(A) and Pn(A) = Pψ
n (T (A)). For any C ∈ RK×q, we also have Pn(T

−1(C)) = Pψ
n (C).

Therefore, we have

Qn(A,B) = Qψ
n(T (A),B) and Qψ

n(C,B) = Qn(T
−1(C),B). (A.6)

Consider the neighborhood of the true coefficient matrices (A∗,B∗)

Θ =

{
(A⊤,B⊤)⊤ : A ∈ Rn×q, B ∈ Rp×q, r(B) ≤ r, ∥B−B∗∥F ≤ ϕn and sup

i
∥ai − a∗

i ∥2 ≤ ϕn

}
.

It follows from Theorem 1 that there exists an event E1 with Pr(E1) ≤ c̃1 exp{−cln(n)} such

that, conditional on E1, we have

∥B̂
or
−B∗∥F ≤ ϕn and sup

i
∥âori − a∗

i ∥2 ≤ ϕn.

This indicates that (Â
or
, B̂

or
) ∈ Θ on the event E1. For anyA ∈ Rn×q, letA0 = T−1(T ∗(A)).

Next, we will show that (Â
or
, B̂

or
) is a strictly local minimizer of the objective function (5)

with probability approaching one through the following two steps.

Step 1. On the event E1, for any ((A0)⊤,B⊤)⊤ ∈ Θ and ((A0)⊤, (B)⊤)⊤ ̸= ((Â
or
)⊤,

(B̂
or
)⊤)⊤, we have Qn(A

0,B) > Qn(Â
or
, B̂

or
).

Step 2. There exists an event E2 such that Pr(EC
2 ) ≤ 2qn−2, where EC

2 is the complement

of event E2. On E1∩E2, there is a neighborhood of ((Â
or
)⊤, (B̂

or
)⊤)⊤, denoted by Θn,

such that Qn(A,B) ≥ Qn(A
0,B) for any (A⊤,B⊤)⊤ ∈ Θ ∩Θn for sufficiently large n.

To save space, the proofs of the results in these two steps are provided in the supplementary

material. Hence, by the results in these two steps, we have Qn(A,B) > Qn(Â
or
, B̂

or
) for any

(A⊤,B⊤)⊤ ∈ Θ∩Θn and (A⊤,B⊤)⊤ ̸= ((Ĉ
or
)⊤, (B̂

or
)⊤)⊤ in E1∩E2, so that ((Ĉ

or
)⊤, (B̂

or
)⊤)⊤

is a local minimizer of (5) over the event E1 ∩E2 with Pr(E1 ∩E2) ≥ 1− c̃1 exp{−cln(n)}−
2qn−2 for sufficiently large n. This completes the proof of Theorem 2.

□

Proof of Theorem 3. Before presenting the detailed proofs, we recall some notation to

facilitate calculations. Specifically, P (B,C) = A1[(p + q − r)(r + k) + kq] + A2ln(n) and

δ(B,C) = AP (B,C)/(nq) where A1 and A2 are positive constants, A is a positive constant

satisfying A < A3 such that δ(B∗,C∗) < 1. Note that P (B,C) = A1[(p + q − r)(r + k) +

kq] + A2ln(n) has the same order as (p+ q − r)(r + k) + kq + ln(n).

Let h(B,C;A) = 1/[nq−AP (B,C)]. For any (B̂, Ĉ) that minimizes ln (∥Y−XB−WC∥2F )+
δ(B,C) subject to δ(B,C) < 1, by the fact that 1/(1− δ/2) ≤ exp(δ) for any 0 ≤ δ < 1, we
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have

(nq)∥Y−XB̂− ŴĈ∥2F · h(B̂, Ĉ;A/2) ≤ ∥Y −XB̂− ŴĈ∥2F exp{δ(B̂, Ĉ)}
≤∥Y −XB∗ −WC∗∥2F exp{δ(B∗,C∗)} ≤ ∥Y −XB∗ −WC∗∥2F · h(B∗,C∗;A) · (nq),

where the last inequality follows from the fact that exp(δ) ≤ 1/(1 − δ) for any 0 ≤ δ < 1.

Since h(B̂, Ĉ;A/2) > 0, we have

∥Y −XB̂− ŴĈ∥2F ≤ ∥Y −XB∗ −WC∗∥2Fh(B∗,C∗;A)/h(B̂, Ĉ;A/2).

Recall that Y = XB∗ +WC∗ + E. After some algebra, we obtain

∥X(B̂−B∗) + ŴĈ−WC∗∥2F
≤∥E∥2F

[
h(B∗,C∗;A)/h(B̂, Ĉ;A/2)− 1

]
+ 2⟨E, X(B̂−B∗) + ŴĈ−WC∗⟩

≤ A∥E∥2F
nqσ2 − Aσ2P (B∗,C∗)

σ2P (B∗,C∗)− 0.5A∥E∥2F
nqσ2

σ2P (B̂, Ĉ)

+ 2⟨E,X(B̂−B∗) + ŴĈ−WC∗⟩. (A.7)

Next, we first show that the term 2⟨E,X(B̂ − B∗) + ŴĈ − WC∗⟩ can be bounded by

P (B∗,C∗) and P (B̂, Ĉ) up to a multiplicative constant with high probability using arguments

similar to those in the proof of Lemma 2. With a slight abuse of notation, let ∆B̂ =

B̂ − B∗, ∆WC = ŴĈ − WC∗, rank(B∗) = r∗, and rank(B̂) = r̂. Let RS(WC∗) be the

row space of WC∗, PRS(C∗) be the orthogonal projection onto the row space of WC∗, and

P⊥
RS(C∗) be the orthogonal complement of PRS(C∗). Similarly, let PRS(B∗,C∗) be the orthogonal

projection onto the row space of XB∗+WC∗ and P⊥
RS(B∗,C∗) be the orthogonal complement

of PRS(B∗,C∗). Then

X(B̂−B∗) + ŴĈ−WC∗ = X∆B̂ +∆WC

=PX(X∆B̂ +∆WC)PRS(B∗,C∗) +PX(XB̂+ ŴĈ)P⊥
RS(B∗,C∗) +P⊥

X∆
WCPRS(C∗) +P⊥

XŴĈP⊥
RS(C∗)

= : ∆1 +∆2 +∆3 +∆4,

where
∑4

i=1 ∥∆i∥2F = ∥X∆B̂ +∆WC∥2F . Thus,

⟨E, X(B̂−B∗) + ŴĈ−WC∗⟩ = ⟨E, ∆1⟩+ ⟨E, ∆2⟩+ ⟨E, ∆3⟩+ ⟨E, ∆4⟩. (A.8)

Note that CS(∆1) ⊂ CS(X), CS(∆2) ⊂ CS(X), r(∆1) ≤ r(C∗) + r(B∗), r(∆2) ≤ r(B̂) +

r(Ĉ), r(∆3) ≤ r(C∗), and r(∆4) ≤ r(Ĉ), where CS(·) is the column space of a given matrix.

These four terms on the right-hand side of (A.8) can be bounded using arguments similar to
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those in Lemmas 1 and 2. For example, we can use the following result to handle ⟨E,∆2⟩.

⟨E,∆2⟩−a−1∥∆2∥2F − bLP3{r(B̂, Ĉ), r(X), r(F̂)}
≤∥∆2∥F ⟨E,∆2/∥∆2∥F ⟩ − 2(b/a)1/2∥∆2∥F{LP3(r(B̂, Ĉ), r(X), r(F̂))}1/2

=2(∥∆∥F/
√
a2)
{
(
√
a2/2)

[
⟨E,∆2/∥∆2∥F ⟩ − 2{bLP3(r(B̂, Ĉ), r(X), r(F̂))/a}1/2

]}
≤a−1

2 ∥∆2∥2F + (a2/4)
[
⟨E,∆2/∥∆2∥F ⟩ − 2(b/a)1/2{LP3(r(B̂, Ĉ), r(X), r(F̂))}1/2

]2
,

where the first inequality follows from the arithmetic mean-geometric mean inequality, the

second inequality holds from the fact that 2xy ≤ x2 + y2 for two real numbers x and y,

and a, b, L, a2 are positive constants. Using arguments similar to those in Lemmas 1 and

2, with 4b > a, we can bound ⟨E,∆2⟩ such that for any t > 0, the event ⟨E,∆2⟩ −
a−1∥∆2∥2F − bLP3{r(B̂, Ĉ), r(X), r(F̂)} ≤ ∥∆2∥2F/a2 + a2t

2σ2/4 occurs with probability at

least 1− c̃ exp(−ct2), where P3{r(B̂, Ĉ), r(X), r(F̂)} ≤ (p+ q− r̂)(k̂+ r̂). Following the lines

of the proof of Theorem 2 in She and Chen (2017), we can show that for any constants a, b, a2

satisfying 4b > a, the following event

2⟨E, X(B̂−B∗) + ŴĈ−WC∗⟩
≤2(a−1 + a−1

2 )∥X(B̂−B∗) + ŴĈ−WC∗∥2F + 8bLσ2{P (B∗,C∗) + P (B̂, Ĉ)} (A.9)

occurs with probability at least 1− c̃1n−c1 for some c̃1, c1 > 0 and a sufficiently large constant

L.

Now, we will bound the first two terms on the right-hand side of (A.7). Let γ and γ′ be

constants satisfying 0 < γ < 1 and γ
′
> 0. Denote by Ω2 = {(1 − γ)nqσ2 ≤ ∥E∥2F ≤ (1 +

γ
′
)nqσ2} an event. It follows from Laurent and Massart (2000) that Pr(Ωc

2) ≤ c̃2 exp(−c2nq),
where c̃2 and c2 are constants depending on γ and γ′, implying that the event Ω2 occurs with

probability at least 1− c̃2 exp(−c2nq). On the event Ω2, we have

A∥E∥2F
nqσ2 − Aσ2P (B∗,C∗)

σ2P (B∗,C∗)− 0.5A∥E∥2F
nqσ2

σ2P (B̂, Ĉ)

≤(1 + γ′)AA3

A3 − A
σ2P (B∗,C∗)− 0.5(1− γ)Aσ2P (B̂, Ĉ). (A.10)

In view of (A.7), (A.9), and (A.10), applying the union bound gives

∥X(B̂−B∗) + ŴĈ−WC∗∥2F
≤2(a−1 + a−1

2 )∥X(B̂−B∗) + ŴĈ−WC∗∥2F

+

[
(1 + γ′)AA3

A3 − A
+ 8bL

]
σ2P (B∗,C∗) + [8bL− 0.5(1− γ)A] σ2P (B̂, Ĉ).

With A3 large enough, we can choose a, a2, b, A such that (1/a + 1/a2) < 1/2, 4b > a, and
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16bL ≤ (1− γ)A. This completes the proof of Theorem 3.

□

Appendix B: Some lemmas and their Proofs

Lemma 1. For any given 1 ≤ r ≤ p ∧ q, define Γr,K = {(B,C) ∈ Rp×q ×RK×q : r(B) ≤ r}.
Then under Condition 2, there exist universal constants L0 > 0, a > 0, and c̃, c > 0 such

that the following event

sup
(B,C)∈Γr,K

{
2⟨E,XB+WC⟩ − a−1∥XB+WC∥2F − aL0σ

2 [(p+ q − r)(r +K) + qK]
}
≥ 4aσ2t

(B.1)

occurs with probability at most c̃ exp(−ct).

Proof of Lemma 1. Let MBC = (B⊤,C⊤)⊤ ∈ R(p+K)×q and F = (X,W) ∈ Rn×(p+K).

Then FMBC = XB+WC and the term 2⟨E,XB+WC⟩ can be rewritten as

2⟨E,XB+WC⟩ = 2⟨E,PX(XB+WC)⟩+ 2⟨E,P⊥
XWC⟩ ≡ 2⟨E,m1⟩+ 2⟨E,m2⟩, (B.2)

where m1 = PXFM
BC and m2 = P⊥

XWC. By the Pythagorean theorem, we have

∥m1∥2F + ∥m2∥2F = ∥XB+WC∥2F . (B.3)

Define A1 =
{
sup(B,C)∈Γr,K {2⟨E,m1⟩ − a−1∥m1∥2F − 2aL(p+ q − r)(r +K)} ≥ 2aσ2t

}
and A2 =

{
sup(B,C)∈Γr,K {2⟨E,m2⟩ − a−1∥m2∥2F − 2aLqK} ≥ 2aσ2t

}
, where L > 0 and

a > 0 are two constants. The key step of our proof is to show that

Pr(A1) =Pr

(
sup

(B,C)∈Γr,K

{
2⟨E,m1⟩ − a−1∥m1∥2F − 2aL(p+ q − r)(r +K)

}
≥ 2aσ2t

)
≤c̃1 exp(−ct), (B.4)

Pr(A2) =Pr

(
sup

(B,C)∈Γr,K

{
2⟨E,m2⟩ − a−1∥m2∥2F − 2aLqK

}
≥ 2aσ2t

)
≤ c̃1 exp(−ct). (B.5)

Once these two probability bounds are obtained, it follows from (B.2), (B.3), and the union

bound that

Pr

(
sup

(B,C)∈Γr,K

{
2⟨E,XB+C⟩ − a−1∥XB+C∥2F − 2aLσ2{(p+ q − r)(r +K) + qK

}
≥ 4aσ2t

)
≤ Pr(A1) + Pr(A2) ≤ 2c̃1 exp(−ct).
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Then the desired result (B.1) follows immediately by taking L0 = 2L and c̃ = 2c̃1.

In what follows, we will show (B.4) and (B.5) hold. Note that r(B) ≤ r ≤ q, r(C) ≤ K∧q,
and r(MBC) ≤ r(B)+r(C) ≤ r+(K∧q). Let P1{r̃, r(X), r(F)} = σ2{r(X)∧r(F)+q− r̃)}r̃
with r̃ = r + (K ∧ q). Then, we have

2⟨E,m1⟩−a−1∥m1∥2F − 2aLP1{r̃, r(X), r(F)}
=2⟨E,m1/∥m1∥F ⟩∥m1∥F − (2a)−1∥m1∥2F −

[
(2a)−1∥m1∥2F + 2aLP1{r̃, r(X), r(F)}

]
≤2⟨E,m1/∥m1∥F ⟩∥m1∥F − (2a)−1∥m1∥2F − 2∥m1∥FL1/2P

1/2
1 {r̃, r(X), r(F)}

=2
(
∥m1∥F/

√
2a
) [√

2a
(
⟨E,m1/∥m1∥F ⟩ − L1/2P

1/2
1 {r̃, r(X), r(F)}

)]
− (2a)−1∥m1∥2F

≤(2a)−1∥m1∥2F + 2a
[
⟨E,m1/∥m1∥F ⟩ − L1/2P

1/2
1 {r̃, r(X), r(F)}

]2
− (2a)−1∥m1∥2F

=2a
[
⟨E,m1/∥m1∥F ⟩ − L1/2P

1/2
1 {r̃, r(X), r(F)}

]2
,

where the first inequality follows from the arithmetic mean-geometric mean inequality and

the second inequality holds from the fact that 2xy ≤ x2 + y2 for two real numbers x and y.

This implies that the inequality sup(B,C)∈Γr,K

{
⟨E,m1/∥m1∥F ⟩ − L1/2P

1/2
1 {r̃, r(X), r(F)}

}
≥

σt1/2 holds for any t > 0 conditional on the event {sup(B,C)∈Γr,K {2⟨E,m1⟩ − a−1∥m1∥2F −
2aLP1{r̃, r(X), r(F)}} ≥ 2aσ2t}. Therefore, we have

Pr

(
sup

(B,C)∈Γr,K

{
2⟨E,m1⟩ − a−1∥m1∥2F − 2aLP1{r̃, r(X), r(F)}

}
≥ 2aσ2t

)

≤ Pr

(
sup

(B,C)∈Γr,K

{
⟨E,m1/∥m1∥F ⟩ − L1/2P

1/2
1 {r̃, r(X), r(F)}

}
≥ σt1/2

)
≤ c̃1 exp(−ct),

(B.6)

where the last inequality follows from Lemma 2. Recall that P1{r̃, r(X), r(F)} = σ2{r(X) ∧
r(F) + q − r̃)}r̃ with r̃ = r + (K ∧ q). Since r(X) ≤ p and r(F) ≤ n ∧ (p + K), we

have P1{r̃, r(X), r(F)} ≤ σ2[p + q − (K + r)](K + r) when K < q and P1{r̃, r(X), r(F)} ≤
σ2(p− r)(q+ r) when K ≥ q. Thus, P1{r̃, r(X), r(F)} can be bounded by (p+ q− r)(r+K),

that is,

P1{r̃, r(X), r(F)} ≤ (p+ q − r)(r +K). (B.7)
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In view of (B.6) and (B.7), we have

Pr

(
sup

(B,C)∈Γr,K

{
2⟨E,m1⟩ − a−1∥m1∥2F − 2aL(p+ q − r)(r +K)

}
≥ 2aσ2t

)

≤ Pr

(
sup

(B,C)∈Γr,K

{
2⟨E,m1⟩ − a−1∥m1∥2F − 2aLP1{r̃, r(X), r(F)}

}
≥ 2aσ2t

)
≤ c̃1 exp(−ct).

This shows that the probability bound (B.4) holds.

It thus remains to prove (B.5). Using similar arguments as those used to prove (B.6) and

Lemma 2, we can show that

Pr

(
sup

(B,C)∈Γr,K

{
2⟨E,m2⟩ − a−1∥m2∥2F − 2aLP2{r(C), r(X), r(W)}

}
≥ 2aσ2t

)
≤c̃1 exp(−ct), (B.8)

where P2{r(C), r(X), r(W)} = σ2[{n−r(X)}∧r(W)+q−r(C)]r(C). Under the condition p+

K ≤ n, we have r(W) ≤ n∧K = K and thus P2{r(C), r(X), r(W)} ≤ σ2[K+q−r(C)]r(C).

This, together with the fact that r(C) ≤ K ∧ q, yields P2{r(C), r(X), r(W)} ≤ σ2qK.

Combining this with (B.8) leads to

Pr

(
sup

(B,C)∈Γr,K

{
2⟨E,m2⟩ − a−1∥m2∥2F − 2aLσ2qK

}
≥ 2aσ2t

)

≤Pr

(
sup

(B,C)∈Γr,K

{
2⟨E,m2⟩ − a−1∥m2∥2F − 2aLP2{r(C), r(X), r(W)}

}
≥ 2aσ2t

)
≤c̃1 exp(−ct)

This shows that the probability bound (B.5) holds and completes the proof of Lemma 1.

□

Lemma 2. Suppose each row in E is sub-Gaussian with mean zero and ψ2-norm bounded by

σ. Given X ∈ Rn×p, W ∈ Rn×K, and F = (X,W) ∈ Rn×(p+K), define Γ̃r = {M ∈ Rn×q :

∥M∥F ≤ 1, r(M) ≤ r, CS(M) ⊂ CS(PX,F)} with 1 ≤ r ≤ p ∧ q and p+K ≤ n. Let

P1{r, r(X), r(F)} = σ2{r(X) ∧ r(F) + q − r}r.

Then for any t ≥ 0, we have

Pr

(
sup
M∈Γ̃r

⟨E,M⟩ ≥ tσ + LP
1/2
1 {r, r(X), r(F)}

)
≤ c̃ exp(−ct2),

where L, c̃, c > 0 are universal constants.
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Proof of Lemma 2. Recall that all rows of the matrix E are independent. Since each row

in E is sub-Gaussian with mean zero and scale bounded by σ, it is easy to show that ⟨E,M⟩
is a mean-centered sub-Gaussian random variable with scale bounded by σ∥M∥F for any

fixed matrix M. Therefore, {⟨E,M⟩ : M ∈ Γ̃r} is a stochastic process with sub-Gaussian

increments. The induced metric on Γ̃r, given by d(M1,M2) = σ∥M1 −M2∥F , is Euclidean.
We can bound supM∈Γ̃r⟨E,M⟩ by using Dudley’s entropy integral (Talagrand, 2014).

To this end, we first compute the metric entropy ln[N (E, Γ̃r, d)], where N (E, Γ̃r, d) is the

smallest cardinality of an ε-net that covers Γ̃r under d. Motivated by Recht et al. (2010), we

characterize each matrix in Γ̃r using its row/column spaces. Denote by Oq×r = {V ∈ Rq×r :

V⊤V = I} the set of column-orthogonal matrices of size q × r. Given M ∈ Γ̃r, its row space

must be contained in an r-dimensional subspace in Rq. Hence, we have

M = UΣV⊤, (B.9)

where V ∈ Oq×r, Σ ∈ R((p+K)∧r(X)∧r(F))×r = R(r(X)∧r(F))×r, and PU = P(X,F). Note that

RS(M) is a point on the Grassmann manifold (denoted by Gq,r) of all r-dimensional sub-

spaces of Rq. Equipped with metric d
′′
which is the operator norm, i.e., ∥V1V

⊤
1 −V2V

⊤
2 ∥2

for any V1,V2 ∈ Oq×r, N (ε,Gq,r, d
′′
) ≤ (C1/ε)

r(q−r), where C1 is a universal constant

(Szarek, 1982). Moreover, it is easy to see that Σ = U⊤MV is in a unit ball of dimen-

sionality (r(X) ∧ r(F)) × r, denote by B((r(X)∧r(F))×r. By a standard volume argument,

N (ε,B(r(X)∧r(F))×r, ∥ · ∥F ) ≤ (C0/ε)
(r(X)∧r(F))×r, where C0 is a universal constant. Under the

metric d, we claim that ln[N (ε, Γ̃r, d)] ≤ {(r(X) ∧ r(F))r + r(q − r)}ln(Cσ/ε). In fact, for

any M1 ∈ Γ̃r, we can write M1 = U1Σ1V
⊤
1 according to (B.9) and find V2 and Σ2 such that

∥V1V
⊤
1 −V2V

⊤
2 ∥2 ≤ ε and ∥Σ1V

⊤
1 V2 −Σ2∥F ≤ ε. Then, we have

∥M1 −M2∥F ≤ ∥M1 −M1V2V
⊤
2 ∥F + ∥U1Σ1V

⊤
1 V2V

⊤
2 −U1Σ2V

⊤
2 ∥F

≤
[
tr{M⊤

1 M1(PV1 −PV2)
2}
]1/2

+ ∥Σ1V
⊤
1 V2 −Σ2∥F ≤

(
∥M1∥2F∥PV1 −PV2∥22

)1/2
+ ε ≤ 2ε

for any M2 = U1Σ2V
⊤
2 , where tr(·) is the trace of a given square matrix. It follows from

Dudley’s integral bound that Pr

(
supM∈Γ̃r⟨M,E⟩ ≥ tσ + L

∫ σ
0

[
ln{N (ε, Γ̃r, d)}

]1/2
dε

)
≤

c̃ exp(−ct2).
Simple computation gives∫ σ

0

[
ln{N (ε, Γ̃r, d)}

]1/2
dε ≲ σ {(r(X) ∧ r(F))r + (q − r)r}1/2 ≲ P1{r, r(X), r(F)}1/2.

This completes the proof of Lemma 2. □
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P. von Rohr, L. Thiele, E. Zitzler, W. Gruissem, P. Bühlmann, Sparse graphical gaussian
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This supplementary material consists of three parts. The first part provides the proof of

Proposition 1, the second part contains additional technical details on the proof of Theorem 2,

and the third part shows the detailed ADMM algorithm for the heterogeneous multivariate

response regression problem discussed in Section 6.

1 Proof of Proposition 1

Before presenting the proof of Proposition 1, we state a basic property of the optimization

problem (5). Recall that the optimization problem (5) in Section 2.2 is equivalent to the

following rank-constrained minimization problem

L(A,B, δ,V) =
1

2

n∑
i=1

∥yi −B⊤xi − a⊤
i ∥22 +

∑
1≤i<j≤n

pγ(∥ai − aj∥2, λ) +
∑

1≤i<j≤n

⟨vij, (ai − aj − δij)⟩

+
ϑ

2
∥ai − aj − δij∥22

subject to ai − aj − δij = 0 and rank(B) ≤ r.

To solve this optimization problem, we update the matrices A,B, δ, and V iteratively. In

review of (6), given any λ ≥ 0 and r ≥ 0, we have that accumulation point of (A(m+1),B(m+1))

satisfies that

L(A(m+1),B(m), δ(m),V(m)) ≤ L(A(m),B(m), δ(m),V(m))

and L(A(m),B(m+1), δ(m),V(m)) ≤ L(A(m),B(m), δ(m),V(m)) for any non-negative integer m.

In addition, L(A(m+1), B(m+1), δ,V(m)) is convex with respect to δ. By applying the block

coordinate descent results from Theorem 4.1 of Tseng (2001), we conclude that the sequence

(A(m+1),B(m+1), δ(m+1)) has a limit point. To simplify the technical presentation, we slightly

abuse notation by denoting the limit point as (A∗,B∗, δ∗).

We are now ready to present the proofs. By the definition of δ(m+1) in (7), we have

L(A(m+1),B(m+1), δ(m+1),V(m)) ≤ L(A(m+1),B(m+1), δ,V(m))

1



for any δ. Define

fm+1 = inf
∆A(m+1)−δ=0

{
2−1∥Y−XB(m+1) −A(m+1)∥2F +

∑
1≤i<j≤n

pγ(∥δij∥2, λ)

}
= inf

∆A(m+1)−δ=0

L(A(m+1),B(m+1), δ,V(m)),

where ∆ = {(ei − ej)
⊤, i < j}⊤ is an [0.5n(n− 1)]× n matrix. Then we have

L(A(m+1),B(m+1), δ(m+1),V(m)) ≤ fm+1. (C.1)

Let t be an integer. It follows from (8) that V(m+1) = V(m) + ϑ(∆A(m+1) − δ(m+1)), leading

to

V(m+t−1) = V(m) + ϑ
t−1∑
i=1

(∆A(m+i) − δ(m+i)).

Therefore, we have

L(A(m+t),B(m+t), δ(m+t),V(m+t−1))

=2−1∥Y−XB(m+t) −A(m+t)∥2F + ⟨V(m+t−1),∆A(m+t) − δ(m+t)⟩+ 2−1ϑ∥∆A(m+t) − δ(m+t)∥22
+

∑
1≤i<j≤n

pγ(∥δ(m+t)
ij ∥2, λ)

=2−1∥Y−XB(m+t) −A(m+t)∥2F + ⟨V(m),∆A(m+t) − δ(m+t)⟩

+ ϑ
t−1∑
i=1

⟨∆A(m+i) − δ(m+i),∆A(m+t) − δ(m+t)⟩

+ 2−1ϑ∥∆A(m+t) − δ(m+t)∥22 +
∑

1≤i<j≤n

pγ(∥δ(m+t)
ij ∥2, λ)

≤fm+t,

where the last inequality follows from the same argument used in the proof of (C.1).

Let f ∗ = lim
m→∞

fm+1. Recall that (A∗,B∗, δ∗) is the limit point of the sequence (A(m+1),B(m+1),

δ(m+1)). Thus, we have

f ∗ = lim
m→∞

fm+1 = lim
m→∞

fm+t = inf
∆A∗−δ=0

{
2−1∥Y−XB∗ −A∗∥2F +

∑
1≤i<j≤n

pγ(∥δij∥2, λ)

}
,

2



and for all t ≥ 0

lim
m→∞

L(A(m+t),B(m+t), δ(m+t),V(m+t−1))

=2−1∥Y−XB∗ −A∗∥2F +
∑

1≤i<j≤n

pγ(∥δ∗
ij∥2, λ) + lim

m→∞
⟨V(m),∆A∗ − δ∗⟩

+ (t− 2−1)ϑ∥∆A∗ − δ∗∥22
≤f ∗

holds. Hence, by the definition of the primal residual r(m) = ∆A(m) − δ(m), we have

lim
m→∞

∥r(m)∥2F = ∥∆A∗ − δ∗∥2F = 0.

By definition, A(m+1) minimizes L(A,B(m), δ(m),V(m)). Thus, we have

∂L(A(m+1),B(m), δ(m),V(m))/∂A = 0.

Note that

∂L(A(m+1),B(m), δ(m),V(m))/∂A

=(XB(m) +A(m+1) −Y) +∆⊤V(m) + ϑ∆⊤(∆A(m+1) − δ(m))

=(XB(m) +A(m+1) −Y) +∆⊤
[
V(m) + ϑ(∆A(m+1) − δ(m))

]
(C.2)

=(XB(m) +A(m+1) −Y) +∆⊤
[
V(m+1) − ϑ(∆A(m+1) − δ(m+1)) + ϑ(∆A(m+1) − δ(m))

]
=(XB(m) +A(m+1) −Y) +∆⊤V(m+1) + ϑ∆⊤(δ(m+1) − δ(m)),

where the second last step follows from (8). Therefore, by the definition of the dual residual

s(m+1) = ϑ∆⊤(δ(m+1) − δ(m)), we have

s(m+1) = −(XB(m) +A(m+1) −Y)−∆⊤V(m+1). (C.3)

Since ∥∆A∗ − δ∗∥2F = 0, by (C.2), we have

lim
m→∞

∂L(A(m+1),B(m), δ(m),V(m))/∂A

= lim
m→∞

(XB(m) +A(m+1) −Y) +∆⊤V(m)

=(XB∗ +A∗ −Y) +∆⊤V∗ = 0.

This, together with (C.3), entails lim
m→∞

s(m+1) = −[(XB∗ +A∗ −Y) +∆⊤V∗] = 0.

3



2 More Details on the Proof of Results in Steps 1 and

2 in Theorem 2

Recall that in the proof of Theorem 2, we showed that (Â
or
, B̂

or
) is a strictly local minimizer

of the objective function (5) with probability approaching one through the following two

steps.

Step 1. On the event E1, for any ((A0)⊤,B⊤)⊤ ∈ Θ and ((A0)⊤, (B)⊤)⊤ ̸= ((Â
or
)⊤,

(B̂
or
)⊤)⊤, we have Qn(A

0,B) > Qn(Â
or
, B̂

or
).

Step 2. There exists an event E2 such that Pr(EC
2 ) ≤ 2qn−2, where EC

2 is the complement

of event E2. On E1∩E2, there is a neighborhood of ((Â
or
)⊤, (B̂

or
)⊤)⊤, denoted by Θn,

such that Qn(A,B) ≥ Qn(A
0,B) for any (A⊤,B⊤)⊤ ∈ Θ ∩Θn for sufficiently large n.

In this section, we will provide detailed proofs for the results in these two steps. To prove

the result in Step 1, we first show that Pψ
n (T

∗(A)) = Cn for any A ∈ Θ, where Cn is a

constant and does not depend on A. Let T ∗(A) = C = (c1, . . . , cK)
⊤. It suffices to show

that ∥ck − ck′∥2 > a1λ for all k ̸= k
′
. Then by Condition 1, ρ(∥ck − ck′∥2) is a constant

yielding that Pψ
n (T

∗(A)) is a constant. To proceed, note that

∥ck − ck′∥2 = ∥ck − c∗k + c∗k − c∗
k′
+ c∗

k′
− ck′∥2 ≥ ∥c∗k − c∗

k
′∥2 − 2 sup

k
∥ck − c∗k∥2 (D.1)

and

sup
k

∥ck − c∗k∥22 = sup
k

∥|ψk|−1
∑
i∈ψk

ai − c∗k∥22 = sup
k

∥|ψk|−1
∑
i∈ψk

(ai − a∗
i )∥22

= sup
k

|ψk|−2∥
∑
i∈ψk

(ai − a∗
i )∥22 ≤ sup

k
|ψk|−1

∑
i∈ψk

∥(ai − a∗
i )∥22

≤ sup
i

∥(ai − a∗
i )∥22 ≤ ϕ2

n, (D.2)

where the last inequality follows from the definition of the set Θ. Combining (D.1) with

(D.2) yields

∥ck − ck′∥2 ≥ bn − 2ϕn > a1λ

for all k and k
′
, where the last inequality is due to the assumption that bn > a1λ≫ ϕn. There-

fore, we have Pψ
n (T

∗(A)) = Cn, and as a result Qψ
n(T

∗(A),B) = Lψn(T
∗(A),B) + Cn with

r(B) ≤ r for all (A⊤,B⊤)⊤ ∈ Θ. Given T ∗(A), we have Lψn(T
∗(A),B) ≥ Lψn(T

∗(A), B̂
or
)

since B̂
or
is a global minimizer of Lψn(T

∗(A),B) subject to r(B) ≤ r. Moreover, Lψn(T
∗(A), B̂

or
) >

Lψn(Ĉ
or
, B̂

or
) since Ĉ

or
is the unique minimizer of Lψn(T

∗(A),B) with fixed B. Hence

Qψ
n(T

∗(A),B) > Qψ
n(Ĉ

or
, B̂

or
) for all T ∗(A) ̸= Ĉ

or
. By (A.6), we have Qψ

n(Ĉ
or
, B̂

or
) =

4



Qn(Â
or
, B̂

or
) andQψ

n(T
∗(A),B) = Qn(T

−1(T ∗(A)),B) = Qn(A
0,B). Therefore, Qn(A

0,B) >

Qn(Â
or
, B̂

or
) for all A0 ̸= Â

or
, and the result in Step 1 is proved.

Next we prove the result in Step 2. For a positive sequence tn, let Θn = {ai : supi ∥ai −
âori ∥2 ≤ tn}. For (A⊤,B⊤)⊤ ∈ Θ ∩Θn, by Taylor’s expansion, we have

Qn(A,B)−Qn(A
0,B) = Γ1 + Γ2 and rank(B) ≤ r,

where

Γ1 = −(Y− (I,X)((Am)⊤, (B)⊤)⊤) · (A−A0), (D.3)

Γ2 =
n∑
i=1

∂Pn(A
m)

∂a⊤
i

· (ai − a0
i ).

where “ · ” denotes a dot product and Am = αA + (1 − α)A0 for some constant α ∈ (0, 1).

Now we first handle Γ2.

Γ2 = λ
∑
j>i

ρ
′
(∥ami − amj ∥2)∥ami − amj ∥−1

2 (ami − amj ) · (ai − a0
i )

+ λ
∑
j<i

ρ
′
(∥ami − amj ∥2)∥ami − amj ∥−1

2 (ami − amj ) · (ai − a0
i )

= λ
∑
j>i

ρ
′
(∥ami − amj ∥2)∥ami − amj ∥−1

2 (ami − amj ) · (ai − a0
i ) (D.4)

+ λ
∑
i<j

ρ
′
(∥amj − ami ∥2)∥amj − ami ∥−1

2 (amj − ami ) · (aj − a0
j)

= λ
∑
i<j

ρ
′
(∥ami − amj ∥2)∥ami − amj ∥−1

2 (ami − amj ) · {(ai − a0
i )− (aj − a0

j)}.

When i, j ∈ ψk, we have a0
i = a0

j and ami − amj = α(ai − aj). Thus,

Γ2 = λ
K∑
k=1

∑
i,j∈ψk,i<j

ρ
′
(∥ami − amj ∥2)∥ami − amj ∥−1

2 (ami − amj ) · (ai − aj)

+ λ
∑
k<k′

∑
i∈ψk,j∈ψk′

ρ
′
(∥ami − amj ∥2)∥ami − amj ∥−1

2 (ami − amj ) · {(ai − a0
i )− (aj − a0

j)}.

Moreover,

sup
i

∥a∗
i − a0

i ∥22 = sup
k

∥c∗k − ck∥22 ≤ ϕ2
n, (D.5)

5



where the last inequality follows from (D.2). Since ami = αai + (1− α)a0
i , we have

sup
i

∥ami − a∗
i ∥2 ≤ α sup

i
∥ai − a∗

i ∥2 + (1− α) sup
i

∥a0
i − a∗

i ∥2 ≤ ϕn (D.6)

Hence for k ̸= k
′
, i ∈ ψk, j

′ ∈ ψk′ ,

∥ami − amj ∥F ≥ min
i∈ψk,j′∈ψk′

∥a∗
i − a∗

j∥2 − 2max
i

∥ami − a∗
i ∥2 ≥ bn − 2ϕn > a1λ,

and thus ρ
′
(∥ami − amj ∥2) = 0. Therefore,

Γ2 = λ

K∑
k=1

∑
i,j∈ψk,i<j

ρ
′
(∥ami − amj ∥2)∥ami − amj ∥−1

2 (ami − amj ) · (ai − aj)

= λ
K∑
k=1

∑
i,j∈ψk,i<j

ρ
′
(∥ami − amj ∥2)∥ai − aj∥2.

where the last step holds because ami − amj = α(ai− aj) for i, j ∈ ψk. Furthermore, following

the same argument as in (D.2), we have

sup
i

∥a0
i − âori ∥2 = sup

k
∥ck − ĉork ∥2 ≤ sup

i
∥ai − âori ∥2.

Then for i, j ∈ ψk, we have

sup
i

∥ami − amj ∥2 ≤ 2 sup
i

∥ami − a0
i ∥2 ≤ 2 sup

i
∥ai − a0

i ∥2

≤2(sup
i

∥ai − âori ∥2 + ∥âori − a0
i ∥2) ≤ 4 sup

i
∥ai − âori ∥2 ≤ 4tn,

where the last inequality follows from the definition of Θn. Hence, ρ
′
(∥ami − amj ∥2) ≥ ρ

′
(4tn)

by concavity of ρ(·). As a result,

Γ2 ≥
K∑
k=1

∑
i,j∈ψk,i<j

λρ
′
(4tn)∥ai − aj∥2. (D.7)

Next we handle Γ1. Let

Q = (Q⊤
1 , . . . ,Q

⊤
n ) = (Y−XB−Am)⊤.

6



Then we have

Γ1 = −Q⊤ · (A−A0) =
K∑
k=1

∑
{i,j∈ψk}

Qi · (ai − aj)

|ψk|

= −
K∑
k=1

∑
{i,j∈ψk}

Qi · (ai − aj)

2|ψk|
−

K∑
k=1

∑
{i,j∈ψk}

Qi · (ai − aj)

2|ψk|
(D.8)

= −
K∑
k=1

∑
{i,j∈ψk}

(Qi −Qj) · (ai − aj)

2|ψk|

= −
K∑
k=1

∑
{i,j∈ψk,i<j}

(Qi −Qj) · (ai − aj)

|ψk|
.

Since

Qi = yi − x⊤
i B− ami = ϵi + x⊤

i (B
∗ −B) + (a∗

i − ami ),

we have

sup
i

∥Qi∥2 ≤ sup
i

∥ϵi + x⊤
i (B

∗ −B) + (a∗
i − ami )∥2.

By Condition 4, the result in (D.6), and ∥B∗ − B∥F ≤ ϕn given in the definition of Θn, we

have

sup
i

∥Qi∥2 ≤ ∥ϵi∥2 + C2
√
pϕn + ϕn,

It follows from Condition 2 that

Pr
{
∥ϵi∥22 > 2c−1

1 qln(n)
}
≤

q∑
i=1

Pr
{
ϵ2ij ≥ 2c−1

1 ln(n)
}
=

q∑
i=1

Pr

{
|ϵij| ≥

√
2c−1

1 ln(n)

}
≤ 2qn−2.

Thus there is an event E2 such that Pr(EC
2 ) ≤ 2qn−2, and on the event E2 we have

sup
i

∥Qi∥2 ≤ C3

[√
2c−1

1

√
qln(n) + C2

√
pϕn + C3

√
dϕn

]
.
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Then

|
(Qi −Qj) · (ai − aj)

|ψk|
|

≤ |ψmin|−12 sup
i

Qi · (ai − aj) ≤ |ψmin|−12 sup
i

∥Qi∥2∥ai − aj∥2

≤ 2|ψmin|−1

[√
2c−1

1

√
qln(n) + C2

√
pϕn + ϕn

]
∥ai − aj∥F .

Therefore, we have

Qn(C,B)−Qn(C
0,B)

≥
K∑
k=1

∑
{i,j∈ψk,i<j}

[
λρ

′
(4tn)− 2|ψmin|−1(

√
2c−1

1

√
qln(n) + C2

√
pϕn + ϕn)

]
∥ai − aj∥2.

Let tn = o(1), then ρ
′
(4tn) → 1. Since λ≫ ϕn, |ψmin| ≫ σ2[(p+q−r∗)(r∗+K)+qK+ln(n)],

|ψmin|−1p = o(1), and |ψmin|−1 = o(1), we have λ≫ |ψmin|−1
√
qln(n), λ≫ |ψmin|−1√pϕn and

λ≫ |ψmin|−1ϕn. Therefore, Qn(C,B)−Qn(C
0,B) ≥ 0 for sufficiently large n, and the result

in Step 2 is proved.

3 Algorithm for model (18)

In this section, we present the estimation procedure for heterogeneous multivariate response

regression model (18) and provide the detailed ADMM algorithm to obtain the estimators

Âi and B̂. Recall that the heterogeneous multivariate response model (18) is given by

yi = A⊤
i zi +B⊤xi + ϵi,

where zi is a d-dimensional feature vector, Ai ∈ Rd×q denotes the heterogeneous coefficient

matrices of the feature vectors and B ∈ Rp×q characterizes the association between responses

and other predict variables in xi. In particular, B ∈ Rp×q is assumed to be of low-rank,

i.e., rank(B) = r∗ with r∗ ≤ min{p, q}. In this model setup, our goal is to accurately

estimate the regression coefficient matrices B, and heterogeneous coefficient matrices Ai,

and correctly identify the subgroup outcomes including the number of subgroups K and the

group indicators wik. To achieve this goal, we can develop a rank-constrained pairwise pe-

nalized procedure for simultaneous subgroup identification and coefficient matrix estimation
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by solving the following optimization problem

(Â, B̂) = argmin
A,B

1

2

n∑
i=1

∥yi −B⊤xi −A⊤
i zi∥22 +

∑
1≤i<j≤n

pγ(∥Ai −Aj∥F , λ)

subject to rank(B) ≤ r,

where λ > 0 is a regularization parameter and r is a given positive integer.

By introducing a new parameter δij = Ai −Aj, augmented Lagrangian method can be

adopted and the objective function is reformulated as

L(A,B, δ,V) =
1

2

n∑
i=1

∥yi − x⊤
i B− z⊤i Ai∥22 +

∑
1≤i<j≤n

pγ(∥δij∥F , λ) +
∑

1≤i<j≤n

⟨vij, (Ai −Aj − δij)⟩

+
ϑ

2

∑
1≤i<j≤n

∥Ai −Aj − δij∥2F subject to rank(B) ≤ r,

where ϑ is a penalty parameter, ⟨A,B⟩ = tr(A⊤B) denotes the matrix inner product and

tr(·) denotes the trace, and V = {v⊤
ij, i < j}⊤ is a [0.5n(n − 1)d] × q Lagrange multiplier

matrix or dual variable matrix with vij a d× q matrix. This augmented Lagrangian function

can be solved by an alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM) algorithm.

Specifically, given δ(m), V(m) at the mth iteration, we update the algorithm by the fol-

lowing three steps:

(A(m+1),B(m+1)) = argmin
A,B

L(A,B, δ(m),V(m)) subject to rank(B) ≤ r (E.1)

δ(m+1) = argmin
δ
L(A(m+1),B(m+1), δ,V(m)), (E.2)

v
(m+1)
ij = v

(m)
ij + ϑ(A

(m+1)
i −A

(m+1)
j − δ

(m+1)
ij ). (E.3)

In the first step, the objective function in the problem (E.1) can be simplified as

f(A,B) =
1

2

n∑
i=1

∥yi − x⊤
i B− z⊤i Ai∥22 +

ϑ

2

∑
1≤i<j≤n

∥Ai −Aj − δ
(m)
ij + ϑ−1v

(m)
ij ∥2F + Cn

subject to rank(B) ≤ r,

where Cn is a constant independent of (A,B). Through some algebra, we rewrite f(A,B)

in a matrix notation as:

f(A,B) =
1

2
∥Y−XB− ZA∥2F +

ϑ

2
∥∆A− δ(m) − ϑ−1V(m)∥2F + Cn

subject to rank(B) ≤ r, (E.4)
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where ∆ = {(ei− ej)
⊤ ⊗ Id, i < j} is an [0.5n(n− 1)d]× nd matrix and ei is an n× 1 vector

with 1 for the ith entry and 0 for all other entries.

Due to the rank constraint on B, we apply a block coordinate descent method proposed in

(Tseng, 2001). Then the two matrices A(m+1) and B(m+1) can be updated alternately while

holding the other fixed, as follows:

A(m+1) = (Z⊤Z+ ϑ∆⊤∆)−1[Z⊤(Y −XB(m)) + ϑ∆⊤(δ(m) − ϑ−1V(m))], (E.5)

B(m+1) = (X⊤X)−1X⊤(Y − ZA(m+1))QV (X,Y−ZA(m+1),r). (E.6)

Here QX = X(X⊤X)−X⊤ denotes the orthogonal projection matrix onto the range of X and

V (X,Y − ZA(m+1), r) is formed by the leading r eigenvectors of (Y − ZA(m+1))⊤QX(Y −
ZA(m+1)). Obviously, the procedure updating A in (E.5) performs simple matrix operations

and the procedure updating B in (E.6) performs reduced-rank regression on the adjusted

response matrix Y− ZA(m+1).

In the second step, after discarding the terms independent of δ in the problem (E.2), the

objective function is

∑
1≤i<j≤n

⟨v(m)
ij , (A

(m)
i −A

(m)
j − δij)⟩+

ϑ

2
∥A(m)

i −A
(m)
j − δij∥2F + pγ(∥δij∥F , λ).

Denote by ζ
(m)
ij = (A

(m+1)
i −A

(m+1)
j ) + ϑ−1v

(m)
ij . For the MCP with γ > 1/ϑ, the solution is

δ
(m+1)
ij =

 S(ζ(m)

ij ,λ/ϑ)

1−1/(γϑ)
, ∥ζ(m)

ij ∥F ≤ γλ,

ζ
(m)
ij , ∥ζ(m)

ij ∥F > γλ,

where S(z, t) = (1 − t/∥z∥F )+z is a groupwise soft thresholding operator. For the SCAD

penalty with γ > 1/ϑ+ 1, the solution is

δ
(m+1)
ij =


S(ζ

(m)
ij , λ/ϑ), ∥ζmij∥F ≤ λ+ λ/ϑ,

S(ζ(m)

ij ,γλ/((γ−1)ϑ))

1−1/((γ−1)ϑ))
, λ+ λ/ϑ ≤ ∥ζ(m)

ij ∥F ≤ γλ,

ζ
(m)
ij , ∥ζ(m)

ij ∥F > γλ.

In the third step, the update of the dual variable vij is given in (E.3). Note that r(m) =

∆A(m) − δ(m) and s(m) = ϑ∆⊤(δ(m) − δ(m+1)) are the primal residual and the dual residual

in the ADMM algorithm, respectively. The iterations continue until the stopping criterion is

reached. To be specific, we stop the algorithm when the primal residual r(m+1) = ∆A(m+1)−
δ(m+1) is close to zero such that ∥r(m+1)∥F < ε for some small value ε.

Initial values. To facilitate the update of the ADMM algorithm, proper initial values
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need to be specified. For this purpose, we consider the following fusion criterion

LR(A,B) =
1

2
∥Y− ZA−XB∥2F +

λ∗

2

∑
1≤i≤j≤n

∥Ai −Aj∥2F ,

where λ∗ is a small tuning parameter. Similar to (Ma et al., 2020; Hu et al., 2021), we use

λ∗ = 0.001 in our simulation studies. Recall that ∆ is defined in (9). Then LR(A,B) can be

written using a matrix notation as

LR(A,B) =
1

2
∥Y− ZA−XB∥2F +

λ∗

2
∥∆A∥2F .

Correspondingly, the solutions are

AR(λ
∗) = [Z⊤(In −QX)Z+ λ∗∆⊤∆]−1Z⊤(In −QX)Y,

BR(λ
∗) = (X⊤X)−1X⊤(Y− ZAR(λ

∗)),

respectively. Hence, we take A(0) = AR(λ
∗), B(0) = BR(λ

∗), δ(0) = ∆A(0), and V(0) = 0.

Finally, we can partition the sample into subgroups based on the estimator Â = (Â⊤
1 , . . . ,

Â⊤
n )

⊤. Let {Ĉ1, . . . , ĈK̂} be the distinct values of Âi and Âk = {i : Âi = Ĉk, 1 ≤ i ≤ n},
1 ≤ k ≤ K̂. Then Â1 ∪ · · · ∪ ÂK̂ constitutes an estimated subgroup partition of {1, . . . , n}.
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