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This paper studies macroeconomic forecasting and variableselection by a folded-

concave penalized regression with a very large number of predictors. The penalized

regression approach leads to sparse estimates of the regression coefficients and it is ap-

plicable even if the dimensionality of the model is much larger than the sample size.

The first half of the paper discusses the theoretical aspectsof a folded-concave penal-

ized regression when the model exhibits time series dependences. Specifically, we show

the oracle inequality and the oracle property under mild conditions with time-dependent

regressors. In the latter half, we show the validity of the penalized regression by fore-

casting U.S. GDP growth with mixed frequency data. The modelconsists of more than

1,100 covariates in the mixed data sampling (MIDAS) settingwith the sample size at

most being 220. Performance is remarkably good in comparison to the factor-MIDAS

proposed by Marcellino and Schumacher (2010) and we find the key predictors selected

by the regression are quite conformable.
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1 Introduction

Recent advancements in macroeconomic data collection haveled to increased focus on high-

dimensional time series analysis. A more efficient and precise analysis can thus be realized

in various situations if we elicit information appropriately from a (very) large number of

explanatory variables. However, a higher-dimensional model does not necessarily yield

better performance; in fact, performance varies dependingon how large the dimensionality

is and what estimation method is considered. If we estimate alarge-dimensional model

without appropriate dimension reduction, performance maybe poor due to the accumulated

estimation losses from unimportant variables.

We may encounter such high-dimensionality when we wish to forecast macroeconomic

variables. For example, dimensionality tends to be very large when forecasting a low-

frequency (e.g., quarterly) process, such as GDP, by using higher-frequency (e.g., monthly)

variables, since the conclusive matrix of predictors is made of (skip-sampled) high-frequency

variables with their sufficiently large lags. This forecasting scheme is called MIxedDAta

Sampling (MIDAS) regression, and was proposed by Ghysels etal. (2004, 2006, 2007); see

also Andreou et al. (2010a) and Foroni et al. (2013) for a comprehensive survey. The MI-

DAS regression is now one of the essential tools for forecasting a low-frequency variable

because of its simpleness and usability. However, the “basic” MIDAS regression is unable

to cope with the case where the number of high-frequency variables is large although it can

reduce the dimensionality that originates from the lags by adistributed lag structure with

a few hyperparameters. Recently, Marcellino and Schumatcher (2010) have introduced the

factor-MIDAS regression, which overcomes the high dimensionality by subtracting factors

from a large number of high-frequency predictors with maintaining their information.

In this paper, we tackle such a high-dimensional problem from another viewpoint; we

adoptsparsemodeling with a large number of predictors that can manage even ultrahigh

dimensionality without a prominent cost. The underlying assumption is that the model is
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formulated as a linear regression with ultrahigh-dimensional regressors with sparse coeffi-

cients. The unknown sparsity can be recovered with desirable properties viafolded-concave

penalized regression. There have been researches on forecasting using sparse modeling,

such as Bai and Ng (2008) and Marsilli (2014), but there are only a few studies on ultra-

high dimensionality in both theoretical and empirical aspects in macroeconometric litera-

ture. Moreover, their estimation strategy is limited to theLasso proposed by Tibshirani

(1996), and they do not consider the possibility of using other folded-concave penalties, like

the smoothly clipped absolute deviation (SCAD) penalty introduced by Fan and Li (2001),

or minimax concave penalty (MCP) by Zhang (2010), notwithstanding the possible model

selection inconsistency of the Lasso.

In the first half of this paper, we provide the comprehensive properties of the penal-

ized regression estimator under suitable conditions for macroeconometrics. In fact, the

theoretical aspects have been explored by many recent workson statistics; see Bülmann

and van de Geer (2011), Fan and Lv (2011), and Fan and Lv (2013), and the references

therein. However, it is not sufficient for time series econometrics since the theories have

been derived under somewhat stringent conditions such as ani.i.d. assumption and even de-

terministic covariates. Specifically, we prove an upper bound of the prediction error called

the oracle inequality. This ensures that the forecasting value is reliable in the asymptotic

sense. Likewise, we also show the estimation precision of the regression coefficient and the

model selection consistency known as theoracle property; i.e., it selects the correct subset

of predictors and estimates the non-zero coefficients as efficiently as could be possible if we

knew which variables were irrelevant. The oracle property provides another insight into the

modeling of the variable of interest. In this regard, modelscan be selected by information

criteria, like the AIC and BIC. These have become popular dueto their tractability, however,

they are limited when dealing with high-dimensional modelssince they demand an exhaus-

tive search over all submodels. In contrast, a penalized regression with a SCAD-type penalty

yields simultaneous estimation and model selection even inthe ultrahigh-dimensional case.
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In the second half of the paper, we shed light on the validity of sparse modeling in

macroeconometrics by forecasting quarterly U.S. real GDP growth using MIDAS regres-

sion. The regressor matrix is made from skip-sampled 124 monthly macroeconomic time

series from the FRED-MD database provided by McCracken and Ng (2015), leading to

the estimation of 1,117 parameters from 157–218 observations. Although the dimension is

much bigger than the sample size, we can estimate the model and forecast U.S. GDP growth

by penalized regression. We find that the forecasting performance is remarkably better than

that of factor-MIDAS, which is widely recognized as the mosteffective tool for forecasting

with a large number of mixed frequency data. At the same time,we focus on what are “key”

predictors for forecasting U.S. GDP growth. Unlike the factor-MIDAS, we can interpret the

estimated coefficients from our model since the penalized regression with folded-concave

penalties excluding Lasso has the oracle property. Here, wefind that five predictors (real

consumption expenditure, industrial production, all employees in total non-farm, S&P divi-

dend yield, and federal funds rate) are the most effective key predictors for forecasting U.S.

GDP. It is noteworthy that the method is not limited to MIDAS regression but applicable

to a wide range of stationary time series regression models with a (very) large number of

regressors.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2specifies an ultrahigh-

dimensional time series regression model and the estimation scheme. The statistical validity

of the method is confirmed in Section 3 by deriving the oracle inequality and the oracle

property. Section 4 illustrates how we can apply the penalized regression model described

in Sections 2 and 3 for macroeconomic time series through theMIDAS regression. In Sec-

tion 5, we forecast quarterly real U.S. GDP with a large number of monthly macroeconomic

predictors using the P-MIDAS and investigate how well P-MIDAS works in macroecono-

metric analysis. Section 6 concludes. The proofs are collected in Appendix.

Notation. For some vectorx and matrixA, the ith andi j th elements are written asxi and
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Ai j , respectively. Thejth column (ith row) vector ofA is similarly denoted asA· j (Ai·).

Λmin(A) andΛmax(A) mean the minimum and maximum eigenvalues ofA, respectively.

‖x‖p is theℓp-norm, meaning that‖x‖1 gives the Manhattan distance, and‖x‖2 becomes the

Euclidean distance.‖x‖∞ is the largest element ofx in modulus.‖A‖2 represents the spectral

norm, that is, a square root ofΛmax(A⊤A). ‖A‖∞ refers to the operator norm induced by

‖x‖∞, or the largest absolute row sum.

2 Regression Model

The regression model to be considered is

y = Xβ0 + u, (1)

where X is a stationary covariate matrix composed ofp predictors with a finite second

moment,u = (u1, . . . , uT)⊤ is an error vector such that (ut,Ft) is a martingale difference

sequence with respect to theσ-field Ft generated by{ut− j , xt− j+1 : j = 1, 2, . . . }, andβ0 is a

p-dimensional parameter vector to be estimated. We denote byX = (x1, . . . , xT)⊤ theT × p

matrix with xt being thep-vector given by (xt1, . . . , xtp)⊤ and y = (y1, . . . , yT)⊤ being the

T-vector. We also denote byx j theT-vector given by (x1 j , . . . , xT j)⊤ with a slight abuse of

notation.

The objective is how to construct an efficient forecasting value ofyT+h with an inter-

pretable way of estimation when dimensionp is possibly much larger thanT. In such cases,

the matrix of predictorsX may contain many irrelevant columns, and the parameter vector

β0 should be assumed to be sparse; that is,β0 is filled with many zeros. To make the no-

tation clear, the parameter vectorβ0 = (β0,1, . . . , β0,p)⊤ is assumed to be decomposed into

two subvectors. We denote byA the set of indices{ j ∈ {1, . . . , p} : β0, j , 0} and byβ0A

the q-dimensional vector composed of nonzero elements{β0, j : j ∈ A}. Similarly, letting

B = {1, . . . , p} \ A, we denote byβ0B the (p − q)-dimensional zero vector. Without loss of
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generality, the vector is stacked asβ0 = (β⊤0A, β
⊤
0B)⊤ = (β⊤0A, 0

⊤)⊤. Further, letX = (XA, XB)

denote a corresponding decomposition.

In this paper, we consider anultrahigh-dimensionalcase, meaning thatp diverges sub-

exponantially (non-polynomially); see Assumption 1 in thenext section. At the same time,

q may also diverge, butq < T must hold. In Section 4, we will consider the forecasting

regression model with mixed frequency data, where the modelcan be deemed an ultrahigh-

dimensional model.

The estimation procedure should select a relevant model as well as consistently esti-

mate the intrinsic parameter vectorβ0A. This can be possible if we consider thepenalized

regression. The estimator̂β is defined as the minimizer of the objective function

QT(β) := (2T)−1‖y − Xβ‖22 + ‖pλ(β)‖1 (2)

overβ ∈ Rp, wherepλ(β) := (pλ(|β1|), . . . , pλ(|βp|))⊤ andpλ(v), v ≥ 0, is a penalty function

indexed by a regularization parameterλ(= λT) > 0 that converges to zero asT tends to

infinity. The penalty functionpλ takes such forms as theℓ1-penalty (Lasso) by Tibshirani

(1996), SCAD penalty by Fan and Li (2001), and MCP by Zhang (2010). These penalties

belong to a family of so-calledfolded-concave penaltiesdue to their functional forms; see

Appendix A.1 for their definition and Figure 1 for an illustration.

3 Two Theoretical Results

In this section, we establish two important theoretical results, theoracle inequalityfor a

predicted valueXβ̂ and theoracle propertyfor the estimated coefficient β̂. The existing

results have been derived under i.i.d. conditions, but in the present paper we extend them to

the results applicable for time series models. The oracle inequality gives an optimal upper-

bound of the prediction error‖X(β̂ − β0)‖2 in the sense that the error is of the same order

of magnitude as the prediction error we would have if we a priori knew the relevant vari-

ables (Bülmann and van de Geer (2011)). This result strongly supports the use of penalized
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regressions in terms of forecasting accuracy even in ultrahigh-dimensional spaces. Mean-

while, we should remark that the inequality provides no information about model selection

consistencyP(supp(̂β) = supp(β0)) → 1; that is, it is not clear whether the penalized re-

gression correctly distinguishes the relevant variables contained in the true model from the

irrelevant ones. This issue is then addressed by the establishment of the oracle property,

which in turn states that̂β exhibits model selection consistency. As long as a SCAD-type

penalty is employed, a stronger result holds; the estimatoris asymptotically equivalent to

the estimator that is obtained under the correct zero restrictions. It is a noteworthy that the

Lasso is difficult to satisfy a key condition for model selection consistency; see Section 3.2.

To derive these results, we make the following assumptions throughout the paper.

Assumption 1 Dimensionality satisfies logp = O(Tδ) for some constantδ ∈ (0, 1).

Assumption 2 Penalty functionpλ(v) is increasing and concave inv ∈ [0,∞) with pλ(0) =

0, and has a continuous derivativep′λ(v) with p′λ(0+) = λ.

Assumption 1 means that the dimensionality of the model,p, diverges sub-exponentially

asT goes to infinity. This may be appropriate if we consider a regression under the MIDAS

setting, for instance. Assumption 2 determines a family of folded-concave penalties that

bridgesℓ0- andℓ1-penalties and has been used in many articles, including Lv and Fan (2009),

Fan and Lv (2011) and Fan and Lv (2013). Theℓ1-penalty satisfies this condition as the

boundary of this class.

We define the gradient vector and Hessian matrix of (2T)−1‖y − Xβ‖22 as GT(β) :=

−X⊤(y − Xβ)/T and HT := X⊤X/T, respectively. If we letG0T := GT(β0), then we may

write

G0T = −
1
T
























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






















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










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






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
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




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1
T

























X⊤AXA X⊤AXB

X⊤BXA X⊤BXB














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
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
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=:




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
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











.
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3.1 Oracle inequality

We derive an optimal bound for forecasting accuracy called the oracle inequality. In the

literature, Bülmann and van de Geer (2011, Ch. 6) presenteda complete guide for the in-

equality using theℓ1-penalty. We extend the result to two directions. First, theinequality

holds for stationary model (1). It is found that penalized regression is a powerful tool for

time series prediction in an ultrahigh dimension. Second, we prove the asymptotic equiv-

alence ofℓ1- and the other folded-concave penalties characterized by Assumption 2 in the

sense that they satisfy the same inequality. This indicatesthat the forecasting performance

is asymptotically equivalent whatever a folded-concave penalty is used.

Assumption 3 For λ = c0(log p/T)1/2, the complement of eventE := {2‖G0T‖∞ ≤ λ/2}

satisfiesP(Ec) = O(p−c1) for somec1 > 0 that can be sufficiently large for a large enough

c0 > 0.

Assumption 4 There exist a concave functionqλ(v) and constant ˜c2 := 1− c̃1 ∈ [0, 1) such

that pλ(|v|) = λ|v| + qλ(|v|) and
∑

j∈B

(

c̃2λ|β̂ j | + 2qλ(|β̂ j |)
)

≥ 0 hold.

Assumption 5 For someφ0 > 0 and anyβ ∈ Rp such that ˜c1‖βB‖1 ≤ 3‖βA‖1, it holds that

‖βA‖
2
1 ≤ qβ⊤HTβ/φ

2
0.

Assumption 3 was employed by Bickel et al. (2009) for the Gaussian error, and by Fan

and Lv (2013) for the case where the event occurs with high probability under the i.i.d.

assumption. We further study when it occurs with dependent errors and predictors; see

Appendix A.2 for the sufficient conditions. Assumption 4 is new and is necessary to fillthe

gap between theℓ1- and the other folded-concave penalties. In other words, a penalty with

this condition arrives at the theory of Lasso. Theℓ1-penalty obviously satisfies the condition.

Furthermore, it is easy to see that the SCAD and MCP as well as theℓ1-penalty have such a

decomposition. For example, the MCP is decomposed asλ|v| + qλ(|v|), where

2qλ(|v|) = −(v2/a)1{|v| ≤ aλ} + (aλ2 − 2λ|v|)1{|v| > aλ}.
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A sufficient condition for the inequality of Assumption 4 is

∑

j∈B

|β̂ j |
2 ≤ c̃2aλ

∑

j∈B

|β̂ j |.

Since SCAD-type penalized estimators exhibit model selection consistency,̂β j = 0 for

asymptotically all j ∈ B, and c̃2aλ can be made large, this condition seems mild. As-

sumption 5 is called thecompatibility conditionand is thoroughly examined by Bülmann

and van de Geer (2011, Ch. 6). This condition is essentially similar to the bounded mini-

mum eigenvalue condition from blow forHT , but is weaker as it restrictsβ to the class that

satisfies ˜c1‖βB‖1 ≤ 3‖βA‖1.

The oracle inequality is derived in the next theorem.

Theorem 1 Let Assumptions 1–5 hold. Then, there exists a local minimizer β̂ of QT(β) in

(2) such that with probability at least1−O(p−c1),

(a) (Prediction loss) T−1/2‖X(β̂ − β0)‖2 ≤ (3+ c̃1)c0φ
−1
0 (q log p/T)1/2.

(b) (Rate of convergence)‖β̂ − β0‖1 ≤ c̃−1
1 (3+ c̃1)2c0φ

−2
0 (q2 log p/T)1/2.

Remark 1 Fan and Lv (2013, Theorems 1 and 2) proved similar and stronger results in

terms of the rates for i.i.d. models. However, they reached the inequality via proving the

model selection consistency while imposing a somewhat strong condition on the minimum

nonzero coefficient, minj∈A |β0, j | > τ, for some positive constantτ satisfyingτ/λ→ ∞. This

assumption is pointed out to be restrictive in dealing with time series models as the effective

coefficients of lagged variables may be close to zero even though they are effective; see

Elliott et al. (2013), for instance. Here, we do not take thisapproach to keep the conditions

mild.

Result (a) exhibits an optimal bound for the prediction lossin theℓ2-norm in the sense

of Bickel et al. (2009). From this result, it is justified to use any penalty function specified

by Assumption 2 when the aim is forecasting in the ultrahigh dimension. To understand the
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result, we consider a simplification in model (1) such thatX is deterministic,u is i.i.d. with a

unit variance, andp < T. Then, the OLS estimator iŝβOLS = (X⊤X)−1X⊤y, and the squared

risk becomes

T−1 E‖X(β̂OLS − β0)‖
2
2 = T−1 Eu⊤X(X⊤X)−1X⊤u = T−1 tr I = p/T.

Consider the casep ≥ T. If we were to know the true modelA, we could choose the correct

q variables fromX. Then, the risk isq/T. SinceA is unknown, however, the additional

factor logp, which is regarded as the price to pay for not knowingA, is inserted. Result

(b) gives the consistency of the estimator, but is not so informative; this does not account

for any property of model selection consistency. We investigate the issue in the next two

subsections.

3.2 Model selection inconsistency of Lasso

As far as forecasting is concerned, Theorem 1 shows that the resulting performance does

not depend on the choice of penalties. However, if we wish to know what variables should

be selected, the situation changes. In this subsection, we argue that a key assumption for

model selection consistency for theℓ1-penalty (Lasso) does not hold quite often especially

under MIDAS while a SCAD-type penalty does.

Zhao and Yu (2006) studied a concept called sign consistencydefined byP(sgn(̂β) −

sgn(β0)) → 1, which is stronger than model selection consistency. Under a deterministic

covariate assumption, they show that theweak irrepresentable condition

‖HBATH−1
AAT sgn(β0A)‖∞ < 1

is necessary for the sign consistency of Lasso. To establishthe model selection consistency

of Lasso, we usually need a stronger condition

‖HBATH−1
AAT‖∞ ≤ C for someC ∈ (0, 1),

10



which was supposed by Fan and Lv (2011). It seems difficult to prove model selection con-

sistency for the Lasso without this condition; however, thecondition may be easily violated.

Let xi, i ∈ B, be a column vector ofXB. Then, the left-hand side of the bound is

‖HBATH−1
AAT‖∞ = max

i∈B
‖(X⊤AXA)−1X⊤Axi‖1 =: max

i∈B
‖π̂i‖1,

whereπ̂i ∈ R
q is regarded as the OLS estimator of regression of an irrelevant variablexi

on important variablesXA. Due to stationarity, this isOp(q) provided that the regularity

conditions for an asymptotic theory are satisfied. Even whenq is finite, it is unrealistic

for this value to be strictly bounded by one since macroeconomic data have cross-sectional

dependence in general. When lagged variables are included in X, the condition becomes

more tight becauseA andB may share the same variable. This is truly emphasized when

we consider MIDAS regression because it inherently has a large number of autoregressive

covariates.

3.3 Oracle property

As described in the previous subsection, the capacity of theLasso for model selection is

quite limited. If we employ a SCAD-type penalty, however, a stronger and more desirable

result can be obtained. This result is called the oracle property, as studied first by Fan and Li

(2001). The property admitŝβA to be asymptotically equivalent to the maximum likelihood

estimate that is obtained under correct restrictionβB = 0. To derive it, we need a different

set of conditions.

Defined(= dT) := minj∈A |β0, j |/2 andN0 := {βA ∈ R
q : ‖βA − β0A‖∞ ≤ d}. Furthermore,

setΣuT

(

:= diag[σ2
1, . . . , σ

2
T]
)

:= E[uu⊤|FT ] and J0AA := E[HAAT].

Assumption 6 The complement of eventEB = {‖G0BT‖∞ ≤ λ/2} satisfiesP(Ec
B) = o(1).

Assumption 7 d/{λ ∨ (q/T)1/2} → ∞ andp′λ(d) = 0 for a sufficiently largeT.

11



Assumption 8 For all T, cu ≤ Λmin(ΣuT) ≤ Λmax(ΣuT) ≤ 1/cu with high probability for a

(small) constantcu > 0.

Assumption 9 cJ ≤ Λmin(J0AA) ≤ Λmax(J0AA) ≤ 1/cJ for a (small) constantcJ > 0.

Assumption 10 The Hessian matrix admits a law of large numbers,‖HAAT−J0AA‖2 = op(1).

Assumption 11 ‖HBAT‖2,∞ := max‖v‖2=1 ‖HBATv‖∞ = op((q/T)−1/2).

The role of Assumption 6 is the same as that of Assumption 3. The first condition in

Assumption 7 determines the convergence rates ofd andλ, and is a variant of the so-called

beta-min conditionin Bülmann and van de Geer (2011, Ch. 7). Though it is stringent as

mentioned before, this is necessary to distinguish the nonzero coefficient of relevant vari-

ables from zero. The second conditionp′λ(d) = 0 is key to achieve the oracle property. This

is strong enough to exclude theℓ1-penalty, which is on a boundary of Assumption 2. In

fact, for theℓ1-penalty,p′
λ
(v) = λ(> 0) holds identically for allv > 0. For the SCAD and

MCP, on the other hand, this holds for a sufficiently largeT as long asd/λ→ ∞ in the first

condition is satisfied. In this sense, the class of the SCAD-type penalties is characterized by

this assumption. Assumptions 8–10 seem quite natural and are frequently used in stationary

time series analysis. Note that Assumption 8 permits heteroskedastic disturbances, such as

an ARCH disturbance. Assumption 11 restricts the asymptotic behavior of the lower-left

(p − q) × q submatrix ofHT . This is essentially the same as condition (27) of Fan and Lv

(2011), but has a milder rate in exchange for the strong restriction on the class of penalties

in Assumption 7.

The next assumption is required to obtain asymptotic normality of the estimator in ad-

dition to the assumptions above. LetI0AA denote the information matrix of the true model

defined byE[T−1X⊤Auu⊤XA], which is also written asI0AA = E[T−1X⊤AΣuTXA] by the tower

property for conditional expectations. Lettinga ∈ Rq be such thata⊤a = 1, we further set

12



ξt := a⊤I−1/2
0AA xAtut andξTt := T−1/2ξt, which can easily be found to be a martingale differ-

ence sequence and martingale difference array, respectively. Note that
∑T

t=1 ξTt can also be

written asT1/2a⊤I−1/2
0AA GAT.

Assumption 12 E |ξt|2+δ ≤ cξ for some constantcξ > 0.

By Davidson (1994, Ch. 24), this leads to a central limit theorem of a martingale dif-

ference sequence. Ifξt is ergodic stationary, the assumption is redundant by the result of

Billingsley (1961).

Theorem 2 (Oracle property) Let Assumptions 1, 2, and 6–11 hold. Then, there exists a

local minimizerβ̂ = (β̂
⊤

A, β̂
⊤

B)⊤ of QT(β) such that

(a) (Sparsity)β̂B = 0 with probability approaching one;

(b) (Rate of convergence)‖β̂A − β0A‖2 = Op((q/T)1/2).

In addition, suppose Assumption 12 holds. Then, for any vector a ∈ Rq that satisfies‖a‖2 =

1, we have

(c) (Asymptotic normality) T1/2a⊤I−1/2
0AA J⊤0AA(β̂A − β0A)→d N(0, 1).

The oracle property means that the model selection is consistent in the sense that results

(a) and (b) hold, which give richer information than result (b) of Theorem 1. Moreover,

as is understood by result (c) in addition to results (a) and (b), the estimator has the same

asymptotic efficiency as the (infeasible) MLE obtained with advance knowledge of the true

submodel. Thanks to these results, we can estimate ultrahigh-dimensional models without

irksome tests for zero restrictions on the parameters or exhaustive search by information

criteria.
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4 Penalized MIDAS Regression Model

In this section, we illustrate how we can apply the penalizedregression model described

in Sections 2 and 3 for macroeconomic time series through theMIDAS regression. The

MIDAS regression is now globally known as one of the most effective tools for forecasting

(especially nowcasting) with mixed-frequency data. The MIDAS regression has an advan-

tage in describing a forecasting regression model in a simple and parsimonious way with a

distributed lag structure of a few hyperparameters. However, the “basic” MIDAS regression

would not be suitable for a situation where the number of predictors in the model is very

large. For example, consider the MIDAS regression model with K hyperparameters andN

macroeconomic time series. Then, the total number of parameters in the MIDAS regression

model remainsp := NK + 1 = O(N) including the constant term. Thus, it invokes a serious

efficiency loss ifN is large or even it makes the model inestimable ifT < p as in a stan-

dard linear regression model. On the other hand, the findingsfrom Section 3 reveal that if

we consider the MIDAS regression model with a penalty function pλ(β) instead of the dis-

tributed lag structure, we can forecast and estimate the regression model with a large number

of mixed-frequency predictors. Furthermore, it has desirable properties: oracle inequality

and oracle property.

Let {yt, x
(m)
t/m} be the real-valued MIDAS process in line with Andreou et al. (2010b),

where the scalaryt is the low-frequency variable observed att = 1, . . . ,T, and theN-

dimensional vectorx(m)
t/m =

(

1, x(m)
2,t/m, . . . , x

(m)
N,t/m

)⊤

is a set of higher-frequency variables ob-

servedm times betweent andt−1. For example,m= 3 if we forecast quarterly variable with

monthly predictors. We consider the followingh-step ahead MIDAS forecasting regression

model

yt = x⊤t−h β0 + ut, t = 1, . . . ,T, (3)

whereut is a martingale difference sequence with respect to theσ-field Ft generated by

{x(m)
t− j/m, ut− j−1 : j ≥ 0} with E(u2

t ) = σ
2
t , xt−h =

(

1, x(m)
2,t−h,ℓ, . . . , x

(m)
N,t−h,ℓ

)⊤

with x(m)
k,t−h,ℓ =
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(

x(m)
k,t−h/m, x

(m)
k,t−(h+1)/m . . . , x

(m)
k,t−(h+ℓ)/m

)⊤

for k = 2, 3, . . . ,N andβ0 = (β0,1, . . . , β0,Nℓ−ℓ+1)⊤ is the

(true) parameter vector. Note that we “nowcast”yt if h = 0, 1/m, 2/m, . . . , (m− 1)/m < 1,

in the sense that we forecast a low-frequency variable with the “latest” high-frequency vari-

ables that are released betweent− 1 andt1: for example, if we consider a quarterly/monthly

(m = 3) case,h = 0 (1/3) means that we forecast a quarterly variable in 2015Q2 with

monthly macroeconomic variables in June (May) 2015 or later. Note that model (3) is the

same as (1) withp := (N − 1)ℓ + 1 = Nℓ − ℓ + 1 but differs from the basic MIDAS regres-

sion model with distributed lag structure proposed by Ghysels et al. (2004, 2006, 2007).

Ghysels et al. (2004, 2006, 2007) employxt−h(θ) =
(

1, x(m)
2,t−h(θ2), . . . , x

(m)
N,t−h(θN)

)⊤
instead

of xt−h such thatx(m)
k,t (θk) =

∑ℓ
j=1 wj,k(θk)L j/mx(m)

k,t/m for k = 2, . . . , p, wherewj,k(θk) ∈ (0, 1)

and
∑ℓ

j=1 wj,k(θk) = 1 to reducep to
∑N

k=1 dim(θk) + 1 << Nℓ − ℓ + 1 and make the model

estimable. However, forecasting with the basic MIDAS crucially depends on a distributed

lag structure and this seems restrictive. Moreover, the basic MIDAS cannot reducep effec-

tively if N is large as mentioned above. Alternatively, we consider thepenalized MIDAS

regression that minimizes

QT(β) := (2T)−1
T
∑

t=1

(

yt − x⊤t−h β
)2
+

p
∑

k=1

pλ(|βk|),

so that we can directly estimateβ0 essentially only with the assumption of sparsity. Since all

monthly variables including their lags are not necessarilyrelevant predictors when we con-

sider a large number of regressors, the sparsity assumptionmakes sense in macroeconomic

forecasting literature. Hereafter, we call the MIDAS regression model with the penalty

function “penalized MIDAS regression” and abbreviate it as“P-MIDAS.”

1Since nowcasting is an advantage and benefit of forecasting with mixed-frequency data, there have been

many studies on nowcasting in recent years. See Bańbura et al. (2013) for a comprehensive review.
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5 Forecasting U.S. Real GDP using P-MIDAS Regression

According to the theoretical results given in the previous sections, P-MIDAS has two desir-

able properties: the oracle inequality that exhibits an optimal bound for the prediction loss,

and the oracle property that assures model selection consistency. In this section, we forecast

quarterly real U.S. GDP with a large number of monthly macroeconomic predictors using

the P-MIDAS and investigate how well P-MIDAS works in macroeconometric analysis.

5.1 Data and forecasting strategy

The data of U.S. quarterly real GDP growth is from the FRED database2 and the sample

period is from 1959Q4 to 2014Q2. We retrieve 124 U.S. monthlymacroeconomic time

series from the FRED–MD database3 provided by McCracken and Ng (2015) and the series

are appropriately differenced according to a guideline in McCracken and Ng (2015).Note

that although the FRED–MD database originally contains a total of 134 series, we remove

10 series. This is because 9 series (UMCSENTx, TWEXMMTH, ANDENOx, ACOGNO,

PERMIT, PERMITNE, PERMITMW, PERMITS, PERMITW) have no observations from

1959 and our preliminary inspection found that 1 series (NONBORRES) contained extreme

changes (283,995 times larger than its mean) in February 2008, which would contaminate

our analysis. The sample period of the monthly series is fromMarch, 1959 (1959:3) to July,

2014 (2014:7).

We evaluate the out-of-sample forecasting performance by mean squared forecast errors

(MSFE) in the evaluation period from 2000Q1 to 2014Q2. The parameter estimates are ob-

tained from each estimation period; the initial period is 1959Q4–1999Q4 and the next one

extends the end point to 2000Q1 with the starting point 1959Q4 being fixed. For example,

2The data can be downloaded from https://research.stlouisfed.org/fred2/series/GDPC1/
3The data can be downloaded from https://research.stlouisfed.org/econ/mccracken/fred-databases/. We use

data files “FRED-MD2015m1.csv” that store the data at most up to December 2014 while the database is

being updated by the authors.
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the initial forecast error in 2002Q1 is calculated using theestimates from the initial estima-

tion period 1959Q4–1999Q4, and the second forecast error in2000Q2 using the estimates

from the second estimation period 1959Q4–2000Q1. As a consequence, we calculate the

MSFE from a total of 58 squared errors. We suppose that the forecast regression consists

of 9 lags (ℓ = 9), so that the total number of parameters for the forecasting regression to be

estimated is 124× 9+ 1 = 1117, including a constant term.

To investigate the forecasting performance of the P-MIDAS model with a variety of

horizons, we examine the cases whereh = 0, 1/3, 2/3, 1, 4/3, 5/3, 2 in the same manner

as Clements and Galvão (2008) and Marcellino and Schumacher (2010). As mentioned

in Section 4, the casesh = 0, 1/3, and 2/3 correspond to nowcasting in the sense that

we forecast contemporaneous or very short-forecast-horizon quarterly GDP growth using

monthly series before the official announcement of the GDP, while the caseh = 2 is a

forecast with a relatively long horizon. Note that the sample size of the estimation period

T gradually increases and varies depending onh: for example,T ranges from 161 to 218 if

h = 0, and from 159 to 216 ifh = 2.

Finally, we need to determine the values of tuning parameters, a and λ, in advance

of the P-MIDAS regression. In the literature,a = 3.7 has been frequently used for the

SCAD, which was proposed by Fan and Li (2001) in case of the dimension being not greater

relative to the sample size. However, a largera should be used when dealing with high-

dimensional models as pointed out by Breheny and Huang (2011, pp. 19 and 21). Following

their guidelines, we seta = 12 for the SCAD and MCP based on our preliminary inspection

with the whole samples, although the performance could be improved by a more careful

choice in response to each estimation. The value ofλ is selected by 10-fold cross-validation.

The theoretical validity of this method for models with dependence is not clear as far as

we know, but we confirmed by simulation that cross-validation worked well even in the

dependent case as well as the i.i.d. case; see Uematsu and Tanaka (2015) for details. Another

possibility of choosingλ is to rely on information criteria as Fan and Tang (2013) investigate.
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However, they focus on the i.i.d. case and the validity is also unknown under the dependent

data. All estimations regarding penalized regression are conducted by R 3.2.1 with the

ncvreg package of Breheny and Huang (2011).

5.2 Empirical results

We explore the empirical results from two aspects: (i) the forecasting performances of the

GDP in Section 5.2.1 and (ii ) the variable selection in the estimated models in Section 5.2.2.

These correspond to the theories explored in Sections 3.1 and 3.3, respectively.

5.2.1 Forecast performance

To measure the forecast performances appropriately, we consider the following three evalua-

tion periods: (i) Overall (2000Q1–2014Q2), (ii ) 1st subsample (2000Q1–2007Q4), and (iii )

2nd subsample (2008Q1–2014Q2). This is because the unprecedented turmoil of the U.S.

economy stemming from the subprime mortgage crisis and the ensuing collapse of Lehman

Brothers in 2008 would introduce parameter instability that distorts the forecast evaluation.

Tables 1–3 show the MSFEs of P-MIDAS with the SCAD, MCP, and Lasso penalties

in the overall sample, 1st subsample, and 2nd subsample, respectively, as well as those

of the (basic) F-MIDAS proposed by Marcellino and Schumatcher (2010). The F-MIDAS

estimates are obtained by the exponential Almon lag structure with two hyperparameters.

The number of factors to be extracted from 124 monthly seriesis assumed to be 7 since

the information criterionICp2 proposed by Bai and Ng (2002) frequently selects 7 in the

estimation periods. The values of tables arerelativeMSFEs compared to naive AR(4) GDP

forecasts, such that a value less than 1 means that the corresponding forecasting method is

more efficient than the AR(4) forecast. Furthermore, the values in tables are highlighted in

bold if the corresponding forecasting method has minimum MSFE among others including

the AR(4) forecast. First let us consider the nowcasting (0≤ h < 1) cases. Tables 1–3
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yield that P-MIDAS is much better than the naive AR(4) forecast and outperforms the F-

MIDAS with a few exceptions. In particular, it appears that the SCAD works better than the

other penalties when the forecast horizon is 0 and 1/3 while MCP is better whenh = 2/3.

Next, we turn to the forecast performance whenh ≥ 1. We confirm that here too, P-MIDAS

performs best whenh = 1. However, we also find that relative efficiency becomes small

as compared to in the nowcasting cases. On the other hand, when the forecast horizon is

longer than 1 quarter, the P-MIDAS as well as the F-MIDAS are beaten by AR(4) forecast.

However, the results are not surprising because Clements and Galvão (2008) and Marcellino

and Schumatcher (2010) also find that forecasts with MIDAS are frequently beaten by naive

forecasts whenh > 1.

Hence, our results show that P–MIDAS has good forecast performance in a very short

horizon, although it is not necessarily a primary tool for a forecast with a relatively long

horizon. However, we can conclude that P-MIDAS is definitelyan effective tool since our

main interest in forecasting with mixed-frequency data is the performance for nowcasting

where low-frequency data is not available.

5.2.2 Variable selection

According to Theorem 2 (Oracle property), we expect that theP-MIDAS estimates corre-

sponding to irrelevant predictors with the SCAD-type penalties areexactlyzero even when

T is finite but tolerably large. This means that we can use P-MIDAS to identify the “key”

predictors for forecasting U.S. GDP growth. Then, we reestimate P-MIDAS model and ex-

amine what are the key predictors. Tables 4–6 give the seriesthat have non-zero estimates

among their leads and lags inh = 0, for the MCP, SCAD, and Lasso, respectively. The esti-

mation period is 1959Q4–2014Q2. The “cells” painted blue indicate that the corresponding

non-zero values arepositivewhile those filled red denotenegativenon-zero estimates. Color

intensity corresponds to how the estimates are distant fromzero: deep-color cells are effec-

tive key predictors.
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We have the following three findings from Tables 4–6. First, the MCP, SCAD, and

Lasso select 26, 31, and 33 series out of 124 as the key predictors for U.S. GDP forecasting,

respectively. That is, they evaluate a large amount (75–80%) of the series in the FRED–

MD database as unimportant for U.S. GDP forecasting. However, it should be mentioned

that the Lasso probably overestimates the number of key predictors since the irrepresentable

condition is hard to satisfy under the Lasso as we saw in Section 3.2, while the SCAD-type

penalties do not suffer from this problem. Second, the monthly predictors ofℓ = 1, 2, 3

tend to be much more effective for forecasting GDP than those ofℓ ≥ 4 as a whole. This

is consistent with our intuition because we can interpret quarterly GDP as a composition

of monthly series by construction so that movements of the monthly series in most recent

months mainly contribute to those of the GDP in a recent quarter. This encourages us to

apply nowcasting for low-frequency series forecasts. Third, estimated coefficients far away

from zero have almost the same value regardless of what penalty is chosen. In particular, our

estimation results say that real personal consumption expenditure (DPCERA3M086SBEA),

industrial production index (INDPRO), all employees in total non-farm (PAYEMS), ISM

new orders index (NAPMNOI), S&P dividend yield ratio (S&P div yield), and federal funds

rate (FEDFUNDS) are the most important key predictors for forecasting U.S. GDP: PCE,

IP, new orders index, and all employees in total non-farm have strong positive signs: this

is plausible since they are definitely proportional to the business cycles. The negative sign

of the S&P div yield is somewhat controvertible, but this maybe due to the fact that the

stock price in the denominator of the S&P div yield positively relates to U.S. GDP. The

strong negative sign in 9th lag of FEDFUNDS is convincing andinteresting because it can

be interpreted as causality of the fed funds to U.S. GDP.

5.2.3 Two-step forecasting procedure

The findings from Sections 5.2.1 and 5.2.2 motivate us to consider the following two-step

forecasting procedure. First, we estimate the forecast model with a penalized regression and
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detect the regressors that have non-zero coefficients. Second, we regress the GDP on the

selected regressors by OLS and obtain the forecast value. Note that the two-step procedure

using Lasso is known as theOLS post-Lasso: It is proposed by Belloni and Chernozhukov

(2013). They show that a forecast through OLS post-Lasso canperform at least as well as

the Lasso and can be better in some cases. However, the resultholds asymptotically and

comes from quite restricted assumptions for macroeconometrics such as fixed regressors

and i.i.d. normal errors. Thus, it is interesting to investigate whether the result holds under

a finite sample situation with dependence.

Tables 7–9 show the MSFEs of the two-step procedure as well asthose of P-MIDAS

whenh = 0, 1/3, 2/3, andh = 1, in the same manner as Tables 1–3. From these tables,

we find that the MSEs of the two-step procedure are worse than those of P-MIDAS overall

whenh = 0 or h = 1/3 while they outperform P-MIDAS whenh = 2/3 of h = 1. However,

it seems that the good performance of the two-step proceduremainly comes from the 2nd

subsample, implying that the difference between P-MIDAS and the two-step procedure is

quite small even whenh = 2/3 or h = 1. Hence, the results inform us that the two-step

procedure does not provide effective efficiency gains in our situation. A Probable reason

is that the total number of regressors in the second-step OLSregression does not become

effectively small when we assume a long-length lag structure inthe model even if variable

“screening” is conducted in the first step. This would make the efficiency losses arising from

estimating many parameters more serious than estimating P-MIDAS directly.

6 Conclusion

We have studied macroeconomic forecasting and variable selection by a folded-concave

penalized regression with a very large number of predictors. The contributions include

both theoretical and empirical results. The first half of thepaper developed the theory for

a folded-concave penalized regression when the model exhibits time series dependences.
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Specifically, we have proved the oracle inequality and the oracle property under appropri-

ate conditions for macroeconomic time series. In the latterhalf, the validity of the method

has been confirmed through the forecasting of quarterly U.S.real GDP growth with U.S.

monthly macroeconomic time series from the FRED–MD database. We called this kind

of mixed-frequency forecasting model penalized MIDAS regression model; it consisted of

more than 1100 monthly covariates while the sample size was much smaller than the total

number of covariates. The performance was remarkably good in comparison to the factor-

based method (F-MIDAS) proposed by Marcellino and Schumacher (2010) though the sam-

ple size was much smaller than the total number of parameters. Furthermore, the penalized

MIDAS regression enabled us to identify what was the key predictors for forecasting U.S.

GDP. We found that around 20–25% of monthly series in the FRED–MD database were key

predictors; specifically, the real PCE, IP, all employees intotal non-farm, new orders index,

S&P dividend yield, and fed funds rate were the most effective ones.
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A Appendices

A.1 Folded–concave penalty functions

Forv > 0, we introduce three penalties.

(a) TheL1-penalty is given bypλ(v) = λv, and we then obtainp′
λ
(v) = λ andp′′

λ
(v) = 0.

(b) The SCAD penalty is defined by

pλ(v) =























































λv if v ≤ λ

aλv− 0.5(v2 + λ2)
a− 1

if λ < v ≤ aλ

λ2(a2 − 1)
2(a− 1)

if v > aλ

Its derivative is

p′λ(v) = λ

{

1(v ≤ λ) +
(aλ − v)+
(a− 1)λ

1(v > λ)

}

for somea > 2. Then we havep′′
λ
(v) = −(a− 1)−11{v ∈ (λ, aλ)}.

(c) The MCP is defined by

pλ(v) =































λv−
v2

2a
if v ≤ aλ

1
2

aλ2 if v > aλ

Its derivative isp′λ(v) = a−1(aλ−v)+ for somea ≥ 1. Thus, we havep′′λ (v) = −a−11{v <

aλ}.

A.2 When do Assumptions 3 and 6 hold?

We give two cases where Assumption 3 holds. A similar result was given by Fan and Lv

(2013) under an i.i.d. setting, but the result here is applicable for dependent data.

Recall thatE = {2‖T−1X⊤u‖∞ ≤ λ/2}. It follows from the Bonferroni inequality that

P(Ec) ≤
p
∑

j=1

P(T−1|x⊤j u| ≥ λ/4). (4)
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We consider two cases to bound the probability. In both cases, we assume that (xt jut,Ft) is

for every j a martingale difference sequence. This assumption is mild and is frequently used

in time series analysis. In fact, it is clearly satisfied in our model.

(a) Assume that|xt jut| ≤ ct a.s. for all t and for constantsct > 0 such that
∑T

t=1 c2
t ≤

cAHT/32 for some constantcAH > 0. Then, by Azuma-Hoeffding’s inequality, we

have

P(T−1|x⊤j u| ≥ λ/4) ≤ 2 exp

{

−
(Tλ)2/16

2
∑

t c2
t

}

≤ 2 exp

{

−
Tλ2

cAH

}

.

Whenλ = c0(log p/T)1/2, the bound becomes 2p−c2
0/cAH . Thus (4) is further bounded

by 2p−(c2
0/cAH−1), which goes to zero as long asc0 is chosen large enough.

(b) Letσ2
t = E[(xt jut)2|Ft−1] andV2

T =
∑T

t=1σ
2
t . Assume that

E[|xt jut|
k|Ft−1] ≤ k!σ2

t c
k−2
P1 or P(|xt jut| ≤ cP1|Ft−1) = 1

for k = 2, 3, . . . and for somecP1 > 0. Furthermore, assume thatE[(xt jut)2] ≤ M with

M = cP2T/32 for some constantcP2 > 0. Then, by de la Peña (1999)’s inequality, we

have

P(T−1|x⊤j u| ≥ λ/4) ≤ 2 exp

{

−
(Tλ)2/16

2M + cP1Tλ

}

≤ 2 exp

{

−
Tλ2

cP2 + 16cP1λ

}

.

When λ = c0(log p/T)1/2, the bound becomes 2p−c2
0/cP2(1+o(1)). Thus (4) is further

bounded by 2p−{c
2
0/cP2(1+o(1))−1}, which goes to zero as long asc0 is chosen large enough.

A.3 Lemma for Theorem 2

In Lemma 1 below, let̂A := { j ∈ {1, . . . , p} : β̂ j , 0}, a set of indices corresponding to all

nonzero components of̂β, andβ̂Â denote a subvector of̂β formed by its restriction toÂ.

The other symbols are defined analogously. Let◦ denote the Hadamard product. The sign

function sgn(·) is applied coordinate-wise. Define

GÂT(β̂) = −T−1X⊤
Â

y + T−1X⊤
Â

XÂβ̂Â,
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GB̂T(β̂) = −T−1X⊤
B̂

y + T−1X⊤
B̂

XÂβ̂Â.

Define thelocal concavityat b ∈ Rr with ‖b‖0 = r asκλ(b) = max1≤ j≤r −p′⊤
λ

(|b j |).

Lemma 1 Suppose Assumption 2 holds. Thenβ̂ is a strict local minimizer of QT(β) in (2) if

GÂT(β̂) + p′λ(β̂Â) ◦ sgn(̂βÂ) = 0, (5)

‖GB̂T(β̂)‖∞ < p′λ(0+), (6)

Λmin(HÂÂT) > κλ(β̂Â). (7)

Conversely, any local minimizer of QT(β) must satisfy (5), (6), and (7) with strict inequalities

replaced by nonstrict ones.

The proof was given by Lv and Fan (2009, Theorem 1). Consider the case wherêβÂ ∈

N0. Under Assumption 7, it holds that supβA∈N0
κλ(βA) = 0 for sufficiently largeT. Thus,

condition (7) is satisfied as long asΛmin(HÂÂT) is bounded away from zero.

A.4 Proofs

Proof of Theorem 1 Becausêβ minimizesQT(β), we have

T−1‖y − Xβ̂‖22 + ‖pλ(β̂)‖1 ≤ T−1‖y − Xβ0‖
2
2 + ‖pλ(β0)‖1.

By model (1) and the property of norms, this can be rewritten and bounded as

T−1‖X(β̂ − β0)‖
2
2 + ‖pλ(β̂)‖1 ≤ 2T−1u⊤X(β̂ − β0) + ‖pλ(β0)‖1

≤ 2‖T−1X⊤u‖∞‖β̂ − β0‖1 + ‖pλ(β0)‖1. (8)

On the eventE, (8) becomes

2T−1‖X(β̂ − β0)‖
2
2 + 2‖pλ(β̂)‖1 ≤ λ‖β̂ − β0‖1 + 2‖pλ(β0)‖1

= λ‖β̂A − β0A‖1 + λ‖β̂B‖1 + 2‖pλ(β0A)‖1, (9)
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where the equality holds fromβ0B = 0 and Assumption 2. Now we bound‖pλ(β̂)‖1 from

below. By the triangle inequality, we have

‖pλ(β̂)‖1 = ‖pλ(β̂A)‖1 + ‖pλ(β̂B)‖1

≥ ‖pλ(β0A)‖1 − ‖pλ(β̂A) − pλ(β0A)‖1 + ‖pλ(β̂B)‖1. (10)

For the second term of the lower bound in (10), we have, by the mean value theorem and

concavity ofp′
λ
(·) with Assumption 2,

‖pλ(β̂A) − pλ(β0A)‖1 ≤
∑

j∈A

p′λ(β
∗
j )
∣

∣

∣|β̂ j | − |β0 j |
∣

∣

∣ ≤ p′λ(0+)
∑

j∈A

∣

∣

∣β̂ j − β0 j

∣

∣

∣

= λ‖β̂A − β0A‖1, (11)

whereβ∗j lies between|β̂ j | and|β0 j |. From (10) and (11), we obtain

‖pλ(β̂)‖1 ≥ ‖pλ(β0A)‖1 − λ‖β̂A − β0A‖1 + ‖pλ(β̂B)‖1. (12)

Plugging (12) into (9) and collecting terms, we obtain

2T−1‖X(β̂ − β0)‖
2
2 + 2‖pλ(β̂B)‖1 − λ‖β̂B‖1 ≤ 3λ‖β̂A − β0A‖1. (13)

Note that folded-concave penalties can be decomposed aspλ(|β̂ j |) = λ|β̂ j | + qλ(|β̂ j |), where

qλ is a concave function. By Assumption 4, we have

2‖pλ(β̂B)‖1 − λ‖β̂B‖1 =
∑

j∈B

(

λ|β̂ j | + 2qλ(|β̂ j |)
)

= c̃1λ‖β̂B‖1 +
∑

j∈B

(

c̃2λ|β̂ j | + 2qλ(|β̂ j |)
)

≥ c̃1λ‖β̂B‖1 (14)

for some positive constants satisfying ˜c1 + c̃2 = 1. Plugging (14) into (13) and adding

c̃1λ‖β̂A − β0A‖1 to the both sides, we get

2T−1‖X(β̂ − β0)‖
2
2 + c̃1λ‖β̂ − β0‖1 ≤ (3+ c̃1)λ‖β̂A − β0A‖1. (15)

By Assumption 5 anduv≤ u2 + v2/4, (15) becomes

T−1‖X(β̂ − β0)‖
2
2 + c̃1λ‖β̂ − β0‖1 ≤ (3+ c̃1)

2λ2φ−2
0 q/4,

implying the results.�
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Proof of Theorem 2 First, we show results (a) and (b) through the following steps.

Step 1.We considerQT(β) in the correctly constrained space{β ∈ Rp : βB = 0 ∈ Rp−q},

which is theq-dimensional subspace{βA ∈ R
q}. The corresponding objective function is

given by

QT(βA, 0) = (2T)−1‖y − XAβA‖
2
2 + ‖pλ(βA)‖1. (16)

We now show the existence of a strict local minimizerβ̂0A of QT(βA, 0) such that‖β̂0A −

β0A‖ = Op((q/T)1/2). To this end, it is sufficient to prove that, for a large constantC > 0, the

event

EQ :=

{

inf
‖v‖2=C

QT(β0A + v(q/T)1/2, 0) > QT(β0A, 0)

}

(17)

occurs with probability tending to one. This implies that, with probability tending to one,

there is a local minimizer̂β0A of QT(βA, 0) in the ballNC := {βA ∈ R
q : ‖βA − β0A‖2 ≤

C(q/T)1/2}.

By the definition of the objective function, we have

RT(v) := QT(β0A + v(q/T)1/2, 0) − QT(β0A, 0)

= (q/T)1/2v⊤G0AT + (q/T)v⊤HAATv (18)

+ ‖pλ(β0A + v(q/T)1/2)‖1 − ‖pλ(β0A)‖1. (19)

First, we evaluate the two terms in (19). The Taylor expansion gives

‖pλ(β0A + v(q/T)1/2)‖1 − ‖pλ(β0A)‖1 =
∑

j∈A

p′λ(|β
⋆
0 j |)(|β0 j + vj(q/T)1/2| − |β0 j |)

≤ p′λ(d)(q/T)1/2‖v‖1, (20)

where|β⋆0 j | lies between|β0 j | and|β0 j + vj(q/T)1/2|, and the last inequality follows from the

monotonicity ofp′
λ
(·), minj∈A |β

⋆
0 j | ≥ d, and the triangle inequality. Eventually, the last term

is zero by Assumption 7. Next, we consider (18). By the law of iterated expectations and
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Assumption 8, we have

E‖G0AT‖
2
2 = T−2 E[u⊤XAX⊤Au] = T−2 E[E[tr X⊤Auu⊤XA|FT]]

= T−2
∑

j∈A

E[x⊤j ΣuTx j] ≤ T−2c−1
u

∑

j∈A

E‖x j‖
2
2 = O(q/T).

This together with the Markov inequality implies that‖G0AT‖2 is Op((q/T)1/2). Therefore,

we obtain

(q/T)1/2‖v⊤G0AT‖2 = (q/T)1/2‖v‖2‖G0AT‖2 = Op(q/T)‖v‖2.

Whereas, by Assumptions 9 and 10, we get

(q/T)v⊤HAATv = (q/T)v⊤ {J0AA+ (HAAT − J0AA)} v ≥ (q/T)cJ‖v‖22
{

1+ op(1)
}

(21)

with high probability. Because (21) dominates the other terms ofRT(v) when a large value

of ‖v‖2 is taken, inf‖v‖2=C RT(v) tends to positivity asT grows large. Thus, (17) holds with

probability approaching one.

Step 2. To complete the proof of (a) and (b), it remains to show thatβ̂0 := (β̂0A, 0)

is indeed a strict local maximizer ofQT(β) in Rp. From Lemma 1, it suffices to check

conditions (5), (6), and (7) with settinĝβ = β̂0, but condition (5) is clearly satisfied by

Assumptions 7, 9, 10, the monotonicity ofp′λ(·), minj∈A |β̂ j | ≥ d, and the argument above. In

fact, we have

‖GAT(β̂) + p′λ(β̂A) ◦ sgn(̂βA)‖2

= ‖HAAT(β̂A − β0A) + G0AT + p′λ(β̂A) ◦ sgn(̂βA)‖2

≤ (‖J0AA‖2 + ‖HAAT − J0AA‖2) ‖β̂A − β0A‖2 + ‖G0AT‖2 + q1/2p′λ(d)

≤ (c−1
J + op(1))C(q/T)1/2 +Op((q/T)1/2) + 0 = op(1).

We then check Condition (7). By Assumption 7, we haved/(q/T)1/2 → ∞, so that, for

sufficiently largeT, β̂A ∈ NC impliesβ̂A ∈ N0. Thus the condition is eventually satisfied by

Assumptions 9 and 10 along with the comment after Lemma 1.
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To verify (6), we work on eventEB defined in Assumption 6. From Assumption 11 and

pλ(0+) = λ in Assumption 2, we obtain

‖GBT(β̂)‖∞ = ‖HBAT(β̂A − β0A) + G0BT‖∞ ≤ ‖HBAT(β̂A − β0A)‖∞ + ‖G0BT‖∞

≤ ‖HBAT‖2,∞‖β̂A − β0A‖2 + λ/2 = op(1)+ pλ(0+)/2.

Thus, condition (6) holds for a sufficiently largeT. This completes the proof of (a) and (b)

by Assumption 6.

Finally, we prove (c). Clearly we only need to show the asymptotic normality of β̂A.

First wee see that from Assumptions 8 and 9

Λmin(I0AA) = Λmin

(

E
[

T−1X⊤AΣuTXA

])

≥ cuΛmin(J0AA) ≥ cucJ.

Thus,I0AA is positive definite andI−1/2
0AA is well-defined. On the eventEQ in (17), it has been

shown thatβ̂A ∈ NC is a strict local minimizer ofQT(βA, 0) and∂QT(β̂A, 0)/∂βA = 0. We

thus obtain, for any vectora ∈ Rq such that‖a‖2 = 1,

−T1/2a⊤I−1/2
0AA HAAT(β̂A − β0A) = T1/2a⊤I−1/2

0AA G0AT + T1/2a⊤I−1/2
0AA p′λ(β̂A) ◦ sgn(̂βA).

(22)

Recall thatT1/2a⊤I−1/2
0AA G0AT =

∑T
t=1 ξTt andξTt is a martingale difference array. We show the

asymptotic normality of this part. It is not hard to say that

T
∑

t=1

Var(ξTt) = a⊤I−1/2
0AA I0AAI−1/2

0AA a = 1.

Assumption 12 implies uniform integrability ofξ2t . Hence, by Theorems 24.3 and 24.4 of

Davidson (1994, Ch. 24), we obtain
∑T

t=1 ξTt →d N(0, 1). Because the last term of (22) is

op(1) by the argument above, the result follows from the Slutsky lemma and Assumption

10.�
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Table 1: MSFEs of the P–MIDAS and F–MIDAS regressions: Overall Sample

h = 0 h = 1/3 h = 2/3 h = 1 h = 4/3 h = 5/3 h = 2

F–MIDAS 0.70 0.64 0.75 0.88 1.00 1.34 1.16

P–MIDAS (MCP) 0.61 0.60 0.64 0.79 1.21 1.32 1.30

P–MIDAS (SCAD) 0.60 0.57 0.68 0.79 1.18 1.29 1.29

P–MIDAS (LASSO) 0.64 0.61 0.67 0.79 1.17 1.28 1.28

Table 2: MSFEs of the P–MIDAS and F–MIDAS regressions: 1st Subsample

h = 0 h = 1/3 h = 2/3 h = 1 h = 4/3 h = 5/3 h = 2

F–MIDAS 0.96 0.88 0.73 0.97 1.01 1.30 1.13

P–MIDAS (MCP) 0.77 0.79 0.72 0.94 1.05 1.24 1.22

P–MIDAS (SCAD) 0.75 0.74 0.74 0.90 1.02 1.20 1.21

P–MIDAS (LASSO) 0.86 0.76 0.72 0.91 1.02 1.20 1.21
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Table 3: MSFEs of the P–MIDAS and F–MIDAS regressions: 2nd Subsample

h = 0 h = 1/3 h = 2/3 h = 1 h = 4/3 h = 5/3 h = 2

F–MIDAS 0.56 0.52 0.76 0.83 0.99 1.37 1.17

P–MIDAS (MCP) 0.53 0.50 0.60 0.71 1.28 1.37 1.34

P–MIDAS (SCAD) 0.53 0.49 0.65 0.73 1.25 1.34 1.34

P–MIDAS (LASSO) 0.53 0.54 0.65 0.73 1.25 1.33 1.32

Figure 1: Shape of Folded-Concave Penalties:Lasso and MCP
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Table 4: Estimated Non–Zero Coefficients with P–MIDAS (MCP) overall sample
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Table 5: Estimated Non–Zero Coefficients with P–MIDAS (SCAD) overall sample
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Table 6: Estimated Non–Zero Coefficients with P–MIDAS (LASSO) overall sample

Table 7: MSFEs of Two Step Forecasting Procedure: Overall

h = 0 h = 1/3 h = 2/3 h = 1

P–MIDAS (MCP) 0.61 0.60 0.64 0.79

P–MIDAS (SCAD) 0.60 0.57 0.68 0.79

P–MIDAS (LASSO) 0.64 0.61 0.67 0.79

2 step OLS (MCP) 0.75 0.70 0.64 0.78

2 step OLS (SCAD) 0.71 0.62 0.60 0.81

2 step OLS (LASSO) 0.91 0.64 0.67 0.78
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Table 8: MSFEs of Two Step Forecasting Procedure: 1st Subsample

h = 0 h = 1/3 h = 2/3 h = 1

P–MIDAS (MCP) 0.77 0.79 0.72 0.94

P–MIDAS (SCAD) 0.75 0.74 0.74 0.90

P–MIDAS (LASSO) 0.86 0.76 0.72 0.91

2 step OLS (MCP) 0.88 0.93 0.88 1.02

2 step OLS (SCAD) 0.90 0.80 0.73 0.93

2 step OLS (LASSO) 1.25 0.89 0.85 0.88

Table 9: MSFEs of Two Step Forecasting Procedure: 2nd Subsample

h = 0 h = 1/3 h = 2/3 h = 1

P–MIDAS (MCP) 0.53 0.50 0.60 0.71

P–MIDAS (SCAD) 0.53 0.49 0.65 0.73

P–MIDAS (LASSO) 0.53 0.54 0.65 0.73

2 step OLS (MCP) 0.69 0.58 0.51 0.66

2 step OLS (SCAD) 0.61 0.53 0.54 0.76

2 step OLS (LASSO) 0.75 0.52 0.57 0.73
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