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1 Introduction

Recent advancements in macroeconomic data collectionéave increased focus on high-
dimensional time series analysis. A mofgé@ent and precise analysis can thus be realized
in various situations if we elicit information approprigtérom a (very) large number of
explanatory variables. However, a higher-dimensional ehaes not necessarily yield
better performance; in fact, performance varies depenainigow large the dimensionality
is and what estimation method is considered. If we estimdtgge-dimensional model
without appropriate dimension reduction, performance bwpoor due to the accumulated
estimation losses from unimportant variables.

We may encounter such high-dimensionality when we wish tedast macroeconomic
variables. For example, dimensionality tends to be vergelavhen forecasting a low-
frequency (e.g., quarterly) process, such as GDP, by usgtghfrequency (e.g., monthly)
variables, since the conclusive matrix of predictors is enadskip-sampled) high-frequency
variables with their sfiiciently large lags. This forecasting scheme is called MIRéda
Sampling (MIDAS) regression, and was proposed by Ghyselk €004, 2006, 2007); see
also Andreou et al. (2010a) and Foroni et al. (2013) for a cetmnsive survey. The MI-
DAS regression is now one of the essential tools for foréogst low-frequency variable
because of its simpleness and usability. However, the EbasIDAS regression is unable
to cope with the case where the number of high-frequencybkes is large although it can
reduce the dimensionality that originates from the lags loys&ributed lag structure with
a few hyperparameters. Recently, Marcellino and Schurea{@?10) have introduced the
factor-MIDAS regression, which overcomes the high dimenality by subtracting factors
from a large number of high-frequency predictors with maiiming their information.

In this paper, we tackle such a high-dimensional problemmfemother viewpoint; we
adoptsparsemodeling with a large number of predictors that can managa eltrahigh

dimensionality without a prominent cost. The underlyinguaaption is that the model is



formulated as a linear regression with ultrahigh-dimenaioegressors with sparse ¢ibe
cients. The unknown sparsity can be recovered with desifaiolperties vidolded-concave
penalized regressionThere have been researches on forecasting using sparsdimgod
such as Bai and Ng (2008) and Marsilli (2014), but there atg arfew studies on ultra-
high dimensionality in both theoretical and empirical agpen macroeconometric litera-
ture. Moreover, their estimation strategy is limited to tteesso proposed by Tibshirani
(1996), and they do not consider the possibility of usingeothlded-concave penalties, like
the smoothly clipped absolute deviation (SCAD) penaltyadticed by Fan and Li (2001),
or minimax concave penalty (MCP) by Zhang (2010), notwéhsing the possible model
selection inconsistency of the Lasso.

In the first half of this paper, we provide the comprehensiraperties of the penal-
ized regression estimator under suitable conditions focroeconometrics. In fact, the
theoretical aspects have been explored by many recent worlstatistics; see Bulmann
and van de Geer (2011), Fan and Lv (2011), and Fan and Lv (2@h8)the references
therein. However, it is not sticient for time series econometrics since the theories have
been derived under somewhat stringent conditions such eiscaiassumption and even de-
terministic covariates. Specifically, we prove an uppermubaf the prediction error called
the oracle inequality This ensures that the forecasting value is reliable in gyen@totic
sense. Likewise, we also show the estimation precisioneofagression cdicient and the
model selection consistency known as tinacle propertyi.e., it selects the correct subset
of predictors and estimates the non-zeroftioents as fficiently as could be possible if we
knew which variables were irrelevant. The oracle propertyigles another insight into the
modeling of the variable of interest. In this regard, modals be selected by information
criteria, like the AIC and BIC. These have become populartddleeir tractability, however,
they are limited when dealing with high-dimensional modefee they demand an exhaus-
tive search over all submodels. In contrast, a penalizegssgn with a SCAD-type penalty

yields simultaneous estimation and model selection evémeimltrahigh-dimensional case.
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In the second half of the paper, we shed light on the validitgpgarse modeling in
macroeconometrics by forecasting quarterly U.S. real Gt using MIDAS regres-
sion. The regressor matrix is made from skip-sampled 124tihhomacroeconomic time
series from the FRED-MD database provided by McCracken agpd2015), leading to
the estimation of 1,117 parameters from 157—-218 obsenatialthough the dimension is
much bigger than the sample size, we can estimate the modi&etast U.S. GDP growth
by penalized regression. We find that the forecasting padoce is remarkably better than
that of factor-MIDAS, which is widely recognized as the me$ective tool for forecasting
with a large number of mixed frequency data. At the same timefocus on what are “key”
predictors for forecasting U.S. GDP growth. Unlike the ¢ad1IDAS, we can interpret the
estimated ca@cients from our model since the penalized regression witefibconcave
penalties excluding Lasso has the oracle property. Herdjngdehat five predictors (real
consumption expenditure, industrial production, all esypks in total non-farm, S&P divi-
dend yield, and federal funds rate) are the mé&otive key predictors for forecasting U.S.
GDP. It is noteworthy that the method is not limited to MIDA&ression but applicable
to a wide range of stationary time series regression moditsar(very) large number of
regressors.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. SectispeZifies an ultrahigh-
dimensional time series regression model and the estimatizeme. The statistical validity
of the method is confirmed in Section 3 by deriving the orankeguality and the oracle
property. Section 4 illustrates how we can apply the peadliegression model described
in Sections 2 and 3 for macroeconomic time series througIVHBAS regression. In Sec-
tion 5, we forecast quarterly real U.S. GDP with a large nunatbenonthly macroeconomic
predictors using the P-MIDAS and investigate how well P-MBoworks in macroecono-

metric analysis. Section 6 concludes. The proofs are dellieia Appendix.

Notation. For some vectok and matrixA, theith andijth elements are written ag and



Ajj, respectively. Thgth column (th row) vector of A is similarly denoted ag\,; (Ai.).
Amin(A) and Aqna(A) mean the minimum and maximum eigenvaluesAgfrespectively.
lIX|lp is thel,-norm, meaning thdix||; gives the Manhattan distance, ahdl, becomes the
Euclidean distancélX||.. is the largest element afin modulus.|| A, represents the spectral
norm, that is, a square root df.(A" A). ||All. refers to the operator norm induced by

X, OF the largest absolute row sum.

2 Regression Model

The regression model to be considered is

y=XBy+U, (1)

where X is a stationary covariate matrix composedpopredictors with a finite second
moment,u = (Uy,...,Ur)" is an error vector such thaty(#;) is a martingale dference
sequence with respect to thefield #; generated byu_j, X_j.1 : j = 1,2,...}, andB, is a
p-dimensional parameter vector to be estimated. We deno¥ebyx,,...,x7)" theT x p
matrix with x; being thep-vector given by %, ..., Xp)" andy = (y1,...,yr)" being the
T-vector. We also denote by; the T-vector given by Xij, . .., Xrj)" with a slight abuse of
notation.

The objective is how to construct afffieient forecasting value ofr., with an inter-
pretable way of estimation when dimensipis possibly much larger thah. In such cases,
the matrix of predictors may contain many irrelevant columns, and the parameteowrect
B, should be assumed to be sparse; thggigs filled with many zeros. To make the no-
tation clear, the parameter veciy = (Bo1,....Bop)" iS assumed to be decomposed into
two subvectors. We denote ythe set of indice¢j € {1,...,p} : Bo; # O} and byBga
the g-dimensional vector composed of nonzero elemégsds : j € A}. Similarly, letting

B={1,...,p}\ A we denote by3,; the (p — g)-dimensional zero vector. Without loss of



generality, the vector is stackedBs= (BgaBog)" = (Boa, 01)". Further, letX = (Xa, Xg)
denote a corresponding decomposition.

In this paper, we consider artrahigh-dimensionatase, meaning that diverges sub-
exponantially (non-polynomially); see Assumption 1 in tfext section. At the same time,
g may also diverge, buj < T must hold. In Section 4, we will consider the forecasting
regression model with mixed frequency data, where the mmatebe deemed an ultrahigh-
dimensional model.

The estimation procedure should select a relevant modelefisas consistently esti-
mate the intrinsic parameter veciy,. This can be possible if we consider thenalized

regression The estimatof)’ is defined as the minimizer of the objective function

Qr(B) 1= (2T) My - XBI5 + 1Pl (2)

overf € RP, wherep,(B8) := (pa(IB1]). - - -, Pa(IBpl)) T @and p,(v), v > 0, is a penalty function
indexed by a regularization parametde A7) > 0 that converges to zero dstends to
infinity. The penalty functiorp, takes such forms as the-penalty (Lasso) by Tibshirani
(1996), SCAD penalty by Fan and Li (2001), and MCP by Zhand. (20 These penalties
belong to a family of so-calletblded-concave penaltietue to their functional forms; see

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

3 Two Theoretical Results

In this section, we establish two important theoreticalltss theoracle inequalityfor a
predicted valueXB and theoracle propertyfor the estimated cdicient 3. The existing
results have been derived under i.i.d. conditions, buterptfesent paper we extend them to
the results applicable for time series models. The oradquality gives an optimal upper-
bound of the prediction errdrX (8 - Bo)ll2 in the sense that the error is of the same order
of magnitude as the prediction error we would have if we arpkpew the relevant vari-

ables (Bulmann and van de Geer (2011)). This result styogdports the use of penalized
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regressions in terms of forecasting accuracy even in udfratlimensional spaces. Mean-
while, we should remark that the inequality provides noiinfation about model selection
consistency:’(suppfi’) = suppfB,)) — 1, that is, it is not clear whether the penalized re-
gression correctly distinguishes the relevant variabtegained in the true model from the
irrelevant ones. This issue is then addressed by the edtaidnt of the oracle property,
which in turn states tha# exhibits model selection consistency. As long as a SCAR-typ
penalty is employed, a stronger result holds; the estimatasymptotically equivalent to
the estimator that is obtained under the correct zero céistns. It is a noteworthy that the
Lasso is dificult to satisfy a key condition for model selection consisig see Section 3.2.

To derive these results, we make the following assumptiomaighout the paper.
Assumption 1 Dimensionality satisfies log = O(T°) for some constant € (0, 1).

Assumption 2 Penalty functionp,(v) is increasing and concave we [0, o) with p,(0) =

0, and has a continuous derivatipggv) with p’(0+) = A.

Assumption 1 means that the dimensionality of the maggledjverges sub-exponentially
asT goes to infinity. This may be appropriate if we consider agsgion under the MIDAS
setting, for instance. Assumption 2 determines a familyobdéd-concave penalties that
bridgesto- and{;1-penalties and has been used in many articles, includingidan (2009),
Fan and Lv (2011) and Fan and Lv (2013). Thepenalty satisfies this condition as the
boundary of this class.

We define the gradient vector and Hessian matrix af)(3ly — XI5 as Gr(B) =
—XT(y = XB)/T andHt := X" X/T, respectively. If we leGyr := Gr(8,), then we may

write

1| Xau Goart 1 [ XaXa XaXe Haat Hast
Gor = —? = , Ht= ? =
Xgu Gogr

XgXa XgXg Hear Heer



3.1 Oracle inequality

We derive an optimal bound for forecasting accuracy calledracle inequality. In the
literature, Bulmann and van de Geer (2011, Ch. 6) presemtammplete guide for the in-
equality using the/;-penalty. We extend the result to two directions. First, ittexuality
holds for stationary model (1). It is found that penalizedression is a powerful tool for
time series prediction in an ultrahigh dimension. Secong pvwove the asymptotic equiv-
alence of{;- and the other folded-concave penalties characterizeddsyiiption 2 in the
sense that they satisfy the same inequality. This indidasthe forecasting performance

is asymptotically equivalent whatever a folded-concaveajty is used.

Assumption 3 For 1 = cy(log p/T)%¥2, the complement of evei@ := {2|Ggrlle < 1/2}
satisfiesP(&E°) = O(p~=) for somec; > 0 that can be diiciently large for a large enough

Co > 0.

Assumption 4 There exist a concave functiap(v) and constant; := 1 - ¢; € [0, 1) such

that p,(IVl) = AV + da(IV) and X g (ézﬁtéﬂ + ZQA(Léj |)) > 0 hold.

Assumption 5 For somep, > 0 and anyB € RP such thati||Bglli < 3||B4ll1, it holds that

1BAll; < aB"HrB/¢5.

Assumption 3 was employed by Bickel et al. (2009) for the Garserror, and by Fan
and Lv (2013) for the case where the event occurs with higlhadsidity under the i.i.d.
assumption. We further study when it occurs with dependawts and predictors; see
Appendix A.2 for the sficient conditions. Assumption 4 is new and is necessary tthéll
gap between thé- and the other folded-concave penalties. In other wordgnalpy with
this condition arrives at the theory of Lasso. Theenalty obviously satisfies the condition.
Furthermore, it is easy to see that the SCAD and MCP as wdllees{penalty have such a

decomposition. For example, the MCP is decomposethvas q,(|v]), where
20u(vi) = ~(V*/@)1{M < at} + (a1* — 2aV)L{M > ad).
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A sufficient condition for the inequality of Assumption 4 is

Z Bl < 523/12 1Bjl-

jeB jeB
Since SCAD-type penalized estimators exhibit model sifeiedconsistencyﬁj = 0 for
asymptotically allj € B, andc,at can be made large, this condition seems mild. As-
sumption 5 is called theompatibility conditionand is thoroughly examined by Bilmann
and van de Geer (2011, Ch. 6). This condition is essentiatiyla to the bounded mini-
mum eigenvalue condition from blow fat, but is weaker as it restricfsto the class that
satisfiesci||Bgll1 < 3l|Balls-

The oracle inequality is derived in the next theorem.

Theorem 1 Let Assumptions 1-5 hold. Then, there exists a local mia'nﬁizof Qr(B) in

(2) such that with probability at leadt— O(p™),
(@) (Prediction loss) T2|IX(B — Bo)llz < (3+ &)codig (dllog p/T)*2.
(b) (Rate of convergencép — Boll. < €, 1(3 + €1)?copy (0 log p/T) 2.

Remark 1 Fan and Lv (2013, Theorems 1 and 2) proved similar and stromgeilts in
terms of the rates for i.i.d. models. However, they reaclhedirtequality via proving the
model selection consistency while imposing a somewhahgtoondition on the minimum
nonzero cogficient, minea |Boj| > 7, for some positive constamtsatisfyingr/A — co. This
assumption is pointed out to be restrictive in dealing witletseries models as th&ective
codficients of lagged variables may be close to zero even thougihdle &ective; see
Elliott et al. (2013), for instance. Here, we do not take #pproach to keep the conditions

mild.

Result (a) exhibits an optimal bound for the prediction limsthe £,-norm in the sense
of Bickel et al. (2009). From this result, it is justified toeuany penalty function specified

by Assumption 2 when the aim is forecasting in the ultrahigheshsion. To understand the
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result, we consider a simplification in model (1) such thas deterministicu is i.i.d. with a
unit variance, angb < T. Then, the OLS estimator &, s = (X" X)Xy, and the squared

risk becomes
TLEIXBors - Bz = TTEUTX(XTX) "X u =T trl = p/T.

Consider the casp > T. If we were to know the true moddé|, we could choose the correct
g variables fromX. Then, the risk igy/T. SinceA is unknown, however, the additional
factor logp, which is regarded as the price to pay for not knowikgs inserted. Result
(b) gives the consistency of the estimator, but is not sorinétive; this does not account
for any property of model selection consistency. We ingadé the issue in the next two

subsections.

3.2 Model selection inconsistency of Lasso

As far as forecasting is concerned, Theorem 1 shows thaethdting performance does
not depend on the choice of penalties. However, if we wismimakwhat variables should
be selected, the situation changes. In this subsectionygue dhat a key assumption for
model selection consistency for thigpenalty (Lasso) does not hold quite often especially
under MIDAS while a SCAD-type penalty does.

Zhao and Yu (2006) studied a concept called sign consistdafiged byP(sgn(é) -
sgnB,)) — 1, which is stronger than model selection consistency. Uaddeterministic

covariate assumption, they show that Weak irrepresentable condition

IHeaTH 2AT SINBon)lleo < 1

is necessary for the sign consistency of Lasso. To estabksimodel selection consistency

of Lasso, we usually need a stronger condition

IHgaTH aatlle < C for someC € (0, 1),
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which was supposed by Fan and Lv (2011). It seerfiicdlt to prove model selection con-
sistency for the Lasso without this condition; however,dbedition may be easily violated.

Let x;, 1 € B, be a column vector oKg. Then, the left-hand side of the bound is
IHeATH Aarlleo = Max(XaXa) " XaXillu = max|iils,

wheren; € RY is regarded as the OLS estimator of regression of an irretexariablex;

on important variableX,. Due to stationarity, this i©,(q) provided that the regularity
conditions for an asymptotic theory are satisfied. Even wipé&nfinite, it is unrealistic

for this value to be strictly bounded by one since macroegooalata have cross-sectional
dependence in general. When lagged variables are includ¥d the condition becomes
more tight becaus@ and B may share the same variable. This is truly emphasized when
we consider MIDAS regression because it inherently hasgelaumber of autoregressive

covariates.

3.3 Oracle property

As described in the previous subsection, the capacity of_#sso for model selection is
quite limited. If we employ a SCAD-type penalty, howeverti@sger and more desirable
result can be obtained. This result is called the oraclegatgpas studied first by Fan and Li
(2001). The property admiﬁsA to be asymptotically equivalent to the maximum likelihood
estimate that is obtained under correct restricBgn= 0. To derive it, we need a flerent
set of conditions.

Defined(= dr) = minjea|Bo,jl/2 andNp := {Ba € R ! [|Ba — Boall» < d}. Furthermore,

setZyr (= diagl?,..., 03]) = E[uu”|77] and Joan := E[H aarl:
Assumption 6 The complement of eveidlys = {||Gogrll < 1/2} satisfiesP(E) = o(1).

Assumption 7 d/{A Vv (q/T)*?} - oo andp/(d) = O for a suficiently largeT.
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Assumption 8 For all T, ¢, < Amin(Eut) < AmadZut) < 1/¢y With high probability for a

(small) constant, > 0.

Assumption 9 ¢; < Anin(Joaa) < Amax{Joaa) < 1/c; for a (small) constant; > 0.
Assumption 10 The Hessian matrix admits a law of large numbgkssar—Joaall2 = 0p(1).
Assumption 11 [[Hgatll2 := MaXyy,-1IHeatVIle = Op((Q/T)_l/z)-

The role of Assumption 6 is the same as that of Assumption 2 firkt condition in
Assumption 7 determines the convergence ratesansfd A, and is a variant of the so-called
beta-min conditiorin Bulmann and van de Geer (2011, Ch. 7). Though it is stnbhgs
mentioned before, this is necessary to distinguish the eronzodficient of relevant vari-
ables from zero. The second conditip{(d) = O is key to achieve the oracle property. This
is strong enough to exclude tifg-penalty, which is on a boundary of Assumption 2. In
fact, for the¢s,-penalty,p’(v) = A(> 0) holds identically for alv > 0. For the SCAD and
MCP, on the other hand, this holds for dfstiently largeT as long agl/1 — oo in the first
condition is satisfied. In this sense, the class of the SCyie-penalties is characterized by
this assumption. Assumptions 8-10 seem quite natural adeayuently used in stationary
time series analysis. Note that Assumption 8 permits hekexastic disturbances, such as
an ARCH disturbance. Assumption 11 restricts the asymptmhavior of the lower-left
(p — g) x g submatrix ofHt. This is essentially the same as condition (27) of Fan and Lv
(2011), but has a milder rate in exchange for the strongicéstn on the class of penalties
in Assumption 7.

The next assumption is required to obtain asymptotic natynal the estimator in ad-
dition to the assumptions above. Ugha denote the information matrix of the true model
defined byE[T X uu™ X,], which is also written a$oan = E[T X AX,1Xa] by the tower

property for conditional expectations. Lettiage RY be such thad™a = 1, we further set
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& = aTlgifotut andér, := T-Y2&, which can easily be found to be a martingalfeti
ence sequence and martingalfetience array, respectively. Note that , &, can also be

i 1/2 5T -1/2
written asT~/<a’ | ;s Gar.

Assumption 12 E|&/* < ¢, for some constarg; > 0.

By Davidson (1994, Ch. 24), this leads to a central limit tleeo of a martingale dif-
ference sequence. §f is ergodic stationary, the assumption is redundant by theltref

Billingsley (1961).

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

local minimizerB = (B, Bs)™ of Qr(B) such that
€) (Sparsity)@B = 0 with probability approaching one;
(b) (Rate of convergencéBa — Boallz = Op((a/T)Y2).

In addition, suppose Assumption 12 holds. Then, for anyvect RY that satisfieglal|, =

1, we have
(c) (Asymptotic normality) ¥2a7 1 /2 35aa(Ba — Boa) —a N(O, 1).

The oracle property means that the model selection is densis the sense that results
(a) and (b) hold, which give richer information than restl} ¢f Theorem 1. Moreover,
as is understood by result (c) in addition to results (a) adthe estimator has the same
asymptotic iciency as the (infeasible) MLE obtained with advance knadgéeof the true
submodel. Thanks to these results, we can estimate ultratigensional models without
irksome tests for zero restrictions on the parameters oawstive search by information

criteria.
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4 Penalized MIDAS Regression Model

In this section, we illustrate how we can apply the penalimsgtession model described
in Sections 2 and 3 for macroeconomic time series throughViBAS regression. The
MIDAS regression is now globally known as one of the mdBt@ive tools for forecasting
(especially nowcasting) with mixed-frequency data. ThéM$ regression has an advan-
tage in describing a forecasting regression model in a grapt parsimonious way with a
distributed lag structure of a few hyperparameters. Howeéle “basic” MIDAS regression
would not be suitable for a situation where the number of iptets in the model is very
large. For example, consider the MIDAS regression moddi Wihyperparameters and
macroeconomic time series. Then, the total number of paemim the MIDAS regression
model remain® := NK + 1 = O(N) including the constant term. Thus, it invokes a serious
efficiency loss ifN is large or even it makes the model inestimabl& ik p as in a stan-
dard linear regression model. On the other hand, the findnegs Section 3 reveal that if
we consider the MIDAS regression model with a penalty fuorcp,(3) instead of the dis-
tributed lag structure, we can forecast and estimate thhesemn model with a large number
of mixed-frequency predictors. Furthermore, it has désraroperties: oracle inequality
and oracle property.

Let {y, xgnn)q} be the real-valued MIDAS process in line with Andreou et &01(0b),
where the scalay; is the low-frequency variable observedtat 1,...,T, and theN-
dimensional vectok(?, = (1,X7, ... xT) )" is a set of higher-frequency variables ob-
servedntimes betweenhandt—1. For examplem = 3 if we forecast quarterly variable with
monthly predictors. We consider the followihgstep ahead MIDAS forecasting regression

model
Yi = X{_nBo + U, t=1,...,T, 3)

wherey, is a martingale dference sequence with respect to thdield #; generated by

. . T .
O Lt ) 2 0 with W) = o2 Xn = (LxSY, X, ,) with X7, =

14



T .
(X e X tym - - Xt seym) fOrk = 2.3, N andBy = (Bos. - .. Bone—r+1)" is the

(true) parameter vector. Note that we “nowcagtif h = 0,1/m,2/m,...,(m-1)/m< 1,

in the sense that we forecast a low-frequency variable \nillatest” high-frequency vari-
ables that are released betweerl andt!: for example, if we consider a quartefiyonthly
(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 ldtte that model (3) is the
same as (1) withp := (N - 1) + 1 = N¢ — ¢ + 1 but difers from the basic MIDAS regres-
sion model with distributed lag structure proposed by Glsyseal. (2004, 2006, 2007).
Ghysels et al. (2004, 2006, 2007) empbayn(6) = (L. x(zT)_h(Gz),...,xf\I“})_h(eN))T instead
of Xn such thadqy (6) = X wi(@)LI/mXD, for k = 2,.... p, wherew;(6)) € (0.1)
and ¥{_; wji(6) = 1 to reducep to 33, dim(@) + 1 << N¢ - £ + 1 and make the model
estimable. However, forecasting with the basic MIDAS callgidepends on a distributed
lag structure and this seems restrictive. Moreover, the BAKAS cannot reduce effec-

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

regression that minimizes

T p
Qr(B) = @T) 1 " (=X nB) + D, PallBul),
t=1 k=1

so that we can directly estimgBg essentially only with the assumption of sparsity. Since all
monthly variables including their lags are not necessaeilgvant predictors when we con-
sider a large number of regressors, the sparsity assumpaées sense in macroeconomic
forecasting literature. Hereafter, we call the MIDAS reggien model with the penalty

function “penalized MIDAS regression” and abbreviate itRSMIDAS.”

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

many studies on nowcasting in recent years. See Bahbuka(2043) 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 previoeti®ons, P-MIDAS has two desir-
able properties: the oracle inequality that exhibits amnogitbound for the prediction loss,
and the oracle property that assures model selection ¢ensys In this section, we forecast
quarterly real U.S. GDP with a large number of monthly macom@mic predictors using

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

5.1 Data and forecasting strategy

The data of U.S. quarterly real GDP growth is from the FREDabasé and the sample
period is from 1959Q4 to 2014Q2. We retrieve 124 U.S. monthcroeconomic time
series from the FRED—MD databds®ovided by McCracken and Ng (2015) and the series
are appropriately dierenced according to a guideline in McCracken and Ng (2086je
that although the FRED—MD database originally containda@ tuf 134 series, we remove
10 series. This is because 9 series (UMCSENTx, TWEXMMTH, ANNDx, ACOGNO,
PERMIT, PERMITNE, PERMITMW, PERMITS, PERMITW) have no olbgations from
1959 and our preliminary inspection found that 1 series (BORRES) contained extreme
changes (283,995 times larger than its mean) in Februar8,2@0ich would contaminate
our analysis. The sample period of the monthly series is fstarch, 1959 (1959:3) to July,
2014 (2014:7).

We evaluate the out-of-sample forecasting performancedsmsquared forecast errors
(MSFE) in the evaluation period from 2000Q1 to 2014Q2. Theupeeter estimates are ob-
tained from each estimation period; the initial period i$9Q4-1999Q4 and the next one

extends the end point to 2000Q1 with the starting point 196B€Ing fixed. For example,

°The data can be downloaded from httpesearch.stlouisfed.qgfged2/seriegGDPCY
3The data can be downloaded from httpresearch.stlouisfed.qg@conmccrackeyfred-databasgsWe use

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

being updated by the authors.
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the initial forecast error in 2002Q1 is calculated usinggbkgmates from the initial estima-
tion period 1959Q4-1999Q4, and the second forecast er2000Q2 using the estimates
from the second estimation period 1959Q4-2000Q1. As a qoiesee, we calculate the
MSFE from a total of 58 squared errors. We suppose that tleedst regression consists
of 9 lags ¢ = 9), so that the total number of parameters for the forecgséigression to be
estimated is 124 9+ 1 = 1117, including a constant term.

To investigate the forecasting performance of the P-MIDA&&l with a variety of
horizons, we examine the cases whbhre 0,1/3,2/3,1,4/3,5/3,2 in the same manner
as Clements and Galvao (2008) and Marcellino and Schumg2b&0). As mentioned
in Section 4, the casds = 0,1/3, and 23 correspond to nowcasting in the sense that
we forecast contemporaneous or very short-forecast-drmuarterly GDP growth using
monthly series before thefficial announcement of the GDP, while the cdse: 2 is a
forecast with a relatively long horizon. Note that the saargke of the estimation period
T gradually increases and varies dependindpofor example,T ranges from 161 to 218 if
h =0, and from 159 to 216 if = 2.

Finally, we need to determine the values of tuning paramaggeand 4, in advance
of the P-MIDAS regression. In the literatura,= 3.7 has been frequently used for the
SCAD, which was proposed by Fan and Li (2001) in case of thedsion being not greater
relative to the sample size. However, a largeshould be used when dealing with high-
dimensional models as pointed out by Breheny and Huang (2119 and 21). Following
their guidelines, we set = 12 for the SCAD and MCP based on our preliminary inspection
with the whole samples, although the performance could hgrdwed by a more careful
choice in response to each estimation. The valueigtelected by 10-fold cross-validation.
The theoretical validity of this method for models with degence is not clear as far as
we know, but we confirmed by simulation that cross-validatieorked well even in the
dependent case as well as the i.i.d. case; see Uematsu aic1a015) for details. Another

possibility of choosingl is to rely on information criteria as Fan and Tang (2013) stigmate.
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However, they focus on the i.i.d. case and the validity is alsknown under the dependent
data. All estimations regarding penalized regression arelucted 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 aspect¥it{e forecasting performances of the
GDP in Section 5.2.1 andi ] the variable selection in the estimated models in Sectidr25

These correspond to the theories explored in Sections 8.B.8nrespectively.

5.2.1 Forecast performance

To measure the forecast performances appropriately, wadenthe following three evalua-
tion periods: () Overall (2000Q1-2014Q2)ii} 1st subsample (2000Q1-2007Q4), and (
2nd subsample (2008Q1-2014Q2). This is because the ucergee turmoil of the U.S.
economy stemming from the subprime mortgage crisis andrtbeieg collapse of Lehman
Brothers in 2008 would introduce parameter instabilityt thiatorts the forecast evaluation.
Tables 1-3 show the MSFEs of P-MIDAS with the SCAD, MCP, anddoapenalties
in the overall sample, 1st subsample, and 2nd subsampleeatdgely, as well as those
of the (basic) F-MIDAS proposed by Marcellino and Schumetd2010). The F-MIDAS
estimates are obtained by the exponential Almon lag streictith two hyperparameters.
The number of factors to be extracted from 124 monthly sasiessumed to be 7 since
the information criterionC,, proposed by Bai and Ng (2002) frequently selects 7 in the
estimation periods. The values of tables melative MSFEs compared to naive AR(4) GDP
forecasts, such that a value less than 1 means that the momdiag forecasting method is
more dficient than the AR(4) forecast. Furthermore, the valuesbfetaare highlighted in
bold if the corresponding forecasting method has minimunFE&mong others including

the AR(4) forecast. First let us consider the nowcastingg(@ < 1) cases. Tables 1-3
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yield that P-MIDAS is much better than the naive AR(4) forstcand outperforms the F-
MIDAS with a few exceptions. In particular, it appears the SCAD works better than the
other penalties when the forecast horizon is 0 af3dwihile MCP is better wheh = 2/3.
Next, we turn to the forecast performance wien 1. We confirm that here too, P-MIDAS
performs best wheh = 1. However, we also find that relativéfieiency becomes small
as compared to in the nowcasting cases. On the other hand, twWadorecast horizon is
longer than 1 quarter, the P-MIDAS as well as the F-MIDAS aratbn by AR(4) forecast.
However, the results are not surprising because ClemedtGalvao (2008) and Marcellino
and Schumatcher (2010) also find that forecasts with MIDASr@quently beaten by naive
forecasts wheh > 1.

Hence, our results show that P-MIDAS has good forecast pedioce in a very short
horizon, although it is not necessarily a primary tool foroeetast with a relatively long
horizon. However, we can conclude that P-MIDAS is definitfyedtective tool since our
main interest in forecasting with mixed-frequency datehis performance for nowcasting

where low-frequency data is not available.

5.2.2 Variable selection

According to Theorem 2 (Oracle property), we expect thatRHdIDAS estimates corre-
sponding to irrelevant predictors with the SCAD-type paaalareexactlyzero even when

T is finite but tolerably large. This means that we can use PA8o identify the “key”
predictors for forecasting U.S. GDP growth. Then, we reeste P-MIDAS model and ex-
amine what are the key predictors. Tables 4-6 give the sdr&dave non-zero estimates
among their leads and lagshn= 0, for the MCP, SCAD, and Lasso, respectively. The esti-
mation period is 1959Q4-2014Q2. The “cells” painted blubkdate that the corresponding
non-zero values agositivewhile those filled red denotgegativenon-zero estimates. Color
intensity corresponds to how the estimates are distant ieno: deep-color cells ardfec-

tive key predictors.
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We have the following three findings from Tables 4-6. Firese MCP, SCAD, and
Lasso select 26, 31, and 33 series out of 124 as the key pyesifot U.S. GDP forecasting,
respectively. That is, they evaluate a large amount (75)8f%he series in the FRED—
MD database as unimportant for U.S. GDP forecasting. Howévehould be mentioned
that the Lasso probably overestimates the number of keygboes since the irrepresentable
condition is hard to satisfy under the Lasso as we saw in &e8ti2, while the SCAD-type
penalties do not gter from this problem. Second, the monthly predictorg cf 1,2,3
tend to be much moreffective for forecasting GDP than those®f 4 as a whole. This
Is consistent with our intuition because we can interpretrguly GDP as a composition
of monthly series by construction so that movements of thathip series in most recent
months mainly contribute to those of the GDP in a recent guaifhis encourages us to
apply nowcasting for low-frequency series forecasts. d,lestimated cd&cients far away
from zero have almost the same value regardless of whattgémnahosen. In particular, our
estimation results say that real personal consumptiomekpge (DPCERA3MO086SBEA),
industrial production index (INDPRO), all employees inalobhon-farm (PAYEMS), ISM
new orders index (NAPMNOI), S&P dividend yield ratio (S&PRrdield), and federal funds
rate (FEDFUNDS) are the most important key predictors foed¢asting U.S. GDP: PCE,
IP, new orders index, and all employees in total non-farmersivong positive signs: this
is plausible since they are definitely proportional to theibess cycles. The negative sign
of the S&P div yield is somewhat controvertible, but this nisydue to the fact that the
stock price in the denominator of the S&P div yield positwetlates to U.S. GDP. The
strong negative sign in 9th lag of FEDFUNDS is convincing ardresting 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 toidenshe following two-step

forecasting procedure. First, we estimate the forecaseiwaith a penalized regression and
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detect the regressors that have non-zerdfments. Second, we regress the GDP on the
selected regressors by OLS and obtain the forecast value. that the two-step procedure
using Lasso is known as tl@LS post-Lassdlt is proposed by Belloni and Chernozhukov
(2013). They show that a forecast through OLS post-Lass@edorm at least as well as
the Lasso and can be better in some cases. However, the mefddtasymptotically and
comes from quite restricted assumptions for macroecomnmaetuch as fixed regressors
and i.i.d. normal errors. Thus, it is interesting to invgate whether the result holds under
a finite sample situation with dependence.

Tables 7-9 show the MSFEs of the two-step procedure as wétiose 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 tiesetof P-MIDAS overall
whenh = 0 orh = 1/3 while they outperform P-MIDAS wheh = 2/3 of h = 1. However,
it seems that the good performance of the two-step procedanely comes from the 2nd
subsample, implying that thefterence between P-MIDAS and the two-step procedure is
quite small even wheh = 2/3 orh = 1. Hence, the results inform us that the two-step
procedure does not providéfective dficiency gains in our situation. A Probable reason
is that the total number of regressors in the second-step r@g®ssion does not become
effectively small when we assume a long-length lag structuteermodel even if variable
“screening” is conducted in the first step. This would maledticiency losses arising from

estimating many parameters more serious than estimatMtPAS directly.

6 Conclusion

We have studied macroeconomic forecasting and variabéztsmh by a folded-concave
penalized regression with a very large number of predictdrse contributions include
both theoretical and empirical results. The first half of plager developed the theory for

a folded-concave penalized regression when the model iexhiime series dependences.
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Specifically, we have proved the oracle inequality and ttaelerproperty under appropri-
ate conditions for macroeconomic time series. In the I, the validity of the method
has been confirmed through the forecasting of quarterly k¢&.GDP growth with U.S.
monthly macroeconomic time series from the FRED-MD databa&/e called this kind
of mixed-frequency forecasting model penalized MIDAS esgion model; it consisted of
more than 1100 monthly covariates while the sample size washramaller than the total
number of covariates. The performance was remarkably gpedmparison to the factor-
based method (F-MIDAS) proposed by Marcellino and Schumia@010) though the sam-
ple size was much smaller than the total number of paramedtarthermore, the penalized
MIDAS regression enabled us to identify what was the key iptets for forecasting U.S.
GDP. We found that around 20—25% of monthly series in the FRED database were key
predictors; specifically, the real PCE, IP, all employee®tal non-farm, new orders index,

S&P dividend yield, and fed funds rate were the maditaive ones.
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A Appendices
A.1 Folded-concave penalty functions

Forv > 0, we introduce three penalties.
(a) TheL-penalty is given byp,(v) = Av, and we then obtaip’(v) = 2 andp;(v) = 0.

(b) The SCAD penalty is defined by

AV if v<a
_ 2 2
pi) = {A2ED e cvca
2(n2 _
% it v>al
Its derivative is
/ (a/l - V)+
pi(v) =251(v< ) + @-1n 1v> 1)

for somea > 2. Then we have(v) = —(a— 1)'1{v e (1, a1)}.

(c) The MCP is defined by

AV — 2— if v<ad
pa(v) = 1 a
~al? if v>al
2
Its derivative isp/(v) = a~*(at-V), for somea > 1. Thus, we have/(v) = —a'1{v <

at}.

A.2 When do Assumptions 3 and 6 hold?

We give two cases where Assumption 3 holds. A similar resal given by Fan and Lv
(2013) under an i.i.d. setting, but the result here is applie for dependent data.

Recall thats = {2/|T"1X"ull., < 1/2}. It follows from the Bonferroni inequality that

p
P(EY) < ) P(THXul = /4). 4)
=1
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We consider two cases to bound the probability. In both casesssume that{ju, ;) is
for everyj a martingale dference sequence. This assumption is mild and is frequesely u

in time series analysis. In fact, it is clearly satisfied im oodel.

(a) Assume thabx;u| < ¢ a.s. for allt and for constants; > 0 such thatZthlcf <
canT/32 for some constartay > 0. Then, by Azuma-Hd&ding’s inequality, we

have

- _(m)z/le} {_T_A}
P(T™IX; ulz/l/4)32exp{ 23.G <2exp o |

When = co(log p/T)¥2, the bound becomesp2%/*#. Thus (4) is further bounded

by 2p~(¢/ea+-1), which goes to zero as long esis chosen large enough.
(b) Leto? = E[(%jw)3Fi1] andVZ = 3.7, o2, Assume that
Ellx;ul(Fia] < Klofes? or P(x Wl < cpylFig) = 1

fork=2,3,... and for somep; > 0. Furthermore, assume tHaft( x;; u)?] < M with
M = cp,T/32 for some constamp, > 0. Then, by de la Pefia (1999)’s inequality, we

have

i (TA)?/16 T2
P(T-4x d)y<2expl—— 212 L coeypl-— 14 L
( |XJ ul= 4/ ) = eXp{ 2M + Cp1TA = <exp Cpo + 16Cp1/1

When i = cy(logp/T)Y2, the bound becomespd/e2+D) Thus (4) is further

bounded by p-ic/c2(+o@W)-11 \which goes to zero as long asis chosen large enough.

A.3 Lemma for Theorem 2

In Lemma 1 below, leA := {j € {1,..., p} :[3’,- # 0}, a set of indices corresponding to all
nonzero components @ andB; denote a subvector ¢f formed by its restriction tdA.
The other symbols are defined analogously. 4 denote the Hadamard product. The sign

function sgn() is applied coordinate-wise. Define
Gar(B) = ~T Xy + T X[ X4,
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Gar(B) = ~T* Xy + T XI X 4.
Define thelocal concavityat b € R" with [|bllg = r ask,(b) = maxj<, —p;’ (Ibj]).

Lemma 1 Suppose Assumption 2 holds. Tlih'ﬂ a strict local minimizer of @(B) in (2) if

Gir(B) + Py(Ba) o sanBz) = O, (5)
IGar (Bl < PL(0+), (6)
Amin(HAAT) > KA(&A)- (7)

Conversely, any local minimizer off@B) must satisfy (5), (6), and (7) with strictinequalities

replaced by nonstrict ones.

The proof was given by Lv and Fan (2009, Theorem 1). Conslieecase wher)é;\ €
No. Under Assumption 7, it holds that BRA; k(B,) = O for suficiently largeT. Thus,

condition (7) is satisfied as long As.in(H 447) is bounded away from zero.

A.4  Proofs
Proof of Theorem 1 Becausgf? minimizesQr(B), we have

Ty = XBI2 + 1P Bl < T7Hly = XBoll2 + 111 (Bo)ll1.

By model (1) and the property of norms, this can be rewrittahl@ounded as

TYUXEB - Bl + I1paB)ll < 2T 2T X(B — Bo) + 1P (Bo)lls

< 2T X" UllwlIB — Bolls + l1PaBo)ll- (8)

On the eveng, (8) becomes

2T YIX(B - B2 + 2Ipa(B)ll1 < B — Bollr + 2IpaBo)lla

= ABa — Boallz + AUBgll1 + 2P (Boa)ll1, 9)
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where the equality holds froi,; = 0 and Assumption 2. Now we bounigh, (8)|l, from

below. By the triangle inequality, we have

0Bl = 1P B)lls + 1P (Be)lla
> [IpaBoa)ll = 1P2(BA) — Pa(Boallz + 1P (Bg)ll1- (10)

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

concavity ofp’(-) with Assumption 2,

1P (Ba) — PaBoa)lis < D" 01(B) 1Bl = 1Bojl| < PA(O+) D |B; = Boi]

jeA jeA
= /1||BA —.BOA||1, (11)

whereg; lies betweeﬂ;é” and|Bp;|. From (10) and (11), we obtain

IP2B)N11 = 1P Bo)llz — B — Boalls + 11P2(B)Il1. (12)

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

2T YIX(B - Bo)II2 + 2P (Bs)llz — AlBglls < 3U1Ba — Boallr- (13)

Note that folded-concave penalties can be decomposed(as) = 113;| + 9.(13l), where

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

21p2(Ba)ll = AlBslls = > (U] + 2a.(B,))

jeB

= G lBalla + ) (G131 + 20:(By))) = E1llBsla (14)

jeB
for some positive constants satisfyiog+ ¢, = 1. Plugging (14) into (13) and adding

&84 — Boallx to the both sides, we get

2THIX(B = Bolll5 + E1lIB — Bolls < (3 + EDAUBA ~ Boalla- (15)
By Assumption 5 andiv < u? + v?/4, (15) becomes

THIX(B - Bollls + C1llB - Bollx < (3 + E1)°A¢57a/4,
implying the resultso
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Proof of Theorem 2 First, we show results (a) and (b) through the following step
Step 1.We consideQy(B) in the correctly constrained spafge RP : Bg = 0 € RP79},
which is theg-dimensional subspadg, € RY. The corresponding objective function is

given by

Qr(Ba. 0) = (2T) Uy — XaBall5 + IP2(B)lI1- (16)

We now show the existence of a strict local minimiggg of Qr(B,,0) such that|B,, —
Boall = Op((a/T)¥2). To this end, it is sfficient to prove that, for a large const&t- 0, the

event

& ::{ 0t Qr(Bop + V(A/T)Y2.0) > Or (o, 0)} a7)

IVil=C

occurs with probability tending to one. This implies thatthaprobability tending to one,
there is a local minimizeB,, of Qr (B, 0) in the ball Nc = {8, € RY : By — Boall2 <
C(a/T)"2).

By the definition of the objective function, we have
Rr(V) := Qr(Boa + V(A/T)"2,0) — Qr (Boa, 0)
= (a/T)Y*V" Goar + (@/T)V Hantv (18)

+ 1P2(Boa + V(A/T) )l = 1P2(Boa)ll1- (19)

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

1P2(Boa + V@ T)2)lla = 12 (Bondlla = Y Ph(1BE ) (Bo; +Vi(@/T) I = Bojl)

jeA

< p(d)(@/T) Y2Vl (20)

where|s;| lies betweenr|so;| and|Bo; + vi(a/T)*?, and the last inequality follows from the
monotonicity ofp/,(-), minjea 1B5;! = d, and the triangle inequality. Eventually, the last term

Is zero by Assumption 7. Next, we consider (18). By the lamefated expectations and

27



Assumption 8, we have

EllGoatllz = T2 E[u" XaXau] = T 2 E[E[tr Xuu™ XalF7]]

= T2 Bl Zurxj] < T2 > ElIx;l3 = O(a/T).

jeA jeA
This together with the Markov inequality implies tHgBoarll2 is Op((q/T)Y?). Therefore,

we obtain

(@/T)2IV" Goarllz = (4/T)"2IMI2lIGoarllz = Op(@/T)IIVil2-

Whereas, by Assumptions 9 and 10, we get

(Q/T)V Haatv = (@/T)V" {Joaa + (Haat — Joan)} v > (a/T)cslIVI {1 + Op(l)} (21)

with high probability. Because (21) dominates the othanteof Ry (v) when a large value
of ||vil; is taken, infy,-c Rr(Vv) tends to positivity a§ grows large. Thus, (17) holds with
probability approaching one.

Step 2. To complete the proof of (a) and (b), it remains to show fﬁ@\t: (ﬁOA, 0)
is indeed a strict local maximizer & (B8) in RP. From Lemma 1, it sflices to check
conditions (5), (6), and (7) with settin§ = j3,, but condition (5) is clearly satisfied by
Assumptions 7, 9, 10, the monotonicity jgf(-), min;jca |B,-| > d, and the argument above. In

fact, we have

IGAT(B) + P\(Ba) © SINBA)Il2
= IHaaT(B — Bon) + Goar + p}(BA) o sgn@Balla
< (I1Joaallz + [IH aaT — Joaall2) ”BA = Boall2 + IGoarll2 + ql/zpﬁ(d)

< (3" + 0p(1))C(a/T)Y2 + Op((a/T)"?) + 0 = 0p(2).

We then check Condition (7). By Assumption 7, we hayéy/T)Y? — oo, so that, for
suficiently IargeT,[?A e Nc implies,f?A € Ny. 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 eventg defined in Assumption 6. From Assumption 11 and

p.(0+) = A in Assumption 2, we obtain

IGeT(B)ll = IHAT(BA — Boa) + Goalle < lIHAT(BA — Boa)lleo + 1GoaT s

< [Heatll2collBa — Boallz + /2 = 0p(1) + pa(0+)/2.

Thus, condition (6) holds for a fiiciently largeT. This completes the proof of (a) and (b)
by Assumption 6.
Finally, we prove (c). Clearly we only need to show the asytiptnormality of[iA.

First wee see that from Assumptions 8 and 9

Amin(IOAA) = Amin (E[T_lxXZuTXA]) = CuAmin('JOAA) = CyCy.

Thus,lgana is positive definite andigf\f is well-defined. On the evedl, in (17), it has been

shown tha}@A € Nc is a strict local minimizer o (84, 0) andaQT([iA, 0)/0B, = 0. We

thus obtain, for any vecta € RY such that|al|, = 1,
_Tl/zaTlaAl\//fHAAT(BA —.BOA) =T"%a" a/i/AZGOAT + -I-l/zaTIL;Al\/A2 p;(BA) © Sgn@A)'
(22)

Recall thafT¥2aT| gf\/AZGOAT = Zthl &rpandéryis a martingale dierence array. We show the

asymptotic normality of this part. It is not hard to say that
T
D Varr) = a gl loml grea = 1
t=1

Assumption 12 implies uniform integrability gf. Hence, by Theorems 24.3 and 24.4 of
Davidson (1994, Ch. 24), we obta}y_, £&1v —4 N(0,1). Because the last term of (22) is
0p(1) by the argument above, the result follows from the Skitsknma and Assumption

10.O
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Table 1: MSFEs of the P-MIDAS and F—MIDAS regressions: Ov&ample

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) 0.61 060 0.64 0.79 1.21 1.32 1.30
P—-MIDAS (SCAD) 0.60 0.57 0.68 0.79 1.18 129 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: 1&tsample

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) 0.77 079 0.72 0.94 1.05 124 1.22
P—-MIDAS (SCAD) 0.75 0.74 0.74 0.90 1.02 120 121

P—-MIDAS (LASSO) 0.86 0.76 0.72 0.91 1.02 120 121
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Table 3: MSFEs of the P-MIDAS and F—MIDAS regressions: 2nsample

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

F-MIDAS 056  0.52
P-MIDAS (MCP) 053  0.50
P—MIDAS (SCAD) 0.53  0.49

P-MIDAS (LASSO) 053  0.54

0.76 0.83 0.99 1.37 1.17
0.60 0.71 1.28 137 1.34
0.65 0.73 1.25 134 1.34

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 Ciéieients with P-MIDAS (MCP) overall sample

SERIES / L 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
DPCERA3MO086SBEA 0 0.054 0.092 0.058 0 0 0 0 0
INDPRO 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
IPFPNSS 0 0 0 0 0.097 0 0 0 0
IPDCONGD 0 0 0 0 0.002 0 0 0 0
IPMANSICS 0 0 0 0.165 0 0 0 0 0
IPFUELS -0.021 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
HWIURATIO 0 0 0.040 0 0 0 0 0 0
UNRATE 0 0 -0.003 0 0 0 0 0 0
CLAIMSx 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.003
PAYEMS 0.047 0.093 0.102 0 0 0 0 0 0
CES1021000001 0 0 0.048 0 0 0 0 0 0
USTRADE 0.004 0 0 0.009 0 0 0 0 0
USGOVT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.005
HOUSTMW 0 0 0.013 0 0 0 0 0 0
NAPMNOI 0.107 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
BUSINVx 0 0 0 0 -0.036 0 0 0 0
BUSLOANS 0 0 -0.049 0 0 0 0 0 0
S&P div yield 0 0 -0.094 0 0 0 0 0 0
FEDFUNDS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -0.089
GS10 0 0.014 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
COMPAPFF 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.006 0 0
PPIFCG 0.015 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PPICRM 0.016 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
oilprice 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -0.004
CUURO000SAD 0 0 -0.020 0 0 0 0 0 0
DDURRG3MO086SBEA 0 0 -0.020 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Table 5: Estimated Non—Zero Ciéieients with P-MIDAS (SCAD) overall sample

SERIES / L 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 0
DPCERASMOB6SBEA 0 0050 0082 0052 0 0 0 0 0
CMRMTSPLx 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,003 0
INDPRO 0 o IS 0 0 0 0 0 0
IPFPNSS 0 0 0 0 0078 0 0 0 0
IPDCONGD 0 0 0 0 0020 0 0 0 0
IPMANSICS 0 0 0 0.165 0 0 0 0 0
IPFUELS -0.023 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
HWIURATIO 0 0 0040 0 0 0 0 0 0
UNRATE 0 0 -0.009 0 0 0 0 0 0
CLAIMSx 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.005
PAYEMS 0037 0089 0093 0 0 0 0 0 0
USGOOD 0 001 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CES1021000001 0 0 0049 0 0 0 0 0 0
SRVPRD 0009 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
USTRADE 0013 0 0 0017 0 0 0 0 0
USGOVT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.005
HOUSTMW 0 0 0014 0 0 0 0 0 0
NAPMNOI 0.104 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
BUSINVx 0 0 0 0 -0.034 0 0 0 0
ISRATIOX 0 0 -0.008 0 0 0 0 0 0
M2REAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.003 0 0
BUSLOANS 0 0 ~0.050 0 0 0 0 0 0
S&P div ield 0 0 -0.086 0 0 0 0 0 0
FEDFUNDS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -0.08
Gs10 0 0017 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
COMPAPFF 0 0 0 0 0 0 0012 0 0
PPIFCG 0017 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PPICRM 0016 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
oilprice 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -0.006
CUURO000SAD 0 0 -0021 0 0 0 0 0 0
DDURRG3MOBGSBEA 0 0 -0.022 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Table 6: Estimated Non—Zero Ciéieients with P-MIDAS (LASSO) overall sample

SERIES / L 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
DPCERA3MO086SBEA 0 0.042 0.071 0.050 0 0 0 0 0
INDPRO 0 0 0.169 0 0 0 0 0 0
IPFPNSS 0 0 0 0 0.082 0 0 0 0
IPDCONGD 0 0 0 0.020 0.011 0 0 0 0
IPBUSEQ 0 0 0 0.004 0 0 0 0 0
IPMAT 0 0 0.060 0 0 0 0 0 0
IPMANSICS 0 0 0 0.123 0 0 0 0 0
IPFUELS -0.012 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
NAPMPI 0 0.026 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
HWIURATIO 0 0 0.038 0 0 0 0 0 0
UNRATE 0 0 -0.014 0 0 0 0 0 0
PAYEMS 0.020 0.082 0.099 0 0 0 0 0 0
UsSGOOoD 0 0013 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CES1021000001 0 0 0.038 0 0 0 0 0 0
SRVPRD 0.017 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
USTRADE 0.016 0 0 0.024 0 0 0 0 0
UsGovT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.002
HOUSTMW 0 0 0.004 0 0 0 0 0 0
NAPMNOI 0.101 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
BUSINVx 0 0 0 0 -0.020 0 0 0 0
ISRATIOxX 0 0 -0.023 0 0 0 0 0 0
M2REAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.005 0 0
BUSLOANS 0 0 —0.042 0 0 0 0 0 0
S&P div yield 0 0 -0.085 0 0 0 0 0 0
FEDFUNDS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -0.080
GS10 0 0.007 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
COMPAPFF 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.000 0 0
T1YFFM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.013 0 0
PPIFCG 0.019 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PPICRM 0.008 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
oilprice 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -0.003
CUURO0000SAD 0 0 -0.014 0 0 0 0 0 0
DDURRG3MO086SBEA 0 0 -0.022 0 0 0 0 0 0

Table 7: MSFEs of Two Step Forecasting Procedure: Overall

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

P-MIDAS (MCP) 0.61 060  0.64 0.79
P-MIDAS (SCAD) 0.60 057 068 0.79
P-MIDAS (LASSO) 0.64 061  0.67 0.79

2stepOLS (MCP) 0.75 070  0.64 0.78
2step OLS (SCAD) 0.71 062 0.60 0.81
2step OLS (LASSO) 091  0.64  0.670.78
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Table 8: MSFEs of Two Step Forecasting Procedure: 1st Sytdleam

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 0.1

2stepOLS (MCP) 0.88 093  0.88 1.02
2step OLS (SCAD) 0.90  0.80 073 0.93
2 step OLS (LASSO) 1.25  0.89  0.850.88

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

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

P-MIDAS (MCP) 053 050 060 0.71
P-MIDAS (SCAD) 053 049 065 0.73
P-MIDAS (LASSO) 053 054  0.65 0.73
2stepOLS (MCP) 0.69 058 051 0.66
2step OLS (SCAD) 061 053 054 0.76
2 step OLS (LASSO) 0.75 052 057 0.73
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