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Abstract

We consider linear random coefficient regression models, where the regressors are al-
lowed to have a finite support. First, we investigate identifiability, and show that the
means and the variances and covariances of the random coefficients are identified from
the first two conditional moments of the response given the covariates if the support of
the covariates, excluding the intercept, contains a Cartesian product with at least three
points in each coordinate. We also discuss ientification of higher-order mixed moments,
as well as partial identification in the presence of a binary regressor. Next we show the
variable selection consistency of the adaptive LASSO for the variances and covariances
of the random coefficients in finite and moderately high dimensions. This implies that
the estimated covariance matrix will actually be positive semidefinite and hence a valid
covariance matrix, in contrast to the estimate arising from a simple least squares fit. We
illustrate the proposed method in a simulation study.

Keywords. Adaptive LASSO, random coefficient regression model, random effects, variable
selection

1 Introduction

In various statistical analyses in fields such as medicine and economics, there is a large extent
of individual heterogeneity in the effect of observed covariates, which is routinely modeled by
random coefficients - also called random effects - models. For example, in contemporary mi-
croeconomic data sets with many observations and potentially a large number of explanatory
variables, non-observed heterogeneity plays an important role (Lewbel, 2005). An important
issue then is to select those coefficients which actually are random if there is a large set of
potential variables which might have individual - specific effects.
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To this end, in this paper we shall consider the following random coefficients regression model
Y =By+W'B, (1)

where B,W € RP~! are independent random vectors, By is a random variable and W =
(Wi,...,W,_1)T represents the random regressors.

Model (1), which is related to random effects models from the literature on biostatistics
(Schelldorfer et al., 2011), was introduced by Hildreth and Houck (1968) and Swamy (1970).
They assumed that By, ..., B,_1 are independent, and focused on estimating their means and
variances by least squares in two stages. Arellano and Bonhomme (2012) studied a panel -
version of the random coefficient model. Beran and Hall (1992) initiated the nonparamet-
ric analysis of the distribution of the random coefficients. For p = 2, Beran et al. (1996)
used Fourier methods to construct an estimator of the joint density of (Bo, B;)'. Their
method was taken up again by Hoderlein et al. (2010), who put it into the form of a more
conventional kernel estimator and generalized it to arbitrary dimension p. Further related
literature includes Gautier and Kitamura (2013), who analyze a binary choice version of the
model, Lewbel and Pendakur (2017) who study a generalization of (1) in which the products
By Wh,...,Bp—1 Wy_1 are related to Y by some arbitrary (possibly non-linear) unknown func-
tion, as well as Hoderlein et al. (2017), Breunig and Hoderlein (2018), Dunker et al. (2019)
and Holzmann and Meister (2020). Recently, Gaillac and Gautier (2021) studied nonpara-
metric identification and adaptive estimation in a random coefficient regression model, where
covariates have bounded but continuous variation.

The above nonparametric approaches which target the full density of the random coefficients
require a large or at least, as in Gaillac and Gautier (2021), continuous support of the co-
variates, which is often an unrealistic assumption in applications. In this paper, we shall
focus on situations in which the covariates have bounded and in particular finite support.
In this latter setting there is little hope to identify and estimate the density of the random
coefficients nonparametrically. Therefore, we shall focus on the first and second moments,
which are arguably of most interest in applications. Variable selection techniques for means,
variances and covariances of the random coefficients then allow to determine which variables
have an effect on average (non-zero mean of the coefficient), which variables have heterogenous
effects (non-zero variances) and for which covariates the effects are correlated. In particular,
we shall argue that it is important not to focus exclusively on the variances of the random
coefficients, but to take the full variance-covariance matrix into account. Further, estimating
the first and second moments of the random coefficients then allows to predict the first and
second moments of the response Y conditional on the covariates. Finally, normality of the
random coefficients is a common parametric assumption, under which their distribution is
fully determined by means, variances and covariances.

Model (1) is related to random effects models from the literature on biostatistics (Schelldorfer
et al., 2011). These are studied in a longitudinal framework, and the goal is then to estimate
the fixed effects by using a quasi-likelihood approach and to predict the random effects. Papers
which study these models in a high-dimensional setting are, among others, Schelldorfer et al.
(2011) and Li et al. (2021).



The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we clarify under which assumptions on the
support of the covariates, first and second moments of the random coefficients are identified.
It turns out that identification holds if the support of the covariate vector contains a Carte-
sian product with at least three support points for each covariate. Conversely, identification
generally fails if one covariate only has two support points. In Section 3 we turn to estima-
tion and in particular to variable selection with a focus on the variances and covariances in
model (1). We use the adaptive LASSO originally introduced in Zou (2006a), which may
achieve variable selection consistency without additional restrictive assumptions such as the
irrepresentable assumption required for the ordinary LASSO, and show the variable selection
consistency in fixed and moderately high dimensions. The technical issues are to deal with
the residuals when estimating centered second moments of the random coefficients as well as
with the heteroscedasticity of the model.] Section 4 contains some numerical illustrations.
Proofs of the main results are given in Section 5, while some further auxiliary results are
deferred to the supplementary appendix.

We shall use the following notation: For an n x p matrix X and a subset S C {1,...,p} of
the index set, Xg denotes the n x |S| matrix containing those columns of X with indices in
S. A similar notation is vg for a vector v € RP. |[X|[y;, denotes the operator norm of X
for the Euclidean norm, and ||X||p the Frobenius norm, that is the Euclidean norm of the
vectorization of X.

2 Identification of first and second moments

In model (1) we also write A = (By,BT)" € RP, so that A = (Aj,...,4,)" and W are
independent. We assume that the first and second moments of the random coefficients A
exist and set

p =E[A] €RP, and 5% = Cov(A) =E[(A —p*)(A—p*)'] eRPP. (2

In this section we consider conditions for identification and partial identification of the mo-
ments p* and X* in terms of the support of the covariates W.

While one may argue that means and variances are of main applied interest, the joint variation
of the random coefficients as described by the covariances and the correlations is also relevant.
Further, we shall see that excluding covariances from the analysis and falsely assuming a
diagonal covariance matrix a-priori can lead to wrong conclusions about the (non-)randomness
of the coefficients. The proofs of the results in this section are collected in Section 5.1.

To illustrate, first consider the case of a single regressor, resulting in the model

Y =By+ W B;. (3)
For W supported on {0, 1} we have the following result.

Proposition 1. Suppose that in model (3) the random variable Wy € {0,1} is binary, and
denote the identified standard deviations by

s1 =/ Var(By), s9 = /Var(By + By) .



Then each value
\/Var(Bl) S [‘81 — 82‘, S1 + 82]

is consistent with s1 and so, provided the correlation p = Cor(By, By) is chosen for /Var(By) >

0 as

53 — 52 — Var(By) { [—1,1], if 59> 81, (4)

P e /Var(By) [—1,—/sZ—s3/s1] if 51> s2.
Thus, to conclude from Var(By) = Var(By+ B;) that Var(B;) = 0 fully relies on the assump-
tion of a diagonal covariance matrix, without this assumption, By can well be random.
On the other hand, the following proposition shows that three distinct support points of Wj
are enough to identify the means E[B;], the variances Var(B;), j = 0,1, and the covariance
Cov(By, B1). From Proposition 1 and not surprisingly, two support points are insufficient for
this purpose.

Proposition 2. In model (3), if W1 has n + 1 support points and ]E[|B0]”],]E[\Bl|”] < 00,
then all mized moments E[Bg) Bﬂ , 73,k >0, 7+ k <n, are identified.
2.1 Identification of the covariance matrix

Now let us turn to the identification of p* and ¥* in (2) in general dimensions. To this end,
consider the half-vectorization of symmetric matrices of dimension p X p,

T (p+1)
vee(M) = (Miy, ..., Mypp, Mia, ..., My, Mag, ..., Mop, ..., M, 1),) €R"2 (5)
for M € RP*P with M T = M, and set

o* = vec(X").

Note that the first p entries of o* are the variances and the remaining entries are the covari-
ances. In model (1) we have that

Var (Y‘W:w) =(1,wH)z*(1,w))T, (6)

so that the quadratic form in ¥* is identified over (1, w) with w ranging over the support of
W. Note that (6) can be written in vectorized form as

1
(L,wHT) o, (7)

where we recall that o* = vec(X*), and the vector transformation v is defined by

2 2 T p(p+1)
v(x) = (:Ul, ey Ty 2019, -, 221, 2023, - ., 202X, ,2xp_1xp) eR 2, xeRP

(8)

Based on (7) we can establish linear equations for the p(p + 1)/2 entries of ¥* respectively

o*. With the above notation, we may state the following basic result.



Theorem 3. In model (1) a sufficient condition for identification of the mean vector p* and
the covariance matriz ¥* is the existence of p(p + 1)/2 points w1, . .. s Wp(p+1)/2 € RP~L in
the support of W, for which the matrix

-
S = |:V((1,WI)T>,...,V((l,Wg(p+1)/2)T>:| (9)

of dimension p(p + 1)/2 X p(p + 1)/2 is of full rank. This condition is also necessary for
identification in the subset of full-rank covariance matrices.

The theorem remains valid if one can show that for m > p(p + 1)/2 support points, the
resulting matrix S, has full rank p(p + 1)/2. In the following example, we show that the
condition of the previous theorem can never be satisfied if one of the regressors only has two
support points.

Example 1. Suppose that Wi has only two support points a and b and that the joint support
of W is finite. Then the matrix S,,, where m is the total number of support points, has rank
at most p(p + 1)/2 — 1. Thus, from Theorem 3, full-rank covariance matrices ¥* are not
identified. Indeed, the matrix S,! contains the submatrix

1 ... 1 1 ... 1
a? ... a2 bvr ... b2 e R3*m™
2a ... 2a 2b ... 2b

Evidently, this matrix is of column rank at most 2, since there are only two distinct columns.
Thus, its row rank is also at most two, which implies that the corresponding three columns
in Sy, are linearly dependent.

In contrast, if each covariate has at least three support points and the joint support contains
the corresponding Cartesian product, then we retain identification of >*.

Theorem 4. Consider model (1). Suppose that the support of W = (W1,...,W,_1)" con-
tains the Cartesian product of three points in each coordinate. Then there exist p(p + 1)/2
support points such that the matriz S in (9) has full rank p(p + 1)/2 and consequently, the
means and (co-)variances of the random coefficients A are identified. Conversely, if there is
a W; having only two support points, then in the full-rank covariance matrices identification

fails.

2.2 Partial identification

What can be said about the covariance matrix of the random coefficients if there are binary
regressors? Assume a single binary regressor Z, and additional regressors W € RP~2 (slightly
modifying the notation in this section) for which the support contains a Cartesian product
with at least three points in each coordinate. Our model is then written as

Y =By+Z By + W' B,.



The set of covariance matrices of A = (B, B1,Bg)" € RP consistent with the conditional
second moments of Y is

S ::{E € RP*P ‘ Y positive semi-definite and

(1L,z,w )2 (Lz,w)T =Var(Y | Z =2, W =w) V¥ (z,w) € supp(Z, W)} . (10)

Suppose that the support of (Z, WT)—r € RP~! has a product structure. From Theorem 4,
using Z = 0 and Z = 1 we identify the covariance matrices

(Cov((Bo, B;)T) and (Cov((Bo + By, B;)T) ,
or equivalently
Cov((Bo,B3)"),  Cov(B1;B2),  Var(By+ Bi). (11)

Here for random vectors C and D, Cov(C) is the covariance matrix of C, while Cov(C;D)
contains the cross-covariances of C and D. Sharp bounds for Var(Bj) are given by

inf Yoo < Var(Bjy) < sup Xog, (12)
xes Yes

where the set S in (10) is characterized by the restrictions given by the identified parts (11)
of the matrix ¥*. These bounds can be obtained numerically by semi-definite programming.
An interesting particular question is the potential randomness of By, which is addressed in
the following proposition, which relies on the identified quantities in (11).

Proposition 5. Suppose that the support of (Z, W )T has a product structure, and that only
Z s binary.

1. If Var(By) # Var(By+ B1), or if Cov(B1; Ba) is not the zero vector, then Var(By) > 0.
2. Conversely, suppose that Var(By) = Var(By + B1) and that Cov(By;B2) = 0,_».

(a) If Cov((Bo,Bg)") is degenerate, and its kernel contains a vector with non-zero
first coordinate, then necessarily Var(By) = 0.

(b) On the other hand, if Cov((Bo, B;—)T) has full rank, then the upper bound in (12)
for Var(By) is strictly positive.

2.3 Identification of higher-order moments

The k™ -order mixed moments of the random vector A, k € N, are given by
miky,... k) =E[AR . AP] kjeNo, ki+...+kp =k,

of which there are (pH]z*l) many. Information on the mixed moments in the linear random

coefficient model Y = Ay + Ao W1 + ...+ A, W,_; comes from the identified conditional kth

moments of Y given W,
EYFIW = w] =E[((1,w) A)"]. (13)
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P +ll§_1) - dimensional vectors, one consisting

These can be represented as an inner product of (

of the mixed moments m(ky,...,kp), the other with corresponding entry
k k k
(k1 kp) W Wl (14)
where w = (w1,...,wp—1). Hence, we have analogously to the result in Theorem 3 that if

there are (p+Z—1) support points w; of W such that if we form the matrix with rows as in

(14) for the coordinates of the w;, the resulting quadratic matrix has full rank, then the k'®
-order mixed moments of A are identified.

While we were not able to obtain a sufficient condition along the lines of Theorem 4, we have
the following result which guarantees identification.

Theorem 6. If in model (1), the support of W = (Wy,...,W,_1)" contains p points
W1,..., Wy in general position, for which for each j € {1,...,k} and iy,...,1; € {1,...,p},
the vector (wi, +...+Ww;;)/j is also in the support of W. Then the mived moments of A up
to order k are identified.

3 Sign-consistency of the adaptive LASSO estimator

In this section we derive the asymptotic variable selection properties of the adaptive LASSO in
the linear random coefficient regression model (1), where we focus on estimating and selecting
the variances and covariances of the random coefficients. First, in Section 3.1 we consider
an asymptotic regime with a fixed number p of regressors, before turning to the moderately
high-dimensional setting in which p — co but at a slower rate than the sample size n.

The adaptive LASSO and its variable selection properties, originally introduced in Zou
(2006a), have already been investigated intensively in the literature. For example, Zou and
Zhang (2009) consider the adaptive LASSO and an adaptive version of the elestic net in mod-
erately high dimensions, while Huang et al. (2008) investigate the high-dimensional situation
with strong assumptions on the first stage estimator, and Wagener and Dette (2013) extend
their approach to a heteroscedastic framework. Here, our contributions mainly are to deal
with the residuals when estimating centered second moments of the random coefficients, and
to extend the analysis of Zou and Zhang (2009) to our setting with random coefficients.

We observe independent random vectors (Y1, W{)T,..., (Y,, W) distributed according to
the random coefficient regression model (1), and write

Y;=Bio+W{Bi=XA;, i=1,...,n,

where X; = (I, W{)T € RP with W; ~ W and A; = (B;o,B)" ~ A are indepen-
dent random vectors. Here X; = (Xj1,... ,Xi,p)T represents the observed covariates and
A= (4, .., Al-’/p)T the unobserved individual regression coefficients.

In the following we denote by

Sy = supp(a*) = {k S {1,...,p(p+ 1)/2} ‘ UZ # 0}7 8o = |9/,



the support of the half-vectorization o* of the covariance matrix ¥*. SS := {1, o plp+
1)/2} \ S, will denote the relative complement of this set.

For an estimator fi,, of pu* we define the regression residuals 571 =Y, — Xrﬁn, and write the
squared residuals as

Y9 = Y2 =X (Di = 5 + By + Fui) X

where we set

D= (A=) (Ai—p") ' En= (0 = i) (07~ i) (15)

Fui= (Ai = 1) (1" = i) "+ (0" = Fin) (A = p7) (16)

Applying the half-vectorization vec for symmetric matrices in (5) and the corresponding vector
transformation v in (8) we obtain in vector-matrix form

Y7 =XJ 0" +¢e7 =X7 5,05, +e7,
where
T T
Vo= (0= XTi)% (V= Xaiin)?) o X=X v(Xa) |
.
e :(v(Xl)Tvec(Dl—2*+En+Fn,1),...,v(Xn)Tvec(Dn—2*+En+Fn,n)) . (17)

Then the adaptive LASSO estimator with regularization parameter A\ > 0 is given by

1 R g

L AL . o o 2 o

€ Pop g = argmin | — Yy — X7 B85 + 2A7 E —it] | (18)
Berp(+1)/2 \ 1V e s

where &, € RP(P+1)/2 i5 an initial estimator of o*. Note that if O’lmt = 0, we require S = 0.

3.1 Asymptotics for fixed dimension p
The proofs of the results in this section are deferred to Section A in the supplement.

Assumption 1 (Fixed p). We assume that (XiT,AiT)T, i = 1,...,n, are identically dis-
tributed, and that

(A1) the random coefficients A have finite forth moments,
(A2) the covariates X = (1, W')T (or rather W) have finite eighth moments,
(A3) the symmetric matrix
o7 = E[v(X) v(x)"],
which contains the fourth moments of the covariates, is positive definite.

In the following proposition, we show that the critical third part of the assumptions follows
from our identification results in Section 2.



Proposition 7. Under the assumption of Theorem 4, that the support of the covariate vector
W contains a Cartesian product with three points in each coordinate, Assumption 1, (A3), is
satisfied, that is, C? is positive definite.

To formulate an asymptotic result on variable selection consistency and asymptotic normality
in fixed dimensions, set

B = E[(V(X)T\P* v(X)) v(X) V(X)T} , (19)
where
i [vee( M), vee (M), vee(M'), ..., vee (MP),
vee(MP), . vee(MP).... vee(ME7)]
with MM € RP*P and
(MH),,, = Cov ( (Ax = ) (A = ) (Au = 1) (A0 = 117)) (20)

Theorem 8 (Variable selection and asymptotic normality for fixed p). Suppose that the
estimator fin of p* used in the residuals Y is \/n-consistent, that is \/n (Tin — p*) = Op (1).
Further, let Assumption 1 be satisfied, and assume that for the initial estimator 5™ in the
adaptive LASSO G in (18) we also have that \/n (G —o*) = Op (1). If the regularization
parameter is chosen as A% — 0, \/n A% — 0 and n )\ — oo, then it follows that 52" is sign-
consistent,

P(sign(&AL) = sign(a*)) -1, (21)

n

and satisfies
~ X d —1 -1
\/ﬁ (O'nAMIS_:o' - USO') —> '/\/’817 (050’ (Cgaso) Bgaso' (Cgosa') > : <22)
We defer the proof of the theorem to the supplementary appendix, Section A.

Remark 2 (Guaranteeing a positive semi-definite matrix). Consider the positive semi-definite
cone

S} == {M e RP*? | M is symmetric and positive semi-definite} ~ C RP*P,
and its image under the vectorization operator
p(p+1)
2

V5= {vec(M)| M eSS} CR

It would be of interest to directly restrict the estimate of o* to Vz‘f , resulting in

1 p(p+1)/2 kN

~ . 2

O—Tég;os € argmin < HYZ - X;TL BHZ + 2A% Z ~init ) ) (23)
56V$ n k=1 ‘Un,k



an actual covariance matrix. Computationally this estimate is feasible in principle by using
methods from semidefinite programming as discussed e.g. in Vandenberghe and Boyd (1996),
or by reparametrizing positive semidefinite matrices in terms of Cholesky factors and maxi-
mizing over these Cholesky factors. However, technically it is hard to extend the primal-dual
witness approach underlying the proof of Theorem 8 to this setting. Indeed, the primal-
dual witness approach amounts to showing that a vector with the correct sparsity pattern
asymptotically satisfies the necessary and sufficient KKT - conditions for a minimizer of (18).
However, these KKT conditions become intractable for the semindefinite problem in (23).

Fortunately, we have the following result, in which some coefficients are non-random, while
those which actually are random have a non-singular covariance matrix.

Corollary 9. Under the conditions of Theorem 8, suppose that the covariance matrix of the
random coefficients in (2) has the form

e | M Odx (p-a)
Op-d)xd  O(p—d)x(p—d)

for a positive definite d x d - matriz 5. Then P(@ﬁ;ﬁos =5 M) =1, n — .

This follows from Theorem 8 since the blocks of zeros in X* are estimated as zero with
probability tending to one, and the estimate for 37 will be positive definite asymptotically with

full probability, since the positive definite matrices are open in R4*?¢. Hence the unconstrained

estimator Eﬁ% will correspond with probability tending to 1 to a positive semi-definite matrix,

which proves the corollary. Note that the corresponding statement would not be true for the
ordinary least squares estimator.

3.2 Diverging number p of parameters

Again we shall focus on the covariance matrix, for a discussion of estimating the means see
the appendix, Section C. Recall C? and B? which are given in (A3) and (19).

Assumption 2 (Growing p). We assume that (XiT,AiT)T, 1 = 1,...,n, are identically
distributed, and that

(A4) the random coefficients A have finite fourth moments,
(A5) the vector transformation v(X) of the covariates X is sub-Gaussian after centering,

(A6) ccol < Amin (C") < Amax (C") < cqo,y for some positive constants 0 < cco] < cooy <
00, where Apin(A) and Apmax(A) denote the minimal and maximal eigenvalues of a
symmetric matrix A,

(A7) Amax (B") < ¢Bo y for some positive constant cge ,, > 0,
(A8) lim, o p*/n = 0.

The proof of the following result is provided in Section 5.2.
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Theorem 10 (Variable selection for diverging p). Suppose that the estimator ji, of u* used in
the residuals Y; is \/n/p-consistent, that is \/n/p||fin — p*|, = Op (1). Further, let Assump-
tion 2 be satisfied, and assume that for the initial estimator &,™* in the adaptive LASSO &M
in (18) we have also /n/p|| M — o*”2 = Op (1). Moreover, if the reqularization parameter

s chosen as A\ — 0,

Voo AL [(0hinp) = 05 p/(0mim V) =0, nAT/p* — 00

*
min

with o, = mingeg, |0F|, then it follows that G2 is sign-consistent,

n

P(sign(&AL) = sign(o*)) — 1. (24)

Remark 3. Additional technical issues in the proof of Theorem 10, as compared to the
analysis in Zou (2006b), are to deal with the residuals when estimating centered second
moments of the random coefficients as well as with the heteroscedasticity of the model.] Let
us also point out that under the assumptions of the theorem, the least squares estimator
satisfies the requirements made on the initial estimator,

Remark 4. For fixed p (and S,) we obtain the same conditions for the choice of the reg-
ularization parameter as in Theorem 8. Moreover, if only S, is fixed, but the number of
coeflicients grows, the first condition on the regularization parameter in Theorem 10 simpli-
fies to v/n A2 /p — 0 and the second one is satisfied by (A8).

Remark 5. Assumption (A5) is satisfied for bounded covariates which we mainly focus on in
this paper. If we merely assume a sub-Gaussian distribution for the regressor vector X instead
of its vector transformation v(X), we would require a result for the rate of concentration of
the sample fourth moment matrix of sub-Gaussian random vectors in the spectral norm.

Remark 6. Assumption (A8) can be relaxed to lim, . p?/n = 0, which is the minimal
condition so that the assumptions of Theorem 10 can be satisfied, if the centered coefficients
A —pi* are sub-Gaussian as well and lim,,_,o n exp(—C), p) = 0 holds for some positive constant
Cp > 0. See Remark 8 after the proof of Lemma 8.

Remark 7 (Elastic net). Our results in Theorem 10 should extend to the adaptive elastic net
estimator, see Zou and Zhang (2009) for an analysis of the adaptive elastic net in moderately
high dimensions. The asymptotic properties should be similar to those of the adaptive LASSO,
but its numerical performance may be better since the covariates in the design matrix X7
may be highly correlated.

4 Simulations

In this section we investigate numerically the performance of the adaptive LASSO with re-
spect to variable selection of the variances and covariances of the random coefficients in two
settings. Moreover, we consider various combinations for the sample size n and the number
p of coefficients to study the performance for growing p.
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We consider the linear random coefficient regression model (1) where the first four coef-
ficients (BQ,Bl,BQ,B3)T ~ Ny (MI,E’{) are normally distributed with mean vector pj =

(40, 15,0, —10)T and covariance matrix

10  15.65 —5.20 0

. 15.65 50 0 12.65

=520 0 30 —12.25
0 1265 —12.25 20

The exact correlations of the coefficients are pg; = Cor(By, B1) = 0.7, po2 = —0.3, p13 = 0.4,
p23 = —0.5 and evidently pps = p12 = 0. Furthermore, we set the fifth coefficient B4 equal
to 20 and add deterministic zeros for the remaining p — 5 coefficients in model (1). Hence we
obtain in total the mean vector

w= <(/[{)T, 20, 0;;75)>T

and the covariance matrix

E*:[ X1 04 (p—1) ]
Opp—a)xa  O(p—a)x(p-1)

(which equals the setting in Corollary 9) for the random coefficient vector A. Obviously
the number s, of non-zero elements in the half-vectorization o* of the covariance matrix X*
is always equal to 8 for each p > 5. Moreover, the covariates Wy,...,W,_1 in model (1)
are assumed to be independent and identically uniform distributed on the interval [—1,1]
(U[-1,1]) or on the set {—1,0,1} (U{-1,0,1}).

In our numerical study we simulate n pairs (Y1, W{ )T ..., (Y,, W])T of data according to
one of the above specified models and use them for variable selection of the second central
moments of the random coefficients. For that purpose we apply the adaptive LASSO 5L,
which is given in (18), with the ordinary LASSO estimator as well as the least squares esti-
mator as initial estimators ,"t. To determine the residuals of the first stage mean regression
we use the ordinary least squares estimator ﬁ%‘s The adaptive LASSO is computed in our
simulation by using the function glmnet of the eponymous package. Note that the intercept
of the regression model is not penalized by this function, which means that the variance of
the random intercept By is not penalized in our setting. This is plausible since the coefficient
By includes the deterministic intercept as well as a random error which is not affected by the
covariates.

In each of the following scenarios we perform a Monte Carlo simulation with m = 10.000
iterations to illustrate the sign-consistency of the adaptive LASSO a;}L for various sample
sizes, numbers of coefficients and supports for the regressors. Its regularization parameter A
is always chosen such that the sign-recovery rate is as high as possible. For this purpose we
use 1000 independent repetitions in each scenario, run through a grid for A in each data set
and determine the regularization parameters with a correct number of degrees of freedom.
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The average percentage of correct sign-recoveries are displayed in the subsequent Figure 1
for n = 5000 and Figure 4 for n = 10000 for both the least squares estimator as well as
the ordinary LASSO as initial estimators, and for both choices of covariates. As the LASSO
as initial estimator leads to much better selection performance, we concentrate on it in the
following, where we consider in more detail the number of false positives and false negatives.

(a) Findings for sample size n = 5.000.
Let us discuss the findings from Figures 1 - 3. Evidently for both kinds of regressors the
sign-recovery rate decreases if the number of coeflicients increases. Note that the number
of parameters which are estimated grows quadratically with the number p of random
coefficients since the half-vectorization ¢* of the covariance matrix ¥* has dimension
p(p + 1)/2. In particular, if we consider p = 60 coefficients in our model, we obtain
1830 variances and covariances. Hence the results look quite satisfying, however, if the
support of the regressors consists only of the three points {—1,0, 1}, the sign-recovery
rate is somewhat lower and decreases also slightly faster, as seen in Figure 1. Second,
there are rarely false positives, so that discoveries actually correspond to signals. The
error in the sign recovery mainly stems from false negatives, of which there are rarely

more than one, as seen in Figures 2 and 3.

o
S
=}
S

o
3
ol

e :
]
(9]

'

R

0.00- 0.00-
20 40 60 20 40 60
p p

Sign-recovery rate
o o
o o :

(9] o
Sign-recovery rate
o
a
o

o

o

o
'

Adaptive LASSO with least squares estimator —e— Adaptive LASSO with LASSO

Figure 1: left chart shows the sign-recovery rate for U[—1, 1] distributed regressors, right one
for U{—1,0, 1} distributed regressors. The sample size is always n = 5.000.

(b) Sample size n = 10.000.
In this setting the sign-recovery rate is in all scenarios much higher than in the first one
with n = 5000. In the bar charts of the false positives and false negatives there are no
unexpected results to detect.

For comparison, we also present a figure for the sign-recovery rate for the mean in Figure 7.
Here, even with the simple least squares estimator as initial estimator, the sign-recovery rate
is already very high for sample size n = 5000.
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Figure 2: frequency of false positives and false negatives for adaptive LASSO with LASSO as
inital estimator, U[—1, 1] distributed regressors and sample size n = 5.000.
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Figure 3: frequency of false positives and false negatives for adaptive LASSO with LASSO as
inital estimator, {—1,0, 1} distributed regressors and sample size n = 5.000.
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Figure 4: left chart shows the sign-recovery rate for U[—1, 1] distributed regressors, right one
for U{—1,0, 1} distributed regressors. The sample size is always n = 10.000.
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Figure 5: frequency of false positives and false negatives for adaptive LASSO with LASSO as
inital estimator, U[—1, 1] distributed regressors and sample size n = 10.000.
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Figure 6: frequency of false positives and false negatives for adaptive LASSO with LASSO as
inital estimator, U{—1,0, 1} distributed regressors and sample size n = 10.000.
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Figure 7: left chart shows the sign-recovery rate for U[—1, 1] distributed regressors, right one
for 4{—1,0, 1} distributed regressors. The sample size is always n = 5.000.
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5 Proofs of the main results

5.1 Proofs for Section 2
Proofs of Propositions 1 and 2

Proof of Proposition 1. Set u = \/Var(Bj). From s3 = s? +u?+2ps; uand |p| < 1 we obtain
the inequalities
(u—s1)% <83 < (u+ts1)%
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By equating s% = (u+ 31)2 we obtain the solutions +s9 — s1 for w, which yields u > so — 51
if s > s1. If s9 < s1 we obviously have only the bound v > 0. Equating 3% =(u— 81>2 gives
the solutions +s9 + s1 for u, which yields the bounds

u € [|31 — Sa|, 81+ 32]

for the standard deviation u = /Var(B;). Solving the equation at the beginning for the
correlation gives p = (s3 — s2 — u?)/(2s1u), which ranges over the whole interval [—1,1] if
s9 > s1. If s1 > s9, the correlation must be negative, and maximizing the above expression

for p over u yields u = /s? — s3, and finally the upper bound in (4). O

Proof of Proposition 2. 1t is enough to show that all mixed moments of order n are identified
from n + 1 support points, the claim then follows by induction. By model (3) we obtain

n

E[Y™ | Wy =w] =E[(By +w B1)"] :Zn: <1<;

> w*E[By* BY].
k=0

If W has distinct support points wi,...,w,11, We obtain a linear system for the moments
E[Bg_k Bﬂ, k=0,...,n. Its design matrix satisfies

det<< " >w’-€_1> H(n> det (wh1)

k—1) Y ike(ntl) =0 l (J )j,kE{l,...,n—H}
ot (n
(7)) M -wzo
=0

l 1<j<k<n+1

so that the solution is unique. In the last equation we used the determinant of the Vander-
monde matrix. ]

Proof of Theorem 3

The proof needs some preparations. Recall that points w1, ..., wq € R?! are said to be in
general position if 22:1 apwi = 04_1 for a; € R, Zzzl ap = 0, implies that a; = ... =
ag = 0. The following result is well-known.

Lemma 1. Points wi,...,wq € R are in general position if and only if one of the
following conditions holds.

1. wo —wi,...,Wq — W1 are linearly independent.

2. Foreachj € {1,...,d} the point wj is not contained in { ZZZM# Wy | Zi:l,k;ﬁj ap =
1}, the hyperplane generated by wy, k # j.

Lemma 2. If the support of W contains p points wi,...,Wp € RP~L in general position,
then the means p* = E[A] are identified.
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Proof of Lemma 2. The design matrix of the linear system E[Y | W = w;] = E[B] —i—ijE[B],
7 =1,...,p, has the same rank as the matrix

T
1 Wy

T T
0 wy —wy

T T
0 w, —wy

which is invertible by Lemma 1. O
Proof of Theorem 3. Suppose that S is of full rank. Since S contains the matrix

1 2w,

RP(P;U Xp

L 2Wopiy2

as a submatrix, in order for S to have full rank, it is necessary that this submatrix has rank p.
This implies that there are p points among the support points w1, ..., Wppy1)/2 in general
position, thus identifying the means by Lemma 2. Then, the linear system which determines
Var(Y |W = w;) in terms of the entries of ¥* has full-rank design matrix S, see (7), thus
identifying >* from the conditional variances.

Conversely, let m = p(p + 1)/2. Suppose that the condition is not satisfied, then all support
points w of W are such that the vectors v((1,w ")) are contained in an (m —1)-dimensional
linear subspace V' of R™. The p x p-dimensional positive semi-definite matrices form a convex
cone with interior consisting of positive definite matrices in the space of all p x p-dimensional
symmetric matrices. The image under the map vec is thus a convex cone C C R™ with
non-empty interior in R™.

Let z be a unit vector orthogonal to V, and let Z be the p x p-dimensional symmetric
matrix for which vec(Z) = z. Since the positive definite matrices are open in the space
of all p x p-dimensional symmetric matrices, given a positive definite matrix »*, for small
€ > 0 the matrix ¥y = X* + € Z will still be positive definite, and hence a covariance matrix.
Moreover, it is vec(X1) = vec(X*) + evec(Z) = vec(X*) + ez and (I,w') Z(1,w')T =
V((l,wT)T)Tz = 0 for w in the support of W by construction. Hence the conditional
variances (1,w')¥* (I, w')" and (1,w')¥; (1,w')" will be the same over the support of
W. Thus, for normally distributed A ~ N,(0,,%*) or A ~ Nj,(0,,%1), the conditional
normal distributions of Y | W = w will coincide, showing nonidentifiability. O

Proof of Theorem 4

For the proof of the theorem, we require the following lemma.

Lemma 3. Suppose that the support of W in (1) contains points satisfying the following
properties.

1. The p points W1,...,Wp € RP~1 are in general position.
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2. For each j € {1,...,p} there exist points Wj1,...,Wjp_1 € RP~L possibly equal to
those in 1., such that

® Wj,Wj1,...,Wjp_1 are in general position,

o for each j € {1,...,p}, k € {1,...,p — 1} there is a z;x € RP™! for which
Wj, Wik, Zjk are all distinct but generate only a one-dimensional affine space, i.e.
are all contained in a line.

Then the design matriz S in (9) formed from all the points wj, W; k, 2 x has full rank p(p+1)/2
and hence, the mean vector u* and the covariance matrix X* of the random coefficients A are
identified.

The minimal number of support points required in this lemma is p+p(p—1)/2 = p(p+1)/2,
which corresponds to the number of free parameters in 3*. For the proof of Lemma 3 we first

need the following two preliminary lemmas.

Lemma 4. Suppose that ¥ is a p X p-dimensional symmetric matriz and vq,...,vp € RP is
a known basis of RP. If v € RP and v'Y v, 1 < j < p, is identified, then v 'Y u is identified
for any vector u € RP. In particular, ¥ is identified from the values VJTE vi, 1 <3<k <p.

Proof of Lemma 4. Given u € RP we may write u = Zé’:l Ajvi with Aq,..., A\, € R. Then

P
viZu= E )\jvTEVj,
j=1

showing the first claim. For the second, let e, = (0,...,0,1,0,...,0)" denote the k™ unit
vector in RP. By assumption, one may write e = Z?:1 Ak,jVj, where Ay ; € Rand 1 <k < p.
Then

p
T 2 : T
Ekl = € b €] = )\de /\l’jQVjIEij .
Ji1.g2=1

The result follows from the assumptions and the symmetry of X. O
Lemma 5. Let vi,va, vy € R?P be such that each pair is linearly independent, but all three are

linearly dependent, so that vg = A\1v1+ Aova, where A1, Ao # 0. Then for a p X p-dimensional
symmetric matriz 3 it holds that

V;—EV{; X v{¥Yv; -\ V;ZVQ) .

Proof of Lemma 5. Plug in the expression for vg and compute the right side of the equation.
O

Proof of Lemma 3. By Lemma 2 and the first assumption the means p* are identified. Hence
we obtain the equations (6) or equivalently (7) with w ranging over the support points
mentioned in the statement of the lemma. To show that the design matrix S in (9) has full
rank p(p+1)/2, it suffices to show that from these equations one can uniquely solve for o*. To
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this end, from the second assumption, for j € {1,...,p} and k € {1,...,p — 1}, letting vq =
(l,ij)T, Vg = (l,Wka)T and vg = (l,ijk)T in Lemma 5 we identify (1,ij) x* (l,ijk)T.
Since (1,WJT) x* (1,WJ-T)T are also identified, from the first part in Lemma 4 we identify
(1, WJT) (1, WIT)T, j, 1 €{1,...,p}. Hence from the second part of that lemma and the first

assumption %* itself is identified. O

Proof of Theorem 4. For the sufficiency, suppose that the support of W; contains {w;, k =
1,2,3},j=1,...,p— 1. We apply Lemma 3 with

T .
ew; = (W1, W11, W2, Wit11,--,Wp-11) , J = 1,...,p — 1, and
T
wp = (Wi,1,...,Wp—1,1)

)

o forje{l,...,p—1},let wjx, k € {1,...,p—1}, k # j, enumerate the points having k*®
coordinate wy 2 and jth coordinate w2, otherwise coordinates wj 1, the corresponding

th

zjx having k™ coordinate w3, j° coordinate wjo, otherwise coordinates w; 1. Fur-

thermore, let w;; = wp and let z;; have 4* coordinate w3, otherwise wj 1,
T
o letwpy =wi, ke {l,...,p—1},and zp x = (W11, .., Wk—1,1, Wk,3, Whkt1,15- - - Wp—1,1)

The requirements of the lemma are then easily checked by applying Lemma 1, 1. The necessity
of at least three support points in each coordinate, if ¥* has full rank, is clear from Example
1. O

5.1.1 Proofs for Section 2.2

Proof of Proposition 5. The claims in 1. are clear. For 2., in both cases, from Var(By) =
Var(By + B1) we get that
Var(Bl) =2 (COV(B(), Bl) .

Since the covariance matrix (Cov((Bo, By, Bg)T) is positive semi-definite, setting s = Var(B),
we hence require
2 T T\T
s(z* —zv1) + v Cov((By,By) ) v>0 (25)

for any z € R, v = (v1,...,v,-1)" € RP7L.

(a) Choose v € RP~! in the kernel of Cov((By, Bg)") for which vy > 0. If we assume s > 0,
then for 0 < z < v; the form in (25) would be negative. Hence s = 0 in this case.

(b) If Cov((Bo,Bg)") has full rank, then for the minimal eigenvalue Amim > 0 of
Cov((Bo,Bg)") we have that

v Cov((Bo,B3)") v > Auin |05 -

Therefore, the form in (25) is positive definite for 0 < s < 4 Apip.
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Proof of Theorem 6. By (13), the symmetric multilinear form

w(vi, ..., Vi) :E[(ATvl) e (ATvk)], v; eRP, j5=1,...,Fk,
is identified over the diagonal
a(v) =u(v,...,v)
for v = (1,w') with w in the support of W.

We shall show that the symmetric multilinear form w is identified. Then, inserting unit vectors
(0,...,0,1,0,...,0) yields the k" -order mixed moments.

By multilinearity, it sufficies to show that u is identified over a basis of RP, that is, there exists
a basis vi,...,vp of RP such that u(v;,,...,v;,) is identified for all choices i; € {1,...,p}.
To this end, we use the polarization formula for symmetric multilinear forms (Thomas, 2014,
formula (7) ), which we write as

k

1 e~ .

u(vy,. . =1 E g jku((vi1 —|—...—|—V2‘j)/]). (26)
: {’i1,...i]‘}g{1,...,k}

Now for wy,...,w, as in the assumption of the theorem, the vectors (1, WiT), i=1,...,pare
linearly independent by the proof of Lemma 2, and for j € {1,...,k} and iy,...,i; € {1,...,p}
we have

((1,w;|;) + ...+ (l,wg;))/j = (1, (Wi, + ...+ wij)T/j)
with (wy; + ... + wy, )T/j in the support of W. Hence the terms on the right of (26) are
identified for k (not necessarily distinct) vectors (1,w,' ), thus also the form u. O
5.2 Proofs for Section 3.2
Proof of Theorem 10

Consider the following decomposition of the error term (17):

€7 = 6+ Cn + £n (27)
with
6 = (v(X1) Tvee(Dy = X7),...,v(Xn) Tvee(Dy — z:*))T, (28)
Go = (v(Xa) Tvee(a). ... v (%) Tvee(E,))

6= (v(Xa) Tvee(Fr). ... v (%) vee(Fun))

The matrices D1, ..., Dy, Ey, Fya, ..., Fpy are defined in (15) and (16).
For the proof of Theorem 10 we need the following auxiliary lemmas.

Lemma 6. Set Z3"' = % (XZ)Tén, then HzgleQ = Op (p//n).
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Proof of Lemma 6. 1t is
e[| z5"))2] = %E[agxg (%) T5,] = %E[trace((XZ)Tén 57%7))|

1 1 1
_ ﬁm[trace((xg)%[an 5T | X9] Xg)] —  trace (E[n (X9)TQe Xg]) ,

n
where QF = Cov (4, }Xg) is given in Lemma 10. It is obvious that
1 o\ T o o o
E 7(Xn) Qan =B ’
n

and hence we obtain by Assumption (A7) the estimate

[HZUIH } trace(B ) < )\max(BU) p(p+1) < cpoup(p+1) '
n 2n 2n
Markov’s inequality implies the assertion. O

Lemma 7. Set Z5° = 1 (X9) " ¢,, then || Z572||, = Oe (p/n).

Proof of Lemma 7. It is

|27, = H z

We multiply each entry of E,,, which is not on the diagonal, with v/2 and denote the resulting
matrix by E’n Then it is clear that Hvec(En)H2 < Hvec(En)H2 and Hvec(]E’n)H2 = [|Enlp-

Moreover, recall that E, = (u* — ﬁn) (u* — ﬁn)T is a rank-one matrix and hence || E, |y <

Z ( i Vec ))V(Xl)

2

[lvec(Ew) |,

M,2

2

|7in — p*||3. Hence we obtain

1
2zl < |3 ) e

n

PN *
— || — 113 = Op (1) Op (1) = Op (1)
M2 P

since /n/p [fin — u*lly = Op (1). O

Lemma 8. Set Z3° = % (X%)Tﬁn, then }|Z3’3H2 = Op (p3/2/n5/8 +p2/n3/4). In particular,
we obtain by Assumption (A8) the convergence \/n/p HZZ’?’HZ = Op (p'/2/nY/® + p/nt/*) =
op (1)

Proof of Lemma 8. Tt is

n

17550 = 5 3 (00| =23 (X7 (A=) X 0 =)o)
<> ;i(xi (A=) O XT |t~ il 29

=1 M,2
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and we have again \/n/p ||, — 1*||, = Op (1). Moreover, let

Talr) = ({14 ="l < 7}

-

S
I
—

with 7, > 0, then we obtain

1 . T . * . T
= ; (X7 (A1 =) )v(X0) X, .
1 - T ) * . T - T L
<> > (Xi (A —p ))v(xl) X{ 17 () i ;(x (Ai —p ))v(xl) X; Lre(r )HM2
1 n
< ﬁ Z ((Xl—r (A-l - M*))V(Xi) X;r ILTn(Tn) - E[(Xl (,A1 _ ,L"*)>V(Xi) X:r ]]'Tn(Tn):|>
i=1 M,2
1 S T * T 1 = T *
5 ZEKXi (Ai —p ))v(Xi) X; ILTW,(TR)} + Hn > (Xl (Ai—p ))V(Xl) X{ Lre(rn) .
i=1 M,2 i=1 )
(30)
For the first term of the sum we get
1 < i .
o2 ((x: (A5 = ") Jv(X3) X 17,0, —E[(xI (A5 — ") Jv(X3) X ILWD
i=1 M,2

n
= sup
ul eRP(P-’rl)/Q,uQ GRP7 =1

llw llgslluzll,<1

<UIV(X1) (X;r (Ai — /L*) XTUQ) ]l'Tn(Tn)

AR

- E[ulTv(Xi) (X7 (A = ) X o) 11771(%)}) .
(31)

For the second factors in brackets we obtain by the definition of the half-vectorization vec in
(5) and the vector transformation v in (8) the equation

X7 (Ag — 1) X up = X[ (Ag — p*) ug X; = %XI((Ai — ) ud +uz (A ) ") X

= %V(Xi)TVQC((Ai — ,u*) u; + ug (Ai — u*)T)

For the half-vectorization we can argue analogously as in Lemma 7 and bound its Euclidean
norm by

1 1
5 vee (A5 =) ud +uz (A=) ") || < || (A=) ud 4+ o (A1 =)
< [|(As =) ug|, < 1As =1l

Suppose that v(X) is sub-Gaussian with variance proxy Tf(x), then conditionally on the
coefficients Ay, ..., Ay, which are independent of the regressors Xy, ..., X,, we obtain in (31)
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for each uj,us a sum of centered and independent products consisting of two sub-Gaussian

. . . . 2 2 2
random variables with variance proxies Tf(X)HulHQ < TE(X) and Tf(X)H A — |3 Jug)? <
TE(X) 72. Hence, in particular, the products are sub-Exponential with parameter bounded by
Cy TVQ(X) Ty, for a universal constant C; > 0, see Vershynin (2018, Lemma 2.7.7). Following
the covering argument and applying the tail bound of sub-Exponential random variables as
in Wainwright (2019, Theorem 6.5) leads to

|

for universal constants Cy, C3,Cy > 0. Furthermore, we obtain for the third term in the sum
in (30) the estimate

% Z ((XIT (A; - u*))v(Xi) X; 17, (m)
=1

—E [(XIT (A — M"))V(Xi) X ﬂﬁ(m)])

. > C’zm\%) < Csexp (— Cyp?)

P l Enz (XT(A _,u*))V(X) X 1 >t| < P(TC(T )) < 051727n
"= Y VT M2 ) n\Tn)) = T4

n

for ¢t > 0, since

P =P U {14l > 7} ) < SoR(141 - ) > )
=1

i=1
N nE[|A — p*||3
= (1A - uly > 7)< 22 - ]
p 2
= L Y E[(A =) (A - )] s 6 B (32)
nokl=1 n

holds for a positive constant C5 > 0 by Assumption (A4). Moreover, we obtain

E {(XT (A;— u*))V(Xi) b ﬂn(m} =E [(XT (A; — M*))V(Xi) X{ (- ﬂTﬁ(Tn))}
because
B (X7 (A =) )w(06) X7 | = B (XTE[A = | X3 )o(%0) X7 | =00,

is satisfied by the independence of X; and A;. Hence the Cauchy Schwarz inequality implies
for the second term in (30) the estimate

% Zzn;E [(XIT (A; - u*))V(Xi) X; ﬂn(rn)]

M,2
1 n

= sup - ZE [(XIT (A; — ,u*)>u1TV(Xi) X ug (— L7e(rn))
up ERP(PFTL)/2 4y €RP, n i—1

l[urllgl[uzll,<1
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1
2 2 2
< sup E[(XT (A — N*)> (UIV(X)> (XTug)2] P(ﬁf(ﬂﬂ)) .
uleRP<P+1)/27u2€RP7
Hu1||2,||u2||2§1

Further,

N|=

sup E[(XT (A - p*))z(uIV(X))Q(XTW)Q]
uq eRp(p+1)/2’u2€Rp’
l[urllgs[luzfla<1

1
< sup E[(XT (A u*)ﬂ ' E|:<U1TV(X))8:| E[(XTua)"]
uleRP@“)/?,ugeRl’,
szl <1

E[(XT(A—M*)Y‘A}

00—

1 1
< C4E < CrE[||A - 3] < s v,

where Cg,C7,Cs > 0 are positive constants, since V(X) and X are sub-Gaussian and hence
their moments exist, see Wainwright (2019, Theorem 2.6). This implies together with (32)
the upper bound

1 1 3/2
" ZE[(X?(Ai — 1) ) (%) X{ ﬂn(m)] < Cs b (P(T5(m)))* < Csv/C5 2 iy
i=1 M,2 "
So all in all collecting the terms leads to
p( || zn: (XT (A=) v(x) XT | 22622 4205 /G5 T
n & i i M2 \F
2
< Cg;pii1 +O36Xp(— C4p2) .
Tn
If p>n/7 — 0 is satisfied, we obtain by (29) the rate
3/2 2
o3| _ Tn P b~
220l = 0r (2274 7).
Let 7, = n®/®, then p?n/7* = p?/\/n — 0 by Assumption (A8), and
32 2
0,3 _ p R
2221, = B+ 20
[

Remark 8. Suppose that the vector A — u* is sub-Gaussian with variance proxy Ti, then
we can use in the proof of Lemma 8 the estimate

2
1) ) 2o )
VERP,||v][,<1 8Ta
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see Rigollet and Hiitter (2019, Theorem 1.19). Let 7, = \/(Cp + log(6))8 75 p with C), > 0,
then

(Cp +10g(6))8 74 p
87’%

”P(HA—M*H2 >Tn> < n exp (— +plog(6)> =nexp(—Cpp) — 0.

Hence HZ573H2 = Op (p*/n) and, in particular, \/n/p HZZ’?’H2 = Op (p/v/n) = op (1).

Proof of Theorem 10. We shall use the primal-dual witness characterization of the adaptive
LASSO in Lemma 11 in the supplement, Section B, to prove the sign-consistency (24). We
obtain by Assumption (A5) and Wainwright (2019, Theorem 6.5) that

1

—(X° TXO’_CU
L)X

=06 (Volp + 1)/n) = Oz (p/v/)

M,2

which implies together with the Assumptions (A6) and (A8) the invertibility of the Gram
matrix for large n, and hence by Loh and Wainwright (2017, Lemma 11) we get also

= Op (p/v/n).

M,2

(o) - e

Furthermore, basic properties of the ¢5 operator norm and Assumption (A6) lead to

T -1

-1
H( Z,Sg)TXz,Sa<(Xg,SU) %,Sa) — Cges, (C8,5,)

M,2

)

1 -1 _
ﬁ( Z,Sg)T .50 (n (XZ,SU)T Z,sa> — Ces, (CE,s,) !

M,2

g l g T ag _ o
S (HCSgSG M2 + n ( n,Sg) n,Se CSg—So' MyQ)
1 s Two -1 - 1
' (n (X7.s,) n,SJ> —(C%.s.)
M,2
I (o \Two o o 1
+ n ( n,Sg) n,Se ngsa H( SJSG) H )= Op (p/\/ﬁ) .

In particular, this implies

1 o) T T -1
(henmxe) | —oe). | e a5 W) | =00 )
" M,2 M,2
(33)
Moreover, let G;ﬁﬁm ‘= mingeg, |6'\;L?]i€t|, then
81ilnririin - O-r*nin 1 ini b
> S 6_\1n1t _ O'* — OIP’ — L ) =op (1)
U;knin O-;knin H " H2 O—:;lin \/ﬁ
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since /n/p ||o M — o*||, = Op (1) and p/(o};, /) — 0. This implies

O min

see van der Vaart (1998, Section 2.2). Hence we obtain

1 A2 1 /SogA? 1
@ An ( ~mt ] © sign(a}g)) < A ~init < T ~init
p |0 s, . Pl p CrvAll

n,min

_ \/SU]:)‘% (ainip )—1 — op (1) (34)

since /s, n A} /(0. p) — 0 by assumption. It follows that

n -1 1 . 1
S nss) Z,sg((XZ,sg)TXZ,Sa) (AZ <Almt @Slgn(030)>> + - (X7s;) Pxg,, en
p |O’”,So’ n 2
<o) s, (050 Tz ) | o (g sien(o) )
e ’ ’ ’ M2 P o5, )
n |1 -1 n |1
L2 Gtz ) x|+ e s () ) )T
p |in 2 M2 P (IT 2
=Op (1) op (1) +Op (1) + Op(1) = Op(1), (35)
by Lemmas 6 - 8 and (33), where
o o \Txo N\ e T
PX;A;,SU = In - Xn750' ((Xnysa) nyso) ( nyso') °

Furthermore, it is

|G it ) Haﬁnfqtg 2 _ H&‘;Lngg — 0%, g |30 — o], B Valp||Fim — o,

AT A A% B A% (Vn/p) A7
for all k € 5¢. The condition v/n/p||g ™" — 0*||, = Op (1) together with n AZ /p* — oo implies
the convergence

(\/EZZ) Y n)\;/p2 Op (1) =op(1).

Hence it follows by (35) that the first condition (43) of Lemma 11 is satisfied with high
probability for a sufficient large sample size n. Furthermore, let

_ 1 1
nsy =%, + (5 (60.5,) %0, ) <n< ) e

Then we obtain
N | 1 -1
\pf 50,5, <n( Z,SU)TXZ,SU>
N4

1 )
— ©sign (a}g))) .

’an,Sg

(ﬁ
M,2 p

1 .
+ W A7 < S ® 81gn(aga)>

= Op (1)(Op (1) +op (1)) = Op (1)

1
- (X%S‘,)%Z

)

_O-gaHZ =

2
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by (33), (34) and Lemmas 6 - 8. In particular, this implies

”&”750 - Jé“z =Op (p/\/ﬁ) =op(1)

by Assumption (A8), and hence the second condition, sign(&mgc) = sign(aj‘%), of Lemma
11 is also satisfied with high probability for large sample sizes n. Sign-consistency of the
adaptive LASSO and 8,{0%0 = 0p,5, is the consequence. O
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A Supplement: Proofs for Section 3.1

Proof of Proposition 7

Proof of Proposition 7. From Theorem 4, under the assumptions of the proposition the matrix

= [o (D)) (9]

is of full rank with positive probability. Therefore, the random positive semi-definite matrix

Lo = L (0w ) o))

for n > p(p + 1)/2 is positive definite with positive probability. Hence its expected value,
which equals C?, is positive definite. O

Proof of Theorem 8

Turning to the proof of Theorem 8, recall the decomposition (27) of the error term (17).

Lemma 9. Under the conditions of Theorem 8, we have that

1 T
7n (X7) (Cn+&n) =0p(1).
The proofs of the previous as well as the following lemma are deferred to the end of this

section.

Lemma 10. Set Z7' = - (Xg)Tén, then

n

B

E[Zg’l }X;ﬂ =0ppt1)/2 and (COV(Zg’l

where Q2 is a diagonal matriz with entries v(X1) T U* v(Xy1),...,v(Xn) ' ¥*v(Xy). In par-
ticular, Cov(Z3") = B and Z3" = Op (1).

Proof of Theorem 8. We shall use the primal-dual witness characterization of the adaptive
LASSO in Lemma 11 in the supplement, Section B, to prove the sign-consistency (21), and
the Lindeberg-Feller central limit theorem for random vectors, see van der Vaart (1998, Propo-
sition 2.27), to prove the asymptotic normality (22). For more details see also the proof of
Theorem 10 if necessary. By Lemmas 9 and 10, setting

-1
Pyo =In X0, ((XZ,SU)T Z,sg) (X7s,) "
we have that

1
7 ( 2753)TPX5’SU 6% =Op (1) .
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In addition, the requirements v/n A7 — 0 and /n (6, — 6*) = Op (1) in Theorem 8 lead to
)\‘7 A
. Vn vn E 4

— |O.1n1t

(36)
ot = ot — ot

for all k € S, since || > 0 for these k. This implies

o \To o \Txo N\ Yy 1 N Lo T o
(%.55) K0, ((K05,) "X, ) (An(‘aﬁoy @s1gn(aso))> + = (Xa5) Py, e
=Op(L)op(1)+Op (1) =Op(1). (37)

Moreover, y/n (5,7 — o*) = Op (1) implies also \/ﬁﬁ;L“,;t = Op (1) for all k € SS since o} =0
for these k. Thus, by the second requirement n A — oo on the regularization parameter it
follows that

vn

VN n\, v
‘O.lnlt f}01n1t

for all k € SS. Together with (37) this implies the first condition (43) of Lemma 11 with high
probability for a sufficient large number n of observations. Furthermore, let

-~ * 1 (on (o2 _1 1 (o g g 1 : *
On,Sy =0g, + (n ( mSU)TXn’SU> (n ( n,sg)Ten -\ ( =i ® s1gn(asa)>> .

n,Se

— 00

Then we obtain

Vn (Ons, —08,) = <1

n

( Z,SJ)TXZ,SG) %( Z,SU)TEZJFOP(D

by (36). Moreover, with Lemmas 9 and 10 it follows that
- 1 T 1

. __x == (x° e -

\/ﬁ (U So Usa) (n ( n,sa) n7S(}'> \/ﬁ
=0p (1) +op (1) =Op (1),

(X5.s,) 0n+o0p (1) (38)

which leads to 0y, 5, —0% = op (1) . Therefore the second condition, sign (5n750) = sign (agg),
of Lemma 11 is also satisfied with high probability for large n. Sign-consistency of the adaptive
LASSO and 35%5 = 0p,s, is the consequence.

Note that for the asymptotic normality (22) of the rescaled estimation error only the first
term in (38) is crucial. Hence we consider the random vectors

70 = o= L3 ) = S (000 ) 0,

where D; = (A; — p*)(A; — ,u*)T and J,, is defined in (28). Now we want to apply the
Lindeberg-Feller central limit theorem for the array

Qn,i = (v(Xi)Tvec(Di - E*)) v(Xj), 1=1,...,n,

L
NG
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of random vectors. These are independent and identically distributed in each row (for fixed n)
since (X{,A])",..., (X}, A})T are independent and identically distributed. Furthermore,
they are centered,

E[Qni] = 11@:[}3 [v(Xi)Tvee(D; - ) ‘XZ] V(Xi)] = LE[0-v(X0)] = 0ypi1)s.

v v

and for the sum of the covariance matrices

Z Cov (sz) = Cov < Z Qn,z) = Cov (Zg»l)
=1 i=1

we get by Lemma 10

i Cov(Qn,;) =B7.
=1

Moreover, we obtain for arbitrary 6 > 0 the equation

ZE[|rQn,iu§ 1{]|Qn
=1

> 5}} _E [V(X)Tvec(D _ 3 v(X) Tvee(D = 5) v(X) Tv(X)

- H{v(X) Tvee(D — =) v(X) Tvec(D — £%) v(X) "v(X) > 6?n}| .

The expected mean E[v(X) vec(D — 5*) v(X) Tvec(D — £*) v(X) Tv(X)] exists because of
Assumption 1 and the Cauchy Schwarz inequality. Thus we get

Tim ;E[u@mug 1{lull, > 8}] =0

by Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem, which coincides with Lindeberg’s condition,
see van der Vaart (1998, Proposition 2.27). Hence the mentioned proposition implies the
weak convergence

n

o\ T d o
(Xn) on = Z @ni — @~ Np(p+1)/2 (0p(p+1)/2>B ) )

=1

o1 __
Ly =

Si-

respectively

1
Vi (X75,) 00 -5 Qs, ~ Moy (04,.B,5,) -

So all in all a multivariate version of Slutsky’s theorem, see for example van der Vaart (1998,
Theorem 2.7, Lemma 2.8), together with equation (38) leads to

~ d -1
Vi (s, —05,) — (Cs,) Qs, -
In addition, it follows that

(C,5,) " Qs ~ N, (04, (C55,) B, (CE5,) )

by the symmetry of C¢  and the properties of the multivariate normal distribution, and
hence the asymptotic normality (22). O
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Proof of Lemma 9. We prove Lemma 9 in two steps. First we show that

1

J (K0) G =oe (1) (39)
We obtain
1
T TZ: TCn X;) IZ< X;) vec ))V(Xl)
:L p(p+1)/2
_ i vec En v Xi
fz< S vk e ),)v (%)
(p+1) n
Z v vee( (ib ZV(Xl)qV(X1)> ; (40)
=1 i=1
where

E, = (N* - ﬁn) (N* - ﬂn)—r

By the assumption on i, we get egEn e = (ﬁnk — MZ) (ﬁnl — MZ‘) = Op(1/n) for k,l €
{1...,p}, and hence also

Vnvec(Ey), = Op (%) (41)

for all ¢ € {1,...,p(p + 1)/2}. Furthermore, the random vectors Q! = v(Xj)
independent and identically distributed with

X;) J :p(pil‘;/z]EUv(Xi)rv(Xi)q” <o,

v (Xi) are

[10!1,] < E[1efl,] ||+ (x

so that by the law of large numbers

D ov(Xi), v(Xi) = O (1) (42)

for all ¢ € {1,...,p(p+ 1)/2} follows. In summary, (40), (41) and (42) lead to (39).
In the second step, consider

p(p+1)/2

\/lﬁ e, IZ< Soowv iqvec(Fm-)q>V(Xi),

q=1
where F),; = (Ai — u*) (u* — /’ln)T + (,u* — ﬁn) (Ai — u*)T . Then we obtain analogously

p n
(x7) & = > Vi (fing — 1) < - %ZXi,chi,l (Aig — ) V(Xi)>
=1

k=1
= Op (1) op (1) = op (1),

Si-
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since
E[Xl,le,l (A — 1) V(Xl)} =0
by the independence of X3 and Aj. O

Proof of Lemma 10. We obtain by simple calculation E[6, ‘ X¢] = 0,, and Cov (6, ‘ X7) =Q7,
hence

E[Z3'|X5) = —= (X9) "E[0n | X5] = 0,112

Sl-

and

Cov (25| %7) = - (%3) "Cov(6n | X7) X7 =  (x7) 07 X7

1
n
For random variables @1, Q2 and Q3 the law of total covariance implies the decomposition

Cov(Q1, Q) = E|Cov(Q1, Q2| Qs) | + Cov(E[Q:1 | Qs] E[Q2 | Qs]) -
This can be extended to random vectors and covariance matrices and hence we obtain

x7))

Cov(Z7") = E|Cov (25!

x7)] + Cov(E[2g!

1 T
=E|— (X7) Q2X%| =B°.
Rk
Boundedness in probability follows since by the law of large numbers,

% (XZ)TQZ X5 = lezn: (V(Xi)T\P* V(Xi)) V(Xi) V(Xi)T — B°.

=1

B Supplement: The adaptive LASSO
We look for a fixed number n € N of observations at the ordinary linear regression model
Yn = Xn 5* +én,

where Y, € R™ is the vector of the response variables, X,, € R"*P the deterministic design
matrix, 8* € RP the unknown coefficient vector and e, € R”™ represents additive noise.
Moreover, we allow the coefficients 8* to be sparse, in other words it is s < p for

S:s.upp(ﬁ*):{ke{l,...,p}‘,BZ;éO}, s=195].

In addition, let S¢ = {1,...,p} \ S be the relative complement of S. Because of the sparsity
of the coefficients the linear regression model can also be expressed by

Yn = Xn,S/BE‘ +én-
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Consider the adaptive LASSO estimator with regularization parameter A, > 0, given by

~ (1 P
B € pih = argmin ( 1Y — X0 8115 + 22 Lﬂk| ) ,
' BERP n

where B,init € RP is an initial estimator of 5*. If Bﬁn,;t = 0, we require B = 0 in the above
definition.

Lemma 11 (Primal-dual witness characterization of the adaptive LASSO). Assume s < n
and rank(X,, 5) = s. If

_ 1 A
X, X5 (X] sXns) A ( @Slgn(ﬂ5)> o Kns Pt en| < (49)
‘ nS‘ 7 ‘ n,5°
with
-1
PXDLS = ITL - X?’L,S (XT—;SXn:S) X"IS
holds, and

~ . (1 ! 1
Bn,s = Bs + <n XI,sXms) (n X5 €n = An <mmlt O Slgn(ﬂs)))

satisfies sign(ﬁmS) = sign(ﬂg), then the unique adaptive LASSO solution pnAI)jn = {B,{*L}
satisfies

sign(@éﬁ) = sign(ﬁ ) an = Bn,S and B\fgq“g = 0j5¢| -

Proof. Cf. Lemma 12.1 in Zhou et al. (2009) with & = (l/lﬁlmt , - l/lﬁm‘t\)T eRP. O

C Supplement: Estimating the means with diverging number
p of parameters

The model is given in vector-matrix form by
VA = X el

where

.
Yi= (Vi,..., ), XE = [Xy,.. Xy] !, = (XI(A1 —,u*),...,XI(Anfu*))

Then the adaptive LASSO estimator with regularization parameter \}; > 0 is given by

1 1Bkl
Al € porw = arﬁgggn (n I8 — XE Bl + 208 ] ) (44)
k=1 )
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where 71"t € R? is an initial estimator of u*. Note that if ﬁ;n}gt = 0, we require again §; = 0.
Further, let

Cr=E[XX], B = E[(X 2 X) XX,
and we denote by

S, == supp(p*) = {ke{l,...,p}{uz#()}, Su = [Sul,

the support of the mean vector p*. S§ = {1,...,p} \ S, is again the corresponding relative
complement.

Assumption 3 (Growing p). We assume that (X;", A/ )T, i =1,...,n, are identically dis-
tributed, and that

(A9) the random coefficients A have finite second moments,
(A10) the covariate vector X is sub-Gaussian,

(A11) ccry < Amin (C“) < Amax (C“) < ccm,y for some positive constants 0 < ccon) < copy <
00, where Apin(A) and Apax(A) denote the minimal and maximal eigenvalues of a
symmetric matrix A,

(A12) Apax (B“) < ¢Bu,y for some positive constant cguy > 0,
(A13) limy, o0 p/n = 0.

Theorem 11 (Variable selection for growing p). Let Assumption 3 be satisfied, and assume
that for the initial estimator [ in the adaptive LASSO [AV in (44) we have
V/n/p Hﬂf{lit — ,u*HQ = Op (1). Moreover, if the reqularization parameter is chosen as \j — 0,

VN (Hin VD) = 05 V/P/(fiin VR) = 0, n N /p — o0
with p}, = mingeg, |y, then it follows that AL is sign-consistent,
]P’(sign(ﬁfL) = sign(u*)) — 1. (45)
For the proof of Theorem 11 we need the following auxiliary lemma.
Lemma 12. Set Z}, = 1 (Xﬁ)Teﬁ, then || Z5||, = Op (v/p/n).

Proof of Lemma 12. 1t is
1 1
E|122113) = =5 B[ (ch) "Xt (Xia) Teh] = — E [ brace ((X%) el () TX0) |
n n

= % E[trace((Xﬁ)TE[eﬁ (5ﬁ)T ‘ Xﬁ] Xﬁé)}
1 1

= —trace| E|— (XE) ' QuX01 ],
n n
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where Q) = Cov(eh | X}) is a diagonal matrix with entries X{ ¥*X{,..., X ¥* X[ It is
obvious that

1
B[ - oup | — B
n

and hence we obtain by Assumption (A12) the estimate

trace (B“) A (B“) D CBuuD
2 max ,
E[I213] = < < CBral,
n n
Markov’s inequality implies the assertion. ]

Proof of Theorem 11. We shall use the primal-dual witness characterization of the adaptive
LASSO in Lemma 11 in Section B to prove the sign-consistency (45). We obtain by Assump-
tion (A10) and Wainwright (2019, Theorem 6.5) that

ZOP(\/an),

1
| ey - o

M,2

which implies together with the Assumptions (A11) and (A13) the invertibility of the Gram
matrix for large n, and hence by Loh and Wainwright (2017, Lemma 11) we get also

= Op (M)

M,2

(o) (e

Furthermore, basic properties of the {5 operator norm lead to

T T -1 -1
|t ) o, (020 TR, ) = O, (Ch)

=Op (\/I%)

M,2

In particular, this implies

Gowrs)”

T T -1
=0p (1), H(XZ,SE) X} s, ((XZ,SH) XZ,SM) HM2 =Op(1).

M,2
(46)

~init

Moreover, let fi," 0,

— minges, [/, then

1 -~ init * < \/]3 )
_ —Op [ Y ) =0p(1
= i W p = e ) = 0e )

since \/n/p ||A — ||, = Op (1) and /p/(p}s, /1) — 0. This implies

pinit % —1
(1 + lu’n,rmn Mmln) _ OIP’ (1) :

*
Hmin

*
:un,min ~ Hmin

*
Homin

‘ ~init
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and hence we obtain

n 1 . .
P (G @ s, )

n,Sy

< NP 1
|’\1n1t

\/Su”)‘ﬁ ~init \—1
= T ( n,min)
V Sum )‘l'f; - M’rlznlllt;m M;knin !
_:L/ﬁ(*min)l(l—'—/dﬁ)
~/5u )\“ Op (1)
lu’mm \/>
=op (1) (47)

1

| - init

lunS

‘/sun)\ﬁ
VP

since /S AL/ (1hin /P) — 0 by assumption. It follows that

/s

T —1 1 . N 1 T
(6hep) 2, (200 205) (3 (i om0 )+ £ ) e,

n,Sy
n,Sy

2

1 n 1
< (o) X, (R s,) X, H Ag(A.. o sign (i )
= H( ”7Su) n,Su ( nSM) n,Sy M2 D M;Lr,ng Slgn(“SM) 2
n|l T T T -1 n|1 T
+\/; ﬁ( szﬁ) e +H(XZ,S;3) XiS,A((Xﬁ,su) Xisu) HM2 » E( szu) Eh )
=Op(1)op (1) + Op (1) + Op (1)
=Or (1) (48)

by Lemma 12 and (46), where

T -1 T
Par,, =Tn = Xig, ((R1s) Kis,)  (Ks)

Furthermore, it is

‘ﬁranllft Hﬁénglc _ }ﬁ;zngc :U’*Sﬁ 2 < H/j,lmt ’U'*H2 _ FH’\mlt M*HQ

for all k € 5¢. The condition \/n/p ||EiM* — p*||, = Op (1) together with n A}, /p — oo implies
the convergence

init

‘Nnk o 1

FAg_nAﬁ/pOP(l):OP(l)'

Hence it follows by (48) that the first condition (43) of Lemma 11 is satisfied with high
probability for a sufficient large sample size n. Furthermore, let

_ N 1 T 1 T 1 . «
Hn,S, = s, + (n (Xﬁ,su) Xﬁ,su) <n (XZ,SH) &= A ( fmit © Slgn(“&))) :

n,Sy
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Then we obtain

\/j‘ l(X“

T
n n,S#) E!Ti

)

~ *
Hn,s, — Mg, 9 <

Loon \Ten -
E(Xn,su) Xn,SM

n
+ _
p

= Op (1)(0p (1) +op (1)) = Op (1)

NE

1 . N
)‘Z <|Iainit © Slgn(“&;))

n,Sy

2

by (46), (47) and Lemma 12. In particular, this implies
s -], - 00 (V) = or )

by Assumption (A13), and hence the second condition, sign(ﬁn,su) = sign(,u*su), of Lemma

*
Hn,S, — Mg,

11 is also satisfied with high probability for large sample sizes n. Sign-consistency of the
adaptive LASSO and ﬁ;ﬁgﬂ = [in,s, is the consequence. O
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