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Abstract

The method of instrumental variables provides a fundamental and practical tool for causal
inference in many empirical studies where unmeasured confounding between the treatments
and the outcome is present. Modern data such as the genetical genomics data from these
studies are often high-dimensional. The high-dimensional linear instrumental-variables re-
gression has been considered in the literature due to its simplicity albeit a true nonlinear
relationship may exist. We propose a more data-driven approach by considering the non-
parametric additive models between the instruments and the treatments while keeping a
linear model between the treatments and the outcome so that the coefficients therein can
directly bear causal interpretation. We provide a two-stage framework for estimation and
inference under this more general setup. The group lasso regularization is first employed
to select optimal instruments from the high-dimensional additive models, and the outcome
variable is then regressed on the fitted values from the additive models to identify and es-
timate important treatment effects. We provide non-asymptotic analysis of the estimation
error of the proposed estimator. A debiasing procedure is further employed to yield valid
inference. Extensive numerical experiments show that our method can rival or outperform
existing approaches in the literature. We finally analyze the mouse obesity data and discuss
new findings from our method.

Keywords: Causal inference; Group lasso; High-dimensional inference; Instrumental
variables; Nonparametric additive models.
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1. Introduction

The method of instrumental variables has been extensively used in observational studies
to control for unmeasured confounding. If measurements of the treatments and the out-
come are confounded by unobserved variables, the casual effects of the endogenous treat-
ments can be identified if instrumental variables are available. The instrumental variables
need to be independent of the unmeasured confounders and can only affect the outcome
indirectly through the treatment variables. The method originates from early research
on structural equations in econometrics (Wright, 1928; Anderson and Rubin, 1949), and
has become increasingly popular in biostatistics and epidemiology with Mendelian random-
ization as one of the most exciting recent applications (Davey Smith and Ebrahim, 2003;
Didelez and Sheehan, 2007; Lin et al., 2015; Burgess et al., 2017). The general setting of
this method involves modeling the instrument-treatment and treatment-outcome relation-
ships. The classical two-stage least squares approach assumes linearity of both relationships
and is widely used in the low-dimensional setting. However, in many concurrent studies,
data are often high-dimensional. For example, gene expression data collected to identify ge-
netic variants associated with complex traits in genome-wide association studies are usually
high-dimensional. Many factors such as unmeasured environmental conditions may induce
spurious associations and distort the true relationships between the gene expressions and
the outcome of interest. Nevertheless, the random assortment of the genes transferred
from parents to offspring resembles the use of randomization in experiments, and single
nucleotide polymorphisms (SNPs) therefore serve as natural instrumental variables. The
SNPs are also high-dimensional.

Recent developments of the instrumental-variables regression have introduced regu-
larization as a means to address the high dimensionality issue (Gautier and Rose, 2011;
Belloni et al., 2012; Fan and Liao, 2014; Cheng and Liac, 2015; Belloni et al., 2022). For
example, Belloni et al. (2012) use the lasso to select optimal instruments from a large pool
when the number of treatments remains fixed or low-dimensional. Various procedures using
different types of regularization have been proposed thereafter. See Hansen and Kozbur
(2014) and Fan and Zhong (2018), among others. Linear methods in which the instru-
ments and treatments are both high-dimensional have also been considered (Lin et al.,
2015; Zhu, 2018; Gold et al., 2020). Lin et al. (2015) demonstrate an application of the
high-dimensional linear instrumental-variables regression to genetic genomics. However,
nonlinear effects of the SNPs on the gene expressions are likely to exist as can be seen from
some recent articles that employ different kernel-based procedures to capture possible nonlin-
ear relationships (Wang et al., 2015; Zhang and Ghosh, 2017; Zhan et al., 2017; Zhao et al.,
2019). While these methods keep fully nonparametric forms in linking the gene expressions
and SNPs, they are not very effective when applied to the high-dimensional regime. Zhu
(2018) also considers the high-dimensional linear instrumental-variables regression for peer
effect estimation in econometrics. Specifically, to analyze the effects of peers’ output on a
firm’s production output using panel data, the Research and Development expenditures of
peer firms from a previous period are treated as potential instrumental variables for the
endogenous treatments. Nevertheless, when the linear relationships are in question, which
likely are, the approach by Zhu (2018) may lead to unignorable bias.



HIGH-DIMENSIONAL NONPARAMETRIC ADDITIVE IV REGRESSION

Specification of the outcome equation, either in a parametric or nonparametric form, is
often based on expert knowledge or domain theory. The treatment model, however, can
be more data-driven and should involve nonlinear relationships when possible to reduce
bias (Newey, 1990; Fan and Zhong, 2018). To better approximate the treatments using
optimal instruments, a general nonparametric model can be beneficial. A substantial body
of the recent literature on high-dimensional nonparametric estimation focuses on the addi-
tive models (see, e.g., Huang et al., 2010, and references therein). To this end, we consider
the high-dimensional additive models to capture the nonlinear effects of the large number
of instrumental variables on the treatments. We keep the linearity assumption for the
outcome model so that its coefficients directly bear causal interpretations. We allow the
dimensions of both the instrumental variables and the treatments to be larger than the
sample size. Similar to the regularized two-stage framework for the high-dimensional linear
instrumental-variables regression, our proposed procedure consists of a first stage in which
we use the group lasso to select important instruments to best predict the treatments, and a
second stage in which we employ lasso to regress the outcome on the first-stage predictions
to perform variable selection and estimation. We provide rigorous non-asymptotic analysis
of the estimator and further employ a debiasing procedure to establish valid inference.

In contrast to existing methods in the literature, the present work has the following
favorable features and makes several contributions to the high-dimensional instrumental-
variables regression. Firstly, the proposed procedure is more data-adaptive which allows
possible nonlinear instrument-treatment relationships under high dimensions. A few re-
cent articles from the machine learning literature adopt deep learning to better estimate
the instrumental-treatment relationships (Hartford et al., 2017; Xu et al., 2020). However,
these methods typically require the dimensions of the instruments and the treatments both
be smaller than the sample size, and are not directly applicable to the setting considered in
the present article. Secondly, for the high-dimensional additive models in the first stage, we
develop a probabilistic bound for the estimation error of the group lasso estimator. Com-
pared with existing work in this area (e.g., Huang et al., 2010), we explicitly derive the
non-asymptotic probabilistic bounds of the estimation errors, which may be of indepen-
dent interest. Similar probabilistic bounds for the estimation error of the second stage
are also provided. Lastly, we provide statistical inference for the causal parameters of in-
terest by leveraging the debiasing procedures under high dimensionality. It is recognized
that inference for high-dimensional models is typically difficult even when endogeneity is
not present (Javanmard and Montanari, 2014; Zhang and Zhang, 2014; van de Geer et al.,
2014). Gold et al. (2020) consider inference in the high-dimensional linear instrumental-
variables regression to deal with endogeneity. The present work goes beyond that by estab-
lishing valid inference in the more flexible additive models. Hence, our work enriches the
literature on high-dimensional inference that explicitly handles endogeneity.

2. The sparse additive instrumental-variables model

Suppose we have n independent and identically distributed observations from a population
of interest. Let y;, z;, and z; denote the ith observations of the outcome, the p x 1 vector
of treatment variables, and the ¢ x 1 vector of instrumental variables, respectively, where
i=1,...,n. Without loss of generality, assume the z;’s and y;’s are centered. Consider the
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following joint modeling framework:

q
yi=aiB+m, wmio=y fuelzg)+ew (i=1,....m £=1,....p), (1)
=1

where 7; ~ N(0,02) and g;p ~ N(0,02). Assume the treatment variables are endogeneous
in the sense that E(n; | ;) # 0, and the instrumental variables satisfy E(n; | zj) =
E(ei | zi5) = 0. The fje(-)’s are unknown smooth functions with compact support [a, b],
where a < b. To ensure identifiability, assume E{f;¢(2;;)} = 0 for each 4, j and ¢. This is
commonly assumed in the literature on additive models. We also impose some smoothness
conditions on the f;,(-)’s and set the function class of consideration to a Holder space F.

Assumption 1 For j=1,...,q and { =1,...,p, the function f;, belongs to F, where

F= {f: |fF () — fR)(2)]| < Ol — 2], 2,7 € [a,b]; sup |f(z)] < Oo}

z€[a,b]
with d = kg + ag > 1.5 and a universal constant Cy > 0.

This assumption is common in nonparametric regression (see, e.g., Fan et al., 2015;
Stone, 1985; Huang et al., 2010). Other similar assumptions such as existence of high-order
continuous derivatives are also widely adopted (Assumption A3, Horowitz and Mammen,
2004).

In model (1), we are mainly interested in estimating the average treatment effects,
B. The linear setting has been investigated by Lin et al. (2015) and Zhu (2018), where
Z;Z':l fje(zij) = zF~e. Here, we relax the linearity assumption and embrace the more general
nonparametric additive form. Define J, = {j: fj # 0} for £ =1,...,p, and L = {{: B, # 0}.
The sparsity assumption for the high-dimensional additive model entails that |J,| < r for all
¢ and some positive integer r, where |.J;| denotes the cardinality of the set J,. Similarly, we
assume s-sparsity in the second stage with |£| < s, where s is a positive integer. To rewrite
model (1) in matrix form, let Y = (y1,...,y,)" € R", X = (21,...,2,)" € R™*P n =
(M- oma)® € R Fy = (Fj, ..., Fjp) € RWP with Fjp = {fje(215),.- ., fje(zns)}" € R,
and € = (e1,...,&p) € R™*P with ey = (€1¢,...,6n0)" € R" for j=1,...,gand L =1,...,p.
Then model (1) can be rewritten as

Y =XB+n X=F+e,

where F' = 23:1 F;. To handle high dimensionality and endogeneity, we allow p,q > n
and develop a two-stage penalized estimation framework.

In the first stage, we estimate each univariate function f;, via the B-spline approximation.
Let a = § < & < -+ < &k < €x+1 = b be an equal-distanced partition of [a,b], where
K = [n”] is a positive integer for some 0 < v < 0.5. Let I, = [§,&41) fort =0,..., K —1
and Ixx = €k, Ex+1]. Let {¢r(-)}7, be the normalized B-splines such that each of them
is (i) a polynomial function of degree L on Igy for t = 0,..., K, and (ii) up to (L — 1)
times continuously differentiable on [a,b], where L > 1 is an integer and m = K + L.
A well-known property of such normalized basis functions is that 0 < ¢r(z) < 1 and
S dk(2) = 1 for any z € [a,b] (Schumaker, 2007, Theorem 4.20). Given the z;;’s,
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let Yy (1) = ¢r(-) —n 130" dp(zij) for i = 1,...,n and j = 1,...,q. We will denote
Yr(-) = Yg;(-) when no confusion arises. Now approximate the additive functions using

{0 () iy
q m
JEMWZZ%]ZWJZU)“‘&Z (Z:Lvna £:177p) (2)

Let U = (Uy,...,U;) € R"™9™ where for each i and j, U; = (Uyj,...,Uy,;)" € R™*™
and Ui; = {¢1(%ij), ..., ¥m(2i;)}". Further define the parameter matrix I' = (y1,...,7,) €
RI™>P, where for each j and ¢, v = (v, -, 75)" € RY" and vj0 = (Y1505 - -, Ymje) " € R™.
The approximation in (2) becomes X ~ UT" + ¢.

Lemma 1 For each fj; € F, there exists Vjo = (Yijes - - -, Ymje)" such that with probability
at least 1 — 2(pgm)~2, the following holds

Sl[lp] Fie(2) = faje(2)| < 2Cm™ + 2Co{log(pgm) /n}/?,
z€[a,b

where fnjg(z) = ey Akjer(2) and Cr is a universal constant depending only on L.

Lemma 1 characterizes the approximation error of the centered B-splines {ty(:)}}"; to
each fj¢(-) with corresponding coefficients ¥j¢. Define 7, = (¥{,,...,%,)" € R?™. Lemma 1
implies that an intermediate step of recovering f;, is to estimate 7, by considering the
following penalized problem:

w—argmm{—uxe Uwuzwzwwz} (t=1,....p) 3)
YeERI™ j=1

where X, is the fth column of X and Ay > 0 is a tuning parameter. This is a group lasso
problem (Yuan and Lin, 2006) and is motivated by the fact that when f;; = 0, the vector
¥je = 0. After obtaining the predicted treatments X = (Xl, e ,X ) with Xg UAp, we
plug X into the following lasso problem to estimate g in the second stage:

5= angmin { 51 - X313 + 31 | (@
BERP n

for some tuning parameter p > 0. Estimation with high-dimensional predictors has been

a popular research topic in the past two decades. We note that the above formulation is

slightly different from the original lasso problem due to the observed data being replaced

by their estimations from the first stage. This turns out to be more involved when showing

the estimation consistency.

3. Non-asymptotic analysis

We provide an estimation error bound for the first-stage group lasso problem. Compared
with existing results in this area (Huang et al., 2010; Ravikumar et al., 2009), we make
contributions by explicitly deriving the non-asymptotic probability bound. Based on this
bound, we establish a similar error bound for the parameter of interest in the second-stage
lasso problem. Define ¥y = E(UTU/n). We make the following assumptions.
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Assumption 2 FEach instrumental variable z;; has a continuous density on |a,b] and the
density is bounded away from zero and infinity.

Assumption 3 There exists a universal constant p € (0,1) such that

. Sy
mln{V Lo 1J] < 7y € RO {0}, Syl <3> ||7j\|2} > P
17115 jere il m

where J C {1,...,q} is an index set, J¢ denotes its complement, and vy = (vj: j € J)".

Assumption 2 is rather standard in the high-dimensional additive models (Huang et al.,
2010; Fan and Zhong, 2018). Assumption 3 is often called the group restricted eigen-
value condition (Lounici et al., 2011; Lv et al., 201&; Lu et al., 2020). This is a natural
extension of the restricted eigenvalue condition for the standard lasso and Dantzig se-
lector problems (Bickel et al., 2009). When the instrumental variables are independent,
Yy is a block diagonal matrix with diagonals ¥; = E(UfU;/n). It is well known that
Amin(2;) > ¢/m (Lian, 2012; Huang et al., 2010) when each instrumental variable is uni-
formly distributed, where ¢, > 0 is a constant depending on the smoothness of the B-splines.
Denote a,, = o(by,) if lim, o0 ay /by, = 0, a, = O(by,) if there exists a positive constant Cy
such that limsup,,_, . a,/b, < Cq, and a,, = O(b,,) if there exists positive constants Co and
C3 such that Cy <liminf, o ayn /b, < limsup,,_,. an/b, < Cs.

Theorem 2 Suppose Assumptions 1-3 hold. There exist positive constants c1, ca, and c3
such that if

1 1/2 1 1/2
Og(pqm)} ,czrm_(2d+1)/2+03r{ Og(pqm)} ]’

Amax = Max Ay = max clamax{
¢ n mn

then for sufficiently large n, with probability at least 1—20(pgm) =", the reqularized estimator
e in (3) satisfies

q 2
D Fj—UA <
=1 2 r

50rmnA2 . IS _ 32rmAmax
B0 Y e - el < 2

max
‘ P

j=1
where omax = maxy op, m = O{n'/CHDY and r2 = o[n/{m* log(pgm)}].

The performance of the group lasso estimator depends crucially on the eigen behavior
of the empirical covariance matrix UTU/n. While it can be shown that the group restricted
eigenvalue condition for the empirical covariance matrix is satisfied under Assumption 3, this
does come with a price on the rate of the sparsity level, that is, 72 = o[n/{m*log(pgm)}].
Similar requirements can be found in Corollary 1 of Raskutti et al. (2010). In view of
the conditions of Theorem 2, it is easy to verify that A2, = O{r?log(pgm)/n}. Thus,
to ensure the consistency of the average in-sample prediction, it is required that 73 =
o{n?¥(24+1) /1og(pgm)}, while for the estimation consistency of the coefficients, r* = o{n(24=1/Rd+1) /1og (pgm)
is required. This is a more restrictive requirement than that in the standard lasso, but it
is expected due to the unspecified additive functional forms. In contrast to Theorem 1
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of Huang et al. (2010) that only gives the convergence rates, our result is completely non-
asymptotic. Moreover, our result allows the sparsity r to grow with the sample size and
dimension of the data while this is not allowed in Huang et al. (2010). Guaranteed by
Theorem 1 part (i) of Huang et al. (2010), we can directly compare the estimation consis-
tency result obtained here with part (ii) of their theorem, and when r is a fixed number, it
is easy to show they are the same. Other aligned results include Ravikumar et al. (2009)
and Lu et al. (2020). Ravikumar et al. (2009) obtain the out-of-sample risk consistency
while both the explicit rate and the in-sample error bound remain unclear. Lu et al. (2020)
consider a kernel-sieve hybrid estimator and obtain a similar non-asymptotic bound.

To provide an estimation error bound for B defined by (4), we make an extra assumption
on the population covariance matrix ¥ = E(FTF/n).

Assumption 4 There exists a constant k > 0 such that

win {2200 0] < 0.5 € RV(OL X 6 <3310 | 2

2
HBE||2 {eLe el
where £ C {1,...,p} is an index set, LS denotes its complement, and Bz = (Be: L € L)T.

Assumption 4 is the restricted eigenvalue condition on Y r and is useful for deriving
the error bounds in the second-stage lasso problem. This assumption imposes some require-
ments on the covariance structures of the treatment matrix X and the noise variables €. For
example, when cov(ep,ep) = 0 for £ # ¢/ and the minimum eigenvalue of Xx = E(X"X/n)
is larger than maxy oy, the above condition immediately holds. To provide an estimation
error bound for 3, we restrict the parameter space of consideration to an Li-ball ||5]; < B
for some B > 0. Similar technique has been frequently used in the literature (see, e.g.,
Lin et al., 2015). This restriction can be further relaxed to the Loo-ball ||3||cc < B, but it
may lead to a sacrifice of the convergence rate.

Theorem 3 Suppose Assumptions 1-4 hold. Let the reqularization parameter Amax be cho-
sen as in Theorem 2. Further assume Amax satisfies SGOCOAmaX(2rm/p)1/2 < k%/(4rs). If
we choose the second-stage reqularization parameter as

=21 Amax (700 + 8V 5Bomax + 3OB)(2m/p)1/2,

then with probability at least 1 — 234(pgm)~', the estimator 3 in (4) satisfies

> 64 5.5 64
18— Bl < 25k IX(8—B)|5 < ?nsuz.

As far as we know, Theorem 3 is the first to present a non-asymptotic estimation error
bound for the two-stage additive model. Straightforward analysis shows that consistency is
guaranteed if we take pu? = O{r*log(pgm)/n>*¥24+1)} and s%r® = o{n?¥ (41 /log(pgm)}.
When r is fixed, we have s2 = o[n/{mlog(pgm)}]. This almost recovers the sparsity in
the classical lasso setting when d is large enough. Since the two-stage linear model con-
sidered by Lin et al. (2015) and Zhu (2018) is a special case of our setting, the empirical
results in Section 5 demonstrate similar performance between the two models when the true
relationship in both stages is linear.
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4. Inference

We develop a method to draw inference on each component of the outcome regression
parameters 5. When endogeneity is absent, various methods via debiasing the penal-
ized estimator have been proposed to conduct valid inference for high-dimensional mod-
els (Zhang and Zhang, 2014; van de Geer et al., 2014; Javanmard and Montanari, 2014). A
recent article by Gold et al. (2020) considers the endogeneity issue and adapts the para-
metric one-step update procedure to construct confidence intervals for parameters in the
high-dimensional two-stage linear model. We extend the approach therein to draw inference
under the more general setting entailed by model (1).

A key step in deriving the debiased estimator is to utilize the conditional moment
restriction E(n | Z) = 0. This equation entails the orthogonality condition E(I'"U™n) = 0.
Here T is any fixed coefficient matrix and will later be set to T’ = (91,...,%,)". Let D = UT
and d; be the ith row of D. By Lemma 1 and Theorem 2, the estimate D=UTisa good
estimate of D, where ' = (71, ---57p). The orthogonality condition then implies that the
empirical counterpart based on the estimate D is approximately equal to zero, that is,

B {h(yi,xi,d;; B)} = —D™(Y — XB)/n ~ 0,

where E,,(w;) =n~t>""  w; is the expectation with respect to the empirical measure. The
one-step update to the second-stage estimator [ can thus be written as

where Q is some estimate of Q = E}l. Similar to Gold et al. (2020), we construct the

estimator ) from a modification of the constrained Ly-minimization approach to sparse
precision matrix estimation proposed by Cai et al. (2011). The rows 6, of the estimator 2
are obtained as solutions to the following program:

min [|6]|1, subject to |Spby — el <v (£=1,...,p), (5)
6,€RP

where ¢y is the £th canonical basis vector in R and v > 0 is the tolerance parameter. The
following lemma characterizes a decomposition of the one-step estimator .

Lemma 4 The one-step estimator B = 3 + fAZlA?T(Y — Xﬁ)/n satisfies \/ﬁ(ﬁ - p) =
QD"/\/n+ S _, Rk, where

Ry = (Q—Q)D"n/v/n, Ry =Q(D - D)"n//n,
Rs = QD™ (X — D)(8 - B)/v/n. Ry = Vn(QSr — 1)(8 - B).

Lemma 4 implies that to establish the asymptotic normality of each component Eg, it
suffices to make sure each remainder term ||Ry|loc = 0p(1), kK =1,2,3,4. The Li-bound on
é\g — 6y, which is needed for controlling the remainder terms, becomes manageable when the
following restriction on the population precision matrix is imposed.
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Assumption 5 There exist some positive number mgq, tolerance b € [0,1), and generalized
sparsity level sq such that the population precision matriz Q0 € U(mgq, b, sq), where

p
> 10| < SQ}

U(mq, b, sq) = {Q — (655/)?4,:1 =0: Q1 < mﬂ;ee?ilax
=1

7"'7p}
and [|€2]|y = supy [|6¢}1-

We assume the event that the rows 6, of Q are feasible for the minimization program (5)
has probability approaching one, that is, P(|QS 7 — I]|es < v) — 1 as n — co. The validity
of such a requirement mainly depends on the choice of the tolerance v. We give a theoretical
choice of v in Theorem 5 and provide some rate conditions under which \/ﬁ(ﬁg — Be)/wy is
asymptotically normal, where wg = 0’894@ and 6y, is the fth diagonal entry of 2.

Theorem 5 Suppose Assumptions 1-5 and the conditions of Theorems 2-3 hold. Assume
each element Ogp > 9 for some universal constant ¥ > 0 and let v = 36C0mg)\maxr(2rm/p)l/2.
If the following rate conditions hold

(7—5b)/2 log(pgm) (=02 1/2 /2] _
r BT [+ {log(pam) }'*] = o(1),

r? (m?’/n) 1/2 log(pgm) = o(1), r7/28(m2/n) 1/2 log(pgm) = o(1),

then |Rilloo = 0p(1) as n — oo, where k = 1,2,3,4. Moreover, Vi(Be = Be) Jwi converges
in distribution to the standard normal distribution.

The rates in Theorem 5 are required to make the remainder terms negligible. When
the sparsity parameter r in the first stage is fixed, the requirement for the sparsity level
of the second stage is s = o(n'/?m/log(pgm)). This is almost the same as the require-

ment for the debiased lasso: s = o(n'/2/log(p)) (see, e.g., Javanmard and Montanari,
2014; van de Geer et al., 2014). By Theorem 5, we can construct a confidence interval
for B, if a consistent estimator &y is available. Given £ € {1,...,p} and a € (0,1), an

asymptotic 100(1 — «)% confidence interval for 5y is [8 — za@e/\/1, Be + 2aWi/+/n], where
2 = @711 — a/2) and ® is the cumulative distribution function of the standard normal
distribution. The following theorem provides a way to construct a consistent estimator .

Theorem 6 Suppose the conditions of Theorems 2-5 hold. Define
G = Go (B T"UTUTH,/n) 2, Go = n "2V — XB]la.

Then Wy is a consistent estimator of wy for each £ € {1,...,p}.

5. Simulation

We conduct simulation studies to evaluate the finite-sample performance of the proposed
methods. Our objective is to test both the estimation and inferential procedures under a
variety of experiments. For estimation purpose, we compare our procedure with the classical
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one-stage penalized least squares (PLS) and the two-stage least-square method with lasso
penalty (2SLS-L). For inferential purpose, we compare our method with the updated two-
stage lasso estimator (Up-2SLS-L) proposed by Gold et al. (2020).

We first investigate the estimation performance under two design settings where endo-
geneous treatments are generated from linear and nonlinear models, respectively. In both
settings, we take p = ¢ = 600 and vary n from 100 to 2100. Experiments for other values
of (p,q,n) are provided in the Appendix. We generate the instrumental variables z; of the
ith observation from the multivariate normal distribution with zero mean and covariance
matrix Yz = {(Xz);;/}, where (Xz);; = 0.2V79' for j, i/ = 1,...,q. To generate the noise

vector (1;,&;1,...,€ip)", we sample from another normal distribution with zero mean and
covariance matrix ¥ = (Zgp), where Xy = 0.2 for £,¢/ =2,... p+1 and ¥1; = 1. We
also set Xqp for £ = 2,...,6 and five other random selected entries from the first column

of ¥ to 0.3. All other entries are set to zero. We finally set Y1y = ¥y for £ =2,...,p+1
to make ¥ symmetric. Note that the nonzero ¥1,’s induce endogeneity in the data. In the
linear setting, we generate the treatment variables z; according to x; = I'z; + ¢;, where
I' = (vj¢) € R?*? is a sparse coefficient matrix obtained by sampling r = 5 nonzero entries of
each column from the uniform distribution U(0.75,1). In the nonlinear setting, we generate
x; from the following equation:

Tip = Y1028 + Yaezio + V3025 + Yarsin(mzig) + 5025 + e, (L=1,...,p).

The sampling strategy for the coefficients v;,’s are the same as that in the linear setting.
We finally generate the outcome response according to y; = x5 + 1;, where the coefficient
vector (3 is generated by sampling s = 5 nonzero components from the uniform distribution
over two disjoint intervals U{(—1,—0.75) U (0.75,1)}.

In all simulations, we use the Bayesian information criterion to select the first-stage
tuning parameters m and Ay, and the five-fold cross validation to select the second-stage
regularization parameter p. We report the Ly error || — (||1 of each method based on one
hundred replications. The results are summarized in Table 1. It can be seen that when the
instrument-treatment relationship is linear, our method is as good as 2SLS-L. As the sample
size increases, the Ly errors of both 2SLS-L and our method decrease, whereas that of PLS
increases due to ignorance of endogeneity. When the instrument-treatment relationship is
nonlinear, the performance of our method is similar to that in the linear setting. The L4
error of our method is the smallest in almost all settings and exhibits a decreasing trend as
the sample size increases. In contrast, neither PLS nor 2SLS-L shares such trend in their
performance under these settings. We can clearly see that the 2SLS-L method induces a
large bias since it suffers losses from model misspecification. It is also implied that model
misspecification may have a heavier impact on 2SLS-L than on PLS. This may be related
to the specific setting of our simulations. Overall, the results from Table 1 demonstrate the
estimation consistency of our estimator.

Next, we evaluate the performance of the inferential procedure proposed in Section 4
and consider a more challenging nonlinear setting:

Tip = —8’}’152’?1 + Yor Sin(ﬂzig) + 273y 10g(2i23) + 74@(1022'4)3 + 75522-25 + €iv, (f =1,... ,p).

We calculate the 95% confidence interval of each element of 8 based on our method and
the Up-2SLS-L based inferential procedure. The coverage probabilities and interval lengths

10
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Table 1: L; estimation loss of each method averaged over 100 replications with standard
deviation shown in parentheses for p = 600.

Linear Nonlinear

Our method 2SLS-L PLS Our method 2SLS-L PLS

Sample

100 1.26 (0.53) 2.52 (1.19) 0.86 (0.22) 2.96 (1.41) 1.19 (0.38) 1.25 (0.38)
300 0.50 (0.23)  0.59 (0.30) 0.51 (0.16) 0.74 (0.28)  1.27 (0.79) 0.79 (0.27)
600  0.34 (0.15) 0.27 (0.11) 0.46 (0.17) 0.43 (0.17) 1.73 (1.26) 0.89 (0.27)
900  0.25 (0.10) 0.23 (0.08) 0.52 (0.14) 0.32 (0.13)  2.90 (1.98) 1.10 (0.23)
1200 0.19 (0.09)  0.19 (0.08) 0.61 (0.18) 0.27 (0.13)  3.35 (2.36) 1.18 (0.18)
1500 0.17 (0.08) 0.18 (0.08) 0.70 (0.25) 0.24 (0.10)  4.17 (3.29) 1.27 (0.16)
1800  0.16 (0.07) 0.17 (0.08) 0.81 (0.29) 0.21 (0.09)  4.74 (4.03) 1.34 (0.17)
2100 0.14 (0.05) 0.16 (0.07) 1.09 (0.42) 0.21 (0.11) 5.61 (4.38) 1.43 (0.16)

averaged over all elements are shown in Table 2. Our confidence intervals have coverage
probabilities close to the nominal level of 0.95. In contrast, the Up-2SLS-L based confidence
intervals have coverage probabilities well below the nominal level. Moreover, their intervals
are much wider than ours under all settings. These are expected as the Up-2SLS-L based
inferential procedure is proposed under the linear setting and may not perform well under
the nonlinear setting. The results from Table 2 validate our theory in Section 4.

Table 2: Coverage probabilities and lengths of the 95% confidence intervals by our method
and the Up-2SLS-L based inferential procedure. Numbers shown are multiplied by one
hundred.

. . Sample Our method Up-2SLS-L
Dimension
size Coverage Length Coverage Length
250 200 92.0 0.396 87.3 2.663
400 300 93.5 0.264 89.0 1.585
500 400 94.0 0.245 87.1 2.102
600 500 93.7 0.140 87.8 2.614

6. Real data analysis

We further illustrate our proposed method by analyzing the mouse obesity data described
by Wang et al. (2006). This data set consists of genotype, gene expression and clinical
information about the F2 intercross mice. The genotypes are characterized by the SNPs
at an average density of 1.5 ¢cM across the whole genome and the gene expressions in
the liver tissues of the mice are profiled by microarrays. We are interested in the causal
effect of the gene expressions on the body weights of the mice. We consider the data
collected from n = 287 (144 female and 143 male) mice with ¢ = 1250 SNPs and p = 2816

11
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genes. Since there are only three genotypes, a sparse high-dimensional linear model between
the SNPs and the gene expressions is often postulated. However, some recent articles
suspect that nonlinear effects may exist in the data (Li et al., 2014; Zhang and Ghosh,
2017; Guha Majumdar et al., 2020). This has motivated us to consider the nonlinear setting.
Before applying our method to the data, we adjust for confounding induced by the sex of
the mice. We first regress the body weight on the sex and subtract the estimated effect
from the body weight. We then apply our proposed estimation method to the data with
the adjusted body weight as the outcome. We use the five-fold cross validation to select
the tuning parameters. The resultant model includes 28 genes. To increase the stability
and interpretability of our analysis, we apply the stability selection approach proposed by
Meinshausen and Bithlmann (2010) to compute the selection probability of each gene over
one hundred subsamples of size |n/2] for a sequence of values of the tuning parameter pu.
We set the threshold probability to 0.5 so that the number of genes selected is reasonable.
The results are shown in Table 3.

Table 3: Stability selection: genes with selection probability exceeding 0.5.

Gene Name Selection Probability Gene Name Selection Probability
Vwi 0.77 Krtap19-2 0.59
Akapl2 0.63 Tmeml184c 0.74
2010002N04Rik 0.84 Igfbp2 0.51
Slc43al 0.76  Gstm?2 0.91
Ccenl2 0.54 D14Abble 0.52
B4galnt4 0.71

We observe that there are five genes: Igfbp2, Gstm2, Vwf, 2010002N04Rik, and Ccnl2
that are also selected in Lin et al. (2015). These overlapping genes are highly likely to be
connected to obesity from a biological point of view. This indicates the effectiveness and
stability of our method in finding the risky genes. Table 3 also shows our method identifies
some other genes that were not previously found, possibly due to the nonparametric form we
consider in the first stage. In fact, some genes selected with high probability by our method
have been verified by many biological studies. In particular, Solute Carrier Family 43
Member 1 (Slc43al) is a Protein Coding gene which can encode the amino acid transporters
that are known to regulate the transmembrane transport of phenylalanine. Gill et al. (2010)
found that the expression of Slc43al in the fat mice group is quite different from that in
the lean mice group so Slc43al is a potential factor leading to obesity.

We also apply our inferential procedure to the data to quantify the uncertainty associated
with our estimation. We use the R package Flare to obtain the optimal precision matrix from
solving (5). Then we construct the confidence intervals based on the debiased estimator.
Table 4 presents the causal effects of the genes on the body weight whose corresponding
confidence intervals do not contain zero. Note that the confidence intervals are wide due to
possibly low signal-to-noise ratio and small sample size of the data. The result is generally
consistent with that obtained by the stable selection. The confidence intervals that are far
away from zero include Vwf, 2010002N04Rik, Gstm2, Gpldl, Slc43al, Igfbp2, which are
also shown to have high selection probability in both Table 3. Moreover, several other genes

12
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from Table 4 that are shown to have significant causal effects on the body weight are newly
found and have been confirmed to have close biological relation with obesity. For example,
a recent study in Wang et al. (2019) shows that by silencing Anxa2, the obesity-induced
insulin resistance is attenuated and our result confirms such a positive relation. Cyp4fl5
genes are known to control the omega-hydroxylated fatty acids in the liver tissue and such
acids can be used for energy production (Hardwick et al., 2009). Another independent study
shows that the downregulation of Cyp4fl5 happens in the liver tissue among the group of
mice fed with high-fat diet (Gai et al., 2020). The negative causal effect obtained in our
result coincides with these findings.

Table 4: 95% confidence intervals for the causal effects of the genes on the body weights of
the mice. Shown are only the genes whose corresponding intervals do not contain zero.

Gene Name Confidence Interval Gene Name Confidence Interval
Anxab (0.010, 7.269) Kif22 (0.615, 7.930)
Vwi (0.500, 7.841) Gstm2 (0.537, 8.231)
Aqp8 (0.066, 6.855) Gpld1 (—7.448, —0.447)
Lamcl (0.094, 5.877) Slc43al (—6.641, —1.412)
Acot9 (0.056, 8.298) Abca8a (—7.152, —0.072)
Anxa?2 (1.086, 9.331) Cyp4fl5 (—7.468, —0.250)
2010002N04Rik (1.343, 8.240) Igfbp2 (—6.451, —0.666)
Msrl (0.004, 6.783)

7. Discussion

Motivated by the data-driven modeling spirit, we develop a high-dimensional additive
instrumental-variables regression method with a sound non-asymptotic analysis and valid in-
ference procedure when both instruments and treatments are allowed to be high-dimensional.
There are a lot of directions that are worth further exploration. Firstly, while we estimate
the nonparametric functions separately in the first-stage, it would be helpful to take into
account the correlations among the treatments and borrow information across those regres-
sions. Secondly, although it is convenient for causal interpretation when considering the
linear outcome model, many applications in econometrics and biostatistics have considered
nonparametric method to model the relationships between treatments and outcome. One
may further relax our second-stage model setting by considering a high-dimensional single-
index or nonparametric additive outcome model (Radchenko, 2015; Huang et al., 2010).
Thirdly, it is of great interest to extend our results to handling other types of outcome data,
for instance, binary or survival outcome. We plan to pursue these and other related issues
in future research.
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Appendix

We first define the notation that will be used throughout the Appendix. Suppose A € R™*",
Let ||Al|2 be the largest singular value of A and || A||o the largest absolute value of the entries
of A. Also, let [[Al|1 = max¢p, [|Aj]]1, where Aj is the jth column of A and [n] = {1,...,n}.
Denote by Apin(A) and Apax(A) the minimum and maximum eigenvalues of A, respectively,
when A is symmetric.

Appendix A: some useful Lemmas

In this appendix present some useful lemmas that will be used for proving the main results.

Lemma 7 (Hoeffding Bound, Proposition 2.5 of Wainwright, 2019) Suppose ran-
dom wvariables X;,© = 1,...,n are independent, and X; has mean p; and sub-Gaussian
parameter o;. Then for all t > 0, we have

n
o D (X — i)

p{ ! > t} <9 ( it >
> <2exp| — ———5 |-
prt 230,07

Specifically, if X; is bounded in [a,b], we have

Lemma 8 follows from Lemma 5 of Stone (1985), which is a well-known result on B-spline
approximation and has been frequently used in the additive models.

n

P{'% > (X — i)

i=1

Lemma 8 For each fj, € F, there exists fnjg = ity Ykjedr such that

Sl[lpb} |fie(2) = faje(2)] < Crm™,
2€|a,

where Cr, > 0 is a constant depending only on the degree L of the B-splines.

The next lemma shows the minimum and maximum eigenvalues of the spline matrix have
the same order. Denote the non-centered B-spline matrix by U = (Uy,...,U,) € R"*9™,
where Uj = (Ulj, ey Unj)T € R™*™ and Uij = {(;51(22']‘), L. ,gbm(Zij)}T e R™,

Lemma 9 (Lemma 6.2 in Shen et al., 1998) For j=1,...,q, we have

3c ﬁTﬁ] ﬁTﬁ] c*
*_2 P; — P oo<)\min( ! )<)\max( ! )< 2||P; — PY 00>
e By — P2l < Amin (22 < ) < 2ol - B

where 0 < ¢, <1 <" and [[Pj — P}l = sup, |P(Z; < z) —n ' Y30 1{Zy; < z}| with P;
and ]P’;-L being the population and empirical distributions of Z;, respectively.
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The following result gives a bound on ||Pj — P%||c.

Lemma 10 (Glivenko—Cantelli Theorem, Corollary 4.15 of Wainwright, 2019) Let
P be the distribution of a random variable X and P, the empirical distribution based on n
i.i.d. copies, X1,...,Xp, of X. Then, we have

P, — P, < 8{log(n +1)/n}"/? 44
with probability at least 1 — exp(—nd?/2) for any § > 0.

Combining Lemmas 9 and 10, we obtain the following result on the B-spline matrix.

Lemma 11 If 8{log(n + 1)/n}/? + {2/m3}'/? < min{c,/m,c*/4m}, then for each j =
1,...,q, with probability at least 1 — exp(—nm™3), we have

= () < () £ £,

Proof Apply the Glivenko—Cantelli Theorem (Lemma 10) with § = y/2/m3. [ ]

Lemma 12 (Bernstein’s Inequality, see Proposition 2.14 of Wainwright, 2019) Let
X1,..., Xy, be i.i.d. random wvariables such that |X;| < b almost surely for some constant
b > 0. Then for any § > 0,

“

Lemma 13 (Concentration Inequality for y? Variable) Suppose X1,...,X,, arei.i.d.
standard normal random variables. Then for t > 0,

“

Proof See Example 2.11 of Wainwright (2019). [ |

% Zn: {Xi - E(Xi)}‘ < 5) > 1 — 2exp[—nd®/{2(b* + 5/3)}].

n
%ZX? — 1‘ > t> < 2exp(—nt2/8).
=1

We present a key concentration result which will be used in the following proofs.

Lemma 14 (Lemma B.1 in Lounici et al., 2011) Let&y, ...,y bei.i.d. standard nor-
mal random variables. Moreover, let v = (vi,...,un) # 0, 7y = Son (€2 — D)vi/(V2]|v]]2)
and m(v) = ||v||loo/||v||2. Then for all x > 0, we have

3:2
P(\vm>x>§2exp<—2{1+ﬂm(v)}).

The following lemma validates the restricted eigenvalue condition given Assumption 3.
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Lemma 15 Suppose Assumption § holds. If 160r{m*log(pgm)/n}'/? < p/2, with proba-
bility at least 1 — 6(gm)(pgm)~2,

. [YUTUy - p
mln{ 7 - [J| <7, v € RT™\{0}, Z ||7JH2 < 32 ||%H2 > o

nH’yJHQ jeJe jeJ

Proof Note that

o UU _n-1 [{U-EO)}{U-EDO)}| {U-E@)}{U-EQD)}
N E(ﬁ);E(ﬁ) N ﬁT;Tﬁ B E(ﬁn)Tﬁ B (7TI7E1((7)'

Let & = E[{U — E(U)}*{U — E(U)}/n]. Then, we have

HE B U;UHOO | ; 1o (U — E(ﬁ));(ﬁ —E(D)) E(ﬁ);E(ﬁ) B ﬁwi(ﬁ)
TG BOE| gy gy,
For T, we can write
= |BED) _TEO) Hw _ HE(IZ-)E(@)T RO
- s [Eon et ) - 3 e )
Vi, 7 € {1,....q}, k,k’e{l,..., m},

where (ZT is the ith row of U. By the property of the B-spline matrix, we have 0 < ¢p(z) <1
and 0 < E{¢x(Z;;)} < 1. Therefore,

E(U)'E(U) UTE(U)

n n

E{ow(Z Z gbk o)

ne|

< max
i,k

HOO

Now apply Lemma 7 with ¢ = {4log(pgm,,)/n}"/? and take the union bound to obtain

Ty = HE(ﬁ)TE(ﬁ) _ UTE(U) HOO - {M}lﬂ7

n n n
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which holds with probability at least 1 — 2(gm)(pgm)~2. For T3, the same bound can be
obtained with the same probability since

H Ut11'U EU)™U
Y = _

HOO

n2 n
= [ B2 o (Zig)} {0 6k(Zis)} B{w (Ziyr)}
kR nZ n
n (T " (Zio
_ jg}%ﬁ, Zz:l ik( ]) . ZZ—IQZ‘C ( J ) _ E{(bk,(Zl_]/)}‘
< s | ZEL I g 2,0
7'k n

Now we bound T}

. {ﬁ—wm};{ﬁ—wﬁ)}
. Hi {U —E(U)}n{U —E(U)} n %ngw
< max E[(bk(Zij)(bk/(Zij/)—E{¢R(Zij)}E{¢k’(Zij’)}]

j?j/7k7kl

- %Z (01(Zij) — B{¢w(Zij) }| [0 (Zir) — B{ P (Zijr) }] | + %,
i=1

where the last inequality holds because each entry of ¥ can be bounded

\E{ bk (Zij)Pr (Zigr)} — E{ o (Zij) YE{ s (Zijr) }
< |E{¢w(Zij)prr (Zijr) } + [E{ bk (Zij) YE{ drr (Zijr) }] < 2.

Note |9y (Zij) — E{on(Zi;)} < 1,Vje{l,...,q},k € {1,...,m}, so we have
| [01(Zij) — B{ow(Zij)}] (b1 (Zijr) — B{ws (Zijr)}]| < 1.

Applying Lemma 7 again with t = {8log(pgm)/n}'/?, we obtain by the union bound argu-
ment over 7,7 € {1,...,q},k, kK € {1,...,m}

Ty < {8log(pgm)/n}*? +2/n < 6{log(pqm)/n}"/?, (6)

which holds with probability at least 1 — 2(gm)?(pgm)~*. Thus, we have

T 1/2
Hz— UnUH <T 4+ Ty+Ts < 10{1(’{%“(]%”)} :
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which holds with probability at least 1—6(gm)(pgm)~2. Consider y such that ZjeJC [vill2 <
32 e Ivjll2, then by Assumption 3, we have

VTUTUy _ATUTUy

2 T7r7T
pllvs vy U Uy
n n m n
5 Uru U'U
ol B H pnwuz - (ZH% Y uwl) Hz_ H
m n 00 n ()
jedJ jeJe
2 T
pPlYT Utvu
z%—m<2\muz+z H’Yj”z) -2
jeJ jeJe o0
U™U
> ool _ m<2 e +33 leb) I=- 2
JjeJ JjeJ o
i i
= A 16m<2 |mu2> H
jed o
plhll3 ol UTU| pllal . UTU
> A2 Blle-—| =52 g6 - .
= rmz 175112 n m rml|v.[2 .

jedJ

It follows from (6) that

TT 2 1 1/2 2
¥ TS plvslls 1607,%“,”“%{ og(pqm)} > vsll3p
n m n 2m

holds with probability at least 1 — 6gm(pgm)~2, as long as 160r{m*log(pgm)/n}'/? < p/2.
This concludes the lemma. |

The following lemma is crucial for proving Theorem 2.

Lemma 16 For every ¢ € {1,...,p}, consider the random event Ay = ﬂ?zlAﬂ, where

1 Ar
.Ajé = {EHUjTegHQ < Z}

If M > Ac*a{141og(pgm) /n}'/?, then P(AS) < 3(pgm)~2q.
Proof Note that
1 Y S vilél —1)
]P’(.A[)Z]P’< 5 UUTEgﬁ >_]P’{ =1 Jtim §x-g},
’ ‘ 16 NEIZIE ’

where &1,...,§, are i.i.d standard normal random variables, v, 1,...,v;, denote the eigen-
values of the matrix UjUjT /n among which the positive ones are the same as those of
V; = UUj/n, and

L n/(160?) — (W)
L
J V25
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We bound from the above the probability of A7 using Lemma 14. Specifically, choose

v=vj=(Vj1,...,Vjn),x = x5 and m(v) = [[¥;l2/[¥;|lF = [[vjllec/l[vj]]2 to obtain
P(AS,) < 2exp{ x?Z }
) < _ ,
’ 2(1 4 V25095 [l2/ 11951l F)

Now we find the appropriate Ay such that the above probability approaches one as p and ¢
increase with n. Let

{ i
expq —
2(1 + V20| %512/ [1¥5]|7)

} < (pgm)2,

which implies x?z > 4log(pgm)(1 + V22| ¥;|l2/]|¥||r). Equivalently, we need to have

. Agn/(1607) — tr(¥;)

L=

’ V2[5l

> 2V2( T, lo/||1T; |7 log(pgm) + [202]1T;|2/]1%; |[r log(pgm)}? + 41og(pgm)] />,

or

Ain /1607 > tr(W;) + 419, |l log(pgm) + [4{2[|W;]|2 log(pgm)}* + 8[| ¥,|3 log(pgm)].
Therefore, a sufficient condition for the above is (by noting (a+b)/? < a'/24+b'/2, Va,b > 0)
Mn/1607 > tr(W;) + 8|18 |2 log(pgm) + {8 ¥} log(pgm) }"/*. (7)

Therefore, when (7) holds, P(A$,) < 2(pgm)~2. Tt suffices to find the probability of (7)
when A\, > 4c*op{141og(pgm)/n}'/?. By Lemma 11, when {2log(pgm)m3/n}'/? < 1, with
probability at least 1 — exp(—nm =) > 1 — (pgm)~2, the following inequality

UrU; UrU;  UF11'T; Ury; *
tr(\I’j):tr< J j>:tr< A J)ﬁtr( J ’)gmc_:c*

n n n2 n m

holds, where the first inequality follows from the positive semidefiniteness of U JT 117U i/ n?.
Similarly, ||[¥;]la < ¢*/m and || ¥ < {||;]l2tr(¥;)}/? < ¢*/y/m. Therefore, when

Ao > dc*oe{141og (pqm) /n} /2,

MNon/(1607) > ¢

| 8clog(pgm) | [ 8(c) log(pgm) | /?
m m

1/2
> tr(¥;) + 8]0 2 log(pam) + {8 W13 log(pgm) }*/

holds with probability at least 1 — (pgm)~2. As a result, Aj¢ happens with probability at
least 1 — 3(pgm)~2 when A\, > 4oyc*{141log(pgm)/n}'/2. The proof is complete by taking
the union bound argument. |
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Lemma 17 (Error Bound for Approximation) Under the assumption of Lemma 8, the
event

e L

happens with probability at least 1 — 2r(pgm)

< 4rCrm~ +47‘{CO log(pgm) /n} }
2

_2.
Proof First, note that

1 q 2 m 2
— U~ — F
- H Ve ; jt > Aiwetr(Z }

Ei
M
MQ

= j=1 7j=1k=1
1 & m 2
:_Z{ijé i) ZZ ikeVR(Z, }
" J€J, jE€J k=1
1 « s _
<o {fmzz-j) = Aiwetn(Zi } <rz sup 1130(2) = Jnie2)|*

Applying Lemma 1 with a union bound argument, with probablhty at least 1 — 2r(pgm)—2
we have

9

<4rCpm=4+ 47‘{03 log(pqm)/n}l/z.

1 q
— Uy — ) Fj
\/HH ; o

This completes the proof. |

The next lemma resembles Lemma 15 but focuses on the classical restricted eigenvalue
condition.

Lemma 18 Suppose Assumption 4 holds. Then, with probability at least 1 — 2(pgm)~2

)

‘ BTF TFﬁ ) K
min L <5, B € R0}, D 18l <3) 1Bel > 5
Hﬁ ||2 (ELe lel
holds when 64sr2Co{log(pgm)/n}'/? < k/2 and {log(pgm)/n} < 1/2.
Proof Consider § satisfying >, re |Be] <33 ,cp [8¢]. Then,
TFTF TFTF
FTF FTF
> el — 67 (zf - )5 > el - gt 2 - £
F'F
= el ( 3 19 +Zrmr) 5 - 2|
LeLe el b
2
F'F
> ||Bell3n — <3Z!ﬁz! +Zw) Bf - H
el el o0
FTF FTF
~ el ~ 16182 - S| 2 Ioele - 1osloelgzs - S F |
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We first bound || — F"F/n/| s,

Frp q q
e
’ j=1 j=1
XA X fieZi) H X fie(Zi) )
- .
As there are at most r nonzero summands in »7_; fju(2) for every £ € {1,...,p}, we have

<rCy, Ve {1,...,p},

ifje(z)
which implies
H jZ: ij(Zj)}{ jz:fjg(zj)}‘ < r2C2.

Now applying Lemma 12 with b = 72C2 and § = 4r2002{log(pqm)/n}l/2, with probability
at least 1 — 2exp [ — 8r*C{ log(pgm)/{r*C3 + §T4C§(log(pqm)/n)1/2}], we have

E H Zq:fjé(zj)}{ Zq: fjef(Zj)H Xm0 [ielZi) H X fie(Zig) )
j=1 =1

n

1/2
< 4202 { log(pgm) } '
n

When {log(pgm)/n}'/? < 1/2, we have

87‘4C61 log(pgm)
{r*C§ + 3r1C3 (log(pgm) /n)/?}

1—2exp [— ] >1—2(pgm)™*

and by taking the union bound we get

T 1/2
-] svf)”

n n

which holds with probability at least 1 — 2p?(pgm)~*. It follows that
BTFTF( log(pgm 1/2
TLLD > el — sl o fprcg | B2

holds with probability at least 1 — 2p?(pgm)~*. When 64sr2C3{log(pgm)/n}'/? < r/2, we
have BTFTFB/n > k||8c|/3/2 holds with probability at least 1 — 2(pgm)~2. This concludes
the lemma. |
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Section B: Proof of Results in Section 2
Proof of Lemma 1 in the main text

Proof By the assumption E{f;;(2i;)} = 0 and Lemma 8, we know

sup | fje(2) = fuje(2)|

z€[0,1]

7]M¢k i) Zf]g i)

< sup ‘fjé( fnj@ ‘
z€[0,1] k=1 i=1

ijé 2] fﬂ( ))'

< Cpm,* + - Z | Frje(Zi) = Fie(Zig)| + ‘ ngé i) — E(fje(Z; ))'
i=1

< 20Lm;d+ ‘ Zfﬂ zy f]é( ))

where the first inequality follows from the triangle inequality and the second to the last
inequalities follow from Lemma 8. Finally, noting |f(Z;;)] < Cp and applying Lemma 7
with t = {4C2 log(pgm)/n}'/?, we have

< {4C¢ log(pgm)/n}'/?,

Zf]é 2] f]é)

which holds with probability at least 1 — 2(pgm)~2. This completes the proof. |

Section C: Proof of Results in Section 3

Proof of Theorem 2 in the main text

Consider the fth optimization problem in (3). By the optimality of 7, in (3), we have
Vv, € RI™,

1, KN 1 1
U7 - Xells +2Xe Y [Ajell2 < MU~ Xells +270 Y Ivello-
j=1 j=1
Recall that E Fji 4 ¢ = Xy. Therefore,

2

q
+2X0 ) |Fiel

2 j=1

2 q
+20 ) jelle.

J=1

o < o
;HUW—ZF][JrUW—UW%-w

1 q
< — — F. ~y — U~
< HUW § et Uy —Uqp+ e

2
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Thus, we obtain

1
—[URe = Uell5 + —||eeHz +

2
Fio— U
2
2 q q
~ _\T — ~
+~ (U7 - U%) <€e + U7, — Zm) ~e] < Z > +2) Z Fjellz
J=1 j=1 j=1
1 _2 1 9 _
S—”U’YZ—U’YZH2+—HEZH2+— je—U’Yz
n n 2

2
+E(UW—U%) <5Z+UW Z > —Q(U%

which implies that

q q
=Y + 203 el

1o SR
~NU7e — Uell5 + 270 > el
j=1

1 _ 2
< —||Uve — UFell3 + —{
n n

q

<

T q q
(Ujvje — Uﬁje)} (6@ +U% - ) sz) + 200 ) el
1

j=1 j=1

IN
| [\

1 i q
;HUW_U’Y@”%"‘Z (Ve —j0)Uj e

q
2
Z o ’Ygz ’Ygz <U’Y£ ZFJ€> + 2)‘32 el
< EHUW - Uxll3 + Z E||U]'T€e\|2 175 — vjell

=1
q 2 q q
+)° E' Uy (U% — Zﬂz) HQH%Z —jellz + 220 l1jella,
j=1 Jj=1

i=1

where the last inequality holds due to the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality. By Lemma 16 and
the choice of Ay, we have

| o
T Uell5 + 270 > Fjell2
j=1

1 —_ 12 )\é g ~
< Uy = Ul + 72 1Aje — vjell2

L 3o 10200 2o s s e+ 2003 el
2

i=1

nl/2
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with probability at least 1 — 3¢(pgm)~2. Then by Lemma 11, we have

| R NN
MU= Ul + 200> Ajellz
=1

1 _ AR
< U~ Ull3 + ) > 1Ase = viell2
i=1

Fje = viellz + 22 D el
j=1

i:( >12HU’Y£ > i1 Fyllz I
1

n2

which holds with probability at least 1 — 4q(pgm)~2 (taking the union bound here) when
1 —exp(—nm=3) > 1 — (pgm)~2. Then by Lemma 17, we have

| SN
gHU’Yz — U%ell3 + 2\ Z [7jell2

j=1
1 _
< ~|lUye = Ul + Z Fse — viell2 + mz ez
J=1
c*C2log(pgm
+ |:8TCL(C*)1/2m_1/2_d + 8r{0n—g(pq} } Z 17je — vjell2

IN

1 _ Wy, I
—Ue — Uell3 + 5 > 1Ase = vella + - Z 170 = viell2 + 22 Z [vjell2
=1 j=1

1 ) SR
< Uy - Uells + Xe > Fje — vjell2 + 2 Z [vjell2,
p= =1

which holds with probability at least 1 — 6¢(pgm)~2 since r < ¢. Setting v, = 7,, we have

1, N
EHUW—UWH%“‘)‘ZZH%‘Z—%{Hz

j=1
q q q
<20 ) Fje = jell2 + 22 Y [Fjella = 22 Y [Fjello
j=1 j=1 =1
<A Y 150 = Asellz. (8)

Jjede
Therefore, we know Ay Z‘;:l 17je — Yjell2 < 4Xe 325 5, 190 — Fjell2, which implies that
> R = Aiel2 < 3> 1750 — Fjella
jeJe j€ds
holds with probability at least 1 — 6¢(pgm)~2. Then, combine with Lemma 15 to obtain

_ ~ 1/2
Ve gl < MO = Ul (2 Y
Vel — VJetll2 = i/ P )
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which holds with probability at least 1 —12(gm)(pgm)~2. We also know from inequality (8)
that

1, _ _ ~ _ ~
U7~ Uell3 < 4Xe Y 11F5¢ = Asellz < Aev/TlFs, — a,ll2;
J€Js

which holds with probability at least 1 — 6q(pgm)~—2, where the second inequality follows
from the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality. Then, it follows that

~  1r= 1/2
1UAe — UAell2 S4)\(701/2 2m
nl/2 P

holds with probability at least 1 — 18(¢m)(pgm)~2. It holds with the same probability that

q
D Fie = iellz 4> 1750 = Fjella < 40 21175, = A, l2
Jj=1 J€J,

— s 1/2
< ap12 107 = UAellz (2—m> < 3270, 2.
Vvn p P

Now we apply Lemma 17 to obtain

2
q
Z Fio— U
j=1
2m 1/2
< 4rn'2Crm™4 + 4rn'2Co{log(pgm) /n}/? + AXe(rn)*/? <—>

p
1/2
< BAg(rn)'/? <27m> :

q
> Fy— U+ U — UAe
j=1

q
> Fy— U7
j=1

2

<

+ U — UAell2
2

which holds with probability at least 1 — 20(gm)(pgm)~2, where the last inequality follows
from the definition of A,. The proof is complete by taking the union bound over all £.

Proof of Theorem 3

Lemma 19 Suppose Assumptions 1-4 hold. If the reqularization parameters satisfy

9 1/2 2
p 4rs

then with probability at least 1 — 62(pgm)~!, the matriz X =0T satisfies

min {% 2] < 5,8 € RP\{O}, |18 < 3Hﬂclh} >

when n is sufficiently large.

K
2
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Proof For any subset £ C {1,...,p} with |[£| < s and any § € RP such that § # 0 and
10ce|l1 < 3||dz]]1, we have

6T(FTF_ XT}Z’)& ||6||% maxy<y ¢<p
<
nlloc|3

T A~ o~
<Zg‘:1 ij’) <Zg‘:1 Fjé) - Xp Xy
nflocl3 '

Since [[dze 1 < 3]0z (1, we have [|6]]F = ([0cll1 + [0ze[l1)? < 16]|oz[|F < 16s(|d.[|3, which
implies that

5T(FTF . XTX)(; 16s maxlSM/SP

<Z;1':1 Fj€’>T <Z§:1 Fﬂ) — X5 X

. 10
A " (10)
To bound the entrywise maximum, we write
q T, q o
() () o5
Jj=1 Jj=1
R T, q T, q
(5 (5o ) (550 ()
j=1 j=1 j=1 j=1
q T =N q
(S (5 £ne)
j=1 j=1
. q T q q T q
) (5 (5 ) (E)
j=1 j=1 j=1 j=1
q T, q
+‘<ZF]g> <X51—2Fj51>‘::T1+T2+T3.
j=1 j=1

For T, by the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality and Theorem 2, we have
R q R q

T < HXZ—ZF]'@ . HXZ'—ZFM
j=1 2 j=1

which holds with probability at least 1 — 20(pgm)~!. For Tb, note that H 23:1 FjZH , <
Con'?r, V0 e {1,...

< 25n)\2 7‘2—m

max )
2

,p} due to the sparsity assumption. Then, we have
q q o\ 1/2

Ty < HU;Y\Z_ZFjZ ZFM < 5n)\max<7> rCo
j=1 j=1 2

which holds with probability at least 1 — 20(pgm)~!. Similarly, it holds with the same
probability that

2

2rm\ /2
T3 S 5n)\max <7> TCQ.
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Therefore, we have

max
1<t,l'<p

2rm 1/2
< 35N ApaxrCy <—> ,
p

q T q PR
<ZFM> (ZFM> - Xp Xy
j=1 =1

which holds with probability at least 1 — 60(pgm)~" when Apax{2m/p}'/? < r'/2Cy. We
know from Lemma 18 that

min{ WL 2] < o5 € o\ (o) e < el = 257

holds with probability at least 1 — 2(pgm)~2. It follows from (9) and (10) that

§T(FTF — XTX)6
nllozl3

9 1/2 2
< 560Amaxcors<ﬂ> <L
P 4

holds with probability at least 1 — 60(pgm)~!. Therefore, with probability at least 1 —
62(pgm)~!, we get

BrXTX)8 W
nlBel3 = 4

This completes the proof. |

Lemma 20 Under Assumptions 1-4, if the reqularization parameters \p’s are chosen as in
Theorem 2 and

9 1/2
1= 2Amax” (_m) (700 +8V5B mlgx oy + 3OB),
0

then with probability at least 1 — 86(pgm)~!, the regularized estimator B of (4) satisfies
1o 2 Hya -
LIRG-I + 18- pll, < 20l - el

Proof By the optimality of B, we have

SV = KB+ Bl < 5-1v — R6|3+ il
Substituting Y = X3 + n, we have
IY — XBII3 = ln— (X3 - XB)|3
= |nl3 + | X5 — XBI3 - 20" (XB — XB)
= |nl3 + | X5~ X8+ X5~ XB|3 — 29" (X5 — XB)
= |Inl3 + IX (B = B)I3 + (X — X)BII3 — 20" (XB — XB)
+26%(X - X)"X(B - B)
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and
1Y = XBI3 = |ln— (X = X)BI3 = |3 + I(X — X)B]3 — 20" (X — X)B.
It then follows that
1, ~ ~ ~ 1 ~ ~ 1 ~ o~
5| X (B = PIE < ullBll — ullBlly + —n" X (5~ ) — —B"(X ~ X)"X(3 - 5)
~ 1 ~ 1 ~. ~ ~
< Bl ~ Bl + |1 X0 - 2XNE =08 158 ()

Next, we find a probability bound for the following event

1~ l~. =~
Loy~ LeE x| _<4
n n . 2

Substituting X=UTand X = F + €, we write

~

a@h-%ﬁ%i—xm%:%@ﬁfﬁ-%@ﬁﬁ%Uﬁ-Xﬁ

n
14 1~ ~
= TI"U"n - —T"U"(UT - F —¢)B
n n
1= 1 1~ 1
=—(T"U" = F")yn+—F"'n+ —(I"U" — F")ef + —F"ef3
n n n n
1, =~ 1 -~
—E@%ﬂ—FUwT—Fm—EFWUP—Fm

=T +T+T35+T,+T5 + Tg.

For T1, it follows from Theorem 2 that

@Qmmm

1
1Tiloe < 5 mex o) wie

q
Z F}'Z - U:Y\Z ”77H2 S 5)\maxrl/2<
i=1 2

holds with probability at least 1 — 20(pgm)~!. For a Gaussian variable 7, 7722 is sub-
exponential and follows the 03x? distribution. Apply Lemma 13 with ¢ = {16log(pgm)/ n}t/?
to obtain

1 log(pgm) 1/2
7TM@—4§4{———— ,
ogn n

which holds with probability at least 1 — 2(pgm)~2. Therefore, we have

1/2 2\ 1/2

n

12 2m 2 2 1/2 2
< SAmax” P 40-0 {IOg(pqm)/n} + 09

1/2
< 5)\maxrl/2 <107m> 00,
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which holds with probability at least 1 —22(pgm)~! when log(pgm)/n < 1. For Ty, we have

(50
By the tail bound of a standard normal random variable X

P(X| 2 1) < 2@)/@

t
>t}

1 T2]lo0 = —HfT??Hoo <1 - max

we have

q T
P(Telle > 0 < P{ L] (Y e
j=1
1< 1
Sp]P’(— Fln 2t> :p]P><— > Fim 2t>
"a "l e,
‘deJe 677‘ nt
pP 241/2 =z n 241/2
{3 (Zjes, fielZig)) "} Too {300 (Xjes, fielZig)) "} oo
0 [ZL {Xien fje(Zij)}2]

nt

s <2>1/2 [ —n2t2
T exXp n 2
& 2‘73 Zi:l { ZjeJZ ij(Zij)}

Note that Z?:l{Zjng fjg(Zij)}z < r2C2n. By setting t = 2Co{r?log(pgm)/n}"/?a, we
obtain

P[HTQHM > 200 {1 log<pqm>/n}1/2ao} < plpgm)~2

Therefore, we can bound 15 as
2 1/2
ITolloo < QCOJO{M} ,

which holds with probability at least 1 — p(pgm)~2. Now for T3, we have

”T3”OO < Hﬁ”l_H(UF F) EH < B max U"}/g ZEZ ‘Eg/”z
j=1 2
It follows from Theorem 2 that
9 2 1/2
max Uﬁé - Z F}Z < 5)\maxrl/2< > \/ﬁy
¢ st P

which implies that

1/2
”Tg”oo < 5B}‘maxrl/2 2—m / max M
B p ¢ \/n
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holds with probability at least 1 — 20(pgm)~!. Now applying Lemma 13 again with ¢ =
{1610g(pgm) /n}'/2, we get

TLO’?, n

leell3 1‘ <4 {10g<pqm> }”2

with probability at least 1 — 2(pgm)~2, which implies

”Zf,/‘k < [403/{log(pqm)/n}l/2 + O'l%:| < V500

with probability at least 1 — 2(pgm)~2 when log(pgm)/n < 1. Therefore, we have

9 1/2 1 1/2

T3 %) § 5\/5 max O'g/B)\maXTl/2 —m = 5B max O'g/)\max Orm 5
)4 )4
!/ p /

which holds with probability at least 1 — 22(pgm)~!. Similar to T, we can bound T} as

Hﬁlll

1
[Zilloo = 2 1FeBlle < I 77, < 2[[F7e]| < 2 mae (ZFﬂ) co
Therefore, we have
B q T
P([|T4l[o0 > 1) SPZP{EKZFJ'@) Evr| = t} { <Z > Ep }
j=1 JjE€Jp

:pzpl ‘(ZjeJl FJ'Z)TEM S nt ]
(S0 (Sien HeZ)* Y Pow — B{SI (Sies, fieZ) "} 2o
<2 ( )1/2 exp B[Yi{ Yjes, fﬂ(Zij)}2]1/2”'.

nt

—n?2t?

20%'32 > { Zjer fjf(Zij)}z

Since Z?ﬂ{zg'e]( fjg(Zij)}2 < r2CZn, by setting t = maxy op BCo{8r?log(pgm)/n}'/?,
we obtain

| Tilloo < max oy BCo{8r? log(pgm) /n}'/?,

which holds with probability at least 1 — p?(pgm)~*. Now we bound T} as

1750 < 1501 H(fTUT (U - B
B -
E Z - U’YZ — U~

2
g g — U’}/g < 25B/\12nax 2—m,
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which holds with probability at least 1 — 20(pgm)~!. Finally, we bound Ty as

18Il S
ol < 1P UT - F)||, < 7 max Z 072
. o\ 1/2
< E(rn)l/ Cy max UApy — z:l ) < 5B7”/\max< ;n) )
J

which holds with probability at least 1 — 20(pgm)~'. Therefore, we have

1~ | RSN
SXTy - —XT(X—X)BH
n

n

< T oo + 1T2llee + 1 T5ll00 + [[T4lloo + 17500 + 1760
9 1/2 1 1/2 10 1/2
< 500/\max< rm> + QCQUQT‘{M} + 5B m?x O'g(’f’)l/2/\max< rm)
p n n

1 1/2 2 9 1/2
+ m?x O'EBC()T{M} +25BX\2 r—— + 5B7‘)\max<—m>
n P

max

9 1/2 1 1/2 9 1/2

< TooAmax <ﬁ> + 8 Bmax 0y Amax (@) + 307 BA\max ( m>

p l n p
om \ 1/2

< Amax” <7> (700 + 8V5B max oy + 30B),

which holds with probability at least 1 — 86(pgm)~" when Apax(2m/p)Y/? < 1, where we
use the definition of Ay in the third inequality. This, together with (11), implies

1 ~ ~ —~ —~
51X B = B)I3 < ulllh = ullBll + £1B - Blh.

Adding ,u||§ — Bl|3/2 to both sides yields

SR8 — BB+ £1B— Bl < (181l — 1B + 13 — 1)

= w8l + 18ee I = 1Bell = 11Beelly + 1B — Bell + 1Bee — Beellh)

= u(l1Bells = 1Bzl = 1Beells + 18z = Belly + l1Bzelh)

= u(|Bell = 1Bells + 1Bz — Bellv) < 2ullBe — Bells,
where the last inequality follows from the triangle inequality. This completes the proof. W
Now we are ready to prove our main results. We note from Lemma 20 that with probability

at least 1 — 86(pgm)~!, we have

(1R (8 ~ B)1B < 2ulBe — Belh < 2usM21Be — el (12

and

L8~ 8l < 2018z — Bell.

31



Niu, Gu AND LI

By Lemma 19, with probability at least 1 — 148(pgm) !, we have
> 2| X(B-8
1Be - el < AXC - (13)

Combining (12) and (13), we obtain
S5 64
IRG -85 < Jgnsys
and
16 = Bl < 4182 = Bell < 4sZNBe = Bellz < —sm,
which hold with probability at least 1 — 234(pgm)~".

Section D: Proof of Results in Section 4

Proof of Lemma 4

Proof Note that

B=B+QD"(Y - XB)/n

=B+ QD" (X(B - ) +n)/n

— B+ QD™(D(B—B) + (X —D)(B—B) +n)/n

=B+ QD"™/n+ QD" (X — D)(8 — B)/n + QS — I)(B — B).

Now decompose the second term on the rightmost-hand side of the above display as

QD™n/n = QD" n/n+ UD — D)"n/n
= QD" n/n+ (Q—Q)D"n/n+ QD — D)*n/n,

which completes the proof. |

Proof of Theorem 5

Proof In this proof, we will temporarily assume ||Ry| s = 0p(1),k = 1,2,3,4, which will
be elaborated in the next section. First, we show wy is bounded away from zero for large
n, that is, wy, > ¢ for some constant ¢ > 0. This follows immediately since §2y is lower
bounded by a constant. Define

n

1
Tin = 5= > (700 2,
7’L
=1
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where [7, is the ith row of U. Then, we have
g HTFTU T— — E Bu

=1
1 : 9TDT77 [
<|—=) grrurtL - 0
_'\/ﬁ; ¢ Ywe  y/nwy +;mingwé

1/2 5@ ﬁz

We

)

'TZn

As noted above, we will control the remainder terms || Ry ||~ in the next section and for now
we assume they are all 0,(1). Now we have

1

ni  6;,D™n
1/2 Z HEPTUT a n12w, | n

Wi n'Puwy|
1
S -
7’L1/2WZ

~ 1
T (FTUT - FT) 1‘ 1 0P }— 117y,
n
where the first equality follows from the fact

Lorrror iy

1 TPT77T 1 T
VMWF U 1\;\1 7|

+ni 0;TU™y
1/223(9 __W
~ n — 1 _
= 779 TTTU T, — TpTr7T,,. | —gTPTr7T11T
nl/zwz Zegr Ui, Zog Ul + =000 11"y
— 1 TP T77T T

Apply the Hélder’s inequality to get
1 - OTFTU'T i HEDTU
n1/2z ¢ e nluw,

—= 1/2 <||95||1max Z Z_U/YZ
{mgmax ZFM—UW

7j=1

< {mg max Z \/ﬁsup

J€J,

1
Hle + 110l 1F7 1 ) -

szﬂ is)

7j=114i=1

IA

/(U[ + mgq max

;772‘

=1
1 n
)
=1

mn

fie(z) Z D1 (2)Vkje

a}%

> Fi(Zig) |/

i=1

Jwe

> 1ieZig)| [ (n'?

1=1

+ mq m?x Z

J€J,

< {mgrnl/zCLm_d/wg + mg max

V20 }
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It then follows from the Gaussian tail probability that

< 200 Zm >t><2<2>1/2€xp(—tﬂ‘

Setting t = 2{log(n)}'/2, we obtain with probability at least 1 —n~"

n 1/2
LS| <)
n im1 n

Similarly, by Lemma 7, we have

%Z fie(Zij)| < {4C§ log(pqm)/n}l/2
—1

with probability at least 1 — 2(pgm)~2. By the union bound argument, we have

0D
Trrrrr N 4
1/2 ZGZF ur = wr  nl/2w,

< op{log(n )}1/2 [C m” +200{log pgm) /n}

with probability at least 1 —2(pgm)~t —n~1. Since wy is lower bounded by a constant when

n is large, we conclude

07 D™
7T 4 _
1/2 Z@ZF U w_g - nl/sz Op(l)
It follows that
Ty — 1/252 be = 0,(1).
[

Therefore, Ty ,, and V1(Be — By) Jwe share the same weak limit. Now we show T, ?,n converges
in distribution to the standard normal. Note that

TZ7n 1/2 Z HEPTUT 77;

1 OrT U {130 O7TTE(T7T;,)T6,} 20,
nl2 e (L TR (TET) 10, o oo{0FE (DTUTUT/n) 6}

oo{0FE (DTUTUT /n) 6,1/
X
Wy

It follows that

HTFTﬁTTh’
[WZ{ Ly 9ITTE (U7T;)T6,} 2o, St}

QTPTUTTH
P{nl/zz; (1 St‘Z}

1S GITTR(URT)T6,) oy

— E{3(1)} = 2(t)
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for all t € R, where ®(¢) denotes the CDF of the standard normal distribution. Finally, we
note that

(& 30, OITTE(UFU:)T6,} o < n >”2
o0{6TE (T"UTUT /n) 6,1/ ’

n—1

where we use the fact that E(UTU/n) = "T_IE(ﬁTﬁ/ n). Then, by the triangular inequality,
we have

F'F  TTUTUT
)
B HE<FTF n—1rTﬁTﬁF>

n n
n n n

.

E(n_lFTF n—lI‘TUTUI‘>H

n n n

<

=)L

n—1 H <FTF F*UT n FTUT I‘TUTUI‘> H

n n

L

n—1 F'F  FTUT n—1 F*UT TTU'0UT
< - E a— + E -

n n n n
1_(F'F

(5]

n n ~

It then follows from the triangular and Jensen’s inequalities that

F(S -

n

o

n-l max |E ( ?:1 FJTZ)(ZEI:1 Fip — fj’}’g/)
noor -
+ n-1 max |[& (U’YZ)T( Z(jl':l F}Z’ - U"}/g/)
n o0 -
1 ]Z Z ]g/
+ EEH}’%X 1/2 H 1/2 )
< n_lEm X ( j=1FjTé)( j:l jZ’_ﬁ’yZ/)
Toonoer -
+ n- 1Emax (UW) (ZJ 1 e — U’YZ’)
n M’ i
1 ]Z Z ]g/

35



Niu, Gu AND LI

Now we apply the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality to get

F'F TTUTUT
(5 =)

n

o0
< n—lE sz 1 'ZHQ Z?:lFM—UW
>~ n Z,Z’ n1/2 n1/2 ,
| = S Bt S Fie | || e Fe — U
! MI n!/? 2 nt/2 2
1 ]é Z ]Z’
i EEI%%X n1/2 H n1/2 )
- S Fjo — Uy
< rCoE max J nj1/2
n—lE U’Yz Fj, Z Fj Z jZ’_U’Yg/
+ n Hl}%’x 1/2 1/2 1/2
1 ]é Z jé’
* EEI%%’X 1/2 H 1/2 )
n—1 Fip— U7 y
< A L2
s — rColE m?x ; —7
Jj€Je
n—1 [7/75 - Z?:l Fjg ;1 ) ]él o U’)/g/
+— Em?x <§ 1/ ) +7Co max T
I
7’2C02
—
Finally, we obtain
B F'F TTU™UT
n n
mn 2
- 2
= T Co zil[lpb} Jinl2) Z’kaf‘bk 0
n—1
+ {7‘ sup ij ZVk]NSk —I-T‘Co}{T sup fjg Z%M‘ﬁk }
! z€lat] z€[a,b

where we apply the Cauchy—Schwarz and triangular inequalities. Now by Lemma 8, we

have
B FTF B rturtur
n n

-1 —
P 2y cmnt+

—1 2

<

1 2C3
(T‘C’meld + T’Co)’r’CLm:Ld + =
n

2C0

< 3 C()CLm_d +
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The above inequality holds when Crm,, 4 < Cy. It then follows that

T Tr7T T Tr7T
92E<FHF>0€_92E<P UnUl“)eZ E<FnF T UF)H

n
2,2
_ rC,
7’2C0CL77Lnd + ”lgz)—o 5
n

< (1617

on—1
ngg

from which we know

r*UTyT 1/2
0'0{92F <¥>9@} — Wy.

Next, we ShOW, for a consistent estimator @g,
1/2 3 B w/\ 4 N 0 1
n (BZ Z)/ 14 ( ) )

Since wy is lower bounded by a constant when n is large, for a consistent estimator &y, we
know &y = ,(1). Therefore, we have

Wy
Wy

- 1‘ = 0,(1).

By Slutsky’s theorem, we have

. 1/2(3, _
W /2By — o)y = BB o, ).

We We

Proof of Lemma 6

Proof Note that
~ A~ fTL TL f/\
w% = 0893795.

We first prove &y is a consistent estimator of oy by showing 63 — o2 in probability. Note
that

~ 1 -
58 - ol = |l - B - o3

1 ~
=713+~ XA - o3

1 1 S22
= |~lnll3 + ~[[X8 = XB; + ~n" (X5~ XPB) — of

o~ 2 o~
< l”nH2_O,2 4 HXB_XBH2 + 2”77”2 HXB_XBH2
= |p N2 0 n nl/2 nl/2
Lo o , 64 o 2[nl28 1/2
< g”n\b—‘fo taEs e ;
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which holds with probability at least 1—234(pgm)~! by applying Theorem 3. From Theorem
3, we have

n

1/2
0(2) < 40_3{10g(pqm) }

" |
p 12
with probability at least 1 — 2(pgm)~2, which implies
log(pgm) | */* 64 8
|56 — o8| < 4o {%} + gslﬂ + 2\/500281/%

holds with probability at least 1 — 236(pgm)~! when log(pgm,,)/n < 1. Then we consider

r'UTvT~ I"E(UTU)T

o) L /1 00
_ o FTUnTUF 5,_fF F'Fa s F'Fa o ,[TEQTO)T
95@@ oF FTFQZ +|6F FTFeg oF FTFeg
+0F FTFog oF EUTOT,
I"U*UT  F'F H o FTFHZ r E@
+ |67 FTFeg - eg@@
=T +To+ T3

For T, we know that

TTUTUT  FTF
T < |62 - H

2rm 1/2
< 35mQ)\maXrCo{ }
0

oo

with probability at least 1 — 60(pgm)~" when Amax{2m/p}'/? < /rCy, where we use the
definition of # in the first inequality and Lemma 19 in the second inequality. For T», we
have

F'F

W FTF ~
0 — 0} ——0;
n

< lor < 116clly |0 — 6c]], < mar®C3||60 — 0.

where we use the fact that

q q
‘ <Z fjé(%‘)) (Z fjé(Zj)> ‘ <r2c2.
j=1 e
Applying Lemma 24, we have

Ty < 2CmeSQ7’2Cg(2mQ'U)1_b
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with probability at least 1 — 62(pgm)~", where v = 36maAmaxCo{2rm/p}*/?,0 < b < 1.
For T3, we have

T T T
T 93<F F T"EU U)F)eg
n n
FTr TTE(U*U)T
< o £ - EEED)
n o0
2 [ — d 2Co
§m9<3 TCLCbm_ + ” )7

which follows from Theorem 5. Therefore, we have

Uyt~ TTE(UTU)T

L vuUL T
95 - 0, — 95 0y

2rm | /2
< 35mq )\maXTC(){ } + 2cmeSQr2Cg(2mgv)1_b
p

r2C?2
—|—m%< 2C’LC’0m_d+ n0>
Now we have
~ o DTUTUT ~
|&f — wi| = 520} 795 — 020JE(TUTUT /n) 6,
. TTUTUT ~ ot TTUTUT ~ I‘T TUT ~
52T UUTG e DTUTUT G | o DMUTUT G e gy iy g,
n n n
T T~ TTUTUT ~
< 13-t T, g cr oy
n

"UTUT ~

1/2
< [408{7log(iqm)} + %SMZ + 2\/30’0%81/2#] 9T7n 0y

2rm 1/2
+O’0 |:35mQ)\maX7’Co{ ’ } +26kaSQT2Cg(2mQU)1_b

1 2,2
7‘2C’LC'0m7_Ld + rCy H

—I—m% 3n—
n

We also have

~ FTUTUFA FTUTUF F'F i FTF
n

0;
¢ n n

colfemn 2| o))

2rm ) V/?
<35mQ)\maXrC'o{ 5 } —l—mgrz(}'g.
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o0
TTUTUT F'F
n

39



Niu, Gu AND LI

Therefore, we get
1 V2 64
|&f —wi| < [ UO{M} + 6—2su2 + 2\/500§sl/2,u]
n K K
9 1/2
[35mQ/\maer’o{ ;m} + mm‘20§}

2rm ) /2
+O’0 |:35mQ)\maX7’C(){ ’ } +20meSQT2CO2(2mQU)1_b

2
+m?2< n- 2C'LC0m_d+ CO>:|
n n

Section E: Control of Remainder Terms

We derive specific conditions to make sure the remainder terms satisfy ||Ri| = 0p(1),
k=1,2,3,4. We first find the probability of the event ||QX4 — I]|cc = 0p(1).

Lemma 21 Suppose Assumption 5 holds, then
R 9 1/2
|2 —1I]| < mg36)\max7’00< :)m>

holds with probability at least 1 — 62(pgm) =", when Amax{2m/p}'/? < r1/2Cy.

sl = o = s (S
n n .

TTUTUT (FTF>
) —E
n

Proof Note that

o0

F'F F'F X’TX’H
< mg + -

n

X —

=L
+ —~ :
00 n

<ma( [~

From Lemma 18, we have
F'F 1 1/2
-5, s veaf )

with probability at least 1 — 2p?(pgm)~*. Also, from Lemma 19, we have

F'F  X'X 2
|55
n n P
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with probability at least 1 —60(pgm) =", when Apax(2m/p)*/? < r1/2Cy. Therefore, we have

R 1/2
1954 — T|| . < ma36AmaxrCo <%7m>

with probability at least 1 — 62(pgm)~! when )\,(][16\,((2771//))1/2 < rl2¢y,. |

By Lemma 21, v can be chosen as 36moAmaxrCoy/2rm/p. The next result provides a
probabilistic bound for |[U™n/n||s.

Lemma 22

U™l oo _
P < aftogtoam/m)} %] = 1~ (),

Proof Write |U™n/n|« as [|[Un|| ., = max; ‘U]»Tkn‘, where Ujy, is the kth column of spline
matrix U;. Recall the Gaussian tail bound

/
P (X > 1) gg(%)l zw

™

Now we have

T Ur
P(HU lloe 2t> SqmnPO fisdl Zt>
n n

=qm ]P’[ |U]Tkn| > nt ]

oof S v Zi)} ' oo T w(Z)}

2\ 1/2 n?t? o0{ Die wl%(zij)}lm
< 2gmy, <;> exp { - 203 S %(Zij) } nt '

Since |15 (Zij)| < 2, setting t = 4o {log(pgm/n)}'/?, we obtain

1Tl > ] 1/2] ~ -2
P| "= = 4doo{log(pgm/n)} /% | < qm(pgm)~.

Lemma 23 (Lemma A.1 in Gold et al., 2020) Suppose (i) |21 is bounded above by
a constant mq < oo, and (i) Q is an estimate of Q0 with rows 0y obtained as solutions to
(5). Then

19 = Q|oo < 2mau

holds with probability at least 1 — 62(pgm)~".
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Proof Under the conditions of this Lemma, we know that
08 1], <o, |08~ 1],, <o
Then, we have

Q—Qz{[—QE(F F>}Q: [I+Q{Zd—E<F F>}—de}9
n n

N . FTF . N . .
_ ([—de)Q—Q{E< ) —2d}Q= (- 0S4)2 - (1 - $.9).

n

By Holder’s inequality, we have

01— £20) < |1 - S0, < 1 - S|, < mav
and
(I - 9%4)Q|, < I19lh[[1 — %], < mav.
Therefore, we have
|2 -8l < 2mav.

We have shown in Lemma 21 that

R 1/2
1954 — I|| . < 36moAmaxrCo <%7m>

with probability at least 1 — 62(pgm)~'. Therefore, the proof is complete by choosing

v = 36mg)\maxr00(2rm/p)l/2. [ |

Lemma 24 (Lemma A.2 in Gold et al., 2020) Suppose, in addition to the conditions
of Lemma 23, Q € U(mq, b, sq). Then,

HQ@ — 9(”1 < 2Cb(2mQU)1_bSQ

for each € € {1,...,p}, where ¢y, = 1+ 2170 4 3170,

Proof See the proof of Theorem 6 in Cai et al. (2011). [ |

Now we examine each remainder term Rj in the subsequent subsections.
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Control of R,
Lemma 25 Suppose the conditions of Theorem & and Lemma 24 hold. If

2 1/2
n1/22cb(2mgv)l_b89 4\/50’07“C'Lm;d + 146’000{%@(]@} ] =o(1),

then ||R1|loo = o(1) with probability at least 1 — 5(pgm)~".
Proof Note that

Ry =(Q—Q)D"/n/? = (Q— Q)T U" — F* + F")p/n'/?
<197 = QY (I(T" U™ = F™)n/n?|ls + [ Fn/n'?]|0)
=217 = Q"1 ([(TTUT = F™)n/nlloo + [F™n/n]ls0)-

As is shown in the proof of Theorem 3, ||[F™n/n|ls < 2Co0o0{r?log(pgm)/n}'/? holds with

probability at least 1 — p(pgm)~2. Applying Lemma 17 and the x? concentration bound,
we have

[nll2

q

j=1
< 4V5ogrCpm;? + 4rog{5C2 log(pgm) /n}'/?

1
TrrT T
[THU" = Fn/nfle < i/ max

with probability at least 1 — 47(pgm)~2. Tt follows that

Ry < n' Q7 — Q7 [1|F"n/n]lo

< n1/226b(277191))1_b89 |:4\/50'07‘0Lm;d + 140000{%(?%]@} :|

holds with probability at least 1 — 5(pgm)~". [ |

Control of R,
Lemma 26 Under the same conditions of Lemma 25, if

3/2
mo 128T)\max{log(pqm)}l/2 m% = o(1),

then || Ral|oo = o(1) with probability at least 1 — 19(pgm)~1.
Proof Note that

IRl = QTTUT — TTUT)p/n'/?
< n'2)Q7 1T — DI ]|UTn/nl|o

< n'?mq (x| = ell [T/ oo
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Recall from the proof of Theorem 2

goos

q
S U m
max |[J; — F¢l[1 < maxm!/? E 170 — Fjella < mY232r Aoy —
{=1,....p l = p

holds with probability at least 1 — 18(pgm)~!. Then, by Lemma 22, we obtain

log(pgm) | */?
n

U™/l < 4{

with probability at least 1 — (pgm)~!. Tt follows that

3/2
| Ralloo < mngST/\max{log(pqm)}lpm%

holds with with probability at least 1 — 19(pgm)~!.

Control of Rj

Lemma 27 Under the same conditions of Lemma 25, if

Lo 2rm\ /2 64
nt/ mQ)\maX<T> (307"00 + 16 m?x ag)gs,u =o(1),

then || R3l|oo = 0(1) with probability at least 1 — 277(pgm)~*.

Proof We first apply Holder’s inequality to get

R3]l < n"(1Q7 11| D™(X — D)/nllocl|B — Bl

Note that

D"(X —D)/n=D"(F+E - D)/n
= D"(F — D)/n+ D E/n.

For the first term on the right-hand side above, we have

ITTUT(F = D)/nlloc < [F™(F = D)/nlloc + [(TUT = FT)(F — D)/ns
< | 2251 Fie 11 Fje— U7 > i Fje = U ||

< ma
= nl/2 nl/2 nl/2

2

+ m?x

2 2

12 2m 1/2 9 2m 3/2 2m\ /2
S TC05)\maXT 7 + 25)‘maxr7 S 30)‘maxr CQ 7 s
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which holds with probability at least 1 — 20(pgm)~" when Apaxr/?(2m/p)'/? < Cy. For
the second term, we have

ID"E/n]lo = [TUTE/nl|o

< |TUT = F)E/n|los + | FTE/nl|o

23:1 FjZ - U/V\é
nl/2

Eypr
n1/2

< max
2.0

5

+ | FTE/nllo
2

om 1/2
sa@mwg%me<?) FIFE /oo

2

om\ /2
<5V5 max 0 Amax <_m> + max o0 Co{8r2 log(pgm) /n}'/?
/ p U
om\ 1/2
<16 m?x ag)\maxrl/2 <_m>
p

with probability at least 1—23(pgm)~!, where we use the arguments in the proof of Theorem
3 when bounding ||T3||c and [|T}||oc. It follows that

157X = D)/l < Ao (22"

1/2
> (307’00 + 16 max O’g)

holds with probability at leasst 1 — 43(pgm)~!. Finally, we have

1Rs]loe < 02|27 [1| D (D — D) /nllos|B — Bllx
2rm'\ 1/ 64
= n1/2mQ>\max <ﬂ> (30rC’0 + 16 max og) —5 S
p [ K

with probability at least 1 — 277(pgm)~". [ |

Control of Ry

Lemma 28 Under the same conditions of Lemma 25, if

then || Ryl|oo = 0(1) with probability at least 1 — 296(pgm) 1.
Proof By Holder’s inequality, we have
1Ralloo < 1?1054 = I|oollB — Bll1-

Applying Lemma 21, we obtain

2rm\ /% ~
IRalle < 0286 Co (22 ) 1 = 11,
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which holds with probability at least 1 — 62(pgm)~" when Amax(2m/p)Y/? < r1/2Cy. Apply
Theorem 3 to get

2 1/264
[ Rallo < n1/236mQAmacho<ﬁ> s,
p K

which holds with probability at least 1 — 296(pgm)~!. [ ]

Section F: Additional Experiments

In this section, we present more experiments to demonstrate the finite sample performance
of our proposed estimator when the dimensions of the treatment and instrumental variables
are large.

Table 5: L; error of each method averaged over one hundred replications with standard
deviation shown in parentheses for p = 100.

Sample Linear Nonlinear
size Our method 2SLS-L PLS Our method 2SLS-L PLS
100 1.15 (0.42)  1.48 (0.62) 0.75 (0.27 1.94 (0.98)  1.55 (0.74) 0.94 (0.31
200 0.62 (0.33 0.62 (0.32) 0.69 (0.28 1.06 (0.53 1.87 (0.81) 0.84 (0.32

) (0.27) ) (0.31)
(0.33) (0.32) (0.28) (0.53) (0.81) (0.32)
400 047 (0.26) 0.41 (0.21) 0.82 (0.34)  0.65 (0.29)  2.55 (0.95) 1.06 (0.28)
600 0.38 (0.18) 0.35(0.16) 1.20 (0.51) 0.45 (0.26)  2.95 (1.11) 1.27 (0.26)
800 0.29 (0.14) 0.28 (0.13) 1.36 (0.42) 0.38 (0.17)  3.22 (1.52) 1.38 (0.29)
1000 0.23 (0.10)  0.23 (0.10) 1.44 (0.38)  0.30 (0.13)  3.49 (1.52) 1.43 (0.26)
1200 0.23 (0.10)  0.24 (0.10) 1.68 (0.37) 0.27 (0.15)  3.44 (1.28) 1.46 (0.21)
1400 0.19 (0.08)  0.20 (0.09) 1.75 (0.38)  0.24 (0.13)  3.83 (1.75) 1.55 (0.21)
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Table 6: L error of each method averaged over one hundred replications with standard
deviation shown in parentheses for p = 200.

Sample Linear Nonlinear

size Our method 2SLS-L PLS Our method  2SLS-IL PLS

100 1.14 (0.52)  0.52 (0.76) 0.80 (0.23) 2.53 (1.47) 1.21 (0.50) 1.02 (0.31)
200 0.65 (0.28)  0.74 (0.38) 0.74 (0.38)  0.99 (0.41) 1.35 (0.80) 0.84 (0.29)
400 0.42 (0.20) 0.42 (0.20) 0.64 (0.23)  0.62 (0.24)  2.03 (1.02) 0.93 (0.29)
600 0.30 (0.16)  0.28 (0.14) 0.73 (0.31) 0.43 (0.19) 2.49 (1.16) 1.09 (0.27)
800 0.26 (0.11)  0.25 (0.10) 0.92 (0.35) 0.35 (0.15)  3.42 (1.75) 1.25 (0.24)
1000 0.21 (0.09) 0.20 (0.08) 1.14 (0.43) 0.30 (0.15) 3.42 (1.65) 1.35 (0.22)
1200 0.21 (0.10)  0.21 (0.10) 1.36 (0.47) 0.29 (0.15) 3.92 (2.32) 1.39 (0.24)
1400 0.18 (0.07)  0.19 (0.08) 1.58 (0.47) 0.24 (0.12) 4.12 (2.43) 1.47 (0.21)

Table 7: L; error of each method averaged over one hundred replications with standard
deviation shown in the parentheses when p = 400.

Sample Linear Nonlinear

size Our method 2SLS-L PLS Our method 2SLS-L PLS

100 1.23 (0.68) 2.05 (0.86) 0.91 (0.34) 2.69 (1.24)  1.08 (0.45) 1.14 (0.36)
200 0.74 (0.60)  1.00 (0.50) 0.57 (0.21)  1.11 (0.64) 1.11 (0.63) 0.83 (0.29)
400 0.39 (0.16)  0.36 (0.15) 0.51 (0.18) 0.57 (0.26)  1.62 (0.98) 0.86 (0.28)
600 0.35 (0.15)  0.29 (0.11) 0.55 (0.21)  0.43 (0.17)  1.75 (1.04) 1.00 (0.22)
800 0.27 (0.13)  0.23 (0.11) 0.56 (0.19) 0.37 (0.18)  2.81 (1.50) 1.14 (0.24)
1000 0.24 (0.11)  0.23 (0.09) 0.56 (0.19) 0.31 (0.12) 3.20 (2.11) 1.19 (0.22)
1200 0.20 (0.08)  0.20 (0.08) 0.84 (0.37) 0.23 (0.09) 3.47 (1.90) 1.29 (0.22)
1400 0.19 (0.07)  0.18 (0.08) 0.91 (0.41) 0.22 (0.10) 4.12 (2.98) 1.36 (0.20)
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