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Abstract—This paper introduces a new regularized version of
the robust τ -regression estimator for analyzing high-dimensional
datasets subject to gross contamination in the response variables
and covariates (explanatory variables). The resulting estimator,
termed adaptive τ -Lasso, is robust to outliers and high-leverage
points. It also incorporates an adaptive ℓ1-norm penalty term,
which enables the selection of relevant variables and reduces
the bias associated with large true regression coefficients. More
specifically, this adaptive ℓ1-norm penalty term assigns a weight to
each regression coefficient. For a fixed number of predictors p, we
show that the adaptive τ -Lasso has the oracle property, ensuring
both variable-selection consistency and asymptotic normality.
Asymptotic normality applies only to the entries of the regression
vector corresponding to the true support, assuming knowledge of
the true regression vector support. We characterize its robustness
via the finite-sample breakdown point and the influence function.
We carry out extensive simulations and observe that the class of
τ -Lasso estimators exhibits robustness and reliable performance
in both contaminated and uncontaminated data settings. We also
validate our theoretical findings on robustness properties through
simulation experiments. In the face of outliers and high-leverage
points, the adaptive τ -Lasso and τ -Lasso estimators achieve
the best performance or close-to-best performance in terms of
prediction and variable selection accuracy compared to other
competing regularized estimators for all scenarios considered in
this study. Therefore, the adaptive τ -Lasso and τ -Lasso estimators
can be effectively employed for a variety of sparse linear regression
problems, particularly in high-dimensional settings and when
the data is contaminated by outliers and high-leverage points.
However, it is worth noting that no particular estimator uniformly
dominates others.

Index Terms—robust estimator, sparsity, high-dimensional data,
linear regression, regularized estimator, variable selection, oracle
property, asymptotic normality, consistency, influence function,
root-n consistency, breakdown point.

I. INTRODUCTION

THE last two decades have witnessed a phenomenal surge
of interest in massive datasets collected and analyzed in

almost every aspect of science, business, and industry. The
increased interest has been primarily due to the ability of
modern technology to acquire large quantities of data cheaply
and automatically, leading to datasets with an increasing number
of features or predictors [1]–[3]. Formidable challenges arise
with high-dimensional models where the number of features (p)
exceeds the number of observations (n), causing problems with
uniqueness and identifiability. Such high-dimensional data often
encompass a low-dimensional representation due to sparsity
or a low-rank structure. Indeed, if there is no underlying
structure, one may be unable to recover useful information
from data about parameters of interest with a low sample size
n. Thus, regularization of the ill-defined estimation problem
may be necessary to capture a low-dimensional representation

of the high-dimensional data. In the sparse linear regression
settings, it is common to regularize the empirical loss by
the ℓ1-norm of the parameter vector to promote sparsity.
Doing so may improve prediction accuracy by reducing the
variance of the estimated values while introducing some bias.
Second, it may perform variable selection by identifying the
subset of explaining variables with the most substantial effects
[1]. Regularizing the squared-error loss by ℓ1-norm gives
rise to the celebrated Lasso estimator that combines variable
selection with parameter estimation. However, the ℓ1-norm
penalty may overshrink the coefficient estimates [4] when the
true coefficients are large and produce very biased estimates.
One can ameliorate the overshrinkage by replacing the ℓ1-
norm penalty with non-convex penalties such as the smoothly
clipped absolute deviation (SCAD) model [5] and minimax
concave penalty (MCP) [6]. These penalties mimic the ℓ1-
norm penalty around the origin and remain (asymptotically)
constant for larger values [7], [8]. Alternatively, adaptive Lasso
[9] substitutes the ℓ1-norm penalty with an adaptive ℓ1-norm
penalty where small weights are given to parameters associated
with large true coefficients. This adjustment reduces the penalty
imposed on these parameters, leading to estimates with lower
bias. The modified Lasso estimator, as described above, satisfies
oracle properties, i.e., (i) the support of the estimated coefficient
vector agrees with the support of the true coefficient vector
(variable selection consistency); (ii) asymptotic normality holds
for the entries of the regression vector corresponding to the
true support by knowing the correct support a priori.

An important issue in dealing with high-dimensional models
is that the probability of observing outliers or high-leverage
points may increase as the sample size and dimensionality
grow together. Moreover, one must take special care when the
distribution of covariates or additive noise is heavy-tailed. The
regularized least-squares estimators exhibit poor performance
in the presence of contamination or heavy-tailed noise as the
squared-error loss is highly sensitive to outliers and high-
leverage points, i.e., it is not statistically robust. In order
to address this issue, one can replace the squared-error loss
with a robust counterpart to encourage robustness in the face
of outliers and other contaminations. There is a large body
of methods using regularized M-estimators with a convex
empirical loss [10]–[20]. Despite strong theoretical guarantees,
these estimators may fail to limit the influence of high-
leverage points in the covariates and hence may lead to a
significant decrease in performance. Several procedures have
been proposed to mitigate the influence of high-leverage points,
particularly in [15], [20]. These procedures either down-weight
the observations with outlying predictor values or truncate
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all the predictor values, even when only one predictor in
the corresponding observation is an outlier. Neither of these
characteristics is desirable in high-dimensional models.

Motivated by this deficiency of convex empirical loss,
several regularized linear regression estimators robust to high-
leverage points have been developed. Regularized robust linear
regression estimators, known as MM-Lasso and adaptive MM-
Lasso, were proposed in [21]. These estimators substitute the
squared-error loss of Lasso with a non-convex redescending
loss. In addition, the authors provide a solid foundation for
analyzing the behavior of these estimators by deriving the
robustness properties and the asymptotic theory for consistency.
They also showed that the adaptive MM-Lasso estimator enjoys
oracle properties for a fixed number of covariates p under
very mild conditions. There are several other regularized
robust linear regression estimators in the literature, including
penalized elastic net MM-estimator (PENSEM) [22], [23],
penalized elastic net S-estimator (PENSE) [23], sparse least-
trimmed squares (sparse-LTS) estimator [24], robust least angle
regression (robust LARS) [11], exponential squared loss-Lasso
(ESL-Lasso) [25], minimum distance lasso (MD-Lasso) [26],
minimum non-concave penalized density power divergence
(MNP-DPD) estimator [27], the ℓ0-penalized algorithm for
robust outlier support identification (AROSI) [28], robust regres-
sion with covariate filtering [29], and non-convex regularized
M-estimators [7], [20].

This paper introduces the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator, a low-
dimensional τ -estimator regularized by an adaptive ℓ1-norm
penalty similar to adaptive lasso [9]. The present study extends
the work of Martinez-Camara et al. [30], [31], who initially
proposed the τ -Lasso estimator and derived its influence
function. Herein, we focus on regularized versions of τ -
estimators [32], [33] and establish robustness and asymptotic
properties when data follows a sparse linear regression model.
We emphasize that the asymptotic theory established in this
paper is constrained to the classical fixed p and diverging n
and holds even for very heavy-tailed errors such as Cauchy-
distributed noise/errors.

We now summarize the main new contributions of the paper
as follows:

• The asymptotic theory for consistency of the τ -Lasso
estimator, including strong and root-n consistency, is
derived.

• The adaptive τ -Lasso estimator is introduced, and its
oracle properties are established. To do so, we first show
the estimator’s asymptotic normality for the entries of
the regression vector corresponding to the true support
when the correct support is known a priori. We then prove
variable selection consistency.

• The global robustness properties of the adaptive τ -Lasso
estimator, as measured by its finite-sample breakdown, are
characterized. Moreover, we provide a lower and upper
bound on the finite-sample breakdown point. Subsequently,
the estimator’s high breakdown point is confirmed via
computer simulations.

• We derive the influence function of the adaptive τ -Lasso
estimator. We also verify from our simulation results
that the resulting influence function agrees with its finite-

sample version, standardized sensitivity curve, for one-
dimensional toy data.

• Extensive simulation studies are conducted where the
finite-sample performance of τ -Lasso and adaptive τ -
Lasso is compared to that of other competing state-of-the-
art regularized robust linear regression estimators.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section
II details the basic notation used throughout the paper. Section
III describes the data model used in this article in detail. Section
IV introduces the background material on the adaptive τ -Lasso
estimator. We then provide the main results in Section V,
including theorems and propositions on asymptotic properties
of the τ -Lasso and the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator. Section
VI is devoted to characterizing the robustness properties such
as finite-sample breakdown point and influence function for
the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator. In Section VII, we illustrate
the simulation results for the τ -Lasso and the adaptive τ -
Lasso estimators and compare the results with other competing
regularized robust estimators for several scenarios. We then
conclude the paper in Section VIII. We defer full proofs and
technical derivations of the theoretical results outlined in this
paper to the Supplemental Material, given their lengthy and
tedious nature.

II. NOTATION

Given the true regression parameter vector (coefficient vector)
β0 ∈ Rp, we denote by A := {j ∈ {1, · · · , p}|β0,j ̸= 0}
the true active set corresponding to the set of predictors
associated with true non-zero coefficients and Ac := {j ∈
{1, · · · , p}|β0,j = 0}| the true inactive set corresponding to
the set of predictors associated with true zero coefficients. To
simplify the matters with proofs of theorems, without loss
of generality, we assume that the first k0 elements of β0 are
non-zero and thus the true active set A := {1, 2, · · · , k0}. We
write XA to denote the regression matrix whose columns are
those predictors in A. For a vector β ∈ Rp, we denote by βA
the first k0 coefficients of β and βAc the remaining p − k0
coefficients of β. Furthermore, we note the ℓ1-norm as

∥β∥ℓ1 =

p∑

j=1

|βj |. (1)

To avoid confusion, we provide the reader with a list of
notations that will be consistently used within the body of
the proofs.

LIST OF NOTATIONS

β̂PT τ -Lasso estimator
β̂AT adaptive τ -Lasso estimator
β̂T τ -estimator
β̃ pilot estimate (initial estimate) of β0 employed to

compute the adaptive weights wj
∂β(f) generalized gradient of f with respect to β
Ln(β) objective function of the τ -Lasso estimator evaluated

at β
Ln(β) objective function of the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator

evaluated at β
x p-dimensional random vector of predictors
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y random response variable
u random measurement noise variable
r(β0) true error, r(β0) := y − xTβ0 = u (r.v.)
τn(r(β)) τ -scale estimate of the residual vector r(β)
τ(β0) population τ -scale of the true error, τ(r(β0)), we allow

a small violation of notation for simplicity
sn(r(β)) M-scale estimate of the residual vector r(β)
s(β0) population M-scale of the true error, s(r(β0)), we

allow a small violation of notation for simplicity
δ tuning parameter set to a desired value for controlling

the asymptotic breakdown point of the estimator
δ∗ constant defining the desired asymptotic breakdown

point of the estimator
ζ∗ constant defining the desired normal efficiency
c0 tuning parameter of ρ0(.) adjusted to achieve the

desired asymptotic breakdown point.
c1 tuning parameter of ρ1(.) adjusted to achieve the

desired normal efficiency for a known c0
λn regularization parameter of the τ -Lasso estimator,

assumed to vary with sample size n as required for
the asymptotic analysis

λn regularization parameter of the adaptive τ -Lasso esti-
mator, assumed to vary with sample size n as required
for the asymptotic analysis

EF (.) expected value with respect to distribution F
θn = oP (an) implies that the sequence ∥θn∥ℓ2/|an| converges

to zero in probability [34].
θn = OP (an) implies that the sequence ∥θn∥ℓ2/|an| is

bounded in probability (or uniformly tight) [34].
P(.) probability of an event

III. DATA MODEL

Throughout this article, we assume data follows a sparse
linear regression model

y = Xβ0 + u (2)

where y = [y1, · · · , yn]T ∈ Rn denotes the response vector,
X = [x[1], · · · ,x[n]]

T ∈ Rn×p is the regression matrix and
data pairs {(yi,x[i])}ni=1 are n i.i.d realizations of random
variable (y,x) ∈ R × Rp. u = [u1, · · · , un]T ∈ Rn is the
measurement noise vector where {ui ∈ R}ni=1 are n i.i.d
realizations of random variable u ∈ R. The goal is to estimate
the unknown sparse parameter vector β0 ∈ Rp based on a
sample of n observations

(
y,X

)
. We assume sparsity such that

k0 < p coefficients of β0 are non-zero, and their corresponding
indices and k0 are not known in advance.

Suppose the measurement errors ui follow some distribution
F and are independent of the explanatory variables x[i] with
distribution G. Then, the joint distribution H of (yi,x[i]) satisfy

H(y,x) = G(x)F (y − xTβ0). (3)

Here, it is crucial to distinguish between y, x, and u, which
are random variables and their corresponding realizations yi,
x[i], and ui, which are deterministic. This distinction is of
paramount importance as it significantly impacts the subsequent
statistical analysis discussed in this article.

IV. THE ADAPTIVE τ -LASSO

A. Definition

Modern science and technology involve datasets that either
have high-dimensionality or are subject to undesirable large
perturbations such as heavy-tailed errors, outliers, or high-
leverage points. The τ -Lasso estimator [30], [31] is a regu-
larized robust estimator whose objective function comprises
a regularization term to deal with high-dimensional models
and a robust empirical loss to deal with outliers and high-
leverage points. While ℓ1-norm regularization of the τ -Lasso
promotes sparsity by setting some coefficients to zero, which
is a desired property, it also severely shrinks the estimated
coefficients associated with larger true coefficients. In order to
remedy the overshrinkage of the τ -Lasso estimates for these
coefficients, one can assign properly chosen weights to different
regression coefficients similarly to the adaptive Lasso [9]. We
now introduce the adaptive τ -Lasso as

β̂AT = argmin
β∈Rp

Ln(β) = argmin
β∈Rp

{
τ2n(r(β)) + λn

p∑

j=1

wj |βj |
}

(4)
where λn is a nonnegative regularization parameter controlling
the amount of shrinkage induced by the adaptive penalty term,
and adaptive weights are given by wj = 1/|β̃j |γ . β̃ denotes
a pilot estimate (initial estimate) of β0. The choice of γ > 0
influences the variable selection consistency and asymptotic
normality of the estimator and should be carefully selected to
attain the desired results. We will, later on, show that if the pilot
estimate β̃ is a strongly consistent estimate of β0, the adaptive
τ -Lasso estimator enjoys the root-n consistency and oracle
properties with a proper selection of λn. Note that λn varies
with n in the asymptotic analysis. Letting r(β) = y −Xβ be
the vector of residuals, τn(r(β)) is an efficient τ -scale [32],
[33] defined as follows:

τ2n(r(β)) = s2n(r(β))
1

n

n∑

i=1

ρ1

(
ri(β)

sn(r(β))

)
(5)

and sn(r(β)) is an M-scale estimate of residuals r(β) defined
as the solution to

1

n

n∑

i=1

ρ0

(
ri(β)

sn(r(β))

)
= δ, (6)

where δ is tuned to control the asymptotic breakdown
point of the estimator; to simplify notation, we will write
τn = τn(r(β)) and sn = sn(r(β)). The choice of ρ-functions
influences the robustness and efficiency of the adaptive
τ -Lasso estimators. Hence, the choice of ρ-function also
affects the estimator’s variance.

Assumption 1: the ρ-functions in this work satisfy the
following conditions [35], [36]

1) ρ(·) is real, even, continuous and ρ(0) = 0.
2) ρ(t) is bounded where ρ(t) = 1 for |t| ≥ c with 0 < c <

∞, and is strictly increasing in |t| elsewhere.
3) ρ(t) is continuously differentiable with both tρ

′
(t) and

ρ
′
(t) being bounded.
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A popular choice of ρ-function in robust regression meeting
the above conditions is Tukey’s bisquare family of functions:

ρ(t ; c) = 1−
(
1−

( t
c

)2)3
1|t|≤c (7)

with indicator function

1|t|≤c =

{
1 |t| ≤ c,

0 otherwise,

where c is a tuning parameter. We note ρi(t) = ρ(t ; ci) where
i = 1, 2. In the case of regularized τ -estimators, one can adjust
the constants c0 and c1 as required by equations (5) and (6) to
achieve the desired breakdown point δ∗ and Gaussian efficiency
ζ∗ for λn = 0, respectively. In the asymptotic regime (n →
∞), the sample mean term on the left-hand side of equation
(6) converges to its expectation. By setting δ to the desired
breakdown point δ∗, one can find c0 by solving E[ρ0(t)] =
δ∗. The desired normal efficiency ζ∗ is attained when the
asymptotic relative efficiency of the τ -estimator w.r.t the least-
squares estimator equals ζ∗. By comparing the asymptotic
variance of τ -estimators to the least-squares estimator, the
desired normal efficiency ζ∗ may be calculated by choosing
tuning constant c1, satisfying

(
E[ψ′

(t)]
)2
/E[ψ2(t)] = ζ∗. The

tuning constants are obtained under the Gaussianity assumption
of errors t ∼ N (0, 1). ψ(t), ψ0(t), ψ1(t) and W are given as
follows:

ψ(t) =Wψ0(t) + ψ1(t), (8a)
ψ0(t) = ∂ρ0(t)/∂t, ψ1(t) = ∂ρ1(t)/∂t, (8b)

W =
(
2E[ρ1(t)]− E[ψ1(t)t]

)
/E[ψ0(t)t]. (8c)

Assumption 2:

2ρ1(t)− ψ1(t)t ≥ 0, (9)

If the above condition holds, we can treat the τ -Lasso estimator
as an M-Lasso estimator with a ψ(t) = Wψ0(t) + ψ1(t),
which is a weighted sum of ψ0(t) and ψ1(t).

Remark 1: Setting wj = 1 for j = 1, · · · , p transforms the
adaptive τ -Lasso into the τ -Lasso. We now define the τ -Lasso
estimator as

β̂PT = argmin
β∈Rp

Ln(β) = argmin
β∈Rp

{
τ2n(r(β)) + λn

p∑

j=1

|βj |
}
.

(10)
To distinguish between different levels of regularization that
can be employed by the τ -Lasso and the adaptive τ -Lasso
estimators, we use a different notation for the regularization
parameter of the τ -Lasso, denoted as λn. We provide further
details on the τ -Lasso estimators in the Supplemental Material.

B. Computation of the adaptive τ -Lasso estimates

One can solve the adaptive τ -Lasso problem by rewriting it
as a τ -Lasso estimation problem as follows:

β̂ = argmin
β∈Rp

{
τ2n

(
y −

p∑

j=1

xjβj

)
+ λn∥β∥ℓ1

}
(11)

where xj = xj/wj and β̂AT,j = β̂j/wj . Hence, we replace the
jth predictor xj ∈ Rn with its weighted counterpart xj and
treat the adaptive τ -Lasso estimation problem as a τ -Lasso
estimation problem. Eventually, β̂j are scaled by the adaptive
weights, and the result equals β̂AT,j . An interesting property
of the adaptive τ -Lasso is that predictors associated with
zero coefficients of the pilot estimate, that is, β̃j = 0 remain
inactive, i.e., β̂AT,j = 0. In practice, this may significantly
reduce computational complexity, but the variable selection
performance may deteriorate. Alternatively, one can set the
zero coefficients of the pilot estimate β̃ to a very small value
ϵ by adjusting weights wj = 1/max(ϵ, |β̃j |) as in [37].

V. CONSISTENCY AND ORACLE PROPERTIES

In statistics, a desirable property of a point estimator Tn
is consistency. We call a point estimator root-n consistent,
Tn − θ = OP (1/

√
n), if the estimation error of Tn converges

to zero at a rate of n−1/2. In sparse linear regression, a
regularized estimator is considered to have the oracle property
if it fulfills two important properties. Firstly, the probability
of correctly identifying the true non-zero coefficients of θ
converges to 1. Secondly, we would have the same asymptotic
normal distribution for the estimated coefficients corresponding
to the non-zero entries of θ if we had applied the unregularized
estimator solely to the truly active variables. In order to
establish consistency and oracle properties for the class of
τ -Lasso estimators, we make the following assumptions.

Assumption 3:
1) tψ(t) is unimodal in |t|. There exists a constant γ lying in

the interval 0 < γ < c such that tψ(t) is strictly increasing
for 0 < t < γ and strictly decreasing for γ < t < c. Note
that c is a tuning constant defined in equation (7).

2) The probability density f associated with probability
distribution F of the residuals u has the following
properties: even, monotonically decreasing in |u|, and
strictly decreasing in |u| in a neighborhood of 0.

3) P(xTβ = 0) < 1− δ for all non-zero β and δ as defined
by equation (6). As the probability of any continuous
random variable taking a specific value equals zero, we
shall allow a slight violation of notation. Hence, we refer
to P(xTβ = 0) as the proportion of i.i.d realizations of
x satisfying xTβ = 0.

4) G has a finite second-moment and the second-moment of
random vector x, EG[xxT ], is non-singular.

Condition 1 is met by most bounded ρ-functions used for
robust statistics. Condition 2 generalizes the result established
in this work to extremely heavy-tailed errors by imposing
no constraints on the moments of the error distribution F0.
Condition 3 guarantees the proportion of observations x[i]

lying on the hyperplane xT[i]β = 0 does not get too large.
This condition is required to maintain the consistency of
the estimators. Here, x[i] represents the observed values of
the covariate vector x. Condition 4 concerns the second
moment of the covariate vector and is very common in the
asymptotic analysis of regression estimators. We emphasize that
our asymptotic analysis does not incorporate any assumption
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regarding modeling high-leverage points (outlying in terms of
their predictor values).

This article aims to characterize the asymptotic behavior
of τ -Lasso and adaptive τ -Lasso estimators under the above
assumptions for fixed dimensionality p. In particular, we
establish strong and root-n consistency of both the τ -Lasso
and the adaptive τ -Lasso estimators. Furthermore, we prove
that the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator enjoys the oracle property.
In the following, we will prove

1) Consistency of τ -Lasso and adaptive τ -Lasso estimators
2) Root-n consistency of τ -Lasso and adaptive τ -Lasso

estimators
3) Variable selection consistency of adaptive τ -Lasso estima-

tor
4) Asymptotic normality of adaptive τ -Lasso estimator for

the estimated coefficients corresponding to the true non-
zero entries of β0, assuming the knowledge of true support

Combining 3) and 4) establishes the oracle property of the
adaptive τ -Lasso estimator.

Proposition 1: Suppose
(
yi,x[i]

)
, i = 1, · · · , n are i.i.d ob-

servations with distribution H given by (3). Under Assumptions
1-3, except for the first and fourth conditions of Assumption
3, if λn → 0, then the τ -Lasso estimator β̂PT defined by (10)
is a strongly consistent estimator of β0,

β̂PT
a.s.−−→ β0. (12)

Proof: See the Supplemental Material.

Proposition 2: Suppose
(
yi,x[i]

)
, i = 1, · · · , n are i.i.d ob-

servations with distribution H given by (3). Under Assumptions
1-3, except for the first and fourth conditions of Assumption 3,
if λn → 0 and λn → 0 (in order to retain the strong consistency
property for the pilot estimate β̃ = β̂PT), then the adaptive
τ -Lasso estimator β̂AT as defined by (4) is a strongly consistent
estimator of β0,

β̂AT
a.s.−−→ β0 (13)

Proof: See the Supplemental Material.

We now investigate the convergence rate of the τ -Lasso
and the adaptive τ -Lasso estimators and prove their root-n
consistency. The estimation error of both the τ -Lasso and the
adaptive τ -Lasso converges to zero at a rate of n−1/2.

Theorem 1: Suppose
(
yi,x[i]

)
, i = 1, · · · , n denote i.i.d

observations with distribution H given in (3). Under Assump-
tions 1-3, except for the first condition of Assumption 3, if
λn = O(1/

√
n), then the τ -Lasso estimator β̂PT as defined by

(10) is a root-n consistent estimator of β0,

β̂PT − β0 = OP (1/
√
n) (14)

Proof: Refer to the Supplemental Material.

Theorem 2: Suppose
(
yi,x[i]

)
, i = 1, · · · , n denote i.i.d

observations with distribution H given by (3). Under Assump-
tions 1-3, except for the first condition of Assumption 3, if

λn = O(1/
√
n) and λn → 0 (in order to retain the strong

consistency property for the pilot estimate β̃ = β̂PT), then
the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator β̂AT defined by (4) is a root-n
consistent estimator of β0,

β̂AT − β0 = OP (1/
√
n) (15)

Proof: See the Supplemental Material.

Theorem 3: Suppose
(
yi,x[i]

)
, i = 1, · · · , n denote i.i.d ob-

servations with distribution H given by (3). Under Assumptions
1-3, if λn = O(1/

√
n), λn = O(1/

√
n), and λnn

γ/2 → ∞,
then the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator β̂AT defined by (4) is a
variable selection consistent estimator:

P([β̂AT]Ac = 0p−k0) → 1 as n→ ∞ (16)

where Ac := {k0 + 1, · · · , p} denotes the true inactive set
and k0 is the number of non-zero coefficients of the true
parameter vector β0. In simpler terms, as the sample size goes
to infinity, the adaptive τ -lasso estimator correctly estimates
the coefficients corresponding to true zeros as zero, with
probability converging to one. In other words, it can effectively
identify the true zeros, indicating a correct selection of the
support.

Proof: See the Supplemental Material.

Theorem 4: Suppose
(
yi,x[i]

)
, i = 1, · · · , n denote i.i.d

observations with distribution H given by (3). Under As-
sumptions 1-3, if the regularization parameter of τ -Lasso
λn = O(1/

√
n), the regularization parameter of adaptive τ -

Lasso λn = O(1/
√
n), λnnγ/2 → ∞ and

√
nλn → 0, then

the asymptotic distribution of adaptive τ -lasso estimator for true
non-zero coefficients of the parameter vector [β̂AT]A ∈ Rk0 is
multivariate Gaussian as follows:
√
n
(
[β̂AT]A − [β0]A

)

d−→ N
(
0k0 , s

2(β0)
EF
[
ψ2
(

u
s(β0)

)]
(
EF
[
ψ′( u

s(β0)

)])2V−1
A

)
(17)

where VA is the covariance matrix of truly active predictors,
and s(β0) denotes the population M-scale of true error defined
as follows:

s(β0) = inf{s > 0 : EF
[
ρ0
(
u/s
)]

≤ δ}. (18)

Proof: See the Supplemental Material.

VI. ROBUSTNESS

This section focuses on studying the statistical robustness for
the adaptive τ -Lasso estimates. In particular, we establish the
local and global properties of the adaptive τ -Lasso estimates.
As for global robustness, we analyze the finite-sample
breakdown point measuring the largest fraction of arbitrarily
contaminated observations (outliers and high-leverage points)
that can be introduced into the sample without causing an
arbitrarily large maximum bias in the estimator. Moreover,
we assess the local properties of robustness for the adaptive
τ -Lasso estimator via the influence function, which measures
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the influence of infinitesimal contamination on the asymptotic
value of the estimator.

A. Finite-sample breakdown point

Let Z be a collection of n observations consisting of response
values yi and the associated vector of predictors x[i]. The
replacement finite-sample breakdown point ε∗(Tn;Z) of a
regression estimator Tn is defined as follows [35], [38]:

ε∗(Tn;Z) = max
m

{m
n

: sup
Zm∈Zm

∥Tn(Zm)∥ℓ2 <∞} (19)

where the set Zm includes all datasets with m (0 ≤ m < n)
out of n observations replaced by arbitrary values. Note
that the bounded supremum of the ℓ2-norm term in the
above definition implies a bounded maximum bias. The
following theorem aims to characterize the global robustness
properties of the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator via the concept
of finite-sample breakdown point.

Theorem 5: Let m(δ) represent the largest integer smaller
than nmin(δ, 1 − δ) for a dataset Z =

(
y,X

)
∈ Rn×(p+1).

Furthermore, δ determines the estimator’s asymptotic break-
down point as defined by equation (6). β̃ denotes a pilot
estimate of β0 obtained through the τ -Lasso estimator. Then,
the finite-sample breakdown point of the adaptive τ -Lasso
estimator retains the finite-sample breakdown point of the
τ -Lasso estimator as follows:

m(δ)

n
≤ ε∗(β̂AT;Z) = ε∗(β̃;Z) ≤ δ (20)

where β̂AT denotes the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator and
β̃ = β̂PT .

Proof: The proof is provided in the Supplemental Material.

B. Influence function

Before proceeding with the influence function derivation, we
provide a brief introduction to statistical functional required to
derive the influence function. A statistical functional T : H 7→
Θ is defined as a mapping from a distribution space H into the
parameter space Θ, which is an open subset of Rd. We will
denote by θ∞ the asymptotic value of the estimator, which is a
functional of the underlying distribution H , i.e., θ∞ = T (H).
Let Z be a sample of n observations {zi ∈ Z |i = 1, . . . , n}
drawn from H; we can approximate the underlying distribution
H by the empirical distribution Hn. Hence, we define the
estimator θ̂ = T (Hn) as a surrogate for the asymptotic value
θ∞ = T (H).

1) Definition: In robust statistics, the influence function
provides a theoretical framework that allows us to study the
local robustness properties of estimators. Consider a statistical
functional T (H) that is Gâteaux differentiable [39], we define
the influence function of T (H) at point z0 ∈ Z0 for a
distribution H ∈ H as

IF(z0 ;H,T ) =
dT (H + ϵ(∆z0

−H))

dϵ
|ϵ=0 (21)

where ∆z0
denotes a point mass with probability one at z0

and zero elsewhere.
In modern statistics, we often deal with non-differentiable

regularized estimators. In order to derive the influence functions
of such regularized estimators, a new framework that allows
us to cope with non-differentiable risk functions is required.
Avella-Medina [40] developed a rigorous framework for
two-stage non-differentiable regularized M-estimators, which
defines the influence function as the limiting influence function
of approximating estimators. Nonetheless, defining the general
regularized M-estimators is instructive before addressing the
influence function of adaptive τ -Lasso estimators.

2) Regularized M-estimators: Suppose EHn
[F(z,θ)] (the

data discrepancy term) measures the fit between a parameter
vector θ ∈ Rp+1 and observations, and q(θ ;λ) denotes a
penalty term with regularization parameter λ. We then call any
estimator T (Hn) satisfying the implicit equation

[
EHn

[Ψ(z,θ)] +
∂q(θ ;λ)

∂θ

]

θ=T (Hn)

= 0 (22)

a regularized M-estimator. The notation Ψ(z,θ) ∈ Rp+1 stands
for the gradient of F(z,θ) ∈ R with respect to θ. Moreover, the
notation q

′
(θ ;λ) may be used interchangeably with ∂q(θ ;λ)

∂θ
to represent the derivative of q(θ ;λ) with respect to θ.

Remark 2: Throughout the article, we will use both the
estimator θ̂ and its functional representation T (Hn) inter-
changeably for the same estimator.

3) Necessary mathematical notations: All necessary no-
tations are provided to understand and follow the influence
function derivation fully.

• We denote by θ∞ = T (H) a functional of the underlying
distribution H , which represents the asymptotic value of
an adaptive τ -Lasso estimator in the standard form of a
regularized M-estimator, as follows:

T (H) =

[
S(H)
Tβ(H)

]
=

[
s∞
β∞

]
, (23)

• We define S(H) as a functional of the underlying
distribution H . This represents the asymptotic value of the
M-scale estimator of the residual vector obtained through
the adaptive τ -Lasso, denoted as s∞.

• We use Tβ(H) to represent a functional of the un-
derlying distribution H . This functional corresponds to
the asymptotic value of the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator
for the regression parameter vector, denoted as β∞ =
[β1,∞, · · · , βp,∞]T .

• We define θ by augmenting the scale parameter sσ with
the vector of regression parameters β,

θ =

[
sσ
β

]
. (24)

where sσ and β serve as optimization variables and
parameterize the regularized M-estimator model.

• We denote by r̃(θ) the standardized residual parameterized
by θ, such that r̃(θ) = (y − xTβ)/sσ .

• ks denotes the number of non-zero entries in the asymp-
totic value of the regression estimates for the parameter
vector, represented by β∞.
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Remark 3: The regularized M-estimator formulation of the τ -
Lasso involves the notations θ∞, s∞, and β∞, along with their
functional representations T (H), Tβ(H), and S(H), which
correspond to their respective counterparts used in the adaptive
τ -Lasso estimator where the same relations apply with different
notations. Specifically, T (H) can be defined as an augmented
vector, given by

T (H) =

[
S(H)
Tβ(H)

]
=

[
s∞
β∞

]
. (25)

Remark 4: Likewise, the notations θ, sσ, β, and ks in
the regularized M-estimator formulation of the τ -Lasso are
analogous to the corresponding notations used in the adaptive
τ -Lasso counterparts. In this context, we use the underscore
to indicate τ -Lasso estimator notations.

Remark 5: We define θ by augmenting sσ with β, in a
similar manner as done for θ.

Remark 6: For convenience, we may assume without loss
of generality that both β∞ and β∞ are sparse vectors, with
only the first ks and ks entries being non-zero, respectively,
and all the remaining entries are zero.

4) Theorems on the influence function of adaptive τ -Lasso
estimator: Before stating the theorems, it should be noted that
to derive the influence function of adaptive τ -Lasso estimators,
we shall express it in the standard form of two-stage regularized
M-estimators and then transform it into the population version.
We will then calculate the influence function by leveraging
the existing tools and results from Proposition 2 and 5 of
[40]. For more information on this procedure, please see the
Supplemental Material. We now derive the influence function
of the τ -Lasso estimator. Later in this subsection, we will also
derive the influence function of the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator.

Theorem 6 (Influence Function of τ -Lasso): Consider we
are given a joint distribution H(y,x), defined by equation
(3), from which observations are generated. Let T (H) be
a population τ -Lasso estimate of the column vector θ0 :=
(s(β0),β0) ∈ R(p+1), with ks non-zero entries, as in equation
(25). Then under the assumptions stated in [40] for the one-
stage regularized M-estimators, the influence function of the
τ -Lasso estimator T (H) at z0 = (y0,x[0]) has the following
form:

IF(z0 ;H,T ) = −
[

M−1 0(ks+1)×(p−ks)
0(p−ks)×(ks+1) 0(p−ks)×(p−ks)

]

×
(
Ψ(z0, T (H)) + q

′
(T (H) ;λn)

)
(26)

where

Ψ(z0, T (H)) =


 ρ0

(
y0−xT

[0]β∞
s∞

)
− δ

−ψ
(
y0−xT

[0]β∞
s∞

)
xs∞


 , (27a)

q
′
(T (H) ;λn) =

[
0

λnsgn(β∞)

]
, (27b)

M =




scalar︷︸︸︷
M11

(1×ks) row vector︷︸︸︷
M12

M21︸︷︷︸
(ks×1) column vector

M22︸︷︷︸
(ks×ks) matrix


 ,

(27c)

with

M11 = − 1

s∞
EH [ψ0(r̃(T (H)))r̃(T (H))], (28a)

M12 = − 1

s∞
EH [ψ0(r̃(T (H)))xTΓ ], (28b)

M21 = −EH [(s∞
∂ψ(r̃(T (H)))

∂s
+ ψ(r̃(T (H))))xΓ], (28c)

and M22 referring to a ks × ks submatrix of
−(EH [xs∞∂ψ(r̃(T (H)))/∂β]) indexed by the set
Υ = {1, · · · , ks} × {1, · · · , ks}. xΓ denotes a subvector of
elements indexed by Γ = {1, · · · , ks}. Moreover, M reflects
the impact of data-generating distribution on the influence
function and remains unchanged by z0.

Proof: See the Supplemental Material.
Theorem 7 (Influence Function of Adaptive τ -Lasso): Con-

sider we are given a joint distribution H(y,x), defined by
equation (3), from which observations are generated. Let T (H)
be an initial τ -Lasso estimate of θ0, with ks non-zero entries,
as given by equation (25), and suppose that we denote by
T (H) an adaptive τ -Lasso estimate of θ0, with ks non-zero
entries, as given by equation (23). Then under the assumptions
stated in [40] for the two-stage regularized M-estimators, the
influence function of the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator T (H) at
z0 = (y0,x[0]) has the following form:

IF(z0 ;H,T ) = −
[

N−1 0(ks+1)×(p−ks)
0(p−ks)×(ks+1) 0(p−ks)×(p−ks)

]

×
(
Ψ(z0, T (H)) + q

′
(T (H), T (H) ;λn)

− diag
(
Φ,0p−ks

)
× IF(z0 ;H,T )

)

(29)

where

Ψ(z0, T (H)) =


 ρ0

(
y0−xT

[0]β∞
s∞

)
− δ

−ψ
(
y0−xT

[0]β∞
s∞

)
xs∞


 , (30a)

Φ =




0

λn
sgn(β1,∞)sgn(β

1,∞)

|β
1,∞|2
...

λn
sgn(βks,∞)sgn(β

ks,∞)

|β
ks,∞|2



, (30b)

q
′
(T (H), T (H) ;λn) =




0

λn
sgn(β1,∞)
|β

1,∞|
...

λn
sgn(βks,∞)

|β
ks,∞|

0p−ks



, (30c)

N =




scalar︷︸︸︷
N11

(1×ks) row vector︷︸︸︷
N12

N21︸︷︷︸
(ks×1) column vector

N22︸︷︷︸
(ks×ks) matrix


 ,

(30d)
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with

N11 = − 1

s∞
EH [ψ0(r̃(T (H)))r̃(T (H))], (31a)

N12 = − 1

s∞
EH [ψ0(r̃(T (H)))xTΓ ], (31b)

N21 = −EH [(s∞
∂ψ(r̃(T (H)))

∂s
+ ψ(r̃(T (H))))xΓ], (31c)

and N22 referring to a ks × ks submatrix of
−(EH [xs∞∂ψ(r̃(T (H)))/∂β]) indexed by the set
Υ = {1, · · · , ks} × {1, · · · , ks}. xΓ denotes a subvector of
elements indexed by Γ = {1, · · · , ks}. Moreover, N captures
the impact of data-generating distribution on the influence
function and remains unchanged by z0.

Proof: See the Supplemental Material.

VII. SIMULATION RESULTS

In this section, we conduct extensive simulations to verify
the derived robustness analytical results and compare the finite-
sample performance of the τ -Lasso and the adaptive τ -Lasso
estimators with other state-of-the-art robust and non-robust lin-
ear regression estimators using ℓ1-norm regularization, as well
as oracle estimators applied to the relevant variables only. To do
so, we evaluate the estimators’ model selection and prediction
performance in the presence of outliers and high-leverage
points. The employed quantitative performance criteria are
the prediction root-mean-square error (RMSE), false-negative
error rate (FNR), and false-positive error rate (FPR). We then
proceed by generating a training sample and a test sample
of n observations, each independently. We use the training
sample to estimate regression coefficients and the test sample
to evaluate the prediction accuracy. Across all simulations
involving synthetic datasets, both samples are randomly drawn
from a standard linear regression model defined by equation (2).
Moreover, we extend the simulations by assuming three possible
distributions for the measurement errors: a zero-mean Gaussian
distribution, a Student’s t-distribution with three degrees of
freedom (heavy-tailed), and a Student’s t-distribution with one
degree of freedom, which is heavy-tailed Cauchy distribution.
If the additive errors are normally distributed, the variance σ2

u

is set to ∥Xβ0∥2ℓ210−SNR/10/n (SNR in dB). It is worth noting
that the Cauchy distribution has infinite variance; consequently,
SNR can not be defined for such data. In such a case, where
the additive errors are Cauchy-distributed, we use the median
of the absolute value of the prediction residuals (MAD) to
quantify the prediction accuracy of estimators.

In the following subsections, we first present a robust scheme
that will be used for data standardization throughout the paper.
We then provide guidelines for selecting hyperparameters
such as the regularization parameter and tuning constants
c0 and c1 for τ -Lasso and adaptive τ -Lasso estimators. We
describe various scenarios under which synthetic datasets are
generated. We briefly introduce the competing state-of-the-art
methods used in this study and additional information about the
implementation and hyper-parameter tuning. In the remainder of
this section, the simulation results will be presented, including
robustness and prediction performance of the τ -Lasso and
the adaptive τ -Lasso estimators compared to other competing

state-of-the-art estimators and a comparison of the theoretical
influence function of the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator with its
finite-sample counterpart, the standardized sensitivity curve.

A. Standardization of data

Across all simulations, we assume the data-generating
model assumes an intercept term equal to zero. The data
standardization is carried out by centering all columns of the
augmented regression matrix [1,X] except for the first one
using a bisquare location estimator and scaling the resulting
matrix using a bisquare scale estimator. The response vector y
is then centered using a bisquare location estimator [41].

B. Choice of tuning constants c0 and c1
Herein, the main goal is to attain a 25% breakdown point

and 95% Gaussian efficiency in the absence of regularization
by tuning parameters c0 and c1 for both the τ -Lasso estimator
and the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator. To do so, we shall set
c0 = 2.9370 and c1 = 5.1425 so that we can simultaneously
attain the desired robustness against outliers and high normal
efficiency.

C. Selection of regularization parameter

Herein, we present a five-fold cross-validation procedure
using the τ -scale of residuals to efficiently select the regular-
ization parameter (Lagrange multiplier) λ for both τ -Lasso and
adaptive τ -Lasso estimators as follows:

• Find λmax, the smallest value of λ for which the estimated
coefficient vector is all-zero, except for the intercept
coefficient. To do so, we initially estimate λmax via the
method proposed by Khan et al. [11] and then improve it
with a binary search [21].

• Create a grid of 70 decreasing λ values uniformly spaced
on the log-scale, spanning from λ1 to λ70 such that λ1 =
λmax and λk/λk+1 = 1.1 for k = 1, · · · , 69. We choose
the grid size such that it allows a thorough exploration
of regularization parameter space while considering the
computational resources available.

• We carry out five-fold cross-validation by randomly
splitting up the entire dataset into five groups [1] and
for each group:
– Fix the given group as the test set and the remaining

four groups as the training set,
– Standardize the training data as described in subsection

(VII-A),
– Estimate the regression coefficient vector over the grid

of λ values,
– Transform back the estimated coefficient to the original

coordinates for the unstandardized data
– Compute the prediction error for the test data,

• Calculate the τ -scale of prediction error for the entire grid
of λ, thereby producing 70 values,

• Choose the λ with minimum τ -scale of prediction error.
A detailed description of the cross-validation procedure de-
scribed above can be found in [36].
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D. Simulation scenarios

Here, we consider five different scenarios for which synthetic
datasets are created as follows:

• Scenario 1: We chose the simulation setup in this scenario
as n = 50, p = 10 with a moderately high ratio of
p/n = 0.2, SNR = 5 dB, and

β0 = [4, 2, 0, 0, 3, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0]T . (32)

Each row of the regression matrix X is independently
drawn from a multivariate Gaussian distribution N (0,Σ)
with a Toeplitz covariance structure Σij = ρ|i−j| with
ρ = 0.5.

• Scenario 2: We set the simulation parameters in this
scenario as follows: n = 40, p = 500 with p/n > 1
(under-determined system), SNR = 15 dB, and

β0 = [2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2,0T492]
T . (33)

Each row of X is a p-dimensional vector of covariates,
independently drawn from a multivariate Gaussian distri-
bution N (0,Σ) with Σij = ρ|i−j| with ρ = 0.5.

• Scenario 3: We chose the simulation setup in this scenario
as follows: n = 100, p = 30 with a high ratio of p/n =
0.3, SNR = 25 dB, and

β0 = [2.5, · · · , 2.5︸ ︷︷ ︸
5 entries

, 1.5, · · · , 1.5︸ ︷︷ ︸
5 entries

, 0.5, · · · , 0.5︸ ︷︷ ︸
5 entries

,0T15]
T .

(34)
Each row of the regression matrix X is independently
drawn from a multivariate Gaussian distribution N (0,Σ)
with Σij = ρ|i−j| with ρ = 0.95.

• Scenario 4: We chose the simulation setup in this scenario
as follows: n = 100, p = 200 with p/n > 1 (under-
determined system), SNR = 25 dB, and

β0 = [2.5, · · · , 2.5︸ ︷︷ ︸
5 entries

, 1.5, · · · , 1.5︸ ︷︷ ︸
5 entries

, 0.5, · · · , 0.5︸ ︷︷ ︸
5 entries

,0T185]
T .

(35)
The first 15 covariates and the remaining 185 covariates
are assumed to be independent. Each row of the regression
matrix X is independently drawn from a multivariate
Gaussian distribution N (0,Σ) with Σij = ρ|i−j| with
ρ = 0.95 for i, j = 1, · · · , 15 and i, j = 16, · · · , 200,
and Σij = 0 elsewhere.

• Scenario 5: In this scenario, we chose the same simulation
setup as in scenario 4, except that

β0 = [2.5, · · · , 2.5︸ ︷︷ ︸
5 entries

, 0, 1.5, 1.5,0T192]
T . (36)

The above setup provides some insight into the impact of
reducing the sparsity level k0/p.

In all scenarios, the synthetic datasets are contaminated by
outliers and high-leverage points. We introduce outliers by
setting 10% of entries in the response vector y to random
draws from N (100, 1). Likewise, we introduce high-leverage
points by setting 10% of observations in the regression matrix
X to random draws from a multivariate Gaussian N (30, Ip).

E. Competing state-of-the-art methods

We now briefly describe the state-of-the-art competing
methods along with the choice of the regularization parameter,
the choice of other tuning constants, and the implementation
language utilized by each method.

• Adaptive MM-Lasso refers to an MM-estimator penalized
by an adaptive ℓ1-norm penalty [21]. The regularization
parameter is chosen via five-fold cross-validation using
a τ -scale of the residuals. The tuning constants c0 and
c1 are chosen via the procedures described in [41]. We
simulated the adaptive MM-Lasso method via the R
package mmlasso.

• MM-Lasso is a regression MM-estimator regularized by
an ℓ1-norm penalty. The hyperparameters, such as the
regularization parameter and tuning constants, are chosen
by following the same procedures utilized by adaptive
MM-Lasso. We conducted the simulations of MM-Lasso
via the R package mmlasso.

• Sparse-LTS is the popular least trimmed squares estimator
penalized by ℓ1-norm, suggested by Alfons et al. [24]. The
regularization parameter is selected via the BIC criterion,
and the trimming proportion is set to 0.25 by the authors’
suggestion. We performed numerical simulations of sparse-
LTS via the sparseLTS function in the R package
robustHD

• ESL-Lasso extends Lasso by substituting the squared-
error loss term with a robust exponential squared loss
with an additional tuning parameter γn. The regularization
parameter is first chosen via a BIC criterion, then the tun-
ing parameter γn is calibrated via a data-driven approach
to control the estimator’s robustness and efficiency, as
described in [25]. We used the MATLAB implementation
eLASSO for the ESL-Lasso estimator.

• LAD-Lasso modifies the Lasso criterion by substituting
the squared-error loss with the absolute-error loss [10].
The regularization parameter is selected by five-fold cross-
validation using the median of the absolute value of the
residuals. We conducted the simulations of LAD-Lasso
via the LADlasso() function of the R package MTE.

• Lasso is considered a benchmark for variable selection
in the absence of outliers. The regularization parameter
is chosen by a five-fold cross-validation using the sum of
squared residuals. We used the lars function of the R
package lars for the simulation study.

• Oracle estimator requires the knowledge of the true
support of unknown parameter vector β0, which may not
be feasible in practice and is considered a benchmark only.
In the absence of adversary contamination, we only use
the maximum likelihood estimator applied to the relevant
variables. When errors follow a normal distribution,
the maximum likelihood estimator is an ordinary least-
squares estimator. In contrast, we calculate the maximum
likelihood estimator via numerical approximations when
errors follow a Student’s t-distribution. To do so, we
used the fminunc function of MATLAB to minimize the
negative log-likelihood with known degrees of freedom. In
the presence of adversary contamination, we only use the

https://github.com/esmucler/mmlasso
https://github.com/esmucler/mmlasso
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/robustHD/index.html
https://ysph.yale.edu/c2s2/software/elasso/
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/MTE/index.html
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/lars/index.html
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classical MM-estimator applied to the relevant variables.
The MM-estimator is implemented via the lmrob function
of the R package robustbase, using Tukey’s bisquare
loss function calibrated for 50% breakdown point and
95% Gaussian efficiency.

F. Results
We present the simulation results using the datasets generated

in the five scenarios discussed above. For each scenario, we run
a Monte-Carlo study of 500 trials where a random realization of
y and X is used at each trial. In the presence of contamination,
the Monte-Carlo experiment is carried out by adding a random
realization of outliers in y and the fixed high-leverage points
in X at each trial. We then report the simulation results by
averaging the mentioned performance measures at the beginning
of Section VII across 500 trials.

Note that we can only calculate ESL-Lasso for settings
with p/n < 1, which includes scenarios 1 and 3. In the face
of contamination from outliers and high-leverage points, the
simulation results for ESL-Lasso are not reported for scenarios
1 and 3 as the eLASSO MATLAB code does not compile. We
summarize the simulation results shown in Tables I to II as
follows:

• Except for a few cases, we obtain almost similar results
for the adaptive τ -Lasso and the τ -Lasso estimators
compared to the adaptive MM-Lasso and the MM-Lasso
estimators, and our results are generally close to oracle
estimators. The adaptive τ -Lasso and τ -Lasso estimators
exhibit good performance for all three error distributions
across all scenarios. While in scenario 2, they perform
slightly worse than the adaptive MM-Lasso and the MM-
Lasso, respectively, the reverse holds true in scenario 1.
Moreover, in the presence of outliers and high-leverage
points for scenarios 3, 4, and 5, the adaptive τ -Lasso
and the τ -Lasso show significantly better predictive and
model selection behavior than the adaptive MM-Lasso
and MM-Lasso. The adaptive τ -Lasso and τ -Lasso show
remarkable performance for all but one of the scenarios
in the presence of contamination, with τ -Lasso achieving
the best predictive performance in scenarios 3 and 4, and
its adaptive version having the best variable selection
performance in scenario 5. In the above comparisons
between the class of τ -Lasso estimators and the class of
MM-Lasso estimators, we compare adaptive τ -Lasso with
adaptive MM-Lasso and τ -Lasso with MM-Lasso.

• The sparse-LTS estimator shows promising predictive per-
formance across all scenarios, except for scenario 2, which
performs poorly without contamination. Furthermore, it
shows the worst overall model selection performance for
scenarios 1 and 2. When outliers and high-leverage points
contaminate the data, it performs poorly and shows the
worst overall model selection results for scenario 1. In
contrast, the sparse-LTS estimator exhibits the best model
selection performance compared to other estimators for
scenario 3, in the presence and absence of contamination.

• The ESL-Lasso estimator performs relatively well in
scenario 1. However, it shows extremely poor performance
in scenario 3.

• The LAD-Lasso performs well in all scenarios when
there is no contamination. However, it performs extremely
poorly for certain cases, such as scenarios 3 and 4, and
is significantly worse than the adaptive τ -Lasso and τ -
Lasso when outliers and high-leverage points contaminate
the data. This phenomenon may be associated with the
sensitivity of absolute-error loss to such contaminations.

• The Lasso estimator shows a relatively good model
selection performance and remarkable predictive perfor-
mance under normal errors and to a lesser degree, under
moderately heavy-tailed errors, which closely agrees with
the RMSE obtained by oracle estimators. When errors
are extremely heavy-tailed, such as Cauchy distribution,
it may perform significantly worse than other estimators
due to the lack of robustness in squared-error loss, for
instance, in scenarios 4 and 5. The same issue can arise
when the data is contaminated by high-leverage points
and outliers, for instance, in scenarios 3, 4, and 5.

• We observe that the adaptive τ -Lasso tends to have a
lower false-positive rate but a higher false-negative rate
than τ -Lasso. A similar conclusion can be made for the
adaptive MM-Lasso and MM-Lasso estimator.

• We observe that none of the eight estimators, excluding
the oracle estimator, can outperform the other seven
competing estimators in all considered scenarios. However,
the classes of τ -Lasso and MM-Lasso have an overall
reliable performance in all scenarios.

In conclusion, our study suggests that the class of τ -
Lasso estimators demonstrate a reliable performance in both
the presence and absence of contamination, achieving either
the best or close-to-best performance across various settings,
except for the oracle estimators where it is assumed that the
true support of parameter vector β0 is known. Our results
highlight the robustness of the class of τ -Lasso, including
the τ -Lasso and the adaptive τ -Lasso, and their usefulness in
high-dimensional settings.

G. RMSE under contamination

Herein, we conduct a simulation study on how the RMSE
criterion varies with the outlier magnitude for a range of robust
and non-robust estimators. We run the simulations on the
dataset in Scenario 1. We introduce contamination to the
data model by setting yi = 5y⋆ and x[i] = [5, 0, · · · , 0]T for
i = 1, · · · , ⌊0.1×n⌋. We then plot the RMSE for each estimator
against outlier magnitude y⋆, varying between 0.1 to 100. As
shown in Fig. 1, RMSE values for larger outlier magnitudes y⋆

remain lower than those for smaller outlier magnitudes y⋆ in the
case of regularized robust estimators. In addition, we observe
that both adaptive τ -Lasso and τ -Lasso exhibit slightly better
overall performance than other regularized robust estimators.
As expected, the RMSE values of the Lasso significantly grow
as we increase the outlier magnitude y⋆.

H. The empirical validation of the influence function

In order to study the local robustness properties of the
adaptive τ -Lasso, we carry out a simulation study on the
influence function of the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator. This

https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/robustbase/index.html
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TABLE I
SIMULATION RESULTS SHOWING THE ROOT MEAN SQUARED-ERROR (THE MEDIAN ABSOLUTE DEVIATION FOR THE CAUCHY ERRORS), FALSE-NEGATIVE
RATE, AND FALSE-POSITIVE RATE OF THE ADAPTIVE τ -LASSO, τ -LASSO, AND THEIR COMPETITORS FOR SCENARIOS 1, 2, 3, 4, AND 5 WITH ALL THREE
ERROR DISTRIBUTIONS IN THE ABSENCE OF CONTAMINATION, AVERAGED OVER 500 TRIALS. WE OBSERVE FROM THE FOLLOWING RESULTS THAT THE
ADAPTIVE τ -LASSO AND τ -LASSO ESTIMATORS EXHIBIT GOOD PERFORMANCE FOR ALL THREE ERROR DISTRIBUTIONS AND ACROSS ALL SCENARIOS,

WITH THEIR RMSE GENERALLY CLOSE TO THAT OF THE ORACLE ESTIMATOR.

Scenario Normal t(3) t(1)
RMSE FNR FPR RMSE FNR FPR MAD FNR FPR

1
Adaptive τ -Lasso 3.8152 0.0187 0.2020 1.6883 0 0.1374 1.1773 0 0.1594
τ -Lasso 3.8327 0.0033 0.4383 1.7238 0 0.4606 1.2351 0 0.4694
Adaptive MM-Lasso 3.8795 0.0300 0.2194 1.7093 0 0.1729 1.1855 0.0013 0.1583
MM-Lasso 3.9023 0.0067 0.4474 1.7413 0 0.4749 1.2483 0.00067 0.4577
Sparse-LTS 4.3070 0.0113 0.7954 1.7731 0 0.6251 1.2524 0 0.5771
ESL-Lasso 4.8880 0.2747 0.1146 1.8400 0.0107 0.0877 1.2519 0.0173 0.0514
LAD-Lasso 4.0021 0.0173 0.4894 1.7562 0 0.4749 1.2481 0 0.4846
Lasso 3.8175 0.0047 0.3700 1.7808 0.00067 0.4229 3.0092 0.2967 0.3026
Oracle 3.6428 0 0 1.6587 0 0 1.0761 0 0
2
Adaptive τ -Lasso 4.2772 0.2590 0.0174 4.2872 0.2563 0.0172 3.0308 0.2753 0.0181
τ -Lasso 4.8044 0.2390 0.0264 4.8506 0.2350 0.0267 3.1263 0.2458 0.0266
Adaptive MM-Lasso 3.2698 0.1568 0.0096 3.4518 0.1620 0.0092 4.0908 0.4245 0.0141
MM-Lasso 3.7057 0.1165 0.0414 3.8618 0.1243 0.0406 4.1674 0.3298 0.0334
Sparse-LTS 7.2845 0.5020 0.0476 7.2360 0.4925 0.0477 5.4294 0.5120 0.0482
LAD-Lasso 3.0763 0.0353 0.0493 2.9771 0.0335 0.0480 3.7147 0.2420 0.0367
Lasso 2.6520 0.0060 0.0421 2.7697 0.0153 0.0436 5.3161 0.5105 0.0270
Oracle 1.7833 0 0 1.7593 0 0 1.3729 0 0
3
Adaptive τ -Lasso 1.3902 0.2721 0.0151 1.8550 0.2739 0.0197 1.3642 0.3149 0.0533
τ -Lasso 1.2576 0.0783 0.1784 1.7633 0.0884 0.1732 1.2596 0.1397 0.1939
Adaptive MM-Lasso 1.3480 0.1956 0.1365 1.8292 0.2095 0.0991 1.3585 0.2839 0.0720
MM-Lasso 1.2950 0.0920 0.2433 1.7808 0.0960 0.2015 1.2670 0.1467 0.1601
Sparse-LTS 1.3557 0.0917 0.0788 1.8282 0.0985 0.0739 1.2713 0.1387 0.0905
ESL-Lasso 9.5278 0.6803 0.1512 9.2367 0.6713 0.1491 6.5134 0.6896 0.1291
LAD-Lasso 1.3202 0.0943 0.2516 1.7974 0.0975 0.2281 1.2736 0.1441 0.2123
Lasso 1.3013 0.0765 0.2675 1.8963 0.1187 0.2855 4.6165 0.5227 0.2464
Oracle 1.2352 0 0 1.7528 0 0 1.2301 0 0
4
Adaptive τ -Lasso 1.3908 0.2707 0.00063 1.4788 0.2144 0.0011 1.3931 0.3048 0.0083
τ -Lasso 1.2948 0.0739 0.0373 1.4195 0.0681 0.0288 1.3295 0.1355 0.0402
Adaptive MM-Lasso 1.4377 0.2277 0.0195 1.8927 0.2248 0.0186 1.4309 0.3013 0.0141
MM-Lasso 1.4271 0.1112 0.0671 1.8859 0.1133 0.0658 1.3974 0.1528 0.0486
Sparse-LTS 1.3699 0.0849 0.0104 1.8468 0.0965 0.0131 1.3317 0.1275 0.0248
LAD-Lasso 1.3660 0.0921 0.0602 1.8291 0.0973 0.0467 1.3652 0.1473 0.0345
Lasso 1.4568 0.0736 0.2329 2.1173 0.1232 0.2223 13.423 0.5621 0.1204
Oracle 1.2387 0 0 1.7525 0 0 1.2264 0 0
5
Adaptive τ -Lasso 0.8720 0.0129 0.00046 1.7579 0.0423 0.0038 1.2493 0.0849 0.0142
τ -Lasso 0.8776 0 0.0368 1.7704 0.0037 0.0421 1.2358 0.0246 0.0452
Adaptive MM-Lasso 0.8845 0.0074 0.0088 1.8059 0.0526 0.0137 1.2595 0.1171 0.0087
MM-Lasso 0.9100 0.00086 0.0467 1.8183 0.0128 0.0464 1.2613 0.0354 0.0394
Sparse-LTS 0.9103 0.00029 0.0183 1.7943 0.0066 0.0344 1.2344 0.0206 0.0439
LAD-Lasso 0.9314 0.00086 0.0619 1.8017 0.0083 0.0466 1.2738 0.0223 0.0397
Lasso 0.9967 0.00086 0.2344 2.0314 0.0209 0.2017 6.6167 0.4700 0.1031
Oracle 0.8388 0 0 1.7164 0 0 1.0967 0 0
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TABLE II
SIMULATION RESULTS SHOWING THE ROOT MEAN SQUARED-ERROR, FALSE-NEGATIVE RATE, AND FALSE-POSITIVE RATE OF THE ADAPTIVE τ -LASSO,
τ -LASSO, AND THEIR COMPETITORS FOR SCENARIOS 1, 2, 3, 4, AND 5 WITH NORMAL ERRORS AND IN THE PRESENCE OF CONTAMINATION, AVERAGED

OVER 500 TRIALS. WE OBSERVE FROM THE FOLLOWING RESULTS THAT THE ADAPTIVE τ -LASSO AND τ -LASSO ESTIMATORS EXHIBIT THE BEST OR
CLOSE-TO-BEST PERFORMANCE IN TERMS OF RMSE AND VARIABLE SELECTION ACCURACY FOR ALL SCENARIOS.

Scenario RMSE FNR FPR Scenario RMSE FNR FPR
1 2
Adaptive τ -Lasso 4.7498 0.1867 0.2331 Adaptive τ -Lasso 6.5080 0.5583 0.0146
τ -Lasso 4.7993 0.0587 0.4237 τ -Lasso 6.7086 0.4518 0.0287
Adaptive MM-Lasso 4.5051 0.1633 0.2417 Adaptive MM-Lasso 5.9011 0.5680 0.0089
MM-Lasso 5.0262 0.0953 0.3906 MM-Lasso 6.7962 0.4880 0.0211
Sparse-LTS 4.1437 0.0140 0.7017 Sparse-LTS 6.2892 0.3555 0.0453
LAD-Lasso 5.2491 0.1253 0.3554 LAD-Lasso 5.5186 0.2628 0.0454
Lasso 5.0737 0.0747 0.4266 Lasso 5.2231 0.1935 0.0509
Oracle 3.7984 0 0 Oracle 1.8248 0 0
3 4
Adaptive τ -Lasso 1.3798 0.2672 0.0145 Adaptive τ -Lasso 1.3994 0.2591 0.0013
τ -Lasso 1.2668 0.0883 0.1244 τ -Lasso 1.3158 0.0825 0.0311
Adaptive MM-Lasso 3.3112 0.3560 0.0991 Adaptive MM-Lasso 4.1396 0.5929 0.0057
MM-Lasso 5.5276 0.2763 0.1709 MM-Lasso 6.9983 0.3681 0.0709
Sparse-LTS 1.3110 0.0945 0.0839 Sparse-LTS 1.3371 0.0853 0.0155
LAD-Lasso 15.6940 0.6340 0.2368 LAD-Lasso 8.6238 0.4309 0.1218
Lasso 15.0113 0.6639 0.2525 Lasso 8.4566 0.4132 0.2017
Oracle 1.2672 0 0 Oracle 1.2727 0 0
5 −−−
Adaptive τ -Lasso 0.9439 0.0323 0.0011 −−− −−− −−− −−−
τ -Lasso 0.9473 0.0037 0.0394 −−− −−− −−− −−−
Adaptive MM-Lasso 2.9239 0.4751 0.0152 −−− −−− −−− −−−
MM-Lasso 5.7176 0.3317 0.0964 −−− −−− −−− −−−
Sparse-LTS 0.8935 0.0009 0.0224 −−− −−− −−− −−−
LAD-Lasso 5.5076 0.3134 0.1291 −−− −−− −−− −−−
Lasso 5.3642 0.2757 0.2075 −−− −−− −−− −−−
Oracle 0.8440 0 0 −−− −−− −−− −−−
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Fig. 1. Plots of RMSE as a function of y⋆ outlier magnitude for each of
the estimators under Scenario 1. Except for the non-robust estimator Lasso,
the RMSE values of the remaining estimators for larger values of y⋆ do not
exceed those of the remaining estimators for smaller values of y⋆. Moreover,
both adaptive τ -Lasso and τ -Lasso show slightly better performance than
other robust regularized estimators in the case of regularized robust estimators.

allows us to verify the correctness of our results concerning
the influence function of the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator derived
in Theorem 7. We run the simulations on a toy one-dimensional
dataset as visualizing the influence function becomes difficult
in high-dimensional problems. We generate a dataset of n =
1000 i.i.d observations following the linear model described by
equation (2) with p = 1 where the parameter vector β = 1.5.
The rows of the regression matrix X and the noise vector u
are randomly drawn from a Gaussian distribution with zero

mean and unit variance. We calculate the influence function
via the closed-form expression derived in Theorem 7, given by
equation (29), for the given synthetic data. We then validate
the results by plotting the standardized sensitivity curve (SC),
which is a finite-sample version of the influence function. We
define the standardized sensitivity curve of the estimator θ̂ for
a sample of n observations Z at point z0 ∈ Z0 as

SC(z0; θ̂) =
θ̂(Z, z0)− θ̂(Z)

1/(n+ 1)
. (37)

We compute the derived influence function and standardized
sensitivity curve for a two-dimensional grid of (y0,x[0]) with
a linear spacing of 1, spanning from −10 to 10 along each
dimension for λn = 0.1/n. We observe from Fig. 2 that the
influence function and the standardized sensitivity curve are
almost identical and bounded across the plotted space.

VIII. CONCLUSION

This paper introduced the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator for
dealing with high-dimensional data subject to outliers and
high-leverage points and discussed its favorable robustness
and statistical properties. We established asymptotic theory
for consistency of the τ -Lasso and showed that the adaptive
τ -Lasso possesses the oracle properties. We then analyzed
the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator from a robustness perspective
and derived its finite-sample breakdown point and influence
function. We studied the performance of the adaptive τ -Lasso
estimator compared with other competing regularized robust
estimators through extensive simulations. Our results indicate
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Fig. 2. Plots of influence function (IF) and standardized sensitivity curve
(SC) of the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator as a function of z0 = (y0,x[0]) for a
one-dimensional toy example with regularization parameter λn = 0.1/n. As
predicted, the plotted IF and SC are almost identical and bounded across the
entire plotted space, which indicates the correctness of our results about the
influence function of the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator derived in Theorem 7.

that even in the presence of contamination, the class of τ -Lasso
estimators, including adaptive τ -Lasso and τ -Lasso, performs
reliably and achieves either the best performance or near-best
performance in terms of RMSE and variable selection for all
scenarios. The only exception is the oracle estimators, which
assume that the true support of parameter vector β0 is known.
These results suggest that the adaptive τ -Lasso and τ -Lasso
estimators can be effectively utilized for a variety of sparse
linear regression problems, particularly in high-dimensional
settings and when the data is contaminated by outliers and high-
leverage points. It is worth noting that none of the compared
estimators has the best performance in all considered scenarios.
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This supplemental material is organized as follows. Section
S.I provides a background and brief description of the
τ -Lasso estimator, including its computation algorithm, along
with deriving an upper-bound on the τ -Lasso estimates.
In Sections S.II-S.VIII, we provide detailed proofs of
Propositions 1 and 2, along with those of Theorems 1-5.
Section S.IX demonstrates how to express the adaptive
τ -Lasso estimator in the standard form of two-stage
regularized M-estimators. In Section S.X, we transform the
estimating equations of the resulting two-stage regularized
M-estimator into a population version. Sections S.XI and
S.XII contain proofs of Theorems 6 and 7, establishing
influence functions of τ -Lasso and adaptive τ -Lasso estimators.

Remark S1: We emphasize that our asymptotic results are
derived for the global minima of the τ -Lasso and adaptive τ -
Lasso programs. Consequently, these results do not necessarily
extend to local minima, which may result from gradient-based
optimization methods. This is a customary treatment when
dealing with non-convex regularized least-squares estimators.

Remark S2: It is important to note that β̂PT and β̂AT, which
are used in establishing consistency and oracle properties, are
actually sequences of random vectors. To avoid notational
clutter, we adopt the shorthand notation

β̂PT :=
(
β̂PT

)∞
n=1

and β̂AT :=
(
β̂AT

)∞
n=1

(S1)

to represent these sequences, respectively.

S.I. BOUNDEDNESS AND COMPUTATION ALGORITHM FOR
τ -LASSO ESTIMATES

A. Definition
We are given a dataset of n observations that consists of a

vector y ∈ Rn of response variables, and a matrix X ∈ Rn×p
of predictors, where a proportion of the response variables yi
are contaminated by outliers, a proportion of the predictors
x[i] are contaminated by high-leverage points, or the additive
errors are heavy-tailed. We aim to estimate the unknown
true coefficient vector β0 based on n observations. Under
such adverse conditions, when data is also high-dimensional
p > n, it is necessary to use regularized robust estimators
for reliable estimation of the true coefficient vector β0. In
this way, Martinez-Camara et al. [S1, S2] originally developed
the τ -Lasso that robustly estimates the coefficient vector by
solving the optimization problem

β̂PT = argmin
β∈Rp

Ln(β) = argmin
β∈Rp

{
τ2n(r(β)) + λn∥β∥ℓ1

}

(S2)

where λn is a nonnegative regularization parameter determining
the sparsity level for the parameter vector β, r(β) = y −Xβ
denotes a vector of residuals and τn(r(β)) is an efficient τ -
scale as defined by equation (5) within the main body of the
paper.

B. An upper-bound on the τ -Lasso estimates

Here, we establish an upper-bound on τ -Lasso estimates and
highlight its implications on robustness. Recalling the definition
of the τ -Lasso estimator given in equation (S2), an immediate
result of regularization follows, that is, β̂PT is bounded from
above by β̂T as follows:

∥β̂PT∥ℓ1 ≤ ∥β̂T∥ℓ1 . (S3)

where β̂T denotes the unregularized τ -estimator [S3, S4],
equivalent to the τ -Lasso estimator for λn = 0, this also implies
the finite-sample breakdown point of β̂PT is at least as high as
β̂T. Proving the boundedness of β̂PT is very straightforward
and requires performing some simple algebra. By the definition
of the τ -Lasso estimator given by equation (S2), we have

τ2n(r(β̂PT)) + λn∥β̂PT∥ℓ1 ≤ τ2n(r(β)) + λn∥β∥ℓ1 ∀β ∈ Rp,
(S4)

and hence, combining with the feasibility of β̂T, we obtain

τ2n(r(β̂PT)) + λn∥β̂PT∥ℓ1 ≤ τ2n(r(β̂T)) + λn∥β̂T∥ℓ1 . (S5)

Rearranging yields

τ2n(r(β̂PT))− τ2n(r(β̂T)) ≤ λn∥β̂T∥ℓ1 − λn∥β̂PT∥ℓ1 . (S6)

Now since τ2n(r(β)) achieves its minimum at β̂T as given
by the definition of the τ -estimator, we have τ2n(r(β̂PT)) −
τ2n(r(β̂T)) ≥ 0

λn∥β̂T∥ℓ1 − λn∥β̂PT∥ℓ1 ≥ τ2n(r(β̂PT))− τ2n(r(β̂T)) (S7)
≥ 0, (S8)

from which the claim follows, verifying ∥β̂PT∥ℓ1 ≤ ∥β̂T∥ℓ1 .

C. Computation of the τ -Lasso estimates

In order to compute the τ -Lasso estimates, one needs to
minimize the non-convex and non-smooth objective function,
given in equation (S2), by taking its generalized gradient w.r.t.
β, denoted by ∂β(τ2n(r(β))+ λn∥β∥ℓ1) [S5]. As discussed in
our previous work [S6], we have that the sub-gradient of the
weighted least-squares penalized by ℓ1-norm is equivalent to
the generalized gradient of the τ -Lasso objective function for a
fixed regularization parameter λn = λ. Hence, the original
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optimization problem may be rewritten in a new form as
follows:

β̂PT = argmin
β

{
∥Ω(y −Xβ)∥2ℓ2 + λ̄n∥β∥ℓ1

}
(S9)

where λ̄n = 2nλn, Ω denotes a diagonal matrix with weights√
ωi on the diagonal. ωi is given by

ωi =
ψn(r̃i(β))

r̃i(β)
=
Wnψ0(r̃i(β)) + ψ1(r̃i(β))

r̃i(β)
(S10a)

Wn =

∑n
i=1[2ρ1(r̃i(β))− ψ1(r̃i(β))r̃i(β)]∑n

i=1 ψ0(r̃i(β))r̃i(β)
(S10b)

where the notation r̃i(β) is a shorthand for ri(β)/sn. Notably,
the τ -Lasso estimator and the weighted least-squares penalized
by ℓ1-norm coincide when Assumption 2 holds. Fulfilling this
assumption ensures Wn ≥ 0, which is necessary to keep ωi
values nonnegative as the real-valued square root of negative
ωi values does not exist.

Unlike the regularized weighted least-squares estimator, the
weights wi are a function of the unknown β. In order to deal
with this issue, we use iteratively reweighted Lasso (IR-LASSO)
by alternating between estimating the weight matrix Ω, refining
β̂PT, and updating the M-scale estimate of residuals sn. We use
the S-Lasso estimate of β0 as the initial estimate for solving
the τ -Lasso optimization problem. Interested readers may refer
to the Supplementary Material of [S7] and our previous work
[S6] for a detailed explanation of the computation algorithm
for obtaining initial S-Lasso estimates and M-scale estimates of
residuals. Furthermore, we use the function dalsql1 of the
MATLAB package DAL for the Lasso estimation subproblems
within IR-LASSO.

S.II. PROOF OF PROPOSITION 1
We now turn to the proof of Proposition 1, which states

that the τ -Lasso estimator β̂PT is a strongly consistent esti-
mator of the true regression coefficient β0 when λn → 0.
Before proceeding with the proof, we introduce two important
notations crucial for understanding the proof. We denote by
r(β) := y − xTβ the error at β ∈ Rp. Secondly, we use
r(β0) := y−xTβ0 to represent the error at the true coefficient
vector β0 ∈ Rp, which coincides with the random measurement
noise variable u that generates the data. Note that both r(β)
and r(β0) are random variables (r(β0) = u). We now outline
the proof of Proposition 1, which relies on verifying that the
following conditions hold

1) the τ -Lasso objective function Ln(β) given in equation
(S2) converges almost surely to the population τ -scale of
error at β squared, τ2(β), uniformly over any compact
set K

2) β̂PT is bounded with probability 1

With the above conditions satisfied, strong consistency of β̂PT
for β0 follows immediately. Note that conditions 1 and 4 of
Assumption 3 are not required for Proposition 1.

To proceed, we denote the population τ -scale of error at β
by τ(β) and define it as

τ2(β) = s2(β)EH
[
ρ1
(y − xTβ

s(β)

)]
, (S11)

where s(β), the population M-scale of error at β is given by

EH
[
ρ0
(y − xTβ

s(β)

)]
= δ. (S12)

By Lemma 4.2 of [S3] (Fisher consistency of the τ -estimates),
we know that τ(β) has a unique minimum at β = β0. Next,
we complete the proof by showing that conditions 1) and 2),
stated above, hold for the τ -Lasso estimator.

A. Verifying condition 1)

We now establish condition 1) using uniform convergence
of Ln(β), which allows us to show that for any compact set
K ⊆ Rp,

sup
β∈K

|Ln(β)− τ2(β)| a.s.−−→ 0. (S13)

Recall that the τ -Lasso objective function Ln(β) consists of
τ2n(r(β)) and λn∥β∥ℓ1 . By Lemma 4.5 of [S3], we have

sup
β∈K

|τn(r(β))− τ(β)| a.s.−−→ 0. (S14)

On the other hand, ∥β∥ℓ1 is not stochastic and is bounded
for any β ∈ K. Combined with the assumption λn → 0 for
n→ ∞, it follows that λn∥β∥ℓ1 → 0, that is, the second term
in Ln(β) converges uniformly to zero over compact sets. By
the continuity of τ(β) and strong consistency of τn(r(β)) as
given by equation (S14), one can conclude that condition 1)
holds.

B. Verifying condition 2)

We now focus on condition 2) by which boundedness of
β̂PT with probability one is required. By Theorem 4.1 of [S4],
we know that β̂T converges almost surely to the true parameter
vector β0. Recall that by equation (S3), ∥β̂PT∥ℓ1 is upper-
bounded by ∥β̂T∥ℓ1 . Thus, combining the above, we conclude
that β̂PT is bounded with probability one. Hence, our claim is
established then by proving the above conditions and β̂PT

a.s.−−→
β0.

S.III. PROOF OF PROPOSITION 2

Next, we focus on the proof of Proposition 2, which asserts
that the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator β̂AT is a strongly consistent
estimator of the true regression coefficient β0 when λn → 0
and λn → 0. To proceed, we first provide a short sketch of the
proof reasoning. Loosely speaking, we will show that τ(β0),
the population τ -scale of true error, is bounded from above
and below by the limit of sequence τn(r(β)) each for specific
values of β. To be more precise, the sketch of the proof is as
follows:

• Step 1: We first show that τ(β0) at which the true τ -scale
attains its minimum value remains lower-bounded almost
surely by the limit superior of the sequence τn(r(β̂AT)).

• Step 2: In contrast, if we take the infimum of the sequence
τn(r(β)) over the set of all β ∈ Rp outside and including
the Euclidean ball centered around the true value β0 of
radius ϵ, denoted by B(β0, ϵ) ≡ {β ∈ Rp : ∥β−β0∥ℓ2 ≤
ϵ}. We then can show that τ(β0) is smaller than the limit
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inferior of the resulting sequence almost surely for any
ϵ > 0, that is,

τ(β0) <

term(i)︷ ︸︸ ︷
lim inf
n→∞

inf
∥β−β0∥ℓ2

≥ϵ
τn(r(β)) a.s. ∀ϵ > 0.

(S15)

where the term highlighted in blue provides a lower-bound
for the sequence τn(r(β)) within the set ∥β−β0∥ℓ2 ≥ ϵ.
We then consider the term (i), which takes a lim inf of
this lower-bound and yields another lower-bound of the
resulting sequence as n approaches infinity. The expression
on the right-hand side of the inequality can be roughly
viewed as the asymptotic lower-bound of the sequence
over the set ∥β − β0∥ℓ2 ≥ ϵ.

If we can prove that the conditions in steps 1 and 2 hold for the
adaptive τ -Lasso estimator. We can then say β̂AT is a strongly
consistent estimator of β0. Note that conditions 1 and 4 of
Assumption 3 are not required for Proposition 2.

A. Proof of step 1

We will first establish the condition mentioned in step 1 of
the proof sketch. By the definition of the adaptive τ -Lasso
estimator as given by equation (4) within the main body of
the paper and minimality of β̂AT, we have

β̂AT = argmin
β∈Rp

{
τ2n(r(β)) + λn

p∑

j=1

|β̂j |
|β̃j |γ

}
(S16)

where γ is a positive constant. In other words, ∀β ∈ Rp, we
have

τ2n(r(β̂AT)) + λn

p∑

j=1

|β̂AT,j |
|β̃j |γ

≤ τ2n(r(β)) + λn

p∑

j=1

|βj |
|β̃j |γ

.

(S17)
Since the above inequality holds true for β = β0 as well, we
can deduce that

τ2n(r(β̂AT))+λn

p∑

j=1

|β̂AT,j |
|β̃j |γ

≤ τ2n(β0)+λn

p∑

j=1

|β0,j |
|β̃j |γ

. (S18)

On the other hand, we have λn
∑p
j=1

|β̂AT,j |
|β̃j |γ

≥ 0. Hence, it
follows that

τ2n(r(β̂AT)) ≤ τ2n(β0) + λn

p∑

j=1

|β0,j |
|β̃j |γ

. (S19)

By setting the initial estimator β̃ to be β̂PT, as mentioned in
Proposition 2 statement, and the strong consistency of β̂PT for
β0 under the assumptions of Proposition 2, combined with
λn → 0 for n→ ∞, we can conclude that

λn

p∑

j=1

|β0,j |
|β̃j |γ

= λn

( k0∑

j=1

|β0,j |
|β̃j |γ

+

p∑

j=k0+1

|β0,j |
|β̃j |γ

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=0

)

(i)
= λn

k0∑

j=1

|β0,j |
|β̃j |γ

a.s.−−→ 0 (S20)

where k0 denotes the number of non-zero coefficients of the
true parameter vector β0 and the equality (i) is a consequence
of β0,j being equal to zero for j = k0 + 1, · · · , p, causing the
second term on the right-hand side of the top equation to vanish.
By the Lemma 4.5 of [S3] and the almost sure convergence
of λn

∑p
j=1 |β0,j |/|β̃j |γ to zero as stated by equation (S20),

we now get

τ2n(β0) + λn

p∑

j=1

|β0,j |
|β̃j |γ

a.s.−−→ τ2(r(β0)). (S21)

Thus, from the above statements in equations (S19) and (S21),
we conclude that the limit superior of the sequence τ2n(r(β̂AT))
is upper-bounded almost surely as follows:

lim sup
n→∞

τ2n(r(β̂AT)) ≤ τ2(β0) a.s. (S22)

B. Proof of step 2

Moving forward with the proof, we now prove the condition
mentioned in step 2 of the proof sketch. Using Lemma 4.2
and 4.5 of [S3], we can infer that

τ2(β0) < lim inf
n→∞

inf
∥β−β0∥ℓ2

≥ϵ
τ2n(r(β)) a.s. for any ϵ > 0

(S23)
which, together with the fact stated in equation (S22), completes
the proof, and we have

β̂AT
a.s.−−→ β0, (S24)

that is, the adaptive τ -Lasso is a strongly consistent estimator
of β0.

S.IV. PROOF OF THEOREM 1

To establish the root-n consistency of the τ -Lasso estimator,
we provide a high-level sketch of the proof. Note that our
objective is to ultimately obtain an inequality that states√
n∥β̂PT − β0∥ℓ2 is upper-bounded with arbitrarily high

probability for sufficiently large n. Alternatively, we can
express it as

√
n∥β̂PT − β0∥ℓ2 ≤ some positive constant with

arbitrarily high probability for sufficiently large n. This is
equivalent to saying that

√
n(β̂PT − β0) = OP (1), implying

the root-n consistency of β̂PT. We begin the proof by leveraging
the optimality of β̂PT, which ensures that the τ -Lasso objective
function Ln(β̂PT) is smaller than or equal to Ln(β) for any
β ∈ RP , including β = β0. This leads to the inequality

Ln(β̂PT) ≤ Ln(β0) (S25)

or equivalently,

Ln(β̂PT)− Ln(β0) ≤ 0. (S26)

Next, we apply the first-order Taylor series expansion
around β0 for the smooth term within the left-hand side of
inequality (S26), resulting in a simplified expression in terms
of (β̂PT − β0). By rearranging and analyzing the asymptotic
behavior of the derived terms, we obtain an expression
involving ∥β̂PT − β0∥ℓ2 . Finally, we will establish an equality
via algebraic manipulations that indicates with high probability,



4

√
n∥β̂PT−β0∥ℓ2 remains upper-bounded by a positive constant

for sufficiently large n, thereby proving the claim. While the
proof is conceptually straightforward, it is important to note
that it is an extremely tedious process.

We will now construct a proof of the root-n consistency for
β̂PT by following the below steps.

• Step 1: We will begin by exploiting the optimality of
β̂PT, which implies the τ -Lasso objective function Ln
attains its minimum value at β̂PT. In other words, we
have Ln(β̂PT)− Ln(β0) ≤ 0, as expressed in inequality
(S26).

• Step 2: We shall now write the first-order Taylor series
expansion for the smooth term (continuously differentiable
term) τ2n(r(β̂PT)) of Ln(β̂PT)− Ln(β0) around the true
parameter vector β0. This will allow us to obtain a
simplified expression in terms of (β̂PT − β0), which will
enable us to establish the root-n consistency. Opting for
the Taylor series expansion around β0 is justified by the
strong consistency of β̂PT for β0.

• Step 3: Due to the difficulty of analyzing the asymptotic
behavior of certain terms, we will expand those terms
around ith element of the true error vector u, ui, via the
first-order Taylor series to derive a more manageable form.
We then carefully rearrange the expression deduced from
the application of Taylor series expansion.

• Step 4: Our next step is to examine the asymptotic behavior
of the stochastic terms in the expression obtained in steps
2 and 3, along with the non-smooth term, within the
left-hand side of inequality (S26). Using the Strong Law
of Large Numbers, the Central Limit Theorem (CLT),
and other convergence theorems and lemmas, which
will be mentioned later, we will show that some of the
stochastic terms converge almost surely to their expected
values, implying boundedness in probability OP (1) while
others converge almost surely to zero, implying oP (1)
convergence.

• Step 5: We will then substitute Ln(β̂PT) − Ln(β0)
with the resulting equation from the previous step. The
remainder of our proof will isolate the terms involving√
n∥β̂PT − β0∥ℓ2 on the left-hand side of the inequality

and move the remaining terms to the right-hand side of the
inequality. By doing so, it suffices to solve the inequality
for

√
n∥β̂PT−β0∥ℓ2 , which can be achieved by canceling

out the coefficient of
√
n∥β̂PT −β0∥ℓ2 . We then conclude

that
√
n∥β̂PT − β0∥ℓ2 is bounded with arbitrarily high

probability for sufficiently large n, in turn, implying that√
n∥β̂PT−β0∥ℓ2 is bounded in probability or, equivalently,√
n(β̂PT − β0) = OP (1).

A. Proof of step 1

We will first make use of the τ -Lasso estimator definition
by which β̂PT is the minimizer of the objective function Ln(β)
as follows:

β̂PT = argmin
β∈Rp

Ln(β) = argmin
β∈Rp

{
τ2n(r(β)) + λn∥β∥ℓ1

}
,

(S27)
which implies

τ2n(r(β̂PT)) + λn∥β̂PT∥ℓ1 ≤ τ2n(r(β)) + λn∥β∥ℓ1 , ∀β ∈ Rp.
(S28)

Combined with the feasibility of β0, we find that

τ2n(r(β̂PT)) + λn∥β̂PT∥ℓ1︸ ︷︷ ︸
Ln(β̂PT)

≤ τ2n(r(β0)) + λn∥β0∥ℓ1︸ ︷︷ ︸
Ln(β0)

. (S29)

Rearranging the terms yields the inequality

τ2n(r(β̂PT))− τ2n(r(β0)) + λn∥β̂PT∥ℓ1 − λn∥β0∥ℓ1︸ ︷︷ ︸
Ln(β̂PT)−Ln(β0)

≤ 0.

(S30)

B. Proof of step 2

Now let us consider Ln(β̂PT)−Ln(β0), which corresponds
to the left-hand side of inequality (S30). In particular, we will
focus on the smooth term τ2n(r(β̂PT)) and proceed to apply a
first-order Taylor series expansion to this term, highlighted in
red in the following equation.

Ln(β̂PT)− Ln(β0)

= τ2n(r(β̂PT))− τ2n(r(β0)) + (λn∥β̂PT∥ℓ1 − λn∥β0∥ℓ1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Bn

(S31)

Next, we set

vn = κ(β̂PT − β0), with 0 < κ < 1 (S32)

and

β∗
n = β0 + vn (S33)

where β∗
n falls on the line segment connecting β̂PT and β0.

Using equations (S32) and (S33), we will form a first-order
Taylor series expansion of τ2n(r(β̂PT)) around β0 as follows:
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τ2n(r(β̂PT)) = τ2n(r(β0)) + (β̂PT − β0)
T

×
[
∂sn(r(β))

∂β

2sn(r(β))

n

n∑

i=1

ρ1

(
ri(β)

sn(r(β))

)

+
1

n

n∑

i=1

ψ1

(
ri(β)

sn(r(β))

)

×
[
− sn(r(β))x[i] − ri(β)

∂sn(r(β))

∂β

]]

β=β∗
n

= τ2n(r(β0)) + (β̂PT − β0)
T

×
[
− 2

1
n

∑n
i=1 ρ1

(
ui−xT

[i]vn

sn(r(β∗
n))

)

1
n

∑n
i=1 ψ0

(
ui−xT

[i]
vn

sn(r(β∗
n))

)
[ui − xT[i]vn]

× s2n(r(β
∗
n))

n

n∑

i=1

ψ0

(
ui − xT[i]vn

sn(r(β
∗
n))

)
x[i]

+
−sn(r(β∗

n))

n

n∑

i=1

ψ1

(
ui − xT[i]vn

sn(r(β
∗
n))

)
x[i]

+

(
−1
n

∑n
i=1 ψ1

(
ui−xT

[i]vn

sn(r(β∗
n))

)
[ui − xT[i]vn]

)

(
1
n

∑n
i=1 ψ0

(
ui−xT

[i]
vn

sn(r(β∗
n))

)
[ui − xT[i]vn]

)

× −sn(r(β∗
n))

n

n∑

i=1

ψ0

(
ui − xT[i]vn

sn(r(β
∗
n))

)
x[i]

]
.

(S34)

Rearranging and a simple algebraic manipulation yields

τ2n(r(β̂PT)) = τ2n(r(β0)) + (β̂PT − β0)
T

×
[
− 2

Z1
n︷ ︸︸ ︷

1

n

n∑

i=1

ρ1

(
ui − xT[i]vn

sn(r(β
∗
n))

)

1

n

n∑

i=1

ψ0

(
ui − xT[i]vn

sn(r(β
∗
n))

)
ui − xT[i]vn

sn(r(β
∗
n))︸ ︷︷ ︸

A0
n

× sn(r(β
∗
n))

n

n∑

i=1

ψ0

(
ui − xT[i]vn

sn(r(β
∗
n))

)
x[i]

+
−sn(r(β∗

n))

n

n∑

i=1

ψ1

(
ui − xT[i]vn

sn(r(β
∗
n))

)
x[i]

+

−A1
n︷ ︸︸ ︷(−1

n

n∑

i=1

ψ1

(
ui − xT[i]vn

sn(r(β
∗
n))

)
ui − xT[i]vn

sn(r(β
∗
n))

)

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

ψ0

(
ui − xT[i]vn

sn(r(β
∗
n))

)
ui − xT[i]vn

sn(r(β
∗
n))

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
A0

n

× −sn(r(β∗
n))

n

n∑

i=1

ψ0

(
ui − xT[i]vn

sn(r(β
∗
n))

)
x[i]

]

(S35)

In order to further simplify the above Taylor series expansion
of τ2n(r(β̂PT)), we will use the shorthand notation and substitute
the underlined terms with A0

n and overlined terms with Z1
n,

−A1
n, respectively, as follows:

τ2n(r(β̂PT)) = τ2n(r(β0)) +

[(
2Z1

n −A1
n

A0
n

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
W 0

n

× −sn(r(β∗
n))

nκ

n∑

i=1

ψ0

(
ui − xT[i]vn

sn(r(β
∗
n))

)
xT[i]vn

︸ ︷︷ ︸
−R0

n

+
−sn(r(β∗

n))

nκ

n∑

i=1

ψ1

(
ui − xT[i]vn

sn(r(β
∗
n))

)
xT[i]vn

︸ ︷︷ ︸
−R1

n

]

(S36)

which allows us to re-express τ2n(r(β̂PT)) in terms of
(β̂PT −β0) using the relation vn = κ(β̂PT −β0). The constant
κ lies within the interval (0, 1) as defined in equation (S32).
Analogously, we will denote the underlined terms by W 0

n ,
−R0

n, and −R1
n, respectively.

C. Proof of step 3

We now proceed to the remaining terms R0
n and R1

n as given
by equation (S36) and establish their asymptotic behavior. In
order to deal with the term R0

n, ψ0((ui − xT[i]vn)/sn(r(β
∗
n)))

is expanded by using Taylor series around ui. We then get

R0
n = sn(r(β

∗
n))

(
1

nκ

n∑

i=1

ψ0

(
ui

sn(r(β
∗
n))

)
xT[i]vn

+
−1

sn(r(β
∗
n))nκ

n∑

i=1

ψ
′
0

(
ui − κxT[i]vn

sn(r(β
∗
n))

)
vTnx[i]x

T
[i]vn

)

(i)
=

(β̂PT − β0)
T

√
n

E0
n︷ ︸︸ ︷

[sn(r(β∗
n))√

n

n∑

i=1

ψ0

(
ui

sn(r(β
∗
n))

)
x[i]

]

− κ(β̂PT − β0)
T
[ 1
n

n∑

i=1

ψ
′
0

(
ui − κxT[i]vn

sn(r(β
∗
n))

)
x[i]x

T
[i]

]
(β̂PT − β0)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
D0

n

(S37)

where ui − κxT[i]vn lies on the line segment connecting ui
and ui − xT[i]vn with 0 < κ < 1 and the equality (i) follows
from substituting vn = κ(β̂PT − β0) into the right-hand side
of the first equality.

D. Proof of step 4

In what follows, we will deal with the asymptotic behavior
of the underlined term W 0

n , given by equation (S36), as well as
the underlined term D0

n and the overlined term E0
n in the above
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expression. We will now analyze the asymptotic behavior of
each term separately, as follows:

• Asymptotic behavior of W 0
n: By Proposition 1, we have

that β̂PT is a strongly consistent estimator of β0. Thus,
the random sequence vn converges almost surely to zero,
i.e., vn

a.s.−−→ 0. Using part (a) of Lemma 3 of [S8], we
have that sn(r(β∗

n))
a.s.−−→ s(β0). By the Strong Law of

Large Numbers, the Continuous Mapping Theorem, and
the continuity and boundedness of ρ1(.), the term Z1

n

converges almost surely to EF
[
ρ1(u/s(β0))

]
. Combined

with part (b) of Lemma 3 of [S8], we then obtain W 0
n

a.s.−−→
W 0. We define W 0, that is, the population analog of W 0

n

evaluated at true regression vector β0 as follows:

W 0 =
2EF

[
ρ1
(

u
s(β0)

)
]
− EF

[
ψ1

(
u

s(β0)
) u
s(β0)

]

EF
[
ψ0

(
u

s(β0)
) u
s(β0)

] (S38)

where u denotes the random measurement noise variable.
Remark S3: Note that both W 0

n and W 0 are closely related
to Wn and W appeared in equations (S10) and (8) within
the main body of the paper, respectively.

• Asymptotic behavior of D0
n: (defined in equation (S37)) By

the Lemma 4.2 of [S9], Proposition 1, strong consistency
of sn(r(β∗

n))
a.s.−−→ s(β0), condition 4 of assumption 3,

and the Strong Law of Large Numbers, we can show that

1

n

n∑

i=1

ψ
′
0

(
ui − κxT[i]vn

sn(r(β
∗
n))

)
x[i]x

T
[i]

a.s.−−→ EH
[
ψ

′
0

(
u

s(β0)

)
xxT ] (S39)

The left-hand and right-hand sides are the robust analog
of the empirical (or sample) second-moment matrix and
its population version, respectively. Using the results in
the proof of Proposition 2 in [S10], we derive a lower
bound of D0

n as follows:

D0
n ≥ D

0

n∥β̂PT − β0∥2ℓ2 (S40)

that holds for some sequence D
0

n that almost surely con-
verges to its expected value D

0
> 0 or D

0

n
a.s.−−→ D

0
> 0.

• Asymptotic behavior of E0
n: (defined in equation (S37))

On the other hand, it follows from Lemma 5.1 of [S9],
the results in the proof of Theorem 3 in [S8] and strong
consistency of sn(r(β∗

n))
a.s.−−→ s(β0) that E0

n := OP (1).
Alternatively, one can say |E0

n| is bounded from above
by some E0 > 0 with arbitrarily high probability for
sufficiently large n. Hence, by applying the Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality to the first term in equation (S37) and
taking into account the boundedness of E0

n in probability,
we can conclude that

(β̂PT − β0)
T

√
n

E0
n ≤ 1√

n
∥β̂PT − β0∥ℓ2∥E0

n∥ℓ2

≤ E0

√
n
∥β̂PT − β0∥ℓ2 (S41)

with arbitrarily high probability for large enough n.
Similar results can be derived for R1

n, E1
n and D1

n in equation
(S36). Note that one can readily obtain R1

n from equation (S37)

by replacing each occurrence of ψ0(.) and ψ
′
0(.) with ψ1(.)

and ψ
′
1(.), respectively. Consequently, E1

n and D1
n correspond

to the terms resulting from these replacements within E0
n and

D0
n, respectively.
Next, we establish a lower bound of the difference-of-norms

term Bn = λn(∥β̂PT∥ℓ1 − ∥β0∥ℓ1) in equation (S31) and
characterize its asymptotic behavior. By definition, we have

Bn = λn

p∑

j=1

|β̂PT,j | − |β0,j |

(i)

≥ λn

k0∑

j=1

|β̂PT,j | − |β0,j | (S42)

where the inequality (i) uses the assumption that β0,j = 0 for
j = k0 + 1, · · · , p. We now turn our attention to simplifying
the summation term on the right-hand side of inequality (S42).
To do so, we exploit the strong consistency of β̂PT for β0, as
demonstrated by Proposition 1, and subsequently apply the
mean-value theorem to each of the terms in this summation.
We must first ensure that every term in the summation satisfies
the differentiability condition of the mean-value theorem within
the given interval. More specifically, we need to show that the
absolute function |βj | is differentiable along the entire interval
(β0,j , β̂PT,j).

To gain a deeper understanding of strong consistency, we
elaborate on this concept. We define an estimator β̂PT to be
strongly consistent for β0 if, given any ϵ > 0, no matter how
small, there exists a sufficiently large sample size n = n0 such
that

∥β̂PT − β0∥ℓ2 < ϵ (S43)

with probability one for all elements of the sequence β̂PT,
including sequence indices n0, n0 + 1, n0 + 2, · · · (almost
everywhere in the sample space).

Considering that β0,j is non-zero for all j = 1, · · · , k0
within the summation term, the strong consistency of β̂PT for
β0 ensures two important outcomes. First, the first k0 non-
zero coefficients of β̂PT stay away from zero with probability
one for sufficiently large n (almost everywhere in the sample
space). Simultaneously, β̂PT,j gets arbitrarily close to β0,j for
sufficiently large n with probability one, guaranteeing that both
coefficients have the same sign for all j = 1, · · · , k0. As a
result of this behavior, the absolute value function |βj | remains
differentiable along the entire line segment connecting β0,j
and β̂PT,j for all j = 1, · · · , k0 since it does not cross zero
with probability one for sufficiently large n. Therefore, the
application of the mean-value theorem to the right-hand side
of inequality (S42) is completely valid with probability one
for sufficiently large n.

By individually applying the mean-value theorem to each
term within the summation on the right-hand side of inequality
(S42) and subsequently combining it with the strong consistency
of β̂PT, we find that

λn

k0∑

j=1

|β̂PT,j | − |β0,j | = λn

k0∑

j=1

sgn(β̄j)(β̂PT,j − β0,j) (S44)
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that holds with probability one for sufficiently large n (almost
everywhere in the sample space). Here, the term sgn(β̄j)
corresponds to the derivative of |βj | evaluated at β̄j when
βj ̸= 0 and β̄j lies on the line segment connecting β̂PT,j and
β0,j . Of particular significance is that a similar result has been
obtained for an elastic net penalty. This can be found in the
proof of Proposition 2 within the Supplementary Material of
[S11].

Combining expression (S44) with inequality (S42) yields

Bn ≥ λn

k0∑

j=1

sgn(β̄j)(β̂PT,j − β0,j) (S45)

with probability one for sufficiently large n. Note that
k0∑

j=1

sgn(β̄j)(β̂PT,j − β0,j)
(i)

≥ −∥β̂PT − β0∥ℓ1

(ii)

≥ −√
p∥β̂PT − β0∥ℓ2 . (S46)

where the inequality (i) follows from lower-bounding each of
the terms in the summation, and the inequality (ii) follows
from the ℓ1-ℓ2 norm inequality. Combining with the theorem’s
assumption λn = O(1/

√
n) and strong consistency of β̂PT for

β0, we can show that Bn is lower-bounded with arbitrarily
high probability for sufficiently large n as follows:

Bn ≥ −M√
n
∥β̂PT − β0∥ℓ2 (S47)

where M is some positive constant. We use the resulting
lower bound on Bn in terms of ∥β̂PT − β0∥ℓ2 to establish
root-n consistency in the subsequent step.

E. Proof of step 5

In order to conclude the proof of Theorem 1, we shall first
exploit inequality (S30), arising from the optimality of β̂PT.
We then exploit the bounds derived in the preceding lines for
Bn, W 1

n , R1
n and R0

n, and prove
√
n∥β̂PT −β0∥ℓ2 is bounded

in probability [S12].
Returning to our earlier inequality (S30), we have

τ2n(r(β̂PT))−τ2n(r(β0))+λn∥β̂PT∥ℓ1−λn∥β0∥ℓ1 ≤ 0. (S48)

Recalling that Bn = λn(∥β̂PT∥ℓ1 −∥β0∥ℓ1) and substituting
in the relation τ2n(r(β̂PT)) = τ2n(r(β0))−W 0

nR
0
n −R1

n given
in equation (S36) into the left-hand side of the above inequality
(S48) readily yields

Bn −W 0
nR

0
n −R1

n ≤ 0 (S49)

Setting R0
n = ((β̂PT −β0)

T /
√
n)E0

n−D0
n and R1

n = ((β̂PT −
β0)

T /
√
n)E1

n −D1
n as given by equation (S37) results in

Bn−
(β̂PT − β0)

T

√
n

W 0
nE

0
n+W

0
nD

0
n−

(β̂PT − β0)
T

√
n

E1
n+D

1
n ≤ 0

(S50)
We then derive a lower bound for the left-hand side of the
preceding inequality, given by equation (S50), by using the
earlier bounds in equations (S40), (S41), (S47), and Cauchy-
Schwarz (C-S) inequality. To avoid confusion, we will clarify

the declarations of the following variables that were introduced
earlier: E0

n and E1
n are vectors in Rp; E0 and E1 are positive

scalars; D0
n and D1

n are non-negative scalars; D
0

and D
1

are
positive scalars. We now provide a summary of the results we
have obtained thus far:

Bn ≥ −M√
n
∥β̂PT − β0∥ℓ2 , (S51a)

− (β̂PT − β0)
T

√
n

E0
n ≥ −E0

√
n
∥β̂PT − β0∥ℓ2 , (S51b)

− (β̂PT − β0)
T

√
n

E1
n ≥ −E1

√
n
∥β̂PT − β0∥ℓ2 , (S51c)

D0
n ≥ D

0

n∥β̂PT − β0∥2ℓ2 , (S51d)

D1
n ≥ D

1

n∥β̂PT − β0∥2ℓ2 , (S51e)

W 0
n

a.s.−−→W 0. (S51f)

where the inequalities (S51a), (S51b) and (S51c) hold with
high probability for large enough n. Combining the above
bounds with our inequality (S50) yields

0 ≥ Bn − (β̂PT − β0)
T

√
n

W 0
nE

0
n +W 0

nD
0
n

− (β̂PT − β0)
T

√
n

E1
n +D1

n

≥

By the bound (S51a)︷ ︸︸ ︷
−M√
n
∥β̂PT − β0∥ℓ2 −

By the bounds (S51b) and (S51f)︷ ︸︸ ︷
W 0 E

0

√
n
∥β̂PT − β0∥ℓ2

+

By the bounds (S51d) and (S51f)︷ ︸︸ ︷
W 0D

0∥β̂PT − β0∥2ℓ2
+D

1∥β̂PT − β0∥2ℓ2︸ ︷︷ ︸
By the bound (S51e)

− E1

√
n
∥β̂PT − β0∥ℓ2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
By the bound (S51c)

(ii)
=

∥β̂PT − β0∥ℓ2√
n

[
−M −W 0E0 − E1

+ (W 0D
0
+D

1
)
√
n∥β̂PT − β0∥ℓ2

]
(S52)

where the equality (ii) is derived by factoring out ∥β̂PT −
β0∥ℓ2/

√
n from the right-hand side of the second inequality.

The expression (S52) holds with arbitrarily high probability for
sufficiently large n. Canceling out a factor of ∥β̂PT − β0∥ℓ2
from each side of the above inequality, isolating the terms
involving

√
n∥β̂PT − β0∥ℓ2 , and moving the remaining terms

to the other side of the inequality, we find

(W 0D
0
+D

1
)
√
n∥β̂PT − β0∥ℓ2 ≤M +W 0E0 + E1.

(S53)

Then performing some algebra yields

√
n∥β̂PT − β0∥ℓ2 ≤ M +W 0E0 + E1

W 0D
0
+D

1 (S54)

with arbitrarily high probability for sufficiently large n.
Recalling that M , D

0
, D

1
, E0, and E1 are positive scalars,

and W 0 is a non-negative scalar, we have that the right-hand
side of the above inequality is also a positive scalar. In other
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words, the left-hand side of the above inequality is bounded
by some positive scalar with an arbitrarily high probability for
sufficiently large n. Thus, we have

√
n(β̂PT − β0) = OP (1);

this implies the root-n consistency of the τ -Lasso estimator,
β̂PT − β0 = OP (1/

√
n).

Remark S4: Note that we may reuse the symbols β∗
n, β̄j ,

vn, κ, κ, Z1
n, A0

n, A1
n, W 0

n , W 0, R0
n, R1

n, E0
n, E0, E1

n, E1,
D0
n, D

0

n, D
0
, D1

n, D
1

n, D
1
, Bn and M for similar or different

purposes, meaning they are merely local to this theorem.

S.V. PROOF OF THEOREM 2
The root-n consistency of β̂AT can be easily established

by following the same line of arguments as that of The-
orem 1. We only highlight some modifications applied to
Theorem 1. First, each occurrence of β̂PT shall be replaced
by β̂AT. Furthermore, each occurrence of λn∥β̂PT∥ℓ1 and
λn∥β0∥ℓ1 shall be replaced by λn

∑p
j=1 |β̂AT,j |/|β̃j |γ and

λn
∑p
j=1 |β0,j |/|β̃j |γ , respectively. To avoid repetition, we only

focus on characterizing the modified difference term Bn =
λn
∑p
j=1(|β̂AT,j | − |β0,j |)/|β̃j |γ in the asymptotic regime and

show that Bn is lower-bounded by −M(∥β̂AT − β0∥ℓ2/
√
n)

with arbitrarily high probability for sufficiently large n, similar
to the expression (S47).

By Proposition 2, it follows that β̂AT is a strongly consistent
estimator of β0. By leveraging this property along with the
assumption β0,j = 0 for j = k0 + 1, · · · , p, we can establish
that k0 non-zero coefficients of β̂AT stay away from zero with
probability one for sufficiently large n (almost everywhere
in the sample space), while simultaneously getting arbitrarily
close to non-zero coefficients of β0 with probability one for
sufficiently large n. Building upon this result, we can then
apply the Mean Value Theorem to the modified difference term
Bn, leading to

Bn = λn

p∑

j=1

|β̂AT,j | − |β0,j |
|β̃j |γ

≥ λn

k0∑

j=1

sgn(β̄j)
(β̂AT,j − β0,j)

|β̃j |γ
.

(S55)

for some β̄j ∈ (β0,j , β̂AT,j). The above inequality (S55) holds
with probability one for sufficiently large n (almost everywhere
in the sample space). The term sgn(β̄j) denotes the derivative of
|βj | evaluated at β̄j when βj ̸= 0. By the theorem’s assumption
λn = O(1/

√
n) and strong consistency of β̃ for β0, we can

show that with arbitrarily high probability for sufficiently large
n

Bn ≥ −M√
n
∥β̂AT − β0∥ℓ2 (S56)

where M is some positive constant.
The remaining of the proof closely follows that of Theorem

1, and we can conclude β̂AT is a root-n consistent estimator
of β0, i.e.,

β̂AT − β0 = OP (1/
√
n). (S57)

Remark S5: Note that we may reuse the symbols Bn, β̄j ,
and M for similar or different purposes, meaning they are
merely local to this theorem.

S.VI. PROOF OF THEOREM 3

To prove the variable selection consistency of the adaptive
τ -Lasso estimator, we follow the steps outlined below.

• Step 1: We begin by using an intuitive interpretation of
the root-n consistency of the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator,
which states that β̂AT should converge to β0 ∈ Rp at a
rate of 1/

√
n. By applying this definition, we have that

∥β̂AT − β0∥ℓ2 ≤ L/
√
n with some constant L > 0 for

sufficiently large n with arbitrarily high probability. This
implies that β̂AT lies within a ball centered around the true
value β0 of radius L/

√
n, denoted by B(β0, L/

√
n) :=

{β : ∥β̂AT−β0∥ℓ2 ≤ L/
√
n} for sufficiently large n with

arbitrarily high probability.
• Step 2: Next, we let

β = (βA,βAc), where β ∈ Rp.
βA = [β0]A + v1/

√
n, where A := {1, 2, · · · , k0}.

βAc = [β0]Ac + v2/
√
n, where Ac := {k0 + 1, · · · , p}.

(S58)

Here, v1 ∈ Rk0 and v2 ∈ Rp−k0 serve as optimiza-
tion variables. β0 = ([β0]A, [β0]Ac) denotes the true
regression vector, with [β0]A ∈ Rk0 representing the non-
zero entries in β0 and [β0]Ac ∈ Rp−k0 corresponding
to the zero entries in β0. We then construct a function
Un(v1,v2) as follows:

Un(v1,v2) := Ln(β). (S59)

Here, Un(v1,v2) describes the adaptive τ -Lasso objective
function Ln(β) given in equation (4) within the main body
of the paper. By substituting the relations given in equation
(S58) into the objective function, we obtain an objective
function Un(v1,v2) which is non-smooth and non-convex
in terms of v1 and v2.

• Step 3: To establish the variable selection consistency of
β0, we will show that

Un(v1,0p−k0)︸ ︷︷ ︸
for v2=0p−k0

< Un(v1,v2)︸ ︷︷ ︸
for ∥v2∥ℓ2

>0

(S60)

holds over the ball B(0, L) := {(v1,v2) : ∥v1∥2ℓ2 +
∥v2∥2ℓ2 ≤ L2} for sufficiently large n with arbitrarily
high probability. In turn, this would suggest that when
Un(v1,v2) attains its minimum, the probability of v2

being set to 0p−k0 becomes arbitrarily high for sufficiently
large n.

Using equation (S58) and the assumption [β0]Ac = 0p−k0 ,
we can deduce that βAc = v2/

√
n. Combining this result with

the outcome of Step 3, we will conclude that [β̂AT]Ac = 0p−k0
for sufficiently large n with arbitrarily high probability.

A. Proof of step 1

We now proceed with the proof of Theorem 3. From the
root-n consistency of the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator and the
arguments stated in step 1, it follows that the minimum value
of the adaptive τ -Lasso objective function occurs in the ball



9

B(β0, L/
√
n) for sufficiently large n with arbitrarily high

probability.

B. Proof of step 2

Next, we rewrite the adaptive τ -Lasso objective function by
introducing the function Un(v1,v2) expressed in v1 and v2.
To do so, we replace βA, the first k0 elements of the coefficient
vector, with [β0]A + v1/

√
n and βAc , the remaining p− k0

elements of the coefficient vector with v2/
√
n as follows:

Un(v1,v2) = Ln
( =β︷ ︸︸ ︷
(βA,βAc)

)

= τ2n

(
r

(
([β0]A +

v1√
n
, [β0]Ac +

v2√
n
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=β, by equation (S58)

))

+ λn

(
k0∑

j=1

|β0,j + v1,j√
n
|

|β̃j |γ
+

p∑

j=k0+1

|β0,j + v2,j−k0√
n

|
|β̃j |γ

)
(S61)

where [β0]Ac = 0p−k0 and γ is some positive constant.
Alternatively, for sufficiently large n with arbitrarily high
probability one can estimate β̂AT by minimizing Un(v1,v2)
over v1 and v2 belonging to the ball ∥v1∥2ℓ2 + ∥v2∥2ℓ2 ≤ L2.

Therefore, the variable selection consistency of the adaptive
τ -Lasso estimator can be established by showing that

Un(v1,0p−k0)︸ ︷︷ ︸
for v2=0p−k0

< Un(v1,v2)︸ ︷︷ ︸
for ∥v2∥ℓ2

>0

(S62)

for any (v1,v2) within the ball B(0, L) for sufficiently large
n with arbitrarily high probability. In order to prove the
above statement, we start by decomposing Un(v1,v2) −
Un(v1,0p−k0) into its smooth and non-smooth terms

Un(v1,v2)− Un(v1,0p−k0) = τ2n

(
r

(
([β0]A +

v1√
n
,
v2√
n
)

))

− τ2n

(
r

(
([β0]A +

v1√
n
,0p−k0)

))
+
λn√
n

p∑

j=k0+1

|v2,j−k0 |
|β̃j |γ

.

(S63)

To move forward with the proof, we define β∗
n = β0 + vn,

where

vn =

[
v1√
n

κv2√
n

]
(S64)

with 0 < κ < 1. This choice of β∗
n ensures that it lies within

the interval between [
[β0]A + v1√

n
v2√
n

]
(S65)

and
[
[β0]A + v1√

n

0p−k0

]
. (S66)

We then apply the Mean-Value Theorem to the smooth terms
of the equation (S63) as follows:

τ2n

(
r

(
([β0]A +

v1√
n
,
v2√
n
)

))
− τ2n

(
r

(
([β0]A +

v1√
n
,0p−k0)

))

=
[
0Tk0 ,

vT2√
n

]
× 1

n

n∑

i=1

ψ0

(
ui − xT[i]vn

sn(r(β
∗
n))

)
x[i]

×
[
− 2×

Z1
n︷ ︸︸ ︷

1

n

n∑

i=1

ρ1

(
ui − xT[i]vn

sn(r(β
∗
n))

)

× sn(r(β
∗
n))

1

n

n∑

i=1

ψ0

(
ui − xT[i]vn

sn(r(β
∗
n))

)
ui − xT[i]vn

sn(r(β
∗
n))︸ ︷︷ ︸

B0
n

+

A1
n︷ ︸︸ ︷(

1

n

n∑

i=1

ψ1

(
ui − xT[i]vn

sn(r(β
∗
n))

)
ui − xT[i]vn

sn(r(β
∗
n))

)

× sn(r(β
∗
n))(

1
n

∑n
i=1 ψ0

(
ui−xT

[i]
vn

sn(r(β∗
n))

)
ui−xT

[i]
vn

sn(r(β∗
n))

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
B0

n

]

−
[
0Tk0 ,

vT2√
n

]
× 1

n

n∑

i=1

ψ1

(
ui − xT[i]vn

sn(r(β
∗
n))

)
x[i] × sn(r(β

∗
n)).

(S67)

This allows us to examine the asymptotic behavior of the
smooth component of Un(v1,v2) − Un(v1,0p−k0) over the
ball B(0, L). Through this analysis, we gain valuable insights
into the asymptotic behavior of Un(v1,v2)− Un(v1,0p−k0)
over that region, which, in turn, can be used to establish the
variable selection consistency of the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator.
To simplify notation, we will substitute the overlined terms
with Z1

n and A1
n and the underlined terms with B0

n in the above
expression, resulting in

− 1√
n

(
C0

n︷ ︸︸ ︷
[
0Tk0 ,v

T
2

]
× 1

n

n∑

i=1

ψ0

(
ui − xT[i]vn

sn(r(β
∗
n))

)
x[i]

×
[
(2Z1

n −A1
n)B

0
n

]

+
[
0Tk0 ,v

T
2

]
× 1

n

n∑

i=1

ψ1

(
ui − xT[i]vn

sn(r(β
∗
n))

)
x[i]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
C1

n

×sn(r(β∗
n))

)
.

(S68)

To streamline the notation further, we will define C0
n, the

overlined term, and C1
n, the underlined term, as illustrated in

the above expression.

C. Proof of step 3

We shall now exploit the results derived in Lemma 4 and The-
orem 4 of [S8] and show that Un(v1,v2)− Un(v1,0p−k0) is
uniformly bounded by 0 from below in probability over the ball
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B(0, L) with ∥v2∥ℓ2 > 0. Alternatively, for sufficiently large n
with arbitrarily high probability Un(v1,v2)− Un(v1,0p−k0)
remains strictly positive.

To do so, we begin by analyzing the asymptotic behavior of
all the components B0

n, 2Z1
n − A1

n, sn(r(β∗
n)), C

0
n, and C1

n,
respectively.

• Asymptotic behavior of B0
n: From Lemma 4 of [S8], we

know that the term B0
n is uniformly bounded in probability

over the ball B(0, L) := {(v1,v2) : ∥v1∥2ℓ2 + ∥v2∥2ℓ2 ≤
L2}. By the definition of boundedness in probability [S12],
we can state that for sufficiently large values of n, |B0

n|
is upper-bounded by some B > 0 with arbitrarily high
probability over the entire ball.

• Asymptotic behavior of 2Z1
n −A1

n: By the results derived
in Lemma 4 of [S8], the term |2Z1

n−A1
n| is upper-bounded

by some D = 2Z1−A1+ϵ for every ϵ > 0 with arbitrarily
high probability for sufficiently large n where A1 and Z1

are defined as follows:

A1 = EF
[
ψ1

(
u

s(β0)

)
u

s(β0)

]
and

Z1 = EF
[
ρ1

(
u

s(β0)

)]
. (S69)

Remark S6: Note that 2Z1 − A1 and 2Z1
n − A1

n are
nonnegative by assumption 2. 2Z1 −A1 and 2Z1

n −A1
n

are closely related to the numerators of W and Wn that
appeared in equations (S10) and (8) within the main
body of the paper, respectively.

• Asymptotic behavior of sn(r(β
∗
n)): Furthermore, it follows

from Lemma 4 of [S8] that for every ϵ > 0 and sufficiently
large n

sn(r(β
∗
n)) <

>0︷ ︸︸ ︷
s(β0)+ϵ. (S70)

In other words, for sufficiently large n

sn(r(β
∗
n)) < S (S71)

holds for some S > 0 or sn(r(β∗
n)) is upper-bounded by

some S > 0 for large enough n.
• Asymptotic behavior of C0

n and C1
n: By the same argument

given in the proof of Theorem 4 of [S8], we have that the
overlined term C0

n and the underlined term C1
n, as given

by equation (S68), are upper bounded as follows:

|C0
n| < ∥v2∥ℓ2C0 and |C1

n| < ∥v2∥ℓ2C1 (S72)

for some positive constants C0 and C1 with arbitrarily
high probability for sufficiently large n.

Writing down the results we have obtained so far, the
following expressions hold with arbitrarily high probability
for sufficiently large n.

|2Z1
n −A1

n| <
D︷ ︸︸ ︷

2Z1 −A1 + ϵ, (S73a)

|B0
n| < B, (S73b)

sn(r(β
∗
n)) < S, (S73c)

C0
n ≤ |C0

n|
< ∥v2∥ℓ2C0 and (S73d)

C1
n ≤ |C1

n|
< ∥v2∥ℓ2C1. (S73e)

All terms on the right-hand side of the inequality are positive,
as justified in the preceding statements. In conjunction with
equation (S68), we obtain

C0
n

[
(2Z1

n −A1
n)B

0
n

]
+ C1

nsn(r(β
∗
n))

< (C0DB∥v2∥ℓ2 + C1S∥v2∥ℓ2) (S74)

with arbitrarily high probability for sufficiently large n, imply-
ing that

− 1√
n

(
C0
n

[
(2Z1

n −A1
n)B

0
n

]
+ C1

nsn(r(β
∗
n))

)

> −∥v2∥ℓ2√
n

(C0DB + C1S) (S75)

with arbitrarily high probability for sufficiently large n. Hence,
we have the lower bound

the smooth term of Un(v1,v2)−Un(v1,0p−k0
)︷ ︸︸ ︷

τ2n

(
r

(
([β0]A +

v1√
n
,
v2√
n
)

))
− τ2n

(
r

(
([β0]A +

v1√
n
,0p−k0)

))

> −∥v2∥ℓ2√
n

(
DBC0 + SC1

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
M1>0

(S76)

for the smooth term of Un(v1,v2) − Un(v1,0p−k0), which
holds with arbitrarily high probability for sufficiently large n.
We now focus on the asymptotic behavior of the penalty term
(λn/

√
n)
∑p
j=k0+1 |v2,j−k0 |/|β̃j |γ . By the results provided in

the proof of Theorem 4 of [S8], we have

λn√
n

p∑

j=k0+1

|v2,j−k0 |
|β̃j |γ

>
∥v2∥ℓ2√

n
× λnn

γ/2

Mγ
2

(S77)

with arbitrarily high probability for sufficiently large n for
some M2 > 0.

Recalling step 3, we achieve the variable selection con-
sistency by showing that the difference term Un(v1,v2) −
Un(v1,0p−k0) is strictly positive for sufficiently large n
with arbitrarily high probability. Thus, the penalty term
(λn/

√
n)
∑p
j=k0+1 |v2,j−k0 |/|β̃j |γ is required to grow large

enough to ensure that the difference term mentioned above
remains strictly positive. Putting together all of the above, we
get

Un(v1,v2)− Un(v1,0p−k0) >
∥v2∥ℓ2√

n

(
−M1 +

λnn
γ/2

Mγ
2

)
.

(S78)
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Therefore, the above difference term is uniformly lower-
bounded over the ball {(v1,v2) : ∥v1∥2ℓ2 +∥v2∥2ℓ2 ≤ L2} with
arbitrarily high probability for sufficiently large n. Moreover,
by the assumption of the theorem λnn

γ/2 → ∞ as n → ∞,
the right-hand side of equation (S78) becomes strictly positive,
which implies that the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator is variable
selection consistent as claimed.

Remark S7: Note that we may reuse the symbols β∗
n, vn,

κ, Z1
n, Z1, A1

n, A1, B0
n, B, C0

n, C0, C1
n, C1, D, L, S, M1,

and M2 for similar or different purposes, meaning they are
merely local to this theorem.

S.VII. PROOF OF THEOREM 4

To begin, we sketch out the proof establishing the asymptotic
normality of the adaptive τ -Lasso for the true non-zero
coefficients of the parameter vector β0. We then provide a
detailed proof. The key steps are as follows:

• Step 1: In order to establish the asymptotic normality of
the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator for the regression coeffi-
cients corresponding to truly active predictors, we shall
first take the (partial) generalized gradient of the objective
function Ln(β) with respect to βA and evaluate it at its
minimum point β̂AT. Combining this with Proposition 2
and Theorem 3, we will conclude that for sufficiently
large n with arbitrarily high probability, the generalized
gradient ∂βALn(β̂AT) exists and contains 0k0 , i.e., 0k0 ∈
∂βALn(β̂AT). Recalling the smoothness of the penalty
term for the non-zero entries of β, the zero-generalized
gradient condition 0k0 ∈ ∂βALn(β̂AT) simplifies to a
zero-gradient condition, ∇βALn(β̂AT) = 0k0 .

• Step 2: For the second part of the proof, we shall
simplify the gradient term ∇βALn(β̂AT) by algebraic
manipulations, apply the Mean-Value Theorem to the
smooth terms of the resulting equation, and factor out the
common term

√
n([β̂AT]A− [β0]A). We will subsequently

solve the obtained expression for
√
n([β̂AT]A − [β0]A)

• Step 3: By the Continuous Mapping Theorem [S13], the
Strong Law of Large Numbers, the Central Limit Theorem
and the results derived in the preceding sections of this
paper, we will show that

√
n([β̂AT]A − [β0]A) converges

in distribution to a multivariate Gaussian. Hence, the
asymptotic normality of the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator is
established, which completes our proof.

The detailed proof proceeds as follows:

A. Proof of step 1

To begin, we have that β̂AT is a minimum of the adaptive τ -
Lasso objective function Ln(β), as verified by the definition of
the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator given in equation (4) within the
main body of the paper. Combining the minimality condition
with the local Lipschitzity of Ln(β) and Proposition 2.3.2 of
[S5], we conclude that 0p belongs to the generalized gradient
of the objective function Ln(β) with respect to β evaluated at
β = β̂AT, i.e., 0p ∈ ∂βLn(β̂AT). On the other hand, β̂AT

a.s.−−→

β0 implies the estimated coefficients associated with the truly
active predictors are bounded away from zero for sufficiently
large n with probability one. By Theorem 3, [β̂AT]Ac = 0p−k0
(a column vector of p− k0 zeros) for sufficiently large n with
arbitrarily high probability. Putting together all of the above,
with arbitrarily high probability for large enough n the partial
generalized derivative of the objective function with respect
to βA at β̂AT exists and contains 0k0 (a column vector of k0
zeros), or mathematically speaking 0k0 ∈ ∂βALn(β)|β=β̂AT

.
Given that the penalty term is smooth for the non-zero entries
of β, the zero-generalized gradient condition reduces to a
zero-gradient condition, specifically ∇βALn(β̂AT) = 0k0 . In
simpler terms, this means that the gradient of the objective
function Ln(β̂AT) with respect to βA at its minimum point
β̂AT is equal to 0k0 as follows:

∇βALn(β̂AT) = 0k0 . (S79)

By expanding out the gradient term and rearranging the
resulting equation, we have

0k0 =

[(
− 2

Z1
n︷ ︸︸ ︷

1

n

n∑

i=1

ρ1

(
yi − xT[i]β̂AT

sn(r(β̂AT))

)

1

n

n∑

i=1

ψ0

(
yi − xT[i]β̂AT

sn(r(β̂AT))

)
yi − xT[i]β̂AT

sn(r(β̂AT))︸ ︷︷ ︸
A0

n

× sn(r(β̂AT))

n

n∑

i=1

ψ0

(
yi − xT[i]β̂AT

sn(r(β̂AT))

)
x[i],A

)

+

(
−sn(r(β̂AT))

n

n∑

i=1

ψ1

(
yi − xT[i]β̂AT

sn(r(β̂AT))

)
x[i],A

)

+

(

−A1
n︷ ︸︸ ︷(−1

n

n∑

i=1

ψ1

(
yi − xT[i]β̂AT

sn(r(β̂AT))

)
yi − xT[i]β̂AT

sn(r(β̂AT))

)

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

ψ0

(
yi − xT[i]β̂AT

sn(r(β̂AT))

)
yi − xT[i]β̂AT

sn(r(β̂AT))

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
A0

n

× −sn(r(β̂AT))

n

n∑

i=1

ψ0

(
yi − xT[i]β̂AT

sn(r(β̂AT))

)
x[i],A

)]

+λn∇βA(

p∑

j=1

|βj |
|β̃j |γ

)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
β=β̂AT

. (S80)

To simplify the notation, we will use the shorthand A0
n for

the underlined terms and Z1
n and A1

n for the overlined terms,
respectively, as follows:
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0k0 =

[((
2Z1

n −A1
n

A0
n

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
W 0

n

×
(
− sn(r(β̂AT))

1

n

n∑

i=1

ψ0

(
yi − xT[i]β̂AT

sn(r(β̂AT))

)
x[i],A

))

+

(
− sn(r(β̂AT))

1

n

n∑

i=1

ψ1

(
yi − xT[i]β̂AT

sn(r(β̂AT))

)
x[i],A

)]

+λn∇βA(

p∑

j=1

|βj |
|β̃j |γ

)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
β=β̂AT

. (S81)

and in what follows the term (2Z1
n −A1

n)/A
0
n is replaced by

W 0
n for the sake of proof clarity.

B. Proof of step 2

Turning to step 2 of the proof, we carry on by further
simplification of the gradient expression ∇βALn(β̂AT) by

decomposing ψ0

(
yi−xT

[i]β̂AT

sn(r(β̂AT))

)
and ψ1

(
yi−xT

[i]β̂AT

sn(r(β̂AT))

)
into two

components, each as follows:

ψ0

(
yi − xT[i]β̂AT

sn(r(β̂AT))

)
= ψ0

(
yi − xT[i],A[β̂AT]A

sn(r(β̂AT))

)
+ o0i ,

ψ1

(
yi − xT[i]β̂AT

sn(r(β̂AT))

)
= ψ1

(
yi − xT[i],A[β̂AT]A

sn(r(β̂AT))

)
+ o1i .

(S82)

where we introduce the notations o0i and o1i to account for
the approximation errors arising from the use of xT[i],A[β̂AT]A
instead of xT[i]β̂AT.

Moving forward in our analysis, we shift our focus to
the asymptotic behavior of o0i and o1i . Using Theorem 3
and continuity of ψ0(.) and ψ1(.), we can conclude that
P(o0i = 0) → 1 and P(o1i = 0) → 1 for some o0i and o1i
as n grows to infinity. We can then rewrite the zero-gradient
equation (S81) as follows:
[
−W 0

nsn(r(β̂AT))
1√
n

n∑

i=1

ψ0

(
yi − xT[i],A[β̂AT]A

sn(r(β̂AT))

)
x[i],A

− sn(r(β̂AT))
1√
n

n∑

i=1

ψ1

(
yi − xT[i],A[β̂AT]A

sn(r(β̂AT))

)
x[i],A

− sn(r(β̂AT))W
0
n

1√
n

n∑

i=1

o0ix[i],A

︸ ︷︷ ︸
R0

n

− sn(r(β̂AT))
1√
n

n∑

i=1

o1ix[i],A

︸ ︷︷ ︸
R1

n

]

+
√
nλn∇βA(

p∑

j=1

|βj |
|β̃j |γ

)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
β=β̂AT

= 0k0 (S83)

where the underlined terms in the above equation possess the
asymptotic properties of P(R0

n = 0k0) → 1 and P(R1
n =

0k0) → 1 as n→ ∞. Applying the mean-value theorem to the
smooth terms of the above zero-gradient equation associated
with the adaptive τ -Lasso objective function evaluated at its
minimum β = β̂AT yields

[
− sn(r(β̂AT))W

0
n

1√
n

n∑

i=1

ψ0

(
yi − xT[i],A[β0]A

sn(r(β̂AT))

)
x[i],A

− sn(r(β̂AT))
1√
n

n∑

i=1

ψ1

(
yi − xT[i],A[β0]A

sn(r(β̂AT))

)
x[i],A

− sn(r(β̂AT))W
0
nR

0
n − sn(r(β̂AT))R

1
n

]

+

(
sn(r(β̂AT))W

0
n × 1

sn(r(β̂AT))

×
[ 1√

n

n∑

i=1

ψ
′
0

(
ui − ζix

T
[i],A([β̂AT]A − [β0]A)

sn(r(β̂AT))

)
x[i],Ax

T
[i],A

]

× ([β̂AT]A − [β0]A)

)

+

(
sn(r(β̂AT))×

1

sn(r(β̂AT))

×
[ 1√

n

n∑

i=1

ψ
′
1

(
ui − ζix

T
[i],A([β̂AT]A − [β0]A)

sn(r(β̂AT))

)
x[i],Ax

T
[i],A

]

× ([β̂AT]A − [β0]A)

)
+
√
nλn∇βA(

p∑

j=1

|βj |
|β̃j |γ

)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
β=β̂AT

= 0k0

(S84)

where 0 < ζi < 1 for i = 1, · · · , n. We shall now establish
the asymptotic normality of [β̂AT]A, that is, showing that√
n([β̂AT]A − [β0]A) converges in distribution to a zero-mean

multivariate Gaussian with a covariance matrix, whose specific
form will be derived in the subsequent lines. Continuing our
analysis, we will isolate the terms involving

√
n([β̂AT]A −

[β0]A), move the remaining terms to the right-hand side of
the equality and factor out the term

√
n([β̂AT]A− [β0]A) from

the left-hand side, resulting in

[
1

n

n∑

i=1

W 0
nψ

′
0

(
ui − ζix

T
[i],A([β̂AT]A − [β0]A)

sn(r(β̂AT))

)
x[i],Ax

T
[i],A

+
1

n

n∑

i=1

ψ
′
1

(
ui − ζix

T
[i],A([β̂AT]A − [β0]A)

sn(r(β̂AT))

)
x[i],Ax

T
[i],A

]

×√
n([β̂AT]A − [β0]A)

=

[
sn(r(β̂AT))W

0
n

1√
n

n∑

i=1

ψ0

(
yi − xT[i],A[β0]A

sn(r(β̂AT))

)
x[i],A

+ sn(r(β̂AT))
1√
n

n∑

i=1

ψ1

(
yi − xT[i],A[β0]A

sn(r(β̂AT))

)
x[i],A
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+ sn(r(β̂AT))W
0
nR

0
n + sn(r(β̂AT))R

1
n

]

−√
nλn∇βA(

p∑

j=1

|βj |
|β̃j |γ

)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
β=β̂AT

. (S85)

For the simplicity of exposition, we let

Qn

=
1

n

n∑

i=1

W 0
nψ

′
0

(
ui − ζix

T
[i],A([β̂AT]A − [β0]A)

sn(r(β̂AT))

)
x[i],Ax

T
[i],A

+
1

n

n∑

i=1

ψ
′
1

(
ui − ζix

T
[i],A([β̂AT]A − [β0]A)

sn(r(β̂AT))

)
x[i],Ax

T
[i],A

(S86)

that is the multiplier of
√
n([β̂AT]A − [β0]A) in the equa-

tion (S85). To establish the convergence in distribution of√
n([β̂AT]A − [β0]A) to a zero-mean multivariate Gaussian,

we shall now solve equation (S85) for
√
n([β̂AT]A − [β0]A)

as follows:
√
n([β̂AT]A − [β0]A)

=

[
sn(r(β̂AT))Q

−1
n

(
W 0
n

1√
n

n∑

i=1

ψ0

(
yi − xT[i],A[β0]A

sn(r(β̂AT))

)
x[i],A

︸
first term

+
1√
n

n∑

i=1

ψ1

(
yi − xT[i],A[β0]A

sn(r(β̂AT))

)
x[i],A

)

︸
the remaining of first term

+ sn(r(β̂AT))W
0
nQ

−1
n R0

n︸ ︷︷ ︸
second term

+ sn(r(β̂AT))Q
−1
n R1

n︸ ︷︷ ︸
third term

]

− √
nλnQ

−1
n ∇βA(

p∑

j=1

|βj |
|β̃j |γ

)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
β=β̂AT︸ ︷︷ ︸

fourth term

. (S87)

C. Proof of step 3

In the final step, we shall prove that the term on the right-
hand side of the above equation converges in distribution to a
zero-mean multivariate Gaussian with a covariance matrix. The
specific form of the covariance matrix will be presented here in
equation (S91). To do so, we will first examine the asymptotic
behavior of its constituting components each, separately, as
follows:

• Asymptotic behavior of sn(r(β̂AT)): By Lemma 3 of [S8]
and strong consistency of β̂AT for β0 given by Proposition
2, we get sn(r(β̂AT))

a.s.−−→ s(β0).
• Asymptotic behavior of Wn: By Lemma 4.2 of [S9],

the Continuous Mapping Theorem, Proposition 2, strong
consistency of sn(r(β̂AT)) for s(β0), Lemmas 2 and 3 of
[S8], and similar results in the proof of step 4 of Theorem

1, we have that W 0
n

a.s.−−→W 0, i.e., W 0
n converges almost

surely to W 0 defined as

W 0 =
2EF

[
ρ1
(

u
s(β0)

)
]
− EF

[
ψ1

(
u

s(β0)
) u
s(β0)

]

EF
[
ψ0

(
u

s(β0)
) u
s(β0)

] . (S88)

• Asymptotic behavior of Qn: Strong consistency of Qn
for Q follows by Lemma 4.2 of [S9], Proposition 2, the
Strong Law of Large Numbers, condition 4 of Assumption
3, strong consistency of sn(β̂AT) for s(β0), and W 0

n
a.s.−−→

W 0. Hence, we obtain

Qn
a.s.−−→ EF

[
W 0ψ

′
0

( u

s(β0)

)
+ ψ

′
1

( u

s(β0)

)]
EG
[
xAx

T
A
]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Q

.

(S89)
• Asymptotic behavior of the first term: On the other

hand, by Lemma 5.1 of [S9], the Central Limit Theorem,
W 0
n

a.s−−→W 0, Proposition 2, and sn(r(β̂AT))
a.s.−−→ s(β0),

it follows that

1√
n

n∑

i=1

[
W 0
nψ0

(
yi − xT[i],A[β0]A

sn(r(β̂AT))

)

+ ψ1

(
yi − xT[i],A[β0]A

sn(r(β̂AT))

)]
x[i],A

d−→ N
(
0k0 ,EF

[(
W 0ψ0

( u

s(β0)

)
+ ψ1

( u

s(β0)

))2]
VA
)
.

(S90)

To simplify matters, it is convenient to define VA =
EG
[
xAxTA

]
.

• Asymptotic behavior of the second and third terms:
Using P(R0

n = 0k0) → 1 and P(R1
n = 0k0) → 1

as n grows to infinity, we conclude that the terms
sn(r(β̂AT))W

0
nQ

−1
n R0

n and sn(r(β̂AT))Q
−1
n R1

n converge
to 0k0 in probability.

• Asymptotic behavior of the fourth term: By the assumption√
nλn → 0 and strong consistency of Qn for Q, we have

that
√
nλnQ

−1
n ∇βA(

∑p
j=1 |βj |/|β̃j |γ)|β=β̂AT

converges
almost surely to 0k0 .

We are now in a position to establish the asymptotic
normality of [β̂AT]A. By Slutsky’s theorem and the results
derived in the preceding lines of the proof, it follows that

√
n([β̂AT]A−[β0]A)

d−→ N (0k0 , s(β0)
2 a(ψ0, ψ1, F0)(
b(ψ

′
0, ψ

′
1, F0)

)2V−1
A )

(S91)
where a(ψ0, ψ1, F0) and b(ψ

′
0, ψ

′
1, F0) are defined as

a(ψ0, ψ1, F ) = EF
[(
W 0ψ0

( u

s(β0)

)
+ ψ1

( u

s(β0)

))2]
,

b(ψ
′
0, ψ

′
1, F ) = EF

[
W 0ψ

′
0

( u

s(β0)

)
+ ψ

′
1

( u

s(β0)

)]
.

(S92)

The above results imply that the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator
of regression coefficients corresponding to truly active
predictors is asymptotically normal. Combining Theorem 3
and Theorem 4 establishes the Oracle property of the adaptive
τ -Lasso estimator.
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Remark S8: Note that we may reuse the symbols Z1
n, A0

n,
A1
n, W 0

n , W 0, R0
n, R1

n, Qn, Q, o0i , and o1i for similar or
different purposes, meaning they are merely local to this
theorem.

S.VIII. PROOF OF THEOREM 5
The finite-sample breakdown point of the adaptive τ -Lasso

estimator, denoted by ε∗(β̂AT;Z), can be derived by following
the same line of reasoning as Theorem 1 of [S6], so we will
only highlight the necessary modifications. Analogous to the
proof given for the finite-sample breakdown point of the τ -
Lasso estimator, the proof comprises two primary stages.

• Stage 1: First, we establish that ε∗(β̂AT;Z) is bounded
from below by m(δ)/n.

• Stage 2: Second, we show that ε∗(β̂AT;Z) is bounded
from above by δ.

In order to present a more detailed proof, we first provide
some necessary notation as follows:

• We use (Zkm)k∈N =
(
(ykm)k∈N, (Xk

m)k∈N
)

to denote a
sequence of samples obtained by replacing m observations
of Z with arbitrary values.

• (β̂
k
)k∈N represents the sequence of the adaptive τ -Lasso

estimates that are computed based on the contaminated
sequence (Zkm)k∈N. To simplify notation, here, the short-
hand (β̂

k
)k∈N refers to (β̂

k

AT)k∈N.
• (β̃

k
)k∈N is the sequence of the pilot estimates computed

based on the contaminated sequence (Zkm)k∈N.
• We define β̆ to be a vector in Rp that is bounded

in ℓ1-norm. The choice of boundedness in ℓ1-norm is
specifically tailored to the adaptive τ -Lasso problem and
offers advantages in terms of derivations. In general, a
bounded β̆ would suffice.

A. Proof of stage 1: Bounding ε∗(β̂AT;Z) from below

We begin the proof of Stage 1 by noting that the boundedness
of ε∗(β̂AT;Z) from below by m ≤ m(δ) implies β̂AT remains
bounded for m ≤ m(δ). In order to establish the boundedness
of β̂AT from below, we shall use the proof by contradiction.
That is, we assume the original statement to be false and the
sequence (β̂

k
)k∈N to be unbounded. Using the definition of

the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator given by equation (4) within
the main body of the paper, we will then show that the τ -
Lasso objective function at β̂

k
does not attain the minimum

value. Hence, this leads to a contradiction, and β̂
k

shall remain
bounded for all m ≤ m(δ). The proof of boundedness from
below proceeds in four steps as follows:

• Step 1: We first evaluate the adaptive τ -Lasso objective
function Ln(β ;Zkm) at some β̆ ∈ Rp with a bounded
ℓ1-norm.

• Step 2: For the second step, we evaluate the adaptive
τ -Lasso objective function Ln(β ;Zkm) at β̂

k
.

• Step 3: Comparing Ln(β̆ ;Zkm) with Ln(β̂
k
;Zkm), we

see that there exists a k⋆ such that for every k ≥ k⋆

Ln(β̆ ;Zkm) < Ln(β̂
k
;Zkm) (S93)

• Step 4: By combining the argument derived in the
preceding step with β̂

k
= argminβ∈Rp Ln(β ;Zkm), we

arrive at a contradiction. Hence, we conclude β̂
k

must
be bounded in order to attain the minimum condition
β̂
k
= argminβ∈Rp Ln(β ;Zkm).

In the subsequent paragraphs, we provide a rigorous proof by
following the above steps to establish the boundedness of β̂AT
from below for m ≤ m(δ).

1) Step 1: Let us begin by evaluating Ln(β̆ ;Zkm). By
Theorem 1 of [S6], we have that β̃

k
remains bounded for

m ≤ m(δ). Combining this with the ℓ1-norm boundedness of
β̆, we obtain

p∑

j=1

|β̆j |
|β̃kj |γ

<∞ (S94)

where γ is a positive constant. For the sake of convenience,
we adopt the convention that |β̆j |/|β̃kj |γ = 0 if β̃kj = 0. Recall
that by Theorem 1 of [S6], τn(rk

(
β̆,Zkm)) is bounded for

m ≤ m(δ) and some β̆ with a bounded ℓ1-norm. Hence, we
get

sup
k′∈N

(
τ2n(r

k
′ (
β̆,Zk

′

m)) + λn

p∑

j=1

|β̆j |
|β̃k′j |γ

)
<∞, (S95)

implying that

Ln(β̆ ;Zkm) <∞. (S96)

Here, λn determines the amount of regularization induced
by ℓ1-norm at the adaptive τ -Lasso estimation problem.

2) Step 2: Recall from the Theorem 1 of [S6] that β̃
k

remains bounded for m ≤ m(δ), while β̂
k

is unbounded by
assumption for m ≤ m(δ). Using these facts, we can conclude
that the penalty term of Ln(β̂

k
;Zkm), denoted by

λn

p∑

j=1

|β̂j |
|β̃kj |γ

, (S97)

should also be unbounded. Consequently, it follows that
Ln(β̂

k
;Zkm) itself is unbounded. Combining the unbound-

edness of the penalty term in Ln(β̂
k
;Zkm) as presented in

equation (S97) with the boundedness of the expression in
equation (S95), we can conclude that there exists a sequence
index k⋆ such that

λn

p∑

j=1

|β̂k⋆j |
|β̃k⋆j |γ

> sup
k′∈N

(
τ2n(r

k
′
(β̆,Zk

′

m)) + λn

p∑

j=1

|β̆j |
|β̃k′j |γ

)
.

(S98)
3) Step 3: Putting together the pieces, we find that for every

k ≥ k⋆,



15

Ln(β̂
k
;Zk

m

)
︷ ︸︸ ︷

τ2n(r
k(β̂

k
,Zkm)) + λn

p∑

j=1

|β̂kj |
|β̃kj |γ

(i)
> τ2n(r

k(β̂
k
,Zkm))

+ sup
k′∈N

(
τ2n(r

k
′
(β̆,Zk

′

m)) + λn

p∑

j=1

|β̆j |
|β̃k′j |γ

)

(ii)
> τ2n(r

k(β̆,Zkm)) + λn

p∑

j=1

|β̆j |
|β̃kj |γ

= Ln
(
β̆ ;Zkm

)
(S99)

where the inequality (i) is derived by adding τ2n(r
k(β̂

k
,Zkm))

to both sides of the inequality in equation (S98). The inequality
(ii) follows from the definition of supremum and the fact that
τ2n(r

k(β̂
k
,Zkm)) is positive. Therefore, for every k ≥ k∗

Ln
(
β̂
k
;Zkm

)
> Ln

(
β̆ ;Zkm

)
. (S100)

Please note that, for clarity, we introduce the notation k
′

to
distinguish the sequence index inside the supremum from the
sequence index k for terms outside it.

4) Step 4: The loss associated with β̂
k

is larger, implying
that the sequence β̂

k
fails to attain the minimum condition.

Hence, β̂
k

shall remain bounded for m ≤ m(δ).

B. Proof of stage 2: Bounding ε∗(β̂AT;Z) from above

We establish the boundedness of ε∗(β̂AT;Z) from above by
showing that β̂AT breaks down for m > nδ. Analogous to
the proof of Theorem 1 of [S6], our strategy relies on proof
by contradiction. More precisely, we assume the sequence of
estimates (β̂

k
)k∈N to be bounded for m > nδ. Under the

stated assumption, we show that β̂
k

is not a minimizer of the
adaptive τ -Lasso given by equation (4) in the main body of
the paper. As a result, the minimality assumption of β̂

k
is

violated, and β̂
k

shall be unbounded. Our route to establish
boundedness from above is outlined as follows:

• Step 1: We first evaluate the adaptive τ -Lasso objective
function Ln(β ;Zkm) at the bounded sequence of estimates
β̂
k
.

• Step 2: Given an unbounded sequence β̆
k
, we then

turn to evaluate the adaptive τ -Lasso objective function
Ln(β ;Zkm) at β̆

k
.

• Step 3: By comparing Ln(β̆
k
;Zkm) with Ln(β̂

k
;Zkm),

it follows that there exists a k⋆ such that for all k ≥ k⋆

Ln(β̂
k
;Zkm) > Ln(β̆

k
;Zkm) (S101)

• Step 4: The above statement implies β̂
k

is not a global
minimizer of the adaptive τ -Lasso objective function.
Hence, the sequence of estimates β̂

k
shall be unbounded

for m > nδ, and our claim is established.

In the subsequent paragraphs, we provide proof of
boundedness from above by following the above steps.

1) Step 1: Evaluation of adaptive τ -Lasso objective function
for β̂

(k)
: In order to evaluate the adaptive τ -Lasso objective

function Ln(β ;Zkm) at β̂
k

, it is convenient to split Ln(β ;Zkm)
into three primary components and work with each separately.
The objective function Ln(β ;Zkm) comprises three primary
components as follows:

• Component 1: M-scale of residuals, sn(rk(β,Zkm))

• Component 2: 1
n

∑n
i=1 ρ1

( rki (β,Z
k
m)

sn(rk(β,Zk
m))

)
,

• Component 3: λn
∑p
j=1 |βj |/|β̃kj |γ

Let us begin by constructing a sequence of contaminated
samples with m outliers as follows:

(ykm,i,x
k
m,[i]) =

{
(kν+1,x[0]k) i ∈ C

(yi,x[i]) i /∈ C
, (S102)

where C ⊂ {1, · · · , n} represents the indices of observations
replaced by outliers, 0 < ν ≤ 1 and

(
kν+1,x[0]k

)
corresponds

to outlying observations. For small values of k, the outlying
impact of contaminated observations is relatively minimal.
However, as the sequence index k grows, the influence of
outlying observations becomes more pronounced. The sequence
for outlying observations diverges as k → ∞. Without loss
of generality, x[0] ∈ Rp is assumed to have a unit ℓ2-norm,
∥x[0]∥ℓ2 = 1.

Following the same line of reasoning as the proof of Theorem
1 of [S6], we obtain the same expressions for components 1 and
2. We now turn to analyze component 3 at β̂

k
. By Theorem 1 of

[S6], we know that β̃
k

is unbounded for m > nδ. Combining
this with the boundedness assumption of the sequence β̂

k
, we

get

λn

p∑

j=1

|β̂kj |
|β̃kj |γ

<∞, (S103)

i.e., component 3 remains bounded for m > nδ under the
stated assumption.

Following the same procedure as in the proof of Theorem
1 of [S6], we can evaluate the normalized adaptive τ -Lasso
objective function when k goes to infinity, as follows:

lim
k→∞

Ln(β̂
k
;Zkm)

k2ν+2

= lim
k→∞

(
τ2n(r

k(β̂
k
,Zkm))

k2ν+2
+

λn
k2ν+2

×
p∑

j=1

|β̂kj |
|β̃kj |γ

)
.

(S104)

Using the boundedness of the regularization term, we have

lim
k→∞

1

k2ν+2
×

p∑

j=1

|β̂kj |
|β̃kj |γ

= 0. (S105)

Letting ϑ = limk→∞ sn(r
k(β̂

k
,Zkm))/kν+1 and combining

the derived expressions for components 1 and 2 as outlined in
the proof of Theorem 1 in [S6], specifically in step 1 of stage
2, we obtain
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lim
k→∞

τ2n(r
k(β̂

k
,Zkm))

k2ν+2
=
mϑ2

n
ρ1

( 1
ϑ

)
. (S106)

Putting together the pieces yields that

lim
k→∞

Ln(β̂
k
;Zkm)

k2ν+2
=
mϑ2

n
ρ1

( 1
ϑ

)
. (S107)

Note that k represents the sequence index, and for each
value of k, we obtain an adaptive τ -Lasso estimate based on
the contaminated sample Zkm, which corresponds to a different
set of outliers. As we increase k to infinity, the contaminated
datasets may contain arbitrarily large outliers.

2) Step 2: Evaluation of adaptive τ -Lasso Objective Func-
tion for β̆

k
: We now evaluate the adaptive τ -Lasso objective

function Ln(β ;Zkm) at β̆
k

by following the strategy outlined
in the proof of Theorem 1 in [S6], as part of step 2 in stage
2. To begin, let β̆

k
= kνx[0]/2 be the unbounded sequence

where ∥x[0]∥2ℓ2 = 1. We obtain the same expressions as the
proof of Theorem 1 of [S6] for components 1 and 2 evaluated
at β̆

k
, so that it remains to calculate component 3 at β̆

k
.

Recall that the sequence of estimates β̃
k

remains unbounded
for m > nδ. Combining this with unboundedness assumption
of the sequence β̆

k
, we get

lim
k→∞

1

k2ν+2
×

p∑

j=1

|β̆kj |
|β̃kj |γ

= lim
k→∞

1

k2ν+2
×

p∑

j=1

|kνx0,j |
|β̃kj |γ

= lim
k→∞

1

kν+2
×

p∑

j=1

|x0,j |
|β̃kj |γ︸ ︷︷ ︸

bounded

= 0. (S108)

By the proof of Theorem 1 in [S6], specifically step 2
of stage 2, we have that limk→∞ sn(r

k(β̂
k
,Zkm))/(kν+1/2)

is also equal to ϑ. Using the relation ϑ =

limk→∞ sn(r
k(β̂

k
,Zkm))/(kν+1/2) and combining the

derived expressions for components 1 and 2 presented in the
proof of Theorem 1 in [S6], as outlined in step 1 of stage 2,
we conclude that

lim
k→∞

τ2n(r
k(β̆

k
,Zkm))

k2ν+2
=
mϑ2

4n
ρ1(

1

ϑ
). (S109)

Putting together the pieces yields

lim
k→∞

Ln(β̆
k
,Zkm)

k2ν+2

= lim
k→∞

(
τ2n(r

k(β̆
k
,Zkm))

k2ν+2
+

λn
k2ν+2

×
p∑

j=1

|β̆kj |
|β̃kj |γ

)

=
mϑ2

4n
ρ1(

1

ϑ
). (S110)

3) Steps 3-4: Comparison: By comparing the expression
of equation (S107) with that of equation (S110), we conclude
that for large enough k⋆,

Ln
(
β̆
k
,Zkm

)

k2ν+2
<

Ln
(
β̂
k
,Zkm

)

k2ν+2
, ∀k ≥ k⋆. (S111)

Canceling out a factor of 1/k2ν+2 from both sides, we have

Ln
(
β̆
k
,Zkm

)
< Ln

(
β̂
k
,Zkm

)
, ∀k ≥ k⋆. (S112)

The above expression contradicts the fact that the adaptive
τ -Lasso objective function attains its minimum value at
β̂
k
, and implies that the sequence of estimates β̂

k
must be

unbounded. Thus, the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator breaks down
for m > nδ and retains the finite-sample breakdown point of
τ -Lasso estimator.

Remark S9: Note that the symbols C and ϑ are merely local
to this theorem and may be reused for other purposes.

S.IX. FROM ADAPTIVE τ -LASSO TO TWO-STAGE
REGULARIZED M-ESTIMATORS

Interestingly, one may express the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator
in the standard form of regularized M-estimators as shown in
equation (22) in the main body of the paper. It follows from the
first-order condition, commonly referred to as the zero-gradient
condition, that the adaptive τ -Lasso estimates of regression
parameter vector β̂AT and scale sn shall satisfy the following
system of equations:

− 1

n

n∑

i=1

[Wnψ0(
ri(β̂AT)

sn
) + ψ1(

ri(β̂AT)

sn
)]x[i]sn

+λn

p∑

j=1

sgn(β̂AT,j)

|β̂PT,j |
= 0p,

(S113a)

1

n

n∑

i=1

ρ0(
ri(β̂AT)

sn
)− δ = 0,

(S113b)

where ri(β̂AT) = yi − xT[i]β̂AT, and Wn is defined as

Wn =

∑n
i=1[2ρ1(

ri(β̂AT)
sn

)− ψ1(
ri(β̂AT)
sn

) ri(β̂AT)
sn

]
∑n
i=1 ψ0(

ri(β̂AT)
sn

) ri(β̂AT)
sn

. (S114)

In order to represent the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator in the
standard form of a regularized M-estimator, we first need to
express θ̂ in terms of sn and β̂AT. Before proceeding, we
highly recommend the reader to review the section VI-B2
within the main body of the paper. This will serve as a helpful
reminder and provide familiarity with the notation and the
standard form of regularized M-estimators. We recall that any
estimator T (Hn), which can be characterized as the solution
of

[
EHn

[Ψ(z,θ)] +
∂q(θ ;λ)

∂θ

]
θ=T (Hn)

= 0p+1 (S115)

is a regularized M-estimator. Here, EHn
[Ψ(z,θ)] and

∂q(θ ;λ)/∂θ represent the gradients of the data discrepancy
term and the penalty term with respect to θ, respectively. We
shall now determine the corresponding equivalents for each of
the constituent terms, namely EHn [Ψ(z,θ)] and ∂q(θ ;λ)/∂θ
evaluated at θ = T (Hn), within the estimating equations for
the standard form of regularized M-estimators.
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• Expressing θ̂ in terms of sn and β̂AT: We define the
regularized M-estimator θ̂ as

θ̂ =

[
sn
β̂AT

]
, (S116)

where sn and β̂AT are obtained from the estimating
equations (S113). To ease mathematical derivation of the
influence function, we express the regularized M-estimator
θ̂ as a functional T (Hn) of the empirical distribution Hn,
where θ̂ consists of two components: sn and β̂AT. To
represent these components, we also define the M-scale
estimator of the residual vector sn as a functional of Hn

and the adaptive τ -Lasso estimates of regression parameter
vector β̂AT as Tβ(Hn) functional of Hn as follows:

θ̂ =

[
S(Hn)
Tβ(Hn)

]
= T (Hn). (S117)

• Equivalent term for EHn [Ψ(z, θ̂)]: To proceed, let us
recall that the expected value of Ψ(z, θ̂) with respect
to the empirical distribution Hn, which is basically the
sample average of the terms Ψ(zi, θ̂), can be written as

EHn
[Ψ(z, θ̂)] =

1

n

n∑

i=1

Ψ(zi, θ̂). (S118)

Hence, we only need to determine the corresponding term
for Ψ(zi, θ̂), which can be obtained as

Ψ(zi, θ̂) =

[
ρ0(

ri(β̂AT)
sn

)− δ

−[Wnψ0(
ri(β̂AT)
sn

) + ψ1(
ri(β̂AT)
sn

)]x[i]sn

]
.

(S119)
• Equivalent term for ∂q(θ ;λ)/∂θ evaluated at θ = θ̂: We

still need to find the corresponding term for ∂q(θ ;λ)/∂θ
in the adaptive τ -Lasso when evaluated at θ = θ̂. It
is evident that ∂q(θ ;λ)/∂θ should be linked with
the regularization term and is dependent on the initial
estimator of the regression parameter vector β̂PT. To
accommodate for the two-stage nature of adaptive τ -Lasso
and its dependence on β̂PT, we will adopt a slightly
different notation for ∂q(θ ;λ)/∂θ and denote it as
∂q(θ, θ̂ ;λn)/∂θ. We define the initial estimator θ̂ with
functional representation of T (Hn) as follows:

θ̂ =

[
sn
β̂PT

]
= T (Hn), (S120)

where sn denotes the M-scale estimator of the residual
scale, which is obtained using the τ -Lasso estimator. Al-
ternatively, the initial estimator T (Hn) may be expressed
in terms of S(Hn), a functional representation of sn and
Tβ(Hn), a functional representation of β̂PT, as follows:

T (Hn) =

[
S(Hn)
Tβ(Hn)

]
. (S121)

By performing some basic calculus, we now have

∂q(θ, θ̂ ;λn)

∂θ
|θ=θ̂ =




0

λn
sgn(β̂AT,1)

|β̂PT,1|
...

λn
sgn(β̂AT,p)

|β̂PT,p|



. (S122)

Building on the previous definitions, the adaptive τ -Lasso
estimating equations can be rewritten in the standard form of
regularized M-estimators as follows:

1

n

n∑

i=1

Ψ(zi, θ̂) +
∂q(θ, θ̂ ;λn)

∂θ
|θ=θ̂ = 0p+1. (S123)

It is important to note that the two estimating equations (S113)
have now been combined into a compact form of one estimating
equation as given above.

S.X. ESTIMATING EQUATIONS FOR THE TWO-STAGE
REGULARIZED M-ESTIMATOR: POPULATION VERSION

Let us now return to the original problem at hand, studying
the influence function of the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator. We
shall investigate the influence of an infinitesimal amount of
contamination on the functional θ∞ = T (H). To do so, we
shall modify the estimation equations of the adaptive τ -Lasso
expressed in the standard form of regularized M-estimators
and rewrite them in terms of population quantities. We then
adapt the tools developed for the class of two-stage regularized
M-estimators [S14] to the setting mentioned above.

Herein, we outline the estimating equations for the adaptive
τ -Lasso in the standard form of regularized M-estimators,
which are presented in two stages, as follows:

• Stage 1: We note that the adaptive τ -Lasso functional
T (H) is obtained via a two-stage procedure that improves
upon a preliminary τ -Lasso functional T (H). It can be
defined as a solution to
[
EH [Ψ(z,θ)] +

∂q(θ, T (H) ;λn)

∂θ

]
θ=T (H)

= 0p+1,

(S124)
with

Ψ(z,θ) =

[
ρ0(r̃(θ))− δ
−ψ(r̃(θ))xsσ

]
and (S125a)

∂q(θ, T (H) ;λn)

∂θ
=




0

λn
sgn(β1)
|β

1,∞|
...

λn
sgn(βp)
|β

p,∞|



, (S125b)

where r̃(θ) = (y − xTβ)/sσ and ψ(r̃(θ)) is given by

ψ(r̃(θ)) =W (r̃(θ))ψ0(r̃(θ)) + ψ1(r̃(θ)). (S126)

Moreover, W (r̃(θ)) is defined by

W (r̃(θ)) =

(
2EH [ρ1(r̃(θ))]− EH [ψ1(r̃(θ))r̃(θ)]

)

EH [ψ0(r̃(θ))r̃(θ)]
.

(S127)
Throughout this article, we use q

′
(θ, T (H) ;λn) as a

shorthand for ∂q(θ, T (H) ;λn)/∂θ.
• Stage 2: Furthermore, the functional T (H), which rep-

resents the asymptotic value of the τ -Lasso estimator
denoted as θ∞ shall satisfy the estimating equations of
the τ -Lasso estimator as given by
[
EH [Ψ(z,θ)] +

∂q(θ ;λn)

∂θ

]
θ=T (H)

= 0p+1. (S128)
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where

Ψ(z,θ) =

[
ρ0(r̃(θ))− δ
−ψ(r̃(θ))xsσ

]
and

∂q(θ ;λn)

∂θ
=

[
0

λnsgn(β)

]
. (S129a)

Note that, we obtain r̃(θ) and ψ(r̃(θ)) by replacing each
occurrence of θ with θ in r̃(θ) and ψ(r̃(θ)), respectively.
To simplify notation, we adopt the convenient shorthand
q
′
(θ ;λn) for ∂q(θ ;λn)/∂θ.

S.XI. PROOF OF THEOREM 6

We first provide a sketch of obtaining the influence function
of the regularized M-estimators with a non-smooth penalty. In
the remainder of the proof, we will derive the influence function
of the τ -Lasso estimator by extending the analytical tools
developed for studying the influence function of the regularized
M-estimators with the non-smooth (non-differentiable) penalty
to the current setting.

Before we proceed with proofs, we will establish all the
necessary notations required to have a clear understanding of
the proof and subsequent derivation of the influence function.

• We use q(θ ;λn) and q
t
(θ ;λn) to represent the

regularization term of the τ -Lasso estimator expressed
in the standard form of regularized M-estimators and its
smooth approximation, respectively.

• T (H ; q
t
) = [T 1(H ; q

t
), · · · , T p+1(H ; q

t
)]T denotes a

sequence of approximating regularized M-estimators that
is obtained by replacing the non-smooth q(θ ;λn) with a
smooth q

t
(θ ;λn) when z follows a distribution H .

• Likewise, we define T (Hϵ ; q
t
) as the sequence of

approximating regularized M-estimators resulting from
the ϵ-contamination of the underlying distribution H .
To lighten notation, we use the shorthand T t(ϵ) =
[T t,1(ϵ), · · · , T t,p+1(ϵ)]

T for T (Hϵ ; qt).
• We denote by IFq

t
(z0 ;H,T ) a sequence of influence

functions derived for τ -Lasso estimator when the non-
smooth q(θ ;λn) is replaced with a smooth q

t
(θ ;λn).

• Γ represents the set of non-zero elements in β∞.
Here, we outline the key steps taken in calculating the

influence function of regularized estimators with non-smooth
penalty.

• Step 1: We will approximate the non-smooth penalty term
q with a sequence of smooth penalty functions q

t
such

that limt→∞ q
t
= q.

• Step 2: We will then derive the influence function of the
sequence of approximating estimators.

• Step 3: Finally, we recall the framework developed in
[S14] under which the influence function of the regularized
M-estimators with the non-smooth (non-differentiable)
penalty q may be derived by limiting that of the regularized
M-estimators with a smooth (differentiable) penalty q

t
when limt→∞ q

t
= q.

In the following, we will derive the influence function of
τ -Lasso estimator as sketched above.

A. Proof of step 1

To begin, we shall first make use of the τ -Lasso estimating
equations expressed in terms of population quantities. As stated
in step 1, we will substitute the ℓ1-norm penalty of equation
(S2) with a sequence of smooth penalty functions. Recalling
the proof of Proposition 2 of [S14], we can find a sequence of
smooth functions converging to the ℓ1-norm penalty ∥β∥ℓ1 =∑p
j=1 |βj | by approximating the absolute value terms |β

j
| with

lt(βj) =
2

t
log(e

tβ
j + 1)− β

j

t→∞−−−→ l(β
j
) = |β

j
|. (S130)

whose first two derivatives w.r.t β
j

are

l
′
t(βj) =

2e
tβ

j

e
tβ

j + 1
− 1

yt→ ∞

l
′
(β
j
) = sgn(β

j
) (S131)

=





1 if β
j
> 0

−1 if β
j
< 0

0 otherwise

,

l
′′
t (βj) =

2te
tβ

j

(e
tβ

j + 1)2yt→ ∞

l
′′
(β
j
) =

{
0 if β

j
̸= 0

+∞ otherwise
. (S132)

By doing so, we get the following sequence of approximating
estimators T (H; q

t
), defined as the root of

EH [Ψ(z,θ)] +
∂q

t
(θ ;λn)

∂θ
= 0p+1 (S133)

with

∂q
t
(θ ;λn)

∂θ
= λn




0

l
′
t(β1

)
...

l
′
t(βp)




(S134)

such that limt→∞ q
t
(θ ;λn) = q(θ ;λn). The uniqueness

of the root T (H; q
t
) in the estimating equation (S133) is

guaranteed by the assumptions stated in our theorem, which
are originally assumptions (A1)-(A3) for the one-stage
regularized M-estimators [S14].

B. Proof of step 2

We now derive the influence function of the sequence of
approximating estimators T (H; q

t
). Returning to the definition

of influence function given by equation (21) in the main body
of the paper, we have

IFq
t
(z0 ;H,T ) =

∂T (Hϵ ; qt)

∂ϵ
|ϵ=0 (S135)
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where Hϵ = (1−ϵ)H+ϵ∆z0
and the regularized M-functional

T (Hϵ; qt) associated with the sequence of approximating
estimators is defined as the root of

Q(ϵ,θ) := EHϵ
[Ψ(z,θ)] +

∂q
t
(θ ;λn)

∂θ
= 0p+1 (S136)

under the ϵ-contamination of the underlying distribution H
by ∆z0

(a point mass with probability one at z0 and zero
elsewhere). For the sake of convenience, we reiterate that the
notation T t(ϵ) is a shorthand for T (Hϵ; qt). Substituting Hϵ

with (1− ϵ)H + ϵ∆z0
in the above equation yields

Q(ϵ,θ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
∈Rp+1

:= (1−ϵ)EH [Ψ(z,θ)]+ϵE∆z0
[Ψ(z,θ)]+

∂q
t
(θ ;λn)

∂θ

(S137)
To proceed, it suffices to take the derivative of the estimating
equations given above w.r.t. ϵ and set ϵ to zero. Applying the
implicit function theorem to the above equation, we obtain

∂T t(ϵ)

∂ϵ
|ϵ=0 = −[

∂Q(ϵ,θ)

∂θ
|(0,T t(0))

]−1 × ∂Q(ϵ,θ)

∂ϵ
|(0,T t(0))

(S138)
where

∂Q(ϵ,θ)

∂θ
= (1− ϵ)EH [

∂Ψ(z,θ)

∂θ
] + ϵE∆z0

[
∂Ψ(z,θ)

∂θ
]

+
∂2q

t
(θ ;λn)

∂[θ]2
, (S139a)

∂Q(ϵ,θ)

∂ϵ
= −EH [Ψ(z,θ)] + E∆z0

[Ψ(z,θ)]. (S139b)

In order to find ∂Q(ϵ,θ)/∂θ, it is necessary to calculate the
partial derivatives ∂2q

t
(θ ;λn)/∂[θ]

2 and ∂Ψ(z,θ)/∂θ. This
can be done as follows:

1) Finding ∂2q
t
(θ ;λn)/∂[θ]

2: We begin with determining
∂2q

t
(θ ;λn)/∂[θ]

2, which leads to

∂2q
t
(θ ;λn)

∂[θ]2
= λn




0 0 · · · 0

0 l
′′
t (β1

) · · · 0
...

...
. . .

...
0 0 · · · l

′′
t (βp)



(p+1)×(p+1)

(S140)
where

l
′′
t (βj) =

2te
tβ

j

(e
tβ

j + 1)2
t→∞−−−→

{
0, if β

j
̸= 0.

+∞, otherwise.
(S141)

2) Finding ∂Ψ(z,θ)/∂θ: By performing some calculus, we
arrive at

∂Ψ(z,θ)

∂θ

=

[ − 1
sσ
ψ0(r̃(θ))r̃(θ) − 1

sσ
ψ0(r̃(θ))x

T

−x(sσ
∂ψ(r̃(θ))
∂sσ

+ ψ(r̃(θ))) −xsσ
∂ψ(r̃(θ))

∂β

]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(p+1)×(p+1)

.

(S142)

This in turn requires finding the derivatives ∂ψ(r̃(θ))/∂β and
∂ψ(r̃(θ))/∂sσ as follows:

∂ψ(r̃(θ))

∂β
=
∂W (r̃(θ))

∂β
ψ0(r̃(θ))

+W (r̃(θ))
∂ψ0(r̃(θ))

∂r̃(θ)

∂r̃(θ)

∂β
+
∂ψ1(r̃(θ))

∂r̃(θ)

∂r̃(θ)

∂β
(S143a)

∂ψ(r̃(θ))

∂sσ
=
∂W (r̃(θ))

∂sσ
ψ0(r̃(θ))

+W (r̃(θ))
∂ψ0(r̃(θ))

∂r̃(θ)

∂r̃(θ)

∂sσ
+
∂ψ1(r̃(θ))

∂r̃(θ)

∂r̃(θ)

∂sσ
(S143b)

On the other hand, finding the partial derivatives
∂ψ(r̃(θ))/∂β and ∂ψ(r̃(θ))/∂sσ involves deriving expres-
sions for the partial derivatives ∂r̃(θ)/∂β, ∂r̃(θ)/∂sσ,
∂W (r̃(θ))/∂β and ∂W (r̃(θ))/∂sσ. By straightforward cal-
culations, we obtain ∂r̃(θ)/∂β and ∂r̃(θ)/∂sσ as follows:

∂r̃(θ)

∂β
= −xT

sσ
(S144a)

∂r̃(θ)

∂sσ
= − r̃(θ)

sσ
(S144b)

Likewise, we find the partial derivatives of W (r̃(θ)) in
equation (S127) with respect to β as follows:

∂W (r̃(θ))

∂β

=

[
EH [−(2ψ1(r̃(θ))− ∂ψ1(r̃(θ))

∂r̃(θ) r̃(θ)− ψ1(r̃(θ)))
xT

sσ
]

EH [ψ0(r̃(θ))r̃(θ)]2

× EH [ψ0(r̃(θ))r̃(θ)]

]

−
[
EH [−(∂ψ0(r̃(θ))

∂r̃(θ) r̃(θ) + ψ0(r̃(θ)))
xT

sσ
]

EH [ψ0(r̃(θ))r̃(θ)]2

× EH [2ρ1(r̃(θ))− ψ1(r̃(θ))r̃(θ)]

]

=
1

sσ

[
−

EH [(ψ1(r̃(θ))− ∂ψ1(r̃(θ))
∂r̃(θ) r̃(θ))xT ]

EH [ψ0(r̃(θ))r̃(θ)]

+W (r̃(θ))
EH [(∂ψ0(r̃(θ))

∂r̃(θ) r̃(θ) + ψ0(r̃(θ)))x
T ]

EH [ψ0(r̃(θ))r̃(θ)]

]
.

(S145)
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and

∂W (r̃(θ))

∂sσ

=

[
EH [−(2ψ1(r̃(θ))− ∂ψ1(r̃(θ))

∂r̃(θ) r̃(θ)− ψ1(r̃(θ)))
r̃(θ)
sσ

]

EH [ψ0(r̃(θ))r̃(θ)]2

× EH [ψ0(r̃(θ))r̃(θ)]

]

−
[
EH [−(∂ψ0(r̃(θ))

∂r̃(θ) r̃(θ) + ψ0(r̃(θ)))
r̃(θ)
sσ

]

EH [ψ0(r̃(θ))r̃(θ)]2

× EH [2ρ1(r̃(θ))− ψ1(r̃(θ))r̃(θ)]

]

=
1

sσ

[
−

EH [(ψ1(r̃(θ))− ∂ψ1(r̃(θ))
∂r̃(θ) r̃(θ))r̃(θ)]

EH [ψ0(r̃(θ))r̃(θ)]

+W (r̃(θ))
EH [(ψ0(r̃(θ)) +

∂ψ0(r̃(θ))
∂r̃(θ) r̃(θ))r̃(θ)]

EH [ψ0(r̃(θ))r̃(θ)]

]
.

(S146)

Let us now return to equation (S139). Having obtained all the
necessary terms and expressions required to find the expression
for ∂Q(ϵ,θ)/∂θ, we will now evaluate ∂Q(ϵ,θ)/∂θ and
∂Q(ϵ,θ)/∂ϵ at (0, T t(0)) to find ∂T t(ϵ)/∂ϵ|ϵ=0. We first
evaluate ∂Q(ϵ,θ)/∂ϵ at (0, T t(0))

∂Q(0, T t(0))

∂ϵ
= −EH [Ψ(z, T t(0))] + Ψ(z0, T t(0))

(i)
= −EH [Ψ(z, T t(0))]−

∂q
t
(θ ;λn)

∂θ
|θ=T t(0)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=0p+1, by equation (S136)

+Ψ(z0, T t(0)) +
∂q

t
(θ ;λn)

∂θ
|θ=T t(0)

(S147)

where the equality (i) follows from adding and subtracting
∂q

t
(θ ;λn)/∂θ evaluated at θ = T t(0). As a consequence, we

have

∂Q(0, T t(0))

∂ϵ
= Ψ(z0, T t(0))+

∂q
t
(θ ;λn)

∂θ
|θ=T t(0)

(S148)

Next, we shall evaluate ∂Q(ϵ,θ)/∂θ ∈ R(p+1)×(p+1) at
(0, T t(0)) and then invert it via the block matrix inversion
lemma.

∂Q(0, T t(0))

∂θ
=

[
Block 1 Block 2
Block 3 Block 4

]

(p+1)×(p+1)

(S149)

where

Block 1 =

scalar︷ ︸︸ ︷
− 1

T t,1(0)
EH [ψ0(r̃(T t(0)))r̃(T t(0))] (S150a)

Block 2 =

(1×p) row vector︷ ︸︸ ︷
− 1

T t,1(0)
EH [ψ0(r̃(T t(0)))x

T ] (S150b)

Block 3 = −EH [x(T t,1(0)
∂ψ(r̃(T t(0)))

∂sσ
+ ψ(r̃(T t(0))))]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(p×1) column vector

(S150c)

Block 4 = −EH [xT t,1(0)
∂ψ(r̃(T t(0)))

∂β
] +Φt

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(p×p) matrix

(S150d)

Φt = diag
(
λn[l

′′
t (T t,2(0)), · · · , l

′′
t (T t,p+1(0))]

)
.
(S150e)

With the above results in hand, we derive IFq
t
(z0 ;H,T ).

C. Proof of step 3

We now obtain the influence function of the τ -Lasso
estimator by limiting that of the sequence of approximating
estimators derived in the preceding step. To do so, we need to
find the limit of [∂Q(0, T t(0))/∂θ]

−1 and ∂Q(0, T t(0))/∂ϵ
as t goes to infinity.

1) Deriving limt→∞[
∂Q(0,T t(0))

∂θ ]−1: By Lemma 2 of [S14],
we know that limt→∞ T t(0) = T (H) = θ∞. In conjunction
with equation (S149) and the matrix inversion lemma [S15],
we obtain

lim
t→∞

[
∂Q(0, T t(0))

∂θ
]−1

=

[
M−1 0(ks+1)×(p−ks)

0(p−ks)×(ks+1) 0(p−ks)×(p−ks)

]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(p+1)×(p+1) matrix

(S151)

where

M =




scalar︷︸︸︷
M11

(1×ks) row vector︷︸︸︷
M12

M21︸︷︷︸
(ks×1) column vector

M22︸︷︷︸
(ks×ks) matrix




(ks+1)×(ks+1)

(S152)
with

M11 = − 1

s∞
EH [ψ0(r̃(T (H)))r̃(T (H))], (S153a)

M12 = − 1

s∞
EH [ψ0(r̃(T (H)))xTΓ ], (S153b)

M21 = −EH [(s∞
∂ψ(r̃(T (H)))

∂sσ
+ ψ(r̃(T (H))))xΓ],

(S153c)

and M22 referring to a ks × ks submatrix of
−(EH [xs∞∂ψ(r̃(T (H)))/∂β]) indexed by the set
Υ = {1, · · · , ks} × {1, · · · , ks}. xΓ denotes a subvector of
elements indexed by Γ = {1, · · · , ks}.
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2) Finding limt→∞
∂Q(0,T t(0))

∂ϵ : Lemma 2 of [S14]
implies that limt→∞ T t(0) = T (H) = θ∞. Be-
sides, limt→∞ l

′′
t (βj,∞) → 0 for j = 1, · · · , ks and

limt→∞ l
′′
t (βj,∞) → ∞ elsewhere. We then continue our anal-

ysis by finding the expression for limt→∞ ∂Q(0, T t(0))/∂ϵ

lim
t→∞

∂Q(0, T t(0))

∂ϵ
= Ψ(z0, T (H)) +

∂q(θ ;λn)

∂θ
|θ=T (H)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(p+1)×1 column vector

.

(S154)
We can thereby complete the proof by deriving the influence

function of the τ -Lasso estimator as in equation (26) within
the main body of the paper.

Remark S10: Note that we may reuse the symbols M , M22,
and Q for similar or different purposes, meaning they are
merely local to this theorem.

S.XII. PROOF OF THEOREM 7

Following a similar line of reasoning to the framework
introduced in [S14], we will derive the influence function
of the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator by leveraging the tools
developed for computing the influence function of two-stage
regularized M-estimators and adapting them to the adaptive
τ -Lasso formulation. Before proceeding with the proofs, we
will introduce all the necessary notations to clarify the proof
and the derivation of the influence function.

• We write q(θ, T (H) ;λn) and qt(θ, T (H) ;λn) to denote
the regularization term of the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator
expressed in the standard form of two-stage regularized
M-estimators and its smooth approximation, respectively.

• We use T (H ; qt) = [T1(H ; qt), · · · , Tp+1(H ; qt)]
T to

represent a sequence of approximating two-stage regular-
ized M-estimators that is generated by replacing the non-
smooth q(θ, T (H) ;λn) with a smooth qt(θ, T (H) ;λn)
when the distribution of z is H .

• Likewise, we denote by T (Hϵ ; qt) the sequence of ap-
proximating two-stage regularized M-estimators obtained
by perturbing z with ϵ-contamination of the underlying
distribution H . To simplify the notation, we use the short-
hand Tt(ϵ) = [Tt,1(ϵ), · · · , Tt,p+1(ϵ)]

T for T (Hϵ ; qt).
• IFqt(z0 ;H,T ) represents a sequence of influence func-

tions derived for the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator when the
non-smooth q(θ, T (H) ;λn) is replaced with a smooth
qt(θ, T (H) ;λn).

• Γ denotes the set of non-zero elements in β∞.
Remark S11: The regularized M-estimator formulation

of the τ -Lasso involves the notations T (H ; q
t
), its ϵ-

contaminated version T (Hϵ ; q
t
), the shorthand for the ϵ-

contaminated version T t(ϵ), IFq(z0 ;H,T ) and its approx-
imation IFq

t
(z0 ;H,T ), which correspond to their respective

counterparts in the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator. We also defined
these notations in Theorem 6 for deriving the influence function
of the τ -Lasso estimator.

We would now measure the amount of change in the
estimator θ∞ = T (H), caused by infinitesimal contamination.
Doing so requires three steps:

• Step 1: Substituting the non-smooth penalty term q by a
sequence of smooth functions qt such that limt→∞ qt = q.

• Step 2: Finding the influence function of the surrogate
estimator with smooth penalty.

• Step 3: Deriving the influence function of the adaptive
τ -Lasso estimator by taking the limit as t → ∞ of the
influence function of the surrogate estimator obtained in
the preceding step.

In the subsequent lines, we guide the reader through the
technical details of the proof in three steps.

A. Proof of step 1

Let us now revisit equation (S124). As stated above in
step 1, we shall replace the non-smooth penalty function
q(θ, T (H) ;λn) in equation (S124), as defined by

q(θ, T (H) ;λn) = λn

p∑

j=1

|βj |
|β
j,∞| (S155)

with

qt(θ, T (H) ;λn) = λn

p∑

j=1

lt(βj)

lt(βj,∞)
, (S156)

such that

lim
t→∞

qt(θ, T (H) ;λn) → q(θ, T (H) ;λn). (S157)

Doing so yields a sequence of approximating estimators
T (H; qt) satisfying the following system of estimating equa-
tions:

EH [Ψ(z, T (H; qt))]+
∂qt(θ, T (H; q

t
) ;λn)

∂θ
|θ=T (H;qt) = 0p+1.

(S158)

where

∂qt(θ, T (H; q
t
) ;λn)

∂θ
|θ=T (H;qt) =




0

λn
l
′
t(T2(H;qt))
lt(T 2(H;q

t
))

...

λn
l
′
t(Tp+1(H;qt))
lt(Tp+1(H;q

t
))



.

(S159)

B. Proof of step 2

We will then obtain the influence function of the approx-
imating estimators described above. Alternatively, we shall
measure the influence of contamination on the value of the
functional T (H; qt). Formally speaking, we take the derivative
of the functional T (Hϵ; qt) w.r.t. ϵ and set ϵ = 0. In order to
do so, we shall first define T (Hϵ; qt), an estimating functional
that satisfies

EHϵ
[Ψ(z, T (Hϵ; qt))]

+
∂qt(θ, T (Hϵ; qt) ;λn)

∂θ
|θ=T (Hϵ;qt) = 0p+1,

(S160)



22

resulting from the ϵ-contamination of H by the distribution
∆z0 as given by Hϵ = (1 − ϵ)H + ϵ∆z0 . Substituting Hϵ =
(1− ϵ)H + ϵ∆z0 into the above equation leads to

(1− ϵ)EH
[
Ψ(z, T (Hϵ; qt))

]
+ ϵE∆z0

[
Ψ(z, T (Hϵ; qt))

]

+
∂qt(θ, T (Hϵ; qt) ;λn)

∂θ
|θ=T (Hϵ;qt) = 0p+1.

(S161)

To streamline the notation, we adopt the shorthand
q
′
t(T (Hϵ; qt), T (Hϵ; qt) ;λn) for

∂qt(θ, T (Hϵ; qt) ;λn)

∂θ
|θ=T (Hϵ;qt). (S162)

To proceed with the derivation of the influence function of
the surrogate estimator, we first rewrite the expectations within
equation (S161) as integrals. We will then take the derivative
of the resulting equation w.r.t. ϵ and evaluate it at ϵ = 0 as
follows:

∂

∂ϵ

[
(1− ϵ)

∫
Ψ(z, T (Hϵ; qt))dH

]
ϵ=0︸ ︷︷ ︸

first term

+
∂

∂ϵ

[
ϵ

∫
Ψ(z, T (Hϵ; qt))d∆z0

]
ϵ=0︸ ︷︷ ︸

second term

+
∂

∂ϵ

[
q
′
t(T (Hϵ; qt), T (Hϵ; qt) ;λn)

]
ϵ=0︸ ︷︷ ︸

third term

= 0p+1.

(S163)

To simplify matters, we will differentiate each term separately
as follows:

1) Finding the first term: By the chain rule, equation (S158),
and appropriately adding and subtracting terms, we find that

∂

∂ϵ

[
(1− ϵ)

∫
Ψ(z, T (Hϵ; qt))dH

]
ϵ=0

=
(∫

Ψ
′
(z, T (H; qt))dH

)
× ∂T (Hϵ; qt)

∂ϵ
|ϵ=0

+ q
′
t(T (H; qt), T (H; q

t
) ;λn)

−
∫

Ψ(z, T (H; qt))dH − q
′
t(T (H; qt), T (H; q

t
) ;λn)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=0p+1, by equation (S158)

=
(∫

Ψ
′
(z, T (H; qt))dH

)
× ∂T (Hϵ; qt)

∂ϵ
|ϵ=0

+ q
′
t(T (H; qt), T (H; q

t
) ;λn). (S164)

Note that Ψ
′
(z, T (H; qt)) stands for

∂Ψ(z, T (Hϵ; qt))/∂T (Hϵ; qt)) evaluated at ϵ = 0.
2) Finding the second term: By taking derivatives and some

simple algebra, we obtain

∂

∂ϵ

[
ϵ

∫
Ψ(z, T (Hϵ; qt))d∆z0

]
ϵ=0

= Ψ(z0, T (H; qt)).

(S165)

3) Finding the third term: Before we proceed, let us
recall that Tt(ϵ) and T t(ϵ) are shorthands for T (Hϵ; qt) and
T (Hϵ; qt), respectively. Returning now to the third term of
equation (S163), we will reduce the notational overhead by
replacing T (Hϵ; qt) with Tt(ϵ) and T (Hϵ; qt) with T t(ϵ). By
the chain rule and some simple algebra, we then obtain the
following expressions

∂

∂ϵ

[
q
′
t(Tt(ϵ), T t(ϵ) ;λn)

]
ϵ=0

=
∂q

′
t(Tt(ϵ), T t(ϵ) ;λn)

∂Tt(ϵ)
|ϵ=0 ×

∂Tt(ϵ)

∂ϵ
|ϵ=0

+
∂q

′
t(Tt(ϵ), T t(ϵ) ;λn)

∂T t(ϵ)
|ϵ=0 ×

∂T t(ϵ)

∂ϵ
|ϵ=0

=
∂

∂ϵ







0

λn
l
′
t(Tt,2(ϵ))
lt(T t,2(ϵ))

...

λn
l
′
t(Tt,p+1(ϵ))
lt(T t,p+1(ϵ))







ϵ=0

= λn

(



0 0 · · · 0

0
l
′′
t (Tt,2(0))
lt(T t,2(0))

· · · 0

...
...

. . . 0

0 0 · · · l
′′
t (Tt,p+1(0))
lt(T t,p+1(0))




× ∂Tt(ϵ)

∂ϵ
|ϵ=0

−




0 0 · · · 0

0
l
′
t(Tt,2(0))l

′
t(T t,2(0))

(lt(T t,2(0)))
2 · · · 0

...
...

. . . 0

0 0 · · · l
′
t(Tt,p+1(0))l

′
t(T t,p+1(0))

(lt(T t,p+1(0)))
2




× ∂T t(ϵ)

∂ϵ
|ϵ=0

)
. (S166)

Recalling the definition of influence function by equation (21)
in the main body of the paper, we can derive the ultimate
formula for the third term by plugging in the following
expressions into equation (S166).

IFqt(z0 ;H,T ) =
∂Tt(ϵ)

∂ϵ
|ϵ=0,

IFq
t
(z0 ;H,T ) =

∂T t(ϵ)

∂ϵ
|ϵ=0.

(S167)

Having computed all three terms, we can now write expres-
sion for the influence function of the surrogate estimator for
the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator and thereby complete the proof
of step 2. Substituting the computed terms back into equation
(S163), isolating terms involving IFqt(z0 ;H,T ), and moving
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the remaining terms to the right-hand side yields
(∫

Ψ
′
(z, T (H; qt))dH

+




0 0 · · · 0

0 λn
l
′′
t (Tt,2(0))
lt(T t,2(0))

· · · 0

...
...

. . . 0

0 0 · · · λn
l
′′
t (Tt,p+1(0))
lt(T t,p+1(0))




︸ ︷︷ ︸
Λt

)

× IFqt(z0 ;H,T )

= −
(
Ψ(z0, T (H; qt)) + q

′
t(T (H; qt), T (H; q

t
) ;λn)

−




0 0 · · · 0

0 λn
l
′
t(Tt,2(0))l

′
t(T t,2(0))

(lt(T t,2(0)))
2 · · · 0

...
...

. . . 0

0 0 · · · λn
l
′
t(Tt,p+1(0))l

′
t(T t,p+1(0))

(lt(T t,p+1(0)))
2




︸ ︷︷ ︸
Φt

× IFq
t
(z0 ;H,T )

)
(S168)

and hence conclude that

IFqt(z0 ;H,T ) = −
(
EH [Ψ

′
(z, T (H; qt))] +Λt

)−1

×
(
Ψ(z0, T (H; qt)) + q

′
t(T (H; qt), T (H; q

t
) ;λn)

−Φt × IFq
t
(z0 ;H,T )

)
. (S169)

C. Proof of step 3

In order to complete the proof, it only remains to
take the limit of the influence function IFqt(z0 ;H,T )
as t → ∞. To do so, we shall determine the limits
of its constituent components T (H; qt), T (H; q

t
), Φt, Λt,

Ψ(z0, T (H; qt)), Ψ
′
(z, T (H; qt)), q

′
t(T (H; qt), T (H; q

t
) ;λn)

and IFq
t
(z0 ;H,T ) as t approaches infinity, as outlined below.

1) Taking limt→∞ T (H; qt): By Lemma 4 of [S14], we
know that limt→∞ T (H; qt) = T (H) = θ∞.

2) Finding limt→∞ T (H; q
t
): Likewise, using Lemma 2 of

[S14], we have limt→∞ T (H; q
t
) = T (H) = θ∞.

3) Taking limt→∞ Φt: By limt→∞ T (H; qt) = T (H),
limt→∞ T (H; q

t
) = T (H) and relations of equations (S130)

and (S131), we get

lim
t→∞

l
′
t(Tt,j(0))l

′
t(T t,j(0))

(lt(T t,j(0)))
2

=

{ sgn(Tt,j(0))sgn(T t,j(0))

|T t,j(0)|2
for j = 2, · · · , ks + 1

0 elsewhere
.

(S170)

Combining this with the definition of Φt given by equation
(S168), we find that limt→∞ Φt = diag

(
Φ,0(p−ks)

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(p+1)×(p+1) matrix

where

Φ =




0

λn
sgn(β1,∞)sgn(β

1,∞)

|β
1,∞|2
...

λn
sgn(βks,∞)sgn(β

ks,∞)

|β
ks,∞|2




︸ ︷︷ ︸
(ks+1)×1 column vector

. (S171)

4) Finding limt→∞ Λt: Using limt→∞ T (H; qt) = T (H),
limt→∞ T (H; q

t
) = T (H) and relations of equations (S130)

and (S132), we obtain

lim
t→∞

l
′′
t (Tt,j(0))

lt(T t,j(0))
=

{
0, for j = 1, · · · , ks.
+∞, elsewhere.

(S172)

This result when combined with the definition of Λt given by
equation (S168) yields limt→∞ Λt = Λ where

Λ =

[
0(ks+1)×(ks+1) 0(ks+1)×(p−ks)
0(p−ks)×(ks+1) +∞× Ip−ks

]
. (S173)

5) Taking limt→∞ Ψ(z0, T (H; qt)): By the composi-
tion theorem for limits [S16] and limt→∞ T (H; qt) =
T (H), we conclude that limt→∞ Ψ(z0, T (H; qt)) =
Ψ(z0, limt→∞ T (H; qt)) = Ψ(z0, T (H)).

6) Finding limt→∞ Ψ
′
(z, T (H; qt)): Applying the compo-

sition theorem for limits and using limt→∞ T (H; qt) = T (H),
we get limt→∞ Ψ

′
(z, T (H; qt)) = Ψ

′
(z, limt→∞ T (H; qt)) =

Ψ
′
(z, T (H)).

7) Finding limt→∞ q
′
t(T (H; qt), T (H; q

t
) ;λn): Using the

composition theorem for limits, limt→∞ T (H; qt) = T (H),
limt→∞ T (H; q

t
) = T (H) and relations of equations (S130)

and (S131), we find that

lim
t→∞

q
′
t(T (H; qt), T (H; q

t
) ;λn) = q

′
(T (H), T (H) ;λn)

=




0

λn
sgn(β1,∞)
|β

1,∞|
...

λn
sgn(βp,∞)
|β

p,∞|



. (S174)

8) Finding limt→∞ IFq
t
(z0 ;H,T ): By the proof of theo-

rem 6, quantifying the influence function of τ -Lasso estimator,
we have limt→∞ IFq

t
(z0 ;H,T ) = IF(z0 ;H,T ).
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Putting together the pieces, we find the limiting expression
for IFqt(z0 ;H,T ), that is,

IF(z0 ;H,T ) = lim
t→∞

IFqt(z0 ;H,T )

= −
[

N−1 0(ks+1)×(p−ks)
0(p−ks)×(ks+1) 0(p−ks)×(p−ks)

]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(p+1)×(p+1) matrix

×
(
Ψ(z0, T (H)) + q

′
(T (H), T (H) ;λn)︸ ︷︷ ︸

(p+1)×1 column vector

− diag
(
Φ,0(p−ks)

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(p+1)×(p+1) matrix

× IF(z0 ;H,T )︸ ︷︷ ︸
(p+1)×1 column vector

)
.

(S175)

We can obtain the submatrix N in equation (S175) by
modifying the matrix M defined by equation (S152). First,
each occurrence of T (H), ∂β, ∂sσ, Γ, and s∞ is replaced
with T (H), ∂β, ∂sσ , Γ, and s∞, respectively. Next, we fix the
matrix dimension to ks + 1× ks + 1. Thus, we have derived
the influence function of the adaptive τ -Lasso estimator, given
in equation (29) within the main body of the paper, thereby
completing the proof.

Remark S12: Notice that the set of regression coefficients
estimated to be zero in the τ -Lasso estimator will not appear
in β∞.
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