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Abstract

Lasso-type estimators are routinely used to estimate high-dimensional time series

models. The theoretical guarantees established for Lasso typically require the penalty

level to be chosen in a suitable fashion often depending on unknown population quan-

tities. Furthermore, the resulting estimates and the number of variables retained in

the model depend crucially on the chosen penalty level. However, there is currently no

theoretically founded guidance for this choice in the context of high-dimensional time

series. Instead one resorts to selecting the penalty level in an ad hoc manner using,

e.g., information criteria or cross-validation. We resolve this problem by considering

estimation of the perhaps most commonly employed multivariate time series model,

the linear vector autoregressive (VAR) model, and propose a weighted Lasso estimator

with penalization chosen in a fully data-driven way. The theoretical guarantees that

we establish for the resulting estimation and prediction error match those currently

available for methods based on infeasible choices of penalization. We thus provide a

first solution for choosing the penalization in high-dimensional time series models.
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1 Introduction

Multivariate time series play a fundamental role in many areas of research. The quintessential

approach to modelling these series is based on the linear VAR model; see, e.g., Lütkepohl

(2005). In order to fully capture the dynamics of the time series at hand and to decrease

the risk of omitting variables, one frequently includes many explanatory variables. These

considerations result in a high-dimensional VAR model wherein the number of parameters

can exceed the number of observations. Consequently, the parameters can no longer be

estimated by least squares, and as an alternative there has been a surge of research on Lasso-

type estimators [Tibshirani (1996)]. For instance, assuming independent and identically

distributed (i.i.d.) Gaussian innovations in the VAR, consistency and oracle inequalities for

the Lasso have been studied by Han and Liu (2013), Basu and Michailidis (2015), Kock and

Callot (2015) and Davis et al. (2016) among others. The assumption of Gaussian innovations

has been relaxed in several papers, including Song and Bickel (2011), Wong et al. (2020)

and Miao et al. (2023). In particular, Wong et al. (2020) derive consistency results for

the Lasso in VAR models under suitable mixing and moment conditions, whereas Miao

et al. (2023) derive rates of convergence and oracle properties for factor augmented VAR

models, relying on results for weakly dependent processes in the sense of Wu (2005). Masini

et al. (2022) establish oracle inequalities in the case of martingale difference innovations that

are not necessarily mixing. Chernozhukov et al. (2021) consider Lasso-driven inference for

time series and spatial models, while Adamek et al. (2023) consider inference based on the

desparsified Lasso when the data-generating process allows near-epoch dependence. Further

related papers are Han et al. (2015), Guo et al. (2016) and Wu and Wu (2016).

To implement the Lasso one must choose the penalization level λ, and the theoretical re-

sults listed above are derived under a suitable choice of this level. However, the“right” choice

of this tuning parameter typically depends on unknown population quantities such as mixing

coefficients or other coefficients quantifying the dependence structure of the data generating

process [Wong et al. (2020), Babii et al. (2022), Masini et al. (2022)], the population co-

variance matrix of the observed variables and innovations [Kock and Callot (2015), Medeiros

and Mendes (2016)], the population coefficient matrix [Basu and Michailidis (2015)], or other

quantities depending on the data generating process [Chernozhukov et al. (2021), Adamek

et al. (2023), Miao et al. (2023)]. Consequently, despite the large amount of research on

penalized estimation of VAR models, there is currently no firm guidance on how to choose λ

in practice. Instead, one often resorts to information criteria [e.g. Kock and Callot (2015),

Medeiros and Mendes (2016) and Masini et al. (2022)], cross-validation [e.g. Wong et al.

(2020), Babii et al. (2022) and Miao et al. (2023)] or other ad hoc methods without provid-
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ing theoretical guarantees for these. Crucially, such choices of penalization do not necessarily

satisfy the conditions imposed in the theoretical results. Therefore, strictly speaking, the

theoretical guarantees provided are only valid for fortuitous choices of λ. In this paper we

resolve this problem by proposing a data-driven way of choosing λ along with prediction and

estimation error guarantees for the resulting weighted Lasso estimator of the parameters in

large VAR models. As upper bounds on the estimation error play a crucial role in establish-

ing the validity of inference based on debiasing in high-dimensional models [see Javanmard

and Montanari (2014), van de Geer et al. (2014) and Zhang and Zhang (2014)], our results

open the door to doing so in VAR models with a data-driven choice of λ.

The algorithm we study originates from Belloni et al. (2012) who consider regressions

in high dimensions with independent data. There are several challenges in adapting this

algorithm to time series data: First, the analysis of Belloni et al. (2012) relies on the in-

dependence as well as certain high-level conditions on the explanatory variables and their

relation to the model errors. In VAR models one cannot impose such conditions as their valid-

ity is completely determined by the model (which also generates the explanatory variables).

Instead, imposing only primitive conditions, we carefully take into account the inherent de-

pendence in the VAR. Second, as heavy tails are omnipresent in many time series, we allow

for the possibility of certain types of heavy-tailed innovation distributions, that is, so-called

sub-Weibull innovations. To accommodate dependence and heavy tails, we establish a novel

maximal inequality for centered sums of dependent sub-Weibull random variables, that may

be of independent interest. The validity of the penalty loadings (i.e. Lasso weights) proposed

in the algorithm is then established by proving that these are close to certain infeasible ideal

loadings that are constructed by means of blocking-based self-normalization. In order to

verify that the ideal loadings are well-behaved, we rely on recent moderate deviation theory

for self-normalized block-sums of weakly dependent processes (as quantified by a functional

dependence measure) derived by Chen et al. (2016) and Gao et al. (2022).

In a simulation experiment, we show that the Lasso and post-Lasso estimators based on

the proposed algorithm for tuning parameter choice perform quite satisfactory compared to

Lasso estimators obtained from penalization using the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC)

[as used in, e.g., Kock and Callot (2015)]. As an empirical illustration, we consider estimation

of VAR models based on monthly observations of 127 US macroeconomic variables. We find

that the Lasso and post-Lasso estimators deliver superior out-of-sample forecasts compared

to BIC-based Lasso estimators.
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Outline

In Section 2 we present the weighted Lasso estimator and describe the data-driven tuning

parameter selection. Section 3 presents the assumptions and performance guarantees for the

weighted Lasso. Section 4 outlines the key steps in the proof of Theorem 1 and the challenges

involved in establishing each step. Sections 5 and 6 contain simulations and an empirical

illustration, respectively. Proofs and technical lemmas are contained in the supplementary

appendices.

Notation

For k ∈ N, we write [k] := {1, . . . , k}. For δ ∈ Rk, we denote its ℓr-norm, by ∥δ∥r :=

(
∑k

j=1 |δj|r)1/r, r ∈ [1,∞), and ∥δ∥ℓ∞ := maxj∈[k] |δj|. For a matrixA ∈ Rk×l, we useA1:m,1:n

to denote the first n entries of its first m rows (i.e. its m×n“upper left”). For a square matrix

A ∈ Rk×k, we denote all eigenvalues of A by Λ(A) and write ρ(A) := max{|λ| : λ ∈ Λ(A)}
for its spectral radius (with |·| the complex modulus). If A ∈ Rk×k is symmetric, we write

Λmin(A) and Λmax(A) for the minimum and maximum eigenvalues, respectively.

For a random scalar X, we denote its Lr-norm by ∥X∥r := (E[|X|r])1/r, r ∈ [1,∞), with

E[·] denoting the expectation operator. For α ∈ (0,∞), we define the sub-Weibull(α) norm

of X as ∥X∥ψα := supr∈[1,∞) r
−1/α∥X∥r. A random scalar X is said to be sub-Weibull(α) if

∥X∥ψα <∞.1 For a k-dimensional random vectorX, we define its joint sub-Weibull(α) norm

∥X∥ψα := sup{∥u⊤X∥ψα : ∥u∥ℓ2 = 1} and call X jointly sub-Weibull(α) if ∥X∥ψα
<∞.

For non-random numbers an and positive numbers bn, n ∈ N, we write an = o(1) if an → 0

as n → ∞, and an ≲ bn, if the sequence an/bn is bounded. For random variables Vn and

positive numbers bn, we write Vn ≲P bn, if the sequence Vn/bn is bounded in probability. We

reserve the word “constant” for non-random quantities that do not depend on n.

2 Model and Penalization Algorithm

We study the qth-order (q ∈ N) VAR model given by

Yt =

q∑
j=1

Θ0jYt−j + εt, t ∈ Z, (2.1)

yielding a stochastic process {Yt}t∈Z which is (strictly) stationary under the assumptions in

Section 3. Here Yt := (Yt,1, . . . , Yt,p)
⊤ is a random vector of length p, {Θ0j}qj=1 are p × p

1One may show that the space of sub-Weibull(α) random variables is complete with respect to ∥·∥ψα
.

Consequently, it holds that the norm ∥·∥ψα
is countably sub-additive, which we will use repeatedly.
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(unknown) coefficient matrices, and εt := (εt,1, . . . , εt,p)
⊤ is a sequence of i.i.d. innovations.

Given observations {Yt}nt=−(q−1) from (2.1), the objective is to estimate {Θ0j}qj=1, while

allowing (but not requiring) that the number of elements p2q in {Θ0j}qj=1 is larger than the

(effective) sample size n. Throughout we take p ⩾ 2 and n ⩾ 3.2

The process in (2.1) may be written in companion form,

Zt = Θ̃0Zt−1 + ε̃t, t ∈ Z, (2.2)

for

Zt︸︷︷︸
pq×1

:=


Yt

Yt−1

...

Yt−(q−1)

 , Θ̃0︸︷︷︸
pq×pq

:=



Θ01 Θ02 · · · Θ0q

Ip 0p×p · · · 0p×p

0p×p Ip 0p×p
...

...
. . . . . . . . .

0p×p · · · 0p×p Ip 0p×p


, ε̃t︸︷︷︸

pq×1

:=


εt

0p×1

...

0p×1

 ,

and Ip ∈ Rp×p being the identity matrix. In the special case of q = 1, we interpret Θ̃0 as

Θ01 and ε̃t as εt. For i ∈ [p], the ith row in (2.1) is given by

Yt,i = Z⊤
t−1β0i + εt,i, (2.3)

where the vector β⊤
0i of length pq is the ith row of the companion matrix Θ̃0. In a low-

dimensional setting where β⊤
0i is of fixed length, estimation is often done by equationwise

least squares with the same n × pq regressor matrix X := [Z0 : · · · : Zn−1]
⊤ for all i ∈ [p].

However, when pq > n, the pq × pq Gram matrix X⊤X has reduced rank, and Lasso-type

estimators have been studied as an alternative under various sparsity assumptions. Never-

theless, as discussed in the introduction, the theoretical guarantees hitherto established for

these are valid only for specific tuning parameter choices depending on unknown population

quantities. As a result—despite the sensitivity of shrinkage estimators to the tuning pa-

rameter choice—one must currently resort to choosing this parameter by methods without

theoretical guarantees when implementing shrinkage estimators in time series models. We

provide a solution to this problem in the context of the weighted Lasso by proposing an

algorithm for tuning parameter selection and explicitly incorporate the data-driven tuning

2We consider the VAR model in (2.1), allowing the number of output variables p, the (common) dis-
tribution of εt, and, hence, that of Yt to depend on the sample size n. That is, we consider an array

{{Y (n)
t }t∈Z}n∈N of stochastic processes, each process {Y (n)

t }t∈Z presumed strictly stationary, in which each

Y
(n)
t = (Y

(n)
t,1 , . . . , Y

(n)
t,pn)

⊤, t ∈ Z, is a random element of Rpn . To ease notation, we henceforth suppress the
n superscript.
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parameter choice into our theoretical guarantees.

A weighted Lasso estimator satisfies

β̂i := β̂i(λ, Υ̂i) ∈ argmin
β∈Rpq

{
Q̂i(β) +

λ

n
∥Υ̂iβ∥ℓ1

}
, (2.4)

where Q̂i is the sample average square error loss function

Q̂i(β) :=
1

n

n∑
t=1

(
Yt,i −Z⊤

t−1β
)2

, β ∈ Rpq, (2.5)

for i ∈ [p], λ ∈ (0,∞) is a penalty level and each Υ̂i := diag(υ̂i,1, . . . , υ̂i,pq) is a diagonal

matrix of data-dependent penalty loadings υ̂i,j ∈ (0,∞), j ∈ [pq]. Both the penalty level and

loadings will be specified in Algorithm 1 below. Although the minimization problem in (2.4)

may have multiple solutions, we sometimes refer to such a β̂i as the Lasso estimator. The

results established below apply to any such minimizer.

Note that much of the literature on the Lasso and its variants employs the same penalty

loadings for all regressors (e.g. υ̂i,j ≡ 1). Equal weighting implicitly treats the regressors as

either being on the same scale or having been brought onto the same scale by some prelim-

inary transformation of the data, which is then typically abstracted from in the theoretical

analysis. Taking serious the effect of such a preliminary transformation is not trivial as it can

alter the already intricate dependence structure of the time series at hand. By incorporating

data-dependent loadings, our algorithm is not subject to this caveat.

Adapting Belloni et al. (2012, Algorithm A.1) for independent data to our setting, we

consider the following data-driven penalization. Let

c := 1.1 and γn = .1/ ln(max{n, pq}) (2.6)

and let K ∈ N0 denote a fixed number of iterations (loading updates). Following Belloni

et al. (2012), we fix K at 15 in our simulations and empirical illustration. To state Algorithm

1 below, let Φ be the standard Gaussian cumulative distribution function (CDF).
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Algorithm 1 (Data-Driven Penalization).

Initialize: Specify the penalty level λ in (2.4) as

λ∗
n := 2c

√
nΦ−1

(
1− γn/(2p

2q)
)
, (2.7)

and specify the initial penalty loadings as

υ̂
(0)
i,j :=

√√√√ 1

n

n∑
t=1

Y 2
t,iZ

2
t−1,j, i ∈ [p], j ∈ [pq]. (2.8)

Use λ∗
n and Υ̂

(0)
i := diag(υ̂

(0)
i,1 , . . . , υ̂

(0)
i,pq) to compute a Lasso estimate β̂

(0)
i := β̂i(λ

∗
n, Υ̂

(0)
i )

via (2.4) for each i ∈ [p]. Store the residuals ε̂
(0)
t,i := Yt,i − Z⊤

t−1β̂
(0)
i , t ∈ [n], i ∈ [p], and

set k = 1.

Update: While k ⩽ K, specify the penalty loadings as

υ̂
(k)
i,j :=

√√√√ 1

n

n∑
t=1

(ε̂
(k−1)
t,i )2Z2

t−1,j, i ∈ [p], j ∈ [pq]. (2.9)

Use λ∗
n and Υ̂

(k)
i := diag(υ̂

(k)
i,1 , . . . , υ̂

(k)
i,pq) to compute a Lasso estimate β̂

(k)
i := β̂i(λ

∗
n, Υ̂

(k)
i )

via (2.4) for each i ∈ [p]. Store the residuals ε̂
(k)
t,i := Yt,i − Z⊤

t−1β̂
(k)
i , t ∈ [n], i ∈ [p], and

increment k ← k + 1.

Note that Algorithm 1 does not require any knowledge of the degree of dependence in the

process {Yt}t∈Z (as quantified by mixing coefficients or other unknown population quantities).

This feature of the penalization is in contrast to current recommendations in the literature.

To discuss error rates for the implied Lasso estimator, let ∥·∥2,n be the prediction norm

∥δ∥2,n :=

√√√√ 1

n

n∑
t=1

(
Z⊤
t−1δ

)2
attached to the vector δ ∈ Rpq, and let

s := max
i∈[p]

pq∑
j=1

1 (β0i,j ̸= 0) , (2.10)

denote the sparsity number, that is, the largest cardinality of the support of β0i across

7



i ∈ [p]. Without loss of generality, we take s ⩾ 1. Then, under primitive conditions given

in Section 3, any Lasso estimators β̂i := β̂i(λ
∗
n, Υ̂

(K)
i ), i ∈ [p], in (2.4) based on the penalty

level λ∗
n in (2.7) and the (final) penalty loadings Υ̂

(K)
i arising from Algorithm 1 satisfy

max
i∈[p]
∥β̂i − β0i∥2,n ≲P

√
s ln (pn)

n
, (2.11)

max
i∈[p]
∥β̂i − β0i∥ℓ1 ≲P

√
s2 ln (pn)

n
and (2.12)

max
i∈[p]
∥β̂i − β0i∥ℓ2 ≲P

√
s ln (pn)

n
. (2.13)

The formal statement, including a set of sufficient conditions, is given in Theorem 1 below.

Importantly, the performance guarantees in (2.11)–(2.13) match those currently available

based on infeasible penalty level choices.

Remark 1 (Including Intercepts). In applications one typically includes model intercepts in

an unpenalized manner. In Section A.1, we modify Algorithm 1 for this purpose.

3 Assumptions and Performance Guarantees for Algorithm 1

For the remainder of the paper we invoke (a subset of) the following assumptions.

Assumption 1 (Innovations). (1) The innovations {εt}t∈Z are i.i.d. centered random elements

of Rp with covariance matrix Σε ∈ Rp×p. (2) There are constants a1 ∈ (0,∞) and α ∈ (0, 2]

such that ∥ε0∥ψα ⩽ a1. (3) There is a constant a2 ∈ (0,∞) such that Λmin(Σε) ⩾ a2.

Assumption 1.1 is imposed in, e.g., Kock and Callot (2015), Wong et al. (2020, Example

1) and Miao et al. (2023). Assumption 1.2 states that ε0 belongs to the sub-Weibull family

of distributions with tail parameter (at least) α, and is also used in Wong et al. (2020)

and Masini et al. (2022). Special cases are the sub-exponential (α = 1) and sub-Gaussian

(α = 2) families. If ε0 is Gaussian—as imposed in, e.g., Han and Liu (2013), Basu and

Michailidis (2015), Kock and Callot (2015) and Davis et al. (2016)—then Assumption 1.2

holds if Λmax(Σε) is bounded from above. Requiring that α ⩽ 2 is innocuous and can be

relaxed at the expense of some additional notation. Assumption 1.3 is part of Masini et al.

(2022, Assumption A2) and parallels Miao et al. (2023, Assumption A.1(i)).

Assumption 2 (Companion Matrix). (1) The spectral radius ρ(Θ̃0) < 1. (2) There are

constants b1, b2 ∈ (0,∞), such that maxi∈[p] ∥(Θ̃h
0)i,1:p∥ℓ2 ⩽ b1e

−b2h for each h ∈ N. (3) The

lag-order q is constant.
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Assumption 2.1 is standard and, together with Assumption 1.1, ensures that the process

{Yt}t∈Z in (2.1) [as well as {Zt}t∈Z in (2.2)] is strictly stationary. In particular, {Yt}t∈Z has

the moving average representation

Yt =
∞∑
ℓ=0

(Θ̃ℓ
0)1:p,1:pεt−ℓ,

where the series converges absolutely almost surely (and, under Assumption 2.2, in sub-

Weibull norm).

Assumption 2.2 is milder than Masini et al. (2022, Assumption A1) which imposes an

exponential decay on the ℓ1-norms of the rows of (Θ̃ℓ
0)1:p,1:p as ℓ grows (as opposed to our

decay placed on the ℓ2-norms). Likewise, the assumption is also milder than Miao et al.

(2023, Assumption A.1(vi)), which imposes an exponential decay on the spectral norm of

(Θ̃ℓ
0)1:p,1:p (exceeding the row-wise ℓ2-norms).3

Assumption 2.3 states that the lag-order q is constant. This appears to be reasonable

for most practical purposes as q is often thought of as small relative to n.4 Indeed, in our

application in Section 6 we have n = 758 and as a result of monthly sampling q = 12 ≪ n

often suffices. We use that q does not depend on n in order to exploit recent moderate

deviation results for self-normalized sums based on geometric moment contracting processes

[Gao et al. (2022)], and the assumption therefore seems hard to relax with currently available

methods.

We make the following assumption on the matrix ΣZ := E[Z0Z
⊤
0 ].

Assumption 3 (Covariance). There is a constant d ∈ (0,∞) such that Λmin(ΣZ) ⩾ d.

Assumption 3 ensures that ΣZ has full rank and is implied by, e.g., Miao et al. (2023,

Assumption A.1). As can be inferred from Masini et al. (2022, p. 536), Assumption 3 follows

from additional (boundedness) conditions on Θ̃0, although these are not necessary. In the

special case of a stationary VAR(1), Assumption 3 is actually implied by Assumption 1.5

Assumption 4 (Growth and Sparsity). For a constant α ∈ (0, 2] satisfying Assumption 1.2,

we have (ln p)40/(3α) = o(n) and s2(ln(pn))1+4/α = o(n), where s is given in (2.10).

Assumption 4 imposes sparsity on each row β⊤
0i of the parameter matrix [Θ01 : · · · : Θ0q]

as in, e.g., Kock and Callot (2015), Chernozhukov et al. (2021), and Masini et al. (2022).

3See Masini et al. (2022, Lemma 4) for further sufficient conditions for Assumption 2.2.
4This point was also made by Kock and Callot (2015), although their analysis allows for growing q.
5For ease of presentation we choose to work with Assumption 3, and note that this assumption is only

used in the proof of Lemma 5. Inspection of this proof shows that one may replace Assumption 3 by the
milder requirement that only certain restricted eigenvalues of ΣZ are bounded away from zero. The latter
condition is used in, e.g., Kock and Callot (2015) and Medeiros and Mendes (2016).
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We can now state the properties of the weighted Lasso estimator with data-driven tuning

parameter selection based on Algorithm 1.

Theorem 1 (Convergence Rates for Lasso with Data-Driven Penalization). Let Assumptions

1, 2, 3 and 4 hold. Then Lasso estimators β̂i(λ
∗
n, Υ̂

(K)
i ), i ∈ [p], arising from the data-driven

penalization in Algorithm 1 satisfy (2.11)–(2.13).

The estimation and prediction error rates guaranteed by Theorem 1 match those currently

available in the literature building on infeasible penalty parameter choices. Algorithm 1 is

thus the first data-driven tuning parameter method for which theoretical guarantees have

been provided in the context of dependent data. Upper bounds on the estimation error

are also a crucial ingredient in establishing uniformly valid inference based on the debias-

ing/desparsification methodology originating in Javanmard and Montanari (2014), van de

Geer et al. (2014) and Zhang and Zhang (2014). This methodology has been used in the con-

text of time series in Adamek et al. (2023). Thus, Theorem 1 opens the door to conducting

inference in high-dimensional VAR models with data-driven penalty parameter choice.

In establishing Theorem 1, we cannot call upon the large existing body of maximal and

concentration inequalities for independent random variables. Instead, we establish a new

maximal inequality for sums of dependent random variables (Lemma B.2 in the appendix).

This result is then used to show that the penalty loadings of Algorithm 1 are close to certain

ideal, yet infeasible, blocking-based loadings (Lemma 6). Note that although these ideal

loadings are based on blocking, Algorithm 1 is not, so no choice of block size is needed in

practice. The ideal loadings can, in turn, be used as self-normalizing factors in an applica-

tion of the recent moderate deviation theorems of Gao et al. (2022) for dependent random

variables. Using these results, we show that λ∗
n is a high-probability upper bound on the

maximum of such self-normalized sums. Section 4 explains further steps and challenges

involved in establishing Theorem 1, while details are deferred to the appendix.

4 Main Steps in Proving Theorem 1

To sketch the proof of Theorem 1, we start with a “master lemma” that provides non-

asymptotic error guarantees for the Lasso under standard high-level conditions, well-known

in the literature. To state this lemma, let C ∈ (0,∞) and ∅ ≠ T ⊆ [pq] and define

RC,T :=
{
δ ∈ Rpq : ∥δT c∥ℓ1 ⩽ C ∥δT∥ℓ1

}
, (4.1)

10



where δT ∈ Rpq denotes the vector with coordinates δT,j := δj if j ∈ T and zero otherwise.

Define the restricted eigenvalue of the (scaled) Gram matrix X⊤X/n as

κ̂2
C := κ̂2

C

(
s,X⊤X/n

)
:= min

T⊆[pq]:
|T |∈[s]

inf
δ∈RC,T :

δ ̸=0

δ⊤(X⊤X/n)δ

∥δ∥2ℓ2
. (4.2)

Similar to Belloni et al. (2012), we introduce certain infeasible ideal penalty loadings.

However, to account for the dependence in the data, the infeasible loadings are based on

dividing the data into blocks of carefully chosen size mn := n1/5, the number of which is

ln := n/mn = n4/5.6 Such blocking is not necessary for independent data. We stress that the

introduction of a block size mn is solely for the purpose of the theoretical analysis, as our

Algorithm 1 does not require any user-chosen block size. The indices in the kth block are

Hn,k := {(k − 1)mn + 1, (k − 1)mn + 2, . . . , kmn}, k ∈ [ln]. (4.3)

We define our blocking-based ideal penalty loadings

Υ̂0
i := diag

(
υ̂0
i,1, . . . , υ̂

0
i,pq

)
, i ∈ [p], (4.4)

with

υ̂0
i,j :=

√√√√√ 1

n

ln∑
k=1

 ∑
t∈Hn,k

εt,iZt−1,j

2

, i ∈ [p], j ∈ [pq]. (4.5)

We define the score vector Sn,i as the (negative) gradient of the loss Q̂i in (2.5) at β0i upon

normalizing by the ideal penalty loadings Υ̂0
i ,

Sn,i := (Υ̂0
i )

−1(−∇Q̂i(β0i)) =
2

n

n∑
t=1

(Υ̂0
i )

−1Zt−1εt,i, i ∈ [p]. (4.6)

The score Sn,i represents the estimation noise in problem (2.4), with the ideal penalty load-

ings yielding a form of self-normalization of the score. The self-normalization of the Sn,i

allows us to invoke recent moderate deviation theory for sums of dependent random vari-

ables developed in Gao et al. (2022). Specifically, with c and γn given in (2.6), and the

penalty level λ∗
n given in (2.7), we show in Lemma 2 that λ∗

n/n ⩾ cmaxi∈[p] ∥Sn,i∥ℓ∞ with

high probability.

The ideal penalty loadings in (4.4)–(4.5) are infeasible, since the innovations {εt}t∈Z are

unobservable. To overcome this problem, we prove that the loadings arising from Algorithm

6For simplicity of notation, we treat mn as a divisor of n, such that both mn ∈ N and ln ∈ N.
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1 are “close” to the ideal loadings. More precisely, akin to Belloni et al. (2012, p. 2387),

we refer to an arbitrary collection of penalty loadings Υ̂i = diag(υ̂i,1, . . . , υ̂i,pq), i ∈ [p], as

asymptotically valid, if there are non-negative random scalars ℓ̂ := ℓ̂n and û := ûn, n ∈ N,
and a constant u ∈ [1,∞), such that

ℓ̂υ̂0
i,j ⩽ υ̂i,j ⩽ ûυ̂0

i,j for all (i, j) ∈ [p]× [pq], (4.7)

with probability approaching one as well as

ℓ̂
P→ 1 and û

P→ u. (4.8)

We now present a master lemma that provides prediction and estimation error guarantees.

The proof is adapted from Belloni et al. (2012, Lemma 6) to a form suitable for our purposes.

Similar statements can be found in Bickel et al. (2009), Loh and Wainwright (2012) and

Negahban et al. (2012) among others. To state the lemma, denote the smallest and largest

ideal penalty loading υ̂0
min := min(i,j)∈[p]×[pq] υ̂

0
i,j and υ̂0

max := max(i,j)∈[p]×[pq] υ̂
0
i,j, respectively,

and their ratio µ̂0 := υ̂0
max/υ̂

0
min.

Lemma 1 (Master Lemma). With the constant c given in (2.6) and the score vectors {Sn,i}i∈[p]
given by (4.6), suppose that the penalty level satisfies λ/n ⩾ cmaxi∈[p] ∥Sn,i∥ℓ∞, and that for

some random scalars ℓ̂ and û, the penalty loadings {Υ̂i}pi=1 satisfy (4.7) with 1/c < ℓ̂ ⩽ û.

Then the Lasso estimates β̂i := β̂i(λ, Υ̂i), i ∈ [p], arising from λ and {Υ̂i}pi=1 via (2.4)

satisfy the error bounds

max
i∈[p]
∥β̂i − β0i∥2,n ⩽

(
û+

1

c

)
λυ̂0

max

√
s

nκ̂ĉ0µ̂0
,

max
i∈[p]
∥β̂i − β0i∥ℓ1 ⩽

(
û+

1

c

)
(1 + ĉ0µ̂0)

λsυ̂0
max

nκ̂2
ĉ0µ̂0

and

max
i∈[p]
∥β̂i − β0i∥ℓ2 ⩽

(
û+

1

c

)
λυ̂0

max

√
s

nκ̂2
ĉ0µ̂0

,

where ĉ0 := (ûc+ 1)/(ℓ̂c− 1), and κ̂ĉ0µ̂0 is defined via (4.2) with C = ĉ0µ̂0.

In order to convert the above error guarantees into convergence rate results of the form

(2.11)–(2.13) for Algorithm 1, we proceed by establishing:

1. Deviation bound : P(λ∗
n/n ⩾ cmaxi∈[p] ∥Sn,i∥ℓ∞) → 1 holds for λ∗

n given in (2.7) and

{Sn,i}i∈[p] in (4.6).
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2. Ideal penalty loadings control : There are constants υ0, υ0 ∈ (0,∞) such that

P (υ0 ⩽ υ̂0
min ⩽ υ̂0

max ⩽ υ0)→ 1. This finding also yields P(µ̂0 ⩽ υ0/υ0)→ 1.

3. Restricted eigenvalue bound : P(κ̂2
ĉ0µ̂0

⩾ d/2)→ 1.

4. Asymptotic validity of data-driven penalty loadings: The (final) data-driven penalty

loadings {υ̂(K)
i,j }(i,j)∈[p]×[pq] obtained from Algorithm 1 are asymptotically valid in the

sense of (4.7)–(4.8). This implies control of the random ℓ̂, û, and thus ĉ0.

In the following four subsections we formalize Items 1–4 in the above enumeration, from

which Theorem 1 will follow.

Item 1: Deviation Bound

Recall c and γn given in (2.6), the penalty level λ∗
n in (2.7) and the scores {Sn,i}i∈[p] based

on ideal penalty loadings in (4.6).

Lemma 2 (Deviation Bound). Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold, and suppose that (ln p)5 = o(n).

Then

P

(
λ∗
n/n ⩾ cmax

i∈[p]
∥Sn,i∥ℓ∞

)
→ 1.

Item 2: Ideal Penalty Loadings Control

The following lemma states that the ideal penalty loadings (4.4) and (4.5) are bounded from

above and away from zero with probability approaching one. We obtain this control over the

ideal penalty loadings (in Lemma 3) as well as over the restricted eigenvalue (in Lemma 5)

by establishing a new maximal inequality (Lemma B.2) for sums of dependent sub-Weibull

random variables, which may be of independent interest.

Lemma 3 (Ideal Penalty Loadings Control). Let Assumptions 1, 2.1 and 2.2 hold, and

suppose that (ln p)40/(3α) = o(n) for α provided by Assumption 1.2. Then there are constants

υ0, υ0 ∈ (0,∞), depending only on a1, a2, α, b1 and b2, such that

P
(
υ0 ⩽ υ̂0

min ⩽ υ̂0
max ⩽ υ0

)
→ 1, (4.9)

and, thus, P(µ̂0 ⩽ υ0/υ0)→ 1.
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Item 3: Restricted Eigenvalue Bound

A key ingredient in bounding the restricted eigenvalue κ̂2
ĉ0µ̂0

away from zero is to prove that

the empirical covariance matrix

Σ̂Z :=
1

n
X⊤X =

1

n

n−1∑
t=0

ZtZ
⊤
t

of the regressors {Zt}n−1
t=0 is close to ΣZ = E[Z0Z

⊤
0 ].

Lemma 4 (Covariance Consistency). Let Assumptions 1.1, 1.2 and 2 hold, and suppose that

(ln p)1+4/α = o(n) for α provided by Assumption 1.2. Then

max
(i,j)∈[pq]2

|(Σ̂Z)i,j − (ΣZ)i,j| ≲P

√
(ln(pn))1+4/α

n
= o(1).

Combining the ideal penalty loading control of Lemma 3 with Lemma 4, we can bound

the restricted eigenvalue away from zero.

Lemma 5 (Restricted Eigenvalue Bound). Let Assumptions 1.1, 1.2, 2 and 3 hold, suppose

that s2(ln(pn))1+4/α = o(n) for α provided by Assumption 1.2, and consider any collection

{Υ̂i}i∈[p] of asymptotically valid penalty loadings in the sense of (4.7) holding with probability

approaching one and (4.8). Then

P
(
κ̂2
ĉ0µ̂0

⩾ d/2
)
→ 1,

where ĉ0 := (ûc+ 1)/(ℓ̂c− 1), and κ̂ĉ0µ̂0 is defined via (4.2) with C = ĉ0µ̂0.

Item 4: Asymptotic Validity of Data-Driven Penalty Loadings

Lemma 5 applies to any asymptotically valid penalty loadings. The following result states

that the data-driven penalty loadings obtained from Algorithm 1 satisfy this requirement.

Lemma 6 (Asymptotic Validity of Data-Driven Penalty Loadings). Let Assumptions 1, 2,

3 and 4 hold. Then the penalty loadings {υ̂(K)
i,j }(i,j)∈[p]×[pq] constructed by Algorithm 1 with a

fixed number of updates, K ∈ N0, are asymptotically valid.

The proof of Lemma 6 is inspired by that of Belloni et al. (2012, Lemma 11). The main

idea behind the proof is to show that the penalty loadings of Algorithm 1 are close to the

blocking-based ideal ones. To this end, we use our maximal inequality for sums of dependent

sub-Weibull random variables (Lemma B.2).
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5 Simulations

In this section we explore the finite-sample estimation error of the weighted Lasso tuned via

Algorithm 1.

5.1 Data-Generating Processes

We set the number of Monte Carlo replications to 1,000 and for each design we gen-

erate samples of effective size n ranging from 100 to 2,000.7 We consider system sizes

p ∈ {16, 32, 64, 128}. The largest system size is chosen to essentially match the number

(127) of macroeconomic series in our empirical illustration in Section 6.

Three experimental designs are considered, all inspired by Kock and Callot (2015, Sec-

tion 5). The intercepts are zero and the {εt}t∈Z are independent centered Gaussian with a

diagonal covariance matrix and .1 on the diagonal. The remaining details of the designs are

as follows:

• Design A: The data-generating process (DGP) is a VAR(1) with Θ01 = (.5)Ip implying

a spectral radius ρ(Θ01) of .5. This setting is very row sparse as s = 1.

• Design B: The DGP is a VAR(4) withΘ01 andΘ04 block diagonal with diagonal blocks

of size 4 × 4 with all entries equal to .15 and −.1, respectively. Θ02 = Θ03 = 0p×p.

Thus, s = 8 whereas the spectral radius ρ(Θ̃0) of the companion matrix is .9.8

• Design C: The DGP is a VAR(1) with Θ01,i,j = (−1)|i−j|(.4)1+|i−j|, i, j ∈ [p], such that

the entries decay exponentially fast in magnitude as one moves away from the diagonal,

yet they remain non-zero. Noting that s = p, this setting is included to investigate the

effects of a violation of strict sparsity. However, Θ01 is a near-band matrix, which is a

form of approximate sparsity. ρ(Θ01) = .9.

5.2 Implementation and Performance Measure

The weighted Lasso is implemented equation by equation according to Algorithm 1. We also

implement the post-Lasso by running least squares on the set of variables selected by the

weighted Lasso.9 Finally, for the sake of comparison, we implement the plain Lasso using

7When simulating under Design A, we initiate the process by drawing from its stationary distribution,
which in this case can be solved for explicitly. When using Designs B and C, we initiate the process at all
zeros (i.e. the unconditional mean) and use a burn-in of 10,000 periods.

8We deviate from the 5 × 5 blocks in Kock and Callot (2015, Experiment B, p. 333) to ensure that the
block sizes are divisors of p.

9To be precise, our post-Lasso is tuned using a modified penalization algorithm, where refitting is done
prior to constructing residuals, and the final estimates follow from refitting. See Section A.2 for details.
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the BIC to choose the penalty level. Although this is a common choice in the literature, [cf.,

e.g., Kock and Callot (2015)], we stress that there is currently no theoretical foundation for

doing so. The resulting BIC-Lasso is also implemented equation by equation.

For all procedures, the intercept is (correctly) enforced to be zero and the number of lags

included is the smallest one ensuring that the model is well-specified (i.e. one in Designs A

and C, but four in Design B). The number of parameters to be estimated therefore ranges

from 256 in a VAR(1) of size p = 16 to 65,536 in a VAR(4) of size p = 128.

To illustrate Theorem 1, we study the maximum row-wise ℓ2-estimation error,

EstimationError := max
i∈[p]

∥∥β̂i − β0i

∥∥
ℓ2
, (5.1)

for which we report the average across the 1,000 Monte Carlo replications. In addition,

Section 6 contains an empirical forecasting exercise based on macroeconomic data.

5.3 Results

The estimation errors as defined in (5.1) are depicted in Figure 5.3; the top panel contains

the results for Design A, the middle one for Design B, and the bottom one for Design C. The

horizontal dashed line is the error of the estimator setting all parameters equal to zero—

a benchmark one would hope to beat. In line with our theoretical results, the estimation

error is decreasing in n for fixed p, but increasing in p for fixed n. This also holds in the

approximately sparse Design C. It is worth noting that choosing the tuning parameter by the

BIC often leads to a worse performance than the näıve “all zero” estimator. This is never the

case for the weighted Lasso with tuning parameters chosen according to our Algorithm 1.

6 Empirical Illustration

We apply the methods from the above simulations to forecast a large set of macroeconomic

variables using the Federal Reserve Economic Data (FRED) monthly data (MD) database.

This database is maintained and regularly updated by the Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis

and described in detail on Michael W. McCracken’s website.10 The data is pre-processed

in a standard manner using the Matlab code on McCracken’s website leaving us with 758

observations on p = 127 macroeconomic variables covering March 1959 through April 2022.11

10https://research.stlouisfed.org/econ/mccracken/fred-databases/. See also McCracken and Ng (2016).
11The data pre-processing amounts to carrying out (deterministic) stationarity inducing transformations

(prepare_missing.m), then removing outliers (remove_outliers.m), and finally replacing missing values
with the unconditional average of the corresponding series (as in the initialization of factors_em.m).
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Figure 5.1: Estimation errors calculated according to (5.1) and averaged over the Monte
Carlo replications. The dashed horizontal line indicates the error of the “all zero” estimator.
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6.1 Forecasting

In each of the last 120 months (i.e. ten years) of the sample we forecast the p = 127 variables

one month ahead. Specifically, we estimate VAR(q) models of orders q ∈ [12] using a rolling

estimation window of size n = 758 − 120 − 12 = 626, and create one-month-ahead out-

of-sample forecasts as Ŷt+1 := µ̂ +
∑q

j=1 Θ̂jYt+1−j. The three methods (weighted Lasso,

post-Lasso and BIC-Lasso) are implemented as in the simulations in Section 5, but we now

include an unpenalized intercept in each equation to account for non-zero means of the

variables.12 For each method, each q, and each month t ∈ {639, 640, . . . , 758} to be forecast,

we calculate the forecast errors Ŷt−Yt. Due to the different scaling of the variables, we then

calculate the inverse-variance-weighted squared forecast error (IVWSFE)

IVWSFEt :=

p∑
i=1

(Ŷt,i − Yt,i)
2/σ̂2

Yi
,

where σ̂2
Yi

denotes the sample variance of the ith variable (over the entire series), and finally

average over the 120 forecasts to get the mean IVWSFE (MIVWSFE).

The MIVWSFEs relative to the MIVWSFE of the VAR(1) estimated by the weighted

Lasso are plotted in Figure 6.1. It is seen that the weighted Lasso tuned according to

Algorithm 1 and its post-Lasso variant dominate the BIC-Lasso irrespectively of the number

of lags, q, included in the model. For VAR models with more than five lags the MIVWSFE

of the BIC-Lasso is up to 25% higher than that of its competitors. We also note that the

MIVWSFE of the weighted Lasso and the post-Lasso hardly vary with q.13
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Figure 6.1: FRED-MD: Forecasting Performance
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A Modified Data-Driven Penalization Algorithms

A.1 Including Unpenalized Intercepts

Incorporating model intercepts µ0 ∈ Rp, (2.3) becomes

Yt = µ0 +

q∑
j=1

Θ0jYt−j + εt, t ∈ Z.

If one is confident that intercepts belong in the model, then they should not be penalized.

The resulting Lasso estimator therefore takes the form

(
µ̂i(λ, Υ̂i), β̂i(λ, Υ̂i)

)
∈ argmin

(µ,β)∈R1+pq

{
1

n

n∑
t=1

(
Yt,i − µ−Z⊤

t−1β
)2

+
λ

n
∥Υ̂iβ∥ℓ1

}
. (A.1)

The first-order condition for the intercept reveals the relation

µ̂i(λ, Υ̂i) = Y i −Z−1β̂i(λ, Υ̂i), (A.2)

where

Y i :=
1

n

n∑
t=1

Yt,i and Z−1 :=
1

n

n−1∑
t=0

Zt. (A.3)

Concentrating out the intercept in (A.1), we see that

β̂i(λ, Υ̂i) ∈ argmin
β∈Rpq

{
1

n

n∑
t=1

(Ÿt,i − Z̈⊤
t−1β)

2 +
λ

n
∥Υ̂iβ∥ℓ1

}
, (A.4)

where

Ÿt,i := Yt,i − Y i and Z̈t−1 := Zt−1 −Z−1. (A.5)

The problem in (A.4) is of the form in (2.4) except that we have here replaced the outcome

variable and regressors with their demeaned counterparts. The data-driven penalization

algorithm now runs parallel to Algorithm 1.

2



Algorithm A.1 (Data-Driven Penalization with Unpenalized Intercepts).

Initialize: Specify the penalty level in (A.4) as

λ∗
n := 2c

√
nΦ−1

(
1− γn/(2p

2q)
)
,

and specify the initial penalty loadings as

υ̂
(0)
i,j :=

√√√√ 1

n

n∑
t=1

Ÿ 2
t,iZ̈

2
t−1,j, i ∈ [p], j ∈ [pq].

Use λ∗
n and Υ̂

(0)
i := diag(υ̂

(0)
i,1 , . . . , υ̂

(0)
i,pq) to compute a Lasso estimate β̂

(0)
i := β̂i(λ

∗
n, Υ̂

(0)
i )

via (A.4) for each i ∈ [p]. Store the residuals ̂̈ε(0)t,i := Ÿt,i − Z̈⊤
t−1β̂

(0)
i , t ∈ [n], i ∈ [p], and

set k = 1.

Update: While k ⩽ K, specify the penalty loadings as

υ̂
(k)
i,j :=

√√√√ 1

n

n∑
t=1

̂̈ε[k−1]2

t,i Z̈2
t−1,j, i ∈ [p], j ∈ [pq].

Use λ∗
n and Υ̂

(k)
i := diag(υ̂

(k)
i,1 , . . . , υ̂

(k)
i,pq) to compute a Lasso estimate as β̂

(k)
i := β̂i(λ

∗
n, Υ̂

(k)
i )

via (A.4) for each i ∈ [p]. Store the residuals ̂̈ε(k)t,i := Ÿt,i − Z̈⊤
t−1β̂

(k)
i , t ∈ [n], i ∈ [p], and

increment k ← k + 1.

Algorithm A.1 yields the (slope) estimates β̂i(λ
∗
n, Υ̂

(K)
i ), i ∈ [p]. Using (A.2) and (A.3), the

implied intercept estimates are µ̂i(λ
∗
n, Υ̂

(K)
i ) = Y i − Z

⊤
−1β̂i(λ

∗
n, Υ̂

(K)
i ), i ∈ [p]. Each step in

Algorithm A.1 could involve refitting after Lasso selection, thus replacing the Lasso residuals

with their post-Lasso counterparts—see Section A.2 for details.

A.2 Incorporating Refitting

In this section we modify Algorithm 1 to accommodate refitting after variable selection.

Specifically, we consider a post-Lasso estimator, which satisfies

β̃i := β̃i(λ, Υ̂i) ∈ argmin
β∈Rpq :

supp(β)⊆supp(β̂i)

Q̂i (β) , (A.6)
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which depends on the penalty level λ and the penalty loadings Υ̂i through the support

supp(β̂i) of the Lasso estimator β̂i := β̂i(λ, Υ̂i) in (2.4), with supp(β) := {j ∈ [pq] : βj ̸= 0}.
The support constraint allows the post-Lasso to refit coefficients of variables selected by the

Lasso, while keeping zeros at zero. The data-driven penalization algorithm incorporating

refitting goes as follows.

Algorithm A.2 (Data-Driven Penalization with Refitting).

Initialize: Specify the penalty level in (2.4) as

λ∗
n := 2c

√
nΦ−1

(
1− γn/(2p

2q)
)
,

and specify the initial penalty loadings as

υ̂
(0)
i,j :=

√√√√ 1

n

n∑
t=1

Y 2
t,iZ

2
t−1,j, i ∈ [p], j ∈ [pq].

Use λ∗
n and Υ̂

(0)
i := diag(υ̂

(0)
i,1 , . . . , υ̂

(0)
i,pq) to compute an estimate β̃

(0)
i := β̃i(λ

∗
n, Υ̂

(0)
i ) via

post-Lasso (A.6) for each i ∈ [p]. Store the residuals ε̂
(0)
t,i := Yt,i−Z⊤

t−1β̃
(0)
i , t ∈ [n], i ∈ [p],

and set k = 1.

Update: While k ⩽ K, specify the penalty loadings as

υ̂
(k)
i,j :=

√√√√ 1

n

n∑
t=1

ε̂
(k−1)2
t,i Z2

t−1,j, i ∈ [p], j ∈ [pq].

Use λ∗
n and Υ̂

(k)
i := diag(υ̂

(k)
i,1 , . . . , υ̂

(k)
i,pq) to compute an estimate β̃

(k)
i := β̃i(λ

∗
n, Υ̂

(k)
i ) via

post-Lasso (A.6) for each i ∈ [p]. Store the residuals ε̂
(k)
t,i := Yt,i−Z⊤

t−1β̃
(k)
i , t ∈ [n], i ∈ [p],

and increment k ← k + 1.

Algorithm A.2 could include unpenalized intercepts via an initial demeaning of variables—see

Section A.1 for the necessary adjustments.
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B Auxiliary Results

B.1 Functional Dependence Measures for Strictly Stationary Processes

Let {εt}t∈Z be independent and identically distributed Rp1-valued random variables, and let

{Xt}t∈Z be Rp2-valued random variables having the causal representation

Xt = G (. . . , εt−1, εt) , t ∈ Z,

where G is a measurable function of the present and past εt. Strict stationarity of the

stochastic process {Xt}t∈Z follows fromG not depending on t. Let {ε∗t}t∈Z be an independent

copy of {εt}t∈Z. Assuming that the ith coordinate Xt,i = Gi(. . . , εt−1, εt) of Xt satisfies

E[|Xt,i|r] <∞ for some r ∈ [1,∞), we define the functional (or physical) dependence measure

for the coordinate process {Xt,i}t∈Z

∆X·i
r (h) :=

∥∥Xt,i −Gi

(
. . . , ε∗t−h−1, ε

∗
t−h, εt−h+1, . . . , εt

)∥∥
r
, h ∈ N0,

where ∆X·i
r (h) is interpreted as zero for h < 0. The coordinate process {Xt,i}t∈Z is said to be

a geometric moment contraction [Wu and Shao (2004)] if there are constants b1, b2 ∈ (0,∞)

and τ ∈ (0, 1] such that

∆X·i
r (h) ⩽ b1e

−b2hτ for all h ∈ N0. (B.1)

B.2 Functional Dependence Measure Calculus

Lemma B.1. Let {(Xt,1, Xt,2)}t∈Z, be a strictly stationary causal process with values in R2

and E[|X0,1|2r] <∞ as well as E[|X0,2|2r] <∞ for some r ∈ [1,∞). Then the product process

{Xt,1Xt,2}t∈Z is strictly stationary and causal, and its functional dependence measure satisfies

∆X·1X·2
r (h) ⩽ ∥X0,2∥2r∆

X·1
2r (h) + ∥X0,1∥2r∆

X·2
2r (h) , h ∈ N0.

Proof. Since {(Xt,1, Xt,2)}t∈Z is a strictly stationary causal process, it has the representation

(Xt,1, Xt,2) = G (. . . , εt−1, εt) ,

for some i.i.d. process {εt}t∈Z and some measurable function G. The composition of a

continuous and measurable function is measurable, so the product process {Xt,1Xt,2}t∈Z is

both strictly stationary and causal and has finite rth absolute moment by Hölder’s inequality.
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Let {ε∗t}t∈Z be an independent copy of {εt}t∈Z, h ∈ N0 and denote

(
X ′
t,1, X

′
t,2

)
:= G

(
. . . , ε∗t−h−1, ε

∗
t−h, εt−h+1, . . . , εt

)
.

Then

∆X·1X·2
r (h) =

∥∥Xt,1Xt,2 −X ′
t,1Xt,2 +X ′

t,1Xt,2 −X ′
t,1X

′
t,2

∥∥
r

⩽
∥∥(Xt,1 −X ′

t,1

)
Xt,2

∥∥
r
+
∥∥X ′

t,1

(
Xt,2 −X ′

t,2

)∥∥
r

(sub-additivity)

⩽ ∥Xt,2∥2r
∥∥Xt,1 −X ′

t,1

∥∥
2r
+
∥∥X ′

t,1

∥∥
2r

∥∥Xt,2 −X ′
t,2

∥∥
2r

(Hölder)

= ∥X0,2∥2r∆
X·1
2r (h) + ∥X0,1∥2r∆

X·2
2r (h) . (stationarity)

B.3 Maximal Inequality with Functional Dependence

We here establish a maximal inequality for an array of T ∈ N possibly dependent random

vectors of dimension dT possibly growing with T .

Lemma B.2. Let {Xt}t∈Z be a strictly stationary causal process with each Xt a random

element of RdT for some dT ∈ {2, 3, . . . }, and maxi∈[dT ] ∥X0,i∥ψξ
⩽ K for some constants

ξ,K ∈ (0,∞). Then for any r ∈ [1,∞), any mT ∈ [T ] and lT := ⌈T/mT ⌉

max
i∈[dT ]

∣∣∣∣∣
T∑
t=1

(XT,i − E [X0,i])

∣∣∣∣∣ ≲P Td
1/r
T ∆r,T +mT

√
lT ln (dTT ) +mT (ln(dTT ))

ξ

as T →∞, where

∆r,T := max
i∈[dT ]

max
u∈{mT+1,...,2mT }

∆X·,i
r (u)

and ξ := 1/ξ + 1/min{ξ, 1}.

Remark B.1. If u 7→ ∆
X·,i
r (u) is decreasing for all i ∈ [dT ], one may upper bound ∆r,T by

maxi∈[dT ]∆
X·,i
r (mT ).

Proof of Lemma B.2. The overall strategy for proving Lemma B.2 is two-fold. First, we

approximate the original (functionally) dependent process with an m-dependent process [see,

e.g., (Zhang and Cheng, 2018)]. Suitably construed, the m-dependent process can next be

handled using tools designed for independent observations.

To this end, write Xt = G(. . . , εt−1, εt), which is possible by strict stationarity and

causality. Fix mT ∈ [T ] and, thus, lT = ⌈T/mT ⌉ and abbreviate m := mT , l := lT ,
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and d := dT . Define

Yk :=

min{km,T}∑
t=(k−1)m+1

Xt and Y
(m)
k := E[Yk | {εt}kmt=(k−2)m+1], k ∈ [l],

Then, per iterated expectations and the triangle inequality,

max
i∈[d]

∣∣∣∣∣
T∑
t=1

(Xt,i − E [X0,i])

∣∣∣∣∣ = max
i∈[d]

∣∣∣∣∣
l∑

k=1

(
Yk,i − E[Y

(m)
k,i ]

)∣∣∣∣∣
⩽ max

i∈[d]

∣∣∣∣∣
l∑

k=1

(
Yk,i − Y

(m)
k,i

)∣∣∣∣∣+max
i∈[d]

∣∣∣∣∣
l∑

k=1

(
Y

(m)
k,i − E[Y

(m)
k,i ]

)∣∣∣∣∣ =: IT + IIT .

We bound each of the right-hand side terms, starting with IT . Since maxi∈[n] ∥X0,i∥ψξ
⩽ K,

all absolute moments of the X0,i exist. Hence, for any r ∈ [1,∞)

E [IT ] ⩽

∥∥∥∥∥max
i∈[d]

∣∣∣∣∣
l∑

k=1

(
Yk,i − Y

(m)
k,i

)∣∣∣∣∣
∥∥∥∥∥
r

(Jensen)

⩽ d1/rmax
i∈[d]

∥∥∥∥∥
l∑

k=1

(
Yk,i − Y

(m)
k,i

)∥∥∥∥∥
r

(Jensen)

⩽ d1/rmax
i∈[d]

l∑
k=1

∥∥∥Yk,i − Y
(m)
k,i

∥∥∥
r

(sub-additivity)

⩽ d1/rmax
i∈[d]

l∑
k=1

min(km,T )∑
t=(k−1)m+1

∥∥∥Xt,i − E
[
Xt,i | {εu}kmu=(k−2)m+1

]∥∥∥
r

(sub-additivity)

⩽ d1/rmax
i∈[d]

l∑
k=1

km∑
t=(k−1)m+1

∥∥∥Xt,i − E
[
Xt,i | {εu}kmu=(k−2)m+1

]∥∥∥
r
. (non-negativity)

Fix i ∈ [d], k ∈ [l] and t ∈ {(k − 1)m+ 1, . . . , km}. Letting {ε∗t}t∈Z be an independent copy

of {εt}t∈Z, we have∥∥∥Xt,i − E
[
Xt,i | {εu}kmu=(k−2)m+1

]∥∥∥r
r

= E
[∣∣∣Xt,i − E

[
Xt,i | {εu}tu=(k−2)m+1

]∣∣∣r] (causality)

= E
[∣∣E [Xt,i −Gi(. . . , ε

∗
(k−2)m−1, ε

∗
(k−2)m, ε(k−2)m+1, . . . , εt) | {εu}tu=−∞

]∣∣r] . (causality)
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Applying Jensen’s inequality (conditionally) to the right-hand side, we get

E
[∣∣E [Xt,i −Gi(. . . , ε

∗
(k−2)m−1, ε

∗
(k−2)m, ε(k−2)m+1, . . . , εt) | {εu}tu=−∞

]∣∣r]
⩽ E

[∣∣Xt,i −Gi(. . . , ε
∗
(k−2)m−1, ε

∗
(k−2)m, ε(k−2)m+1, . . . , εt)

∣∣r]
=
[
∆X·,i
r (t− (k − 2)m)

]r
.

Combining the previous two displays and adding up, by a change of variables, we see that

km∑
t=(k−1)m+1

∥∥∥Xt,i − E
[
Xt,i | {εu}kmu=(k−2)m+1

]∥∥∥
r
⩽

km∑
t=(k−1)m+1

∆X·,i
r (t− (k − 2)m)

=
2m∑

u=m+1

∆X·,i
r (u))

⩽ m max
u∈{m+1,...,2m}

∆X·,i
r (u)) .

Since the right-hand bound does not depend on k, it follows from our calculations that

E[IT ] ⩽ mld1/rmax
i∈[d]

max
u∈{m+1,...,2m}

∆X·,i
r (u)) = mld1/r∆r,T .

By Markov’s inequality and ml ⩽ 2T , we get IT ≲P Td1/r∆r,T .

To bound IIT , observe that

IIT ⩽ max
i∈[d]

∣∣∣∣∣ ∑
k⩽l odd

(
Y

(m)
k,i − E[Y

(m)
k,i ]

)∣∣∣∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:IIoddT

+max
i∈[d]

∣∣∣∣∣ ∑
k⩽l even

(
Y

(m)
k,i − E[Y

(m)
k,i ]

)∣∣∣∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:IIevenT

.

We set up for two applications of Kuchibhotla and Chakrabortty (2022, Theorem 3.4) for the

odd and even parts, respectively. We only bound IIoddT ; the argument for IIevenT is analogous.

First, for any r ∈ [1,∞), i ∈ [d], and k ∈ [l],∥∥∥Y (m)
k,i − E[Y

(m)
k,i ]

∥∥∥
r
⩽ 2∥Y (m)

k,i ∥r ⩽ 2 ∥Yk,i∥r ⩽ 2m ∥X0,i∥r ⩽ 2Kmr1/ξ,

which means that ∥∥∥m−1(Y
(m)
k,i − E[Y

(m)
k,i ])

∥∥∥
r
⩽ 2Kr1/ξ.

From the previous display, an application of Vladimirova et al. (2020, Theorem 1) implies
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the existence of a constant Cξ,K ∈ (0,∞), depending only on ξ and K, such that

max
i∈[d],k∈[l]

E

[
exp

{∣∣∣m−1
(
Y

(m)
k,i − E[Y

(m)
k,i ]

)∣∣∣ξ /Cξ
K,ξ

}]
⩽ 2.

Let lodd := loddT := |{k ∈ [l] : k odd}|. The lodd summands m−1(Y
(m)
k − E[Y

(m)
k ]), are

independent random elements of Rd. It therefore follows from Kuchibhotla and Chakrabortty

(2022, Theorem 3.4) (with t there set to ln(dT )) that there is a constant C ′
K,ξ ∈ (0,∞),

depending only on ξ and K, such that with probability at least 1− 3/(dT ),

max
i∈[d]

∣∣∣∣∣ 1

lodd

∑
k⩽l odd

Y
(m)
k,i − E[Y

(m)
k,i ]

m

∣∣∣∣∣ (B.2)

⩽ 7

√
ΓT (ln(dT ) + ln d)

lodd
+

C ′
K,ξ ln

(
2lodd

)1/ξ
(ln (dT ) + ln d)1/min{1,ξ}

lodd
, (B.3)

where

ΓT := max
i∈[d]

1

lodd

lodd∑
k=1

E

∣∣∣∣∣Y
(m)
k,i − E[Y

(m)
k,i ]

m

∣∣∣∣∣
2
 .

From previous calculations, setting r = 2, we know that for all i ∈ [d] and k ∈ [l],

E

∣∣∣∣∣Y
(m)
k,i − E[Y

(m)
k,i ]

m

∣∣∣∣∣
2
 =

∥∥∥∥∥Y
(m)
k,i − E[Y

(m)
k,i ]

m

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

⩽ 22K2 · 22/ξ,

so ΓT ⩽ 22+2/ξK2. Multiplying by lodd and m, through simple majorizations, we see that for

some constant C ′′
K,ξ ∈ (0,∞), depending only on ξ and K, with probability approaching one,

max
i∈[d]

∣∣∣∣∣ ∑
k⩽l odd

(
Y

(m)
k,i − E[Y

(m)
k,i ]

)∣∣∣∣∣ ⩽ C ′′
K,ξ

(
m
√

l ln(dT ) +m (ln(dT ))ξ
)
.

It follows that IIoddT ≲P m
√
l ln(dT )+m(ln(dT ))ξ. Hence, IIT ≲P m

√
l ln(dT )+m(ln(dT ))ξ.
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C Moderate Deviation with Geometric Moment Contraction

Let {Xt}t∈Z be a strictly stationary causal process with elements Xt taking values in R.
Define the sums

Sk,h :=
k+h∑
t=k+1

Xt, k ∈ N0, h ∈ N,

and abbreviate Sn := S0,n. Consider the following assumptions.

Assumption C.1. E [X0] = 0 and E [X4
0 ] <∞.

Assumption C.2. There is a constant ω ∈ (0,∞), such that E[S2
k,h] ⩾ ω2h for all k ∈ N0 and

all h ∈ N.

Assumption C.3. There are constants b1, b2 ∈ (0,∞), such that ∆X·
4 (h) ⩽ b1e

−b2h for all

h ∈ N0.

Let n ∈ N and define the block size mn := ⌊n1/5⌋ and number of blocks ln := ⌊n/mn⌋,
and let Hn,k, k ∈ [ln], hold the block indices as in (4.3). Define the block-normalized sum

Tn :=

∑ln
k=1

∑
t∈Hn,k

Xt√∑ln
k=1

(∑
t∈Hn,k

Xt

)2 .
The following lemma is a consequence of Gao et al. (2022, Theorem 3.3).

Lemma C.1. Let Assumptions C.1, C.2 and C.3 hold. Then there are constants A and g0

both in (0,∞), depending only on b1, b2 and ω, such that

x ∈
[
0, g0n

1/10
]
=⇒ P (|Tn| ⩾ x)

2 [1− Φ (x)]
⩽ 1 + A

(
1 + x2

n1/5

)
.

Proof. If Assumptions C.1, C.2 and C.3 hold for the random process {Xt}, then they hold

for {−Xt} as well with the same constants. Applying Gao et al. (2022, Theorem 3.3) twice

(with their α = 1/5 and their τ = 1), we therefore get that

x ∈
[
0, g0n

1/10
]
=⇒ max

{
P (Tn ⩾ x)

1− Φ (x)
,
P (−Tn ⩾ x)

1− Φ (x)

}
⩽ 1 + A

(
1 + x2

n1/5

)
,

for constants A and g0 with the claimed dependencies. The claim then follows from P(|Tn| ⩾
x) = P(Tn ⩾ x) + P(−Tn ⩾ x).
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Next, let {Xt}t∈Z be a strictly stationary causal process with elements Xt taking values

in Rdn , where we take dn to be at least two. Let Tn,j denote the block-normalized sum using

the jth coordinate process {Xt,j}t∈N of {Xt}t∈Z, such that

Tn,j =

∑ln
k=1

∑
t∈Hn,k

Xt,j√∑ln
k=1

(∑
t∈Hn,k

Xt,j

)2 , j ∈ [dn].

We invoke the growth condition:

Assumption C.4. {γn}∞n=1 is a non-random sequence in (0, 1) satisfying ln(1/γn) ≲ ln(ndn).

Lemma C.2. Let all coordinate processes {{Xt,j}t∈Z}dnj=1 satisfy Assumptions C.1, C.2 and

C.3 for the same constants b1, b2 and ω, let Assumption C.4 hold, and suppose that ln(dn) =

o(n1/5). Then there is a constant N ∈ N such that

n ⩾ N =⇒ P

(
max
j∈[dn]

|Tn,j| ⩾ Φ−1

(
1− γn

2dn

))
⩽ 2γn.

Proof. Under Assumption C.4, using dn ⩾ 2 and the Gaussian quantile bound Φ−1(1− z) ⩽√
2 ln(1/z), z ∈ (0, 1), we get

0 < Φ−1 (1− γn/ (2dn)) ⩽
√

2 ln (2dn/γn) ⩽ C1

√
ln(dn) (C.1)

for some constant C1 ∈ (0,∞). The growth condition ln(dn) = o(n1/5) equips us with an

N1 ∈ N such that for the constant g0 ∈ (0,∞) provided by Lemma C.1,

n ⩾ N1 =⇒ Φ−1 (1− γn/ (2dn)) ⩽ g0n
1/10.

For such n ⩾ N1,

P

(
max
j∈[dn]

|Tn,j| ⩾ Φ−1

(
1− γn

2dn

))
⩽

dn∑
j=1

P

(
|Tn,j| ⩾ Φ−1

(
1− γn

2dn

))
(union bound)

⩽
dn∑
j=1

2

[
1− Φ

(
Φ−1

(
1− γn

2dn

))]1 + A

1 +
[
Φ−1

(
1− γn

2dn

)]2
n1/5


 (Lemma C.1)

⩽ γn

[
1 + A

(
1 + C2

1 ln(dn)

n1/5

)]
.
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Again using ln(dn) = o(n1/5), there is a constant N2 ∈ N such that n ⩾ N2 implies A[1 +

C2
1 ln(dn)/n

1/5] ⩽ 1. The claim now follows from setting N = max{N1, N2}.

D Proofs of Lemmas 1–6 and Theorem 1

D.1 Proof of Master Lemma (Lemma 1)

Proof of Lemma 1. The proof of the lemma is similar to that of Belloni et al. (2012,

Lemma 6), which, in turn, builds on a strategy attributed to Bickel et al. (2009). Let

Ti := {j ∈ [pq] : β0i,j ̸= 0}. Recall that Υ̂0
i denotes the diagonal matrix diag(υ̂0

i,1, . . . , υ̂
0
i,pq)

of ideal penalty loadings and let δ̂i := β̂i − β0i. Expanding the quadratic part (2.5) of the

objective function in (2.4), when λ/n ⩾ c∥Si∥ℓ∞ we get

Q̂i(β̂i)− Q̂i(β0i) =
1

n

∑
t=1

(Z⊤
t−1δ̂i)

2 − 2

n

n∑
t=1

εt,iZ
⊤
t−1δ̂i

= ∥δ̂i∥22,n −

[
2

n

n∑
t=1

(Υ̂0
i )

−1Zt−1εt,i

]⊤
︸ ︷︷ ︸

=S⊤
n,i

(Υ̂0
i δ̂i)

⩾ ∥δ̂i∥22,n − ∥Sn,i∥ℓ∞∥Υ̂0
i δ̂i∥ℓ1 (Hölder)

⩾ ∥δ̂i∥22,n −
λ

cn
∥Υ̂0

i δ̂i∥ℓ1 ,

which we can write as

Q̂i(β̂i)− Q̂i(β0i) ⩾ ∥δ̂i∥22,n −
λ

cn

(
∥Υ̂0

i δ̂iTi∥ℓ1 + ∥Υ̂0
i δ̂iT c

i
∥ℓ1
)
. (D.1)

Since β̂i is a minimizer of Q̂i(·) + (λ/n)∥Υ̂i·∥ℓ1 ,

Q̂i(β̂i)− Q̂i(β0i) ⩽
λ

n

(
∥Υ̂iβ0i∥ℓ1 − ∥Υ̂iβ̂i∥ℓ1

)
⩽

λ

n

(
∥Υ̂iδ̂iTi∥ℓ1 − ∥Υ̂iδ̂iT c

i
∥ℓ1
)
,

so from the penalty loadings Υ̂i satisfying (4.7), we arrive at

Q̂i(β̂i)− Q̂i(β0i) ⩽
λ

n

(
û∥Υ̂0

i δ̂iTi∥ℓ1 − ℓ̂∥Υ̂0
i δ̂iT c

i
∥ℓ1
)
. (D.2)

The two inequalities (D.1) and (D.2) combine to yield

∥δ̂i∥22,n +
λ

n

(
ℓ̂− 1

c

)
∥Υ̂0

i δ̂iT c
i
∥ℓ1 ⩽

λ

n

(
û+

1

c

)
∥Υ̂0

i δ̂iTi∥ℓ1 . (D.3)
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Since 1/c < ℓ̂ ⩽ û, we deduce that

υ̂0
min∥δ̂iT c

i
∥ℓ1 ⩽ ∥Υ̂0

i δ̂iT c
i
∥ℓ1 ⩽

û+ 1/c

ℓ̂− 1/c
∥Υ̂0

i δ̂iTi∥ℓ1 ⩽
û+ 1/c

ℓ̂− 1/c
υ̂0
max∥δ̂iTi∥ℓ1 . (D.4)

It follows that

∥δ̂iT c
i
∥ℓ1 ⩽

û+ 1/c

ℓ̂− 1/c
· υ̂

0
max

υ̂0
min

∥δ̂iTi∥ℓ1 = ĉ0µ̂0∥δ̂iTi∥ℓ1 ,

i.e. δ̂i lies in the restricted set Rĉ0µ̂0,Ti defined via (4.1) with C = ĉ0µ̂0 and T = Ti. From

the definition (4.2) of the restricted eigenvalue we see that ∥δ̂i∥ℓ2 ⩽ ∥δ̂i∥2,n/κ̂ĉ0µ̂0 , so by the

Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and recalling that s = maxi∈[p] |Ti| (cf. (2.10))

∥Υ̂0
i δ̂iTi∥ℓ1 ⩽ υ̂0

max∥δ̂iTi∥ℓ1 ⩽ υ̂0
max

√
s∥δ̂iTi∥ℓ2 ⩽ υ̂0

max

√
s∥δ̂i∥ℓ2 ⩽

υ̂0
max

√
s∥δ̂i∥2,n

κ̂ĉ0µ̂0
. (D.5)

Hence, continuing our string of inequalities from (D.3), we see that

∥δ̂i∥22,n +
λ

n

(
ℓ̂− 1

c

)
∥Υ̂0

i δ̂iT c
i
∥ℓ1︸ ︷︷ ︸

⩾0

⩽
λ

n

(
û+

1

c

)
υ̂0
max

√
s∥δ̂i∥2,n

κ̂ĉ0µ̂0
,

from which we arrive at the prediction error bound

∥δ̂i∥2,n ⩽

(
û+

1

c

)
λυ̂0

max

√
s

nκ̂ĉ0µ̂0
.

As the right-hand bound is independent of i, the uniformity in i ∈ [p] follows. The ℓ2 error

bound then follows from the already established ∥δ̂i∥ℓ2 ⩽ ∥δ̂i∥2,n/κ̂ĉ0µ̂0 , and the ℓ1 bound

subsequently follows from ∥δ̂i∥ℓ1 ⩽ (1 + ĉ0µ̂0) ∥δ̂iTi∥ℓ1 and ∥δ̂iTi∥ℓ1 ⩽
√
s∥δ̂i∥ℓ2 .

D.2 Proof of Deviation Bound (Lemma 2)

We first state and prove some supporting lemmas.

Lemma D.1. If Assumptions 1.1, 1.2, 2.1 and 2.2 hold, then, for α provided by Assumption

1.2, the following statements hold.

(1) For all i ∈ [pq],

∥Z0,i∥ψα
⩽

a1b1
1− e−b2

.
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(2) For any r ∈ [1,∞) and any i ∈ [pq],

∥Z0,i∥r ⩽
a1b1r

1/α

1− e−b2
.

(3) For any r ∈ [1,∞), any i ∈ [pq] and any j ∈ [pq]

∥ε0,iZ−1,j∥r ⩽
a21b1r

2/α

1− e−b2
.

(4) For any i ∈ [p], ∥∥Z⊤
0 β0i

∥∥
ψα

⩽
a1b1e

−b2

1− e−b2
.

Proof of Lemma D.1. Strict stationarity (which follows from Assumptions 1.1 and 2.1)

allows us to represent the companion VAR(1) in (2.2) as an infinite vector moving average

[VMA(∞)],

Zt =
∞∑
h=0

Θ̃h
0 ε̃t−h, t ∈ Z, (D.6)

where the series converges absolutely almost surely. Moreover, under Assumption 2.2 the

series converges in ∥·∥ψα
norm. To establish Claim 1, since for i ∈ [pq], Zt−1,i = Yt−j,k for

some (j, k) ∈ [q]× [p], for any α provided by Assumption 1.2, we have

∥Z0,i∥ψα
⩽ max

j∈[p]
∥Y0,j∥ψα

(strict stationarity)

= max
j∈[p]

∥∥∥∥∥
∞∑
h=0

(Θ̃h
0)j,·ε̃0−h

∥∥∥∥∥
ψα

(VMA(∞) representation)

= max
j∈[p]

∥∥∥∥∥
∞∑
h=0

(Θ̃h
0)j,1:pε0−h

∥∥∥∥∥
ψα

(ε̃p+1:pq ≡ 0p(q−1)×1)

⩽ max
j∈[p]

∞∑
h=0

∥∥(Θ̃h
0)j,1:pε0−h

∥∥
ψα

(countable sub-additivity)

⩽ ∥ε0∥ψα
max
j∈[p]

∞∑
h=0

∥∥(Θ̃h
0)j,1:p

∥∥
ℓ2

(sub-Weibullness and stationarity)

⩽ a1

∞∑
h=0

b1e
−b2h =

a1b1
1− e−b2

. (Assumptions 1.2 and 2.2)

Claim 2 is immediate from Claim 1 and the definition of a sub-Weibull norm. To establish
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Claim 3, note that for any r ∈ [1,∞), i ∈ [p] and j ∈ [pq], using also independence, we get

∥ε0,iZ−1,j∥r = ∥ε0,i∥r ∥Z0,j∥r ⩽ r1/α ∥ε0,i∥ψα
∥Z0,j∥r ⩽ r1/α ∥ε0∥ψα

∥Z0,j∥r ⩽ a1r
1/α ∥Z0,j∥r .

Claim 3 now follows from Claim 2. For Claim 4, since β⊤
0i is the ith row of Θ̃0, letting

ei ∈ Rpq be the ith unit vector, from (D.6) we see that

Z⊤
0 β0i =

∞∑
h=0

β⊤
0iΘ̃

h
0 ε̃0−h =

∞∑
h=0

e⊤
i Θ̃

h+1
0 ε̃0−h =

∞∑
h=0

(Θ̃h+1
0 )i,1:pε0−h.

It follows that

∥∥Z⊤
0 β0i

∥∥
ψα

⩽
∞∑
h=0

∥∥(Θ̃h+1
0 )i,1:pε0

∥∥
ψα

(countable sub-additivity and stationarity)

⩽ ∥ε0∥ψα

∞∑
h=0

∥∥(Θ̃h+1
0 )i,1:p

∥∥
ℓ2

(sub-Weibullness)

⩽ a1

∞∑
h=0

b1e
−b2(h+1) (Assumptions 1.2 and 2.2)

=
a1b1e

−b2

1− e−b2
,

which holds uniformly in i ∈ [p].

Lemma D.2. If Assumption 2.2 holds, then

max
i∈[pq]

∥∥(Θ̃h
0)i,1:p

∥∥
ℓ2
⩽ (1 + b1)e

b2(q−1)e−b2h for any h ∈ N0.

Proof of Lemma D.2. For q = 1 the result is immediate from Assumption 2.2. For q > 1,

by construction of the companion matrix Θ̃0, we know that

(Θ̃1
0)p+1:2p,1:p = Ip and (Θ̃1

0)kp+1:(k+1)p,1:p = 0p×p, k ∈ {2, . . . , q − 1}.

Moreover, we have the recursion

(Θ̃h
0)kp+1:(k+1)p,1:p = (Θ̃h−1

0 )(k−1)p+1:kp,1:p, k ∈ {1, . . . , q − 1}, h ∈ {2, 3, . . . }.
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Hence, for h ⩾ 1, it follows that

(Θ̃h
0)·,1:p =



(Θ̃h
0)1:p,1:p

(Θ̃h−1
0 )1:p,1:p

(Θ̃h−2
0 )1:p,1:p

...

(Θ̃
h−(q−2)
0 )1:p,1:p

(Θ̃
h−(q−1)
0 )1:p,1:p


,

with the convention that (Θ̃i
0)1:p,1:p = 0p×p for integers i < 0 and (Θ̃0

0)1:p,1:p = Ip. Using

Assumption 2.2, for h ⩾ 1 we therefore get

max
i∈[pq]

∥∥(Θ̃h
0)i,1:p

∥∥
ℓ2
= max

j∈{h−(q−1),...,h}
max
i∈[p]

∥∥(Θ̃j
0)i,1:p

∥∥
ℓ2

⩽ max
j∈{h−(q−1),...,h}

{
b1e

−b2j1(j > 0) + 1(j = 0)
}

⩽ max
j∈{h−(q−1),...,h}

{
(1 + b1)e

−b2j
}

= (1 + b1)e
b2(q−1)e−b2h.

Lemma D.3. Let Assumptions 1.1, 1.2 and 2 hold. Then for any r ∈ [1,∞), there are

constants C1, C2 ∈ (0,∞), depending only on a1, α, b1, b2, q and r, such that

(1) maxi∈[pq] ∆
Z·,i
r (h) ⩽ C1e

−b2h for any h ∈ N0, and

(2) maxi∈[p],j∈[pq] ∆
ε·,iZ·−1,j
r (h) ⩽ C2e

−b2h for any h ∈ N0.

Proof of Lemma D.3. Fix r ∈ [1,∞) and i ∈ [p]. Under Assumptions 1.1, 1.2, 2.1 and

2.2 the rth absolute moments of both Zt−1,i and εt,iZt−1,j are finite (cf. Lemma D.1, Parts 2

and 3). Thus, ∆
Z·,i
r (h) and ∆

ε·,iZ·−1,j
r (h) are well defined for all h ∈ N. Defining

G (. . . , εt−1, εt) :=
∞∑
h=0

(Θ̃h
0)·,1:pεt−h.

one has the representation Zt,i = Gi(. . . , εt−1, εt) for i ∈ [pq], cf. (D.6). Letting {ε∗t}t∈Z be
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an independent copy of {εt}t∈Z, Claim 1 follows from

∆Z·,i
r (h) =

∥∥∥∥∥
∞∑
ℓ=h

(Θ̃ℓ
0)i,1:p

(
εt−ℓ − ε∗t−ℓ

)∥∥∥∥∥
r

(causality)

⩽
∞∑
ℓ=h

∥∥(Θ̃ℓ
0)i,1:p

(
εt−ℓ − ε∗t−ℓ

) ∥∥
r

(countable sub-additivity)

⩽
∞∑
ℓ=h

r1/α
∥∥(Θ̃ℓ

0)i,1:p
(
εt−ℓ − ε∗t−ℓ

) ∥∥
ψα

(marginal sub-Weibullness)

⩽ r1/α ∥ε0 − ε∗0∥ψα

∞∑
ℓ=h

∥∥(Θ̃ℓ
0)i,1:p

∥∥
ℓ2

(joint sub-Weibullness and stationarity)

⩽ 2a1r
1/α

∞∑
ℓ=h

(1 + b1)e
b2(q−1)e−b2ℓ (countable sub-additivity and Lemma D.2)

=
2a1(1 + b1)e

b2(q−1)r1/α

1− e−b2︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:C1

e−b2h.

To establish Claim 2, fix i ∈ [p] and j ∈ [pq]. On the one hand, taking h = 0 leads to

∆ε·,iZ·−1,j
r (0) =

∥∥εt,iZt−1,j − ε∗t,iGj

(
. . . , ε∗t−2, ε

∗
t−1

)∥∥
r

⩽ 2 ∥εt,iZt−1,j∥r (sub-additivity)

⩽
2a21b1r

2/α

1− e−b2
(Part 3 of Lemma D.1)

=: C ′ = C ′e−b2h.

On the other hand, for h ∈ N,

∆ε·,iZ·−1,j
r (h) =

∥∥εt,i (Zt−1,j −Gj

(
. . . , ε∗t−2−h, ε

∗
t−1−h, εt−h, . . . εt−1

))∥∥
r

= ∥εt,i∥r
∥∥Zt−1,j −Gj

(
. . . , ε∗t−2−h, ε

∗
t−1−h, εt−h, . . . εt−1

)∥∥
r

(independence)

= ∥ε0,i∥r∆
Z·,j
r (h) (stationarity)

⩽ r1/α ∥ε0∥ψα
∆Z·,j
r (h) (sub-Weibullness)

⩽ a1C1r
1/αe−b2h. (Assumption 1.2 and Claim 1)

Claim 2 now follows from setting C2 := max{C ′, a1C1r
1/α}.

Based on these supporting lemmas, we are now able to give the proof of Lemma 2.

Proof of Lemma 2. We set up for an application of Lemma C.2. Consider the stochastic
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processes {{εt,iZt−1,j}t∈Z}, (i, j) ∈ [p]× [pq], of which there are a total of p2q(= dn). Since the

{Zt}t∈Z admit the VMA(∞) representation in (D.6), each process {{εt,iZt−1,j}t∈Z}, (i, j) ∈
[p]× [pq], is both strictly stationary and causal with elements taking values in R. Setting r =

4, Part 3 of Lemma D.1 and Part 2 of Lemma D.3 respectively show that there are constants

C,C ′ ∈ (0,∞), depending only on a1, α, b1, b2 and q, such that both maxi∈[p],j∈[pq] ∥ε0,iZ−1,j∥4 ⩽
C and maxi∈[p],j∈[pq] ∆

ε·,iZ·−1,j

4 (h) ⩽ C ′e−b2h for all h ∈ N. Since the {εt}t∈Z are centered, so

are the processes {{εt,iZt−1,j}t∈Z}, (i, j) ∈ [p] × [pq]. It follows that Assumptions C.1 and

C.3 hold (with b1 there equal to the constant C ′). To establish Assumption C.2, note that

for any i ∈ [p], j ∈ [pq], k ∈ N0 and h ∈ N,

E

( k+h∑
t=k+1

εt,iZt−1,j

)2
 =

k+h∑
t=k+1

E
[
ε2t,iZ

2
t−1,j

]
(centered)

=
k+h∑
t=k+1

E
[
ε2t,i
]
E
[
Z2
t−1,j

]
(independence)

⩾
k+h∑
t=k+1

E
[
ε2t,i
]
E
[
ε2t−1,j

]
(E
[
Z2
t−1,j

]
⩾ E

[
ε2t−1,j

]
)

⩾ hΛmin (Σε)
2

⩾ a22h, (Assumption 1.3)

implying that Assumption C.2 is satisfied for the constant ω = a2 ∈ (0,∞). The derived

constants depend on neither i nor j. Choosing the sequence γn in Assumption C.4 to be the

non-random sequence γn in (2.6), we have both ln(1/γn) ≲ ln(pqn) and γn → 0. The desired

conclusion therefore follows from Lemma C.2.

D.3 Proof of Ideal Penalty Loadings Control (Lemma 3)

The proof of Lemma 3 essentially follows from the following result.

Lemma D.4. Let Assumptions 1.1, 1.2, 2.1 and 2.2 hold, suppose that (ln p)40/(3α) = o(n) for

α provided by Assumption 1.2, let υ0
i,j := (E[ε20,iZ

2
−1,j])

1/2 for i ∈ [p] and j ∈ [pq], and define

∆̂0 := max
i∈[p],j∈[pq]

∣∣(υ̂0
i,j)

2 − (υ0
i,j)

2
∣∣ , (D.7)

where υ̂0
i,j is given in (4.5). Then ∆̂0 →P 0.
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Proof of Lemma D.4. We set up for an application of Lemma B.2. Observe first that

∆̂0 = max
i∈[p],j∈[pq]

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1n
ln∑
k=1

 ∑
t∈Hn,k

εt,iZt−1,j

2

− E
[
ε20,i
]
E
[
Z2

0,j

]∣∣∣∣∣∣
= mn max

i∈[p],j∈[pq]

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1ln
ln∑
k=1

 1

m2
n

 ∑
t∈Hn,k

εt,iZt−1,j

2

− 1

mn

E
[
ε20,i
]
E
[
Z2

0,j

]∣∣∣∣∣∣
=

mn

ln
max

i∈[p],j∈[pq]

∣∣∣∣∣
ln∑
k=1

(
m−2
n (V

(n)
k,i,j)

2 − E
[
m−2
n (V

(n)
0,i,j)

2
])∣∣∣∣∣ ,

where we have defined

V
(n)
k,i,j :=

∑
t∈Hn,k

εt,iZt−1,j, i ∈ [p], j ∈ [pq], k ∈ [ln].

The (skeleton) process {V(n)
k }k∈Z = {V (n)

k,i,j : i ∈ [p], j ∈ [pq]}k∈Z inherits the strict stationary

from {εtZ⊤
t−1}t∈Z.

By a change of indices, we can write V
(n)
k,i,j as

V
(n)
k,i,j =

kmn−1∑
t=(k−1)mn

εt+1,iZt,j. (D.8)

Iterating on (2.2), for t ∈ {(k − 1)mn, . . . , kmn − 1} we can express

Zt,j = (Θ̃
t−(k−1)mn

0 )j,·Z(k−1)mn +

t−(k−1)mn−1∑
h=0

(Θ̃h
0)j,1:pεt−h. (D.9)

where in (D.9) we understand the sum
∑−1

h=0(Θ̃
h
0)j,1:pεt−h as zero. Again iterating on (2.2),

we see that

Z(k−1)mn = Θ̃mn
0 Z(k−2)mn +

mn−1∑
h=0

(Θ̃h
0)·,1:pε(k−1)mn−h

=
∞∑
ℓ=0

(ℓ+1)mn−1∑
h=ℓmn

(Θ̃h
0)·,1:pε(k−1)mn−h. (D.10)

19



Combining (D.8)–(D.10), we arrive at

V
(n)
k,i,j =

kmn−1∑
t=(k−1)mn

εt+1,i

t−(k−1)mn−1∑
h=0

(Θ̃h
0)j,1:pεt−h

+

 kmn−1∑
t=(k−1)mn

εt+1,i(Θ̃
t−(k−1)mn

0 )j,·

 ∞∑
ℓ=0

(ℓ+1)mn−1∑
h=ℓmn

(Θ̃h
0)·,1:pε(k−1)mn−h

 . (D.11)

The right-hand side of (D.11) defines an R-valued mapping G
(n)
i,j , which (using strict station-

arity) does not depend on k. Define the matrices

εHn,k
:=
[
ε(k−1)mn+1 : · · · : εkmn

]⊤
, k ∈ Z, (D.12)

and gather the mappings G
(n)
i,j , i ∈ [p], j ∈ [pq], into an Rp×pq-valued mapping G(n). Then we

have expressed V
(n)
k in the form

V
(n)
k = G(n)

(
. . . , εHn,k−1

, εHn,k

)
,

which shows that {V(n)
k }k∈Z is causal.

Next, for any i ∈ [p], j ∈ [pq], r ∈ [1,∞) and k ∈ [ln],

∥∥∥m−2
n (V

(n)
k,i,j)

2
∥∥∥
r
= m−2

n

∥∥∥∥∥∥
 ∑
t∈Hn,k

εt,iZt−1,j

2∥∥∥∥∥∥
r

= m−2
n

∥∥∥∥∥
mn∑
t=1

εt,iZt−1,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2r

⩽ ∥ε0,iZ−1,j∥22r (sub-additivity and stationarity)

⩽ Cr4/α (Lemma D.1, Part 3)

for some constant C ∈ (0,∞) depending only on a1, α, b1 and b2. It follows that

max
i∈[p],j∈[pq]

∥∥∥m−2
n (V

(n)
k,i,j)

2
∥∥∥
ψα/4

⩽ C,

showing that the sub-Weibullness requirement of Lemma B.2 is satisfied with the constants

(K, ξ) there equal to (C, α/4). Invoking Lemma B.2 for the vectorization of {m−2
n V

(n)
k,i,j : i ∈
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[p], j ∈ [pq]}k∈Z with r = 2, T = ln, dT = p2q and mT = 1, we see that, as n→∞,

∆̂0 =
mn

ln
max

i∈[p],j∈[pq]

∣∣∣∣∣
ln∑
k=1

(
m−2
n (V

(n)
k,i,j)

2 − E
[
m−2
n (V

(n)
0,i,j)

2
])∣∣∣∣∣

≲P
mn

ln

(
ln
(
p2q
)1/2

∆2,n +
√

ln ln (p2qln) +
(
ln
(
p2qln

))8/α)
= mn

(
p2q
)1/2

∆2,n +
mn

ln

√
ln ln (p2qln) +

mn

ln

(
ln
(
p2qln

))8/α
=: In + IIn + IIIn

with

∆2,n := max
i∈[p],j∈[pq]

∆
m−2

n (V
(n)
·,i,j)

2

2 (2) .

We handle each of the right-hand side terms in turn, starting with IIn and IIIn. Recalling

that mn = n1/5, ln = n4/5, and (ln p)40/(3α) = o(n) (Assumption 4), we have that

IIn ⩽ Cn−3/5[n4/5(ln p+ lnn)]1/2 = C

√
ln p+ lnn

n2/5
= o(1),

for some constant C ∈ (0,∞), and

IIIn ⩽ C ′n−3/5 (ln p+ lnn)8/α = C ′
(
(ln p+ lnn)40/(3α)

n

)3/5

= o(1).

for some constant C ′ ∈ (0,∞). It remains to show that

mnp∆2,n = o(1).

Specifically, we will show that

∆2,n ≲ e−b2mn , (D.13)

such that

mnp∆2,n ≲ e−b2n
1/5+ln(p)+ 1

5
ln(n) = o(1).

To do so, note that (D.8)–(D.10) imply that

V
(n)
1,i,j =

mn−1∑
t=0

εt+1,i(Θ̃
t+mn
0 )j,·Z−mn+

mn−1∑
t=0

εt+1,i

mn−1∑
h=0

(Θ̃h+t
0 )j,1:pε−h+

mn−1∑
t=0

εt+1,i

t−1∑
h=0

(Θ̃h
0)j,1:pεt−h,
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such that, with {ε∗t}t∈Z an independent copy of {εt}t∈Z, and with

Z∗
−mn

:=
∞∑
h=0

(Θ̃h
0)·,1:pε

∗
−mn−h,

for any r ∈ [1,∞),

∆
V

(n)
·,i,j
r (2) =

∥∥∥G(n)
i,j

(
. . . , εHn,−2 , εHn,−1 , εHn,0 , εHn,1

)
−G

(n)
i,j

(
. . . , ε∗Hn,−2

, ε∗Hn,−1
, εHn,0 , εHn,1

)∥∥∥
r

=

∥∥∥∥∥
mn−1∑
t=0

εt+1,i(Θ̃
t+mn
0 )j,·

(
Z−mn −Z∗

−mn

)∥∥∥∥∥
r

=

∥∥∥∥∥
mn−1∑
t=0

εt+1,i(Θ̃
t+mn
0 )j,·

∞∑
h=0

(Θ̃h
0)·,1:p

(
ε−mn−h − ε∗−mn−h

)∥∥∥∥∥
r

=

∥∥∥∥∥
mn−1∑
t=0

∞∑
h=0

εt+1,i(Θ̃
h+t+mn
0 )j,1:p

(
ε−mn−h − ε∗−mn−h

)∥∥∥∥∥
r

.

Countable sub-additivity, followed by independence and strict stationarity yield

∆
V

(n)
·,i,j
r (2) ⩽ max

i∈[p]
∥ε0,i∥r

mn−1∑
t=0

∞∑
h=0

∥∥∥(Θ̃h+t+mn
0 )j,1:p

(
ε−mn−h − ε∗−mn−h

)∥∥∥
r
.

Assumption 1.2 yields maxi∈[p] ∥ε0,i∥r ⩽ r1/α∥ε0∥ψα ⩽ a1r
1/α. Moreover, using sub-Weibullness,

sub-additivity, stationarity and Assumptions 1.2 and 2.2, the right-hand side summands in

the previous display can be bounded as follows

∥∥(Θ̃h+t+mn
0 )j,1:p

(
ε−mn−h − ε∗−mn−h

) ∥∥
r
⩽ r1/α

∥∥(Θ̃h+t+mn
0 )j,1:p

(
ε−mn−h − ε∗−mn−h

) ∥∥
ψα

⩽ 2r1/α ∥ε0∥ψα

∥∥(Θ̃h+t+mn
0 )j,1:p

∥∥
ℓ2

⩽ 2a1b1r
1/αe−b2(h+t+mn).
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The previous two displays therefore combine to produce

∆
V

(n)
·,i,j
r (2) ⩽ a1r

1/α

mn−1∑
t=0

∞∑
h=0

2a1b1r
1/αe−b2(h+t+mn)

= 2a21b1r
2/αe−b2mn

mn−1∑
t=0

e−b2t
∞∑
h=0

e−b2h

= 2a21b1r
2/αe−b2mn

1− e−b2mn

1− e−b2
· 1

1− e−b2

⩽
2a21b1

(1− e−b2)2
r2/αe−b2mn .

Furthermore, Minkowski’s inequality, stationarity, and Part 3 of Lemma D.1 yield

∥V (n)
0,i,j∥2r ⩽ mn max

i∈[p],j∈[pq]
∥ε0,iZ−1,j∥2r ⩽

22/αa21b1
1− e−b2

r2/αmn.

Hence, for any r ∈ [1,∞) and some constant C ∈ (0,∞) depending only on a1, α, b1 and b2,

∆
m−2

n (V
(n)
·,i,j)

2

r (2) = m−2
n ∆

(V
(n)
·,i,j)

2

r (2)

⩽ 2m−2
n ∥V

(n)
0,i,j∥2r∆

V
(n)
·,i,j

2r (2) (Lemma B.1)

⩽ Cr4/αm−1
n e−b2mn .

As the latter upper bound does not depend on (i, j), setting r = 2, it follows that ∆2,n ≲P

m−1
n e−b2mn , which is more than enough for the desired ∆2,n ≲P e−b2mn .

Proof of Lemma 3. Recall that υ0
i,j = (E[ε20,iZ

2
−1,j])

1/2 for i ∈ [p] and j ∈ [pq]. Using

Assumption 1, we have

min
i∈[p],j∈[pq]

(υ0
i,j)

2 = min
i∈[p],j∈[pq]

E[ε20,i]E[Z
2
−1,j] ⩾ a22 > 0,

so the {(υ0
i,j)

2}i∈[p],j∈[pq] are bounded away from zero by the constant a22 =: C. Part 3 of

Lemma D.1 (with r = 2) shows that {(υ0
i,j)

2}i∈[p],j∈[pq] are bounded from above by a constant

C ′ ∈ (0,∞) depending only on a1, α, b1 and b2. Recalling ∆̂0 in (D.7), it follows that

min
i∈[p],j∈[pq]

(υ̂0
i,j)

2 ⩾ min
i∈[p],j∈[pq]

(υ0
i,j)

2 − ∆̂0 and max
i∈[p],j∈[pq]

(υ̂0
i,j)

2 ⩽ max
i∈[p],j∈[pq]

(υ0
i,j)

2 + ∆̂0.

Lemma D.4 shows that ∆̂ →P 0. Hence, (4.9) is satisfied with, e.g., υ0 :=
√

C/2 and

υ0 :=
√
2C ′.
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D.4 Proof of Restricted Eigenvalue Bound (Lemma 5)

Proof of Lemma 4. We set up for an application of Lemma B.2. Assumptions 1.1 and 2.1

yield the VMA(∞) representation (D.6), so {Zt}t∈Z is strictly stationary and causal. These

properties are inherited by the process {ZtZ
⊤
t }t∈Z with elements taking values in Rpq×pq.

Part 1 of Lemma D.1 shows that, for α provided by Assumption 1.2,

max
i∈[pq]
∥Z0,i∥ψα

⩽
a1b1

1− e−b2
=: C1.

Combined with the equivalent definitions of sub-Weibullness in Vladimirova et al. (2020,

Theorem 1) and the bound in Kuchibhotla and Chakrabortty (2022, Proposition D.2), the

previous display shows that for some constant C2 ∈ (0,∞), depending only on a1, α, b1 and

b2,

max
(i,j)∈[pq]2

∥Z0,iZ0,j∥ψα/2
⩽ C2.

Part 2 of Lemma D.1 shows that

max
i∈[pq]
∥Z0,i∥4 ⩽

41/αa1b1
1− e−b2

=: C3,

and Part 1 of Lemma D.3 shows that there is a constant C4 ∈ (0,∞), depending only on

a1, α, b1, b2 and q, such that

max
i∈[pq]

∆
Z·,i
4 (h) ⩽ C4e

−b2h, h ∈ N0.

It follows from Lemma B.1 that

max
(i,j)∈[pq]2

∆
Z·,iZ·,j
2 (h) ⩽ 2C3C4e

−b2h, h ∈ N0.

From the previous display and Remark B.1, we see that for any choice of mn ∈ [n],

max
(i,j)∈[pq]2

max
u∈{mn+1,...,2mn}

∆
Z·,iZ·,j
2 (u) ⩽ 2C3C4e

−b2mn .

By hypothesis we have (ln p)1+4/α = o(n), which implies that ln p = o(n), such that we

eventually have ⌈ln(pn)/b2⌉ ∈ [n]. Applying Lemma B.2 for the vectorization of {ZtZ
⊤
t }t∈Z

with ξ = α/2, K = C2, r = 2, T = n, dT = p2q2 and mT = ⌈ln(pn)/b2⌉, we see that, as
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n→∞,

max
(i,j)∈[pq]2

|(Σ̂Z)i,j − (ΣZ)i,j|

=
1

n
max

(i,j)∈[pq]2

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
t=1

(Zt,iZt,j − E [Z0,iZ0,j])

∣∣∣∣∣
≲P

1

n

(
n[(pq)2]1/2e−b2mT +mT

√
lT ln((pq)2n) +mT (ln((pq)

2n))4/α
)

≲P
1

n
+

√
(ln(pn))2

n
+

(ln(pn))1+4/α

n

≲

√
(ln(pn))1+4/α

n
= o(1). (α ∈ (0, 2])

Proof of Lemma 5. Let T ⊆ [pq] and δ ∈ Rpq satisfy |T | ∈ [s] and ∥δT c∥ℓ1 ⩽ ĉ0µ̂0∥δT∥ℓ1 ,
where we define ĉ0 = (ûc + 1)/(ℓ̂c − 1) for some random sequences ℓ̂ and û provided by

asymptotic validity (4.7)–(4.8) of the penalty loadings {Υ̂i}pi=1. It follows that δ ∈ Rĉ0µ̂0,T

and, thus,

∥δ∥ℓ1 ⩽ (1 + ĉ0µ̂0)∥δT∥ℓ1 ⩽ (1 + ĉ0µ̂0)
√
s∥δ∥ℓ2 .

Abbreviating ∆̂ := max(i,j)∈[pq]2 |(Σ̂Z)i,j − (ΣZ)i,j|, we then have

δ⊤ΣZδ − δ⊤Σ̂Zδ = δ⊤(ΣZ − Σ̂Z)δ ⩽ |δ⊤(Σ̂Z −ΣZ)δ|

⩽
∥∥(Σ̂Z −ΣZ)δ

∥∥
ℓ∞
∥δ∥ℓ1 (Hölder)

⩽ ∆̂ ∥δ∥2ℓ1 (Hölder)

⩽ (1 + ĉ0µ̂0)
2s∥δ∥2ℓ2∆̂.

For δ ̸= 0 the previous display rearranges to

δ⊤Σ̂Zδ

∥δ∥2ℓ2
⩾

δ⊤ΣZδ

∥δ∥2ℓ2
− (1 + ĉ0µ̂0)

2s∆̂.

It follows that

κ̂2
ĉ0µ̂0

⩾ min
T⊆[pq]:
|T |∈[s]

inf
δ∈Rĉ0µ̂0,T

:

δ ̸=0

δ⊤ΣZδ

∥δ∥2ℓ2
− (1 + ĉ0µ̂0)

2s∆̂ ⩾ Λmin(ΣZ)− (1 + ĉ0µ̂0)
2s∆̂.

By Assumption 3 it thus suffices to show that (1 + ĉ0µ̂0)
2s∆̂ →P 0. To this end, note

that asymptotic validity of penalty loadings {Υ̂i}pi=1 implies ℓ̂ →P 1 and û →P u for some
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constant u ∈ [1,∞). It follows that ĉ0 = (ûc + 1)/(ℓ̂c − 1) →P (uc + 1)/(c − 1) ∈ [1,∞).

Lemma 3 establishes µ̂0 ≲P 1, and therefore ĉ0µ̂0 ≲P 1 as well. The growth condition

s2(ln(pn))1+4/α = o(n) implies (ln(pn))1+4/α = o(n) and so by Lemma 4

∆̂ ≲P

√
(ln(pn))1+4/α

n
,

which further implies (1 + ĉ0µ̂0)
2s∆̂→P 0.

D.5 Proof of Asymptotic Validity of Penalty Loadings from Algorithm 1

(Lemma 6)

Lemma D.5 (Convergence Rates for Lasso with Asymptotically Valid Loadings). Let As-

sumptions 1, 2, 3 and 4 hold, and let {Υ̂i}pi=1 be any collection of asymptotically valid penalty

loadings. Then Lasso estimates β̂i := β̂i(λ
∗
n, Υ̂i) based on the penalty level λ∗

n in (2.7) and

the penalty loadings {Υ̂i}pi=1 satisfy (2.11)–(2.13).

Proof of Lemma D.5. By Lemma 2 P(λ∗
n/n ⩾ cmaxi∈[p] ∥Sn,i∥ℓ∞) → 1, and by Lemma

3 there exist constants υ0, υ0 ∈ (0,∞) such that P(υ0 ⩽ υ̂0
min ⩽ υ̂0

max ⩽ υ0) → 1 as well as

P(µ̂0 ⩽ υ0/υ0) → 1. Since the penalty loadings {Υ̂i}pi=1 are asymptotically valid, there are

non-negative random variables ℓ̂ := ℓ̂n and û := ûn, n ∈ N, such that (4.7) with probability

approaching one and (4.8). For any choice of such random variables, we have the restricted

eigenvalue bound P(κ̂2
ĉ0µ̂0

⩾ d/2) → 1 (Lemma 5), where ĉ0 := (ûc + 1)/(ℓ̂c − 1), and κ̂2
ĉ0µ̂0

is defined via (4.2) with C = ĉ0µ̂0. Thus, it follows from Lemma 1 that

max
i∈[p]
∥β̂i − β0i∥2,n ≲P

λ∗
n

√
s

n
,

max
i∈[p]
∥β̂i − β0i∥ℓ1 ≲P

λ∗
ns

n
and

max
i∈[p]
∥β̂i − β0i∥ℓ2 ≲P

λ∗
n

√
s

n
.

Thus, (2.11)–(2.13) follow as Φ−1(1 − z) ⩽
√
2 ln(1/z), z ∈ (0, 1), implies λ∗

n ≲
√
n ln(pn).

Proof of Lemma 6. The proof is divided into three steps. Step 1 establishes asymptotic

validity of the initial penalty loadings {υ̂(0)
i,j }(i,j)∈[p]×[pq], while Step 2 proves asymptotic valid-

ity of the once updated penalty loadings {υ̂(1)
i,j }(i,j)∈[p]×[pq]. Step 3 observes that the argument

in Step 2 can be iterated a finite number of times to arrive at the asymptotic validity of the

K times updated loadings {υ̂(K)
i,j }(i,j)∈[p]×[pq] for any fixed K ∈ N0.
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Step 1: To establish asymptotic validity of the initial penalty loadings, let

υ
(0)
i,j := (E[(υ̂

(0)
i,j )

2])1/2 = (E[Y 2
0,iZ

2
−1,j])

1/2, (i, j) ∈ [p]× [pq],

and

υ0
i,j := (E[(υ̂0

i,j)
2])1/2 = (E[ε20,iZ

2
−1,j])

1/2, (i, j) ∈ [p]× [pq].

Since ε0 is centered (Assumption 1) and independent of Z−1,j, for any (i, j) ∈ [p]× [pq]

E[Y 2
0,iZ

2
−1,j] = E[(Z⊤

−1β0i + ε0,i)
2Z2

−1,j] = E[(Z⊤
−1β0i)

2Z2
−1,j] + E[ε20,iZ

2
−1,j]

such that

(υ
(0)
i,j )

2 = E[(Z⊤
0 β0i)

2Z2
0,j] + (υ0

i,j)
2. (D.14)

Parts 2 and 4 of Lemma D.1 together with the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality show that, under

Assumptions 1.1, 1.2, 2.1 and 2.2 there is a constant C1 ∈ (0,∞), depending only on a1, α, b1

and b2, such that

max
i∈[p],j∈[pq]

E[(Z⊤
0 β0i)

2Z2
0,j] ⩽ C1.

It follows from (D.14) that for any (i, j) ∈ [p]× [pq],

(υ0
i,j)

2 ⩽ (υ
(0)
i,j )

2 ⩽ C1 + (υ0
i,j)

2. (D.15)

Lemma 3 shows that there is a constant υ0 ∈ (0,∞), depending only on a1, a2, α, b1 and b2,

such that P(υ̂0
min ⩾ υ0)→ 1. To simplify notation, without loss of generality, we henceforth

argue as if P(υ̂0
min ⩾ υ0) = 1 for all n. Lemma D.4 shows that ∆̂0 in (D.7) satisfies

∆̂0 = max
i∈[p],j∈[pq]

∣∣(υ̂0
i,j)

2 − (υ0
i,j)

2
∣∣ P→ 0. (D.16)

Suppose for now that also

∆̂(0) := max
i∈[p],j∈[pq]

∣∣(υ̂(0)
i,j )

2 − (υ
(0)
i,j )

2
∣∣ P→ 0. (D.17)

(We will establish (D.17) below.) We now construct non-negative random scalars ℓ̂(0) := ℓ̂
(0)
n

and û(0) := û
(0)
n , n ∈ N, and a constant u(0) ∈ [1,∞) such that (4.7) holds with probability

approaching one and (4.8) holds. To construct ℓ̂(0), observe that for any (i, j) ∈ [p] × [pq],

by the triangle inequality and (D.15),

(υ̂
(0)
i,j )

2 ⩾ (υ
(0)
i,j )

2 − ∆̂(0) ⩾ (υ0
i,j)

2 − ∆̂(0) ⩾ (υ̂0
i,j)

2 − (∆̂0 + ∆̂(0)).
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On the one hand, since 0 < υ0 ⩽ υ̂0
min ⩽ υ̂0

i,j, we can continue this string of inequalities to

get

(υ̂
(0)
i,j )

2 ⩾

(
1− ∆̂0 + ∆̂(0)

(υ0)2

)
(υ̂0
i,j)

2.

On the other hand, we know that penalty loadings are non-negative. These observations

suggest

ℓ̂(0) :=

√√√√max

{
0, 1− ∆̂0 + ∆̂(0)

(υ0)2

}
(D.18)

To construct û(0), observe that for any (i, j) ∈ [p] × [pq], by the triangle inequality and the

upper bound in (D.15),

(υ̂
(0)
i,j )

2 ⩽ (υ
(0)
i,j )

2 + ∆̂(0) ⩽ (υ0
i,j)

2 + C1 + ∆̂(0) ⩽ (υ̂0
i,j)

2 + C1 + ∆̂0 + ∆̂(0).

Again, since 0 < υ0 ⩽ υ̂0
min ⩽ υ̂0

i,j, we can continue this string of inequalities to get

(υ̂
(0)
i,j )

2 ⩽

(
1 +

C1 + ∆̂0 + ∆̂(0)

(υ0)2

)
(υ̂0
i,j)

2.

The previous displays suggests

û(0) :=

√
1 +

C1 + ∆̂0 + ∆̂(0)

(υ0)2
(D.19)

By construction of (D.18) and (D.19), from (D.16) and the working hypothesis (D.17), we

see that (4.7) holds with probability approaching one. We also see that ℓ̂(0) →P 1 and

û(0) →P u(0) for the constant u(0) := (1 + C1/(υ
0)2)1/2 ∈ [1,∞), which depends only on

a1, a2, α, b1 and b2, showing that also (4.8) holds. Hence, as long as we can establish (D.17),

the initial penalty loadings {υ̂(0)
i,j }(i,j)∈[p]×[pq] are asymptotically valid.

To this end, we set up for an application of Lemma B.2. Part 1 of Lemma D.1 shows

that

max
i∈[pq]
∥Z0,i∥ψα

⩽
a1b1

1− e−b2
=: C2. (D.20)

Combined with the equivalent definitions of sub-Weibullness in Vladimirova et al. (2020,

Theorem 1) and the bound in Kuchibhotla and Chakrabortty (2022, Proposition D.2), the

previous display shows that for some constant C3 ∈ (0,∞), depending only on a1, α, b1 and b2

max
(i,j)∈[p]×[pq]

∥∥Y 2
0,iZ

2
−1,j

∥∥
ψα/4

⩽ C3.
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Setting r = 4, Part 2 of Lemma D.1 shows that

max
i∈[pq]
∥Z0,i∥4 ⩽

41/αa1b1
1− e−b2

=: C4,

and Part 1 of Lemma D.3 shows that for some constant C5 ∈ (0,∞), depending only on

a1, α, b1, b2 and q,

max
i∈[pq]

∆
Z·,i
4 (h) ⩽ C5e

−b2h, h ∈ N0.

Repeated use of Lemma B.1 and the previous two displays imply that for some constant

C6 ∈ (0,∞), depending only on a1, α, b1, b2 and q,

max
(i,j)∈[p]×[pq]

∆
Y 2
·,iZ

2
·−1,j

1 (h) ⩽ C6e
−b2h, h ∈ N0.

By hypothesis we have (ln p)40/(3α) = o(n), which using α ∈ (0, 2] implies that ln p = o(n),

such that eventually ⌈2 ln(pn)/b2⌉ ∈ [n]. Applying Lemma B.2 for the vectorization of the

strictly stationary and causal matrix process {[Y 2
t,iZ

2
t−1,j](i,j)∈[p]×[pq]}t∈Z with r = 1, ξ =

α/4, K = C3, T = n, dT = p2q and mT = ⌈2 ln(pn)/b2⌉, we see that, as n→∞,

∆̂(0) = max
(i,j)∈[p]×[pq]

∣∣(υ̂(0)
i,j )

2 − (υ
(0)
i,j )

2
∣∣

=
1

n
max

(i,j)∈[p]×[pq]

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
t=1

(
Y 2
t,iZ

2
t−1,j − E[Y 2

0,iZ
2
−1,j]

)∣∣∣∣∣
≲P

1

n

(
np2qe−b2mT +mT

√
lT ln(p2qn) +mT (ln(p

2qn))8/α
)

≲P
1

n
+

√
(ln(pn))2

n
+

(ln(pn))1+8/α

n

≲P

√
(ln(pn))1+8/α

n

≲P

√
(ln(pn))40/(3α)

n
= o(1), (D.21)

where we again use α ∈ (0, 2].

Step 2: If K = 0, then there is nothing left to show. We therefore presume that the

number of updates K ∈ N, and consider the once updated penalty loadings {υ̂(1)
i,j }(i,j)∈[p]×[pq]

from (2.9). As observed in Step 1, Lemma 3 shows that there is a constant υ0 ∈ (0,∞),

depending only on a1, a2, α, b1 and b2, such that P(υ̂0
min ⩾ υ0)→ 1. As in Step 1, we (without

loss of generality) continue to argue as if P(υ̂0
min ⩾ υ0) = 1 for all n. Now, the proof of Lemma
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3 shows (D.16). Suppose for now that also

∆̂(1) := max
(i,j)∈[p]×[pq]

∣∣∣(υ̂(1)
i,j )

2 − (υ0
i,j)

2
∣∣∣ P→ 0. (D.22)

(We will establish (D.22) below.) We now construct random scalars ℓ̂(1) := ℓ̂
(1)
n and û(1) :=

û
(1)
n , n ∈ N, such that (4.7) holds with probability approaching one and (4.8) holds with

û(1) →P 1. To construct ℓ̂(1), fix (i, j) ∈ [p] × [pq]. On the one hand, by the triangle

inequality and 0 < υ0 ⩽ υ̂0
min ⩽ υ̂0

i,j, we get

(υ̂
(1)
i,j )

2 ⩾ (υ0
i,j)

2 − ∆̂(1) ⩾ (υ̂0
i,j)

2 − (∆̂0 + ∆̂(1)) ⩾

(
1− ∆0 + ∆̂(1)

(υ0)2

)
(υ̂0
i,j)

2.

On the other hand, penalty loadings are non-negative. These observations suggest

ℓ̂(1) :=

√√√√max

{
0, 1− ∆̂0 + ∆̂(1)

(υ0)2

}
, (D.23)

and similar arguments lead us to

û(1) :=

√
1 +

∆̂0 + ∆̂(1)

(υ0)2
. (D.24)

By construction of (D.23) and (D.24), from (D.16) and the working hypothesis (D.22), we see

that (4.7) holds with probability approaching one. Furthermore, ℓ̂(1) →P 1 and û(1) →P 1,

showing that also (4.8) holds, now with u = 1. Hence, it remains to establish (D.22).

To this end, define the (infeasible) penalty loadings

υ̃0
i,j :=

(
1

n

n∑
t=1

ε2t,iZ
2
t−1,j

)1/2

, (i, j) ∈ [p]× [pq],

which correspond to the ideal penalty loadings without any blocking. To show ∆̂(1) →P 0,

by the triangle inequality, it suffices that

∆̃0 := max
(i,j)∈[p]×[pq]

∣∣(υ̃0
i,j)

2 − (υ0
i,j)

2
∣∣ P→ 0 and ∆̃(1) := max

(i,j)∈[p]×[pq]

∣∣(υ̂(1)
i,j )

2 − (υ̃0
i,j)

2
∣∣ P→ 0.
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To show that ∆̃0 →P 0, note that

∆̃0 =
1

n
max

(i,j)∈[p]×[pq]

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑
t=1

(
ε2t,iZ

2
t−1,j − E[ε20,iZ

2
−1,j]

)∣∣∣∣∣ .
By Assumption 1.2 one has maxi∈[p] ∥ε0,i∥ψα ⩽ a1. In addition, ∆

ε·,i
4 (h) = 0 for h ∈ N while

∆
ε·,i
4 (0) is bounded. Thus, {εt,i}t∈Z is a geometric moment contraction and replacing Yt,i

with εt,i in the arguments starting at (D.20) and leading to (D.21) yields ∆̃0 →P 0.

To show that ∆̃(1) →P 0, recall that ε̂
(0)
t,i = Yt,i −Z⊤

t−1β̂
(0)
i = εt,i −Z⊤

t−1δ̂
(0)
i , with δ̂

(0)
i :=

β̂
(0)
i − β0i being the estimation error arising from the initial penalty loadings. Hence,

∆̃(1) = max
(i,j)∈[p]×[pq]

∣∣∣∣∣ 1n
n∑
t=1

(
(ε̂

(0)
ti )

2 − ε2ti

)
Z2
t−1,j

∣∣∣∣∣
= max

(i,j)∈[p]×[pq]

∣∣∣∣∣ 1n
n∑
t=1

[
(Z⊤

t−1δ̂
(0)
i )2 − 2εt,iZ

⊤
t−1δ̂

(0)
i

]
Z2
t−1,j

∣∣∣∣∣
⩽ 2 max

(i,j)∈[p]×[pq]

∣∣∣∣∣ 1n
n∑
t=1

εt,iZ
2
t−1,jZ

⊤
t−1δ̂

(0)
i

∣∣∣∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:In

+ max
(i,j)∈[p]×[pq]

∣∣∣∣∣ 1n
n∑
t=1

|Z ′
t−1δ̂

(0)
i |2Z2

t−1,j

∣∣∣∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:IIn

.

To show ∆̃(1) →P 0, we argue In →P 0 and IIn →P 0, in turn. First,

In ⩽ max
(i,j)∈[p]×[pq]

√√√√ 1

n

n∑
t=1

ε2t,iZ
4
t−1,j∥δ̂

(0)
i ∥2,n (Cauchy-Schwarz)

⩽ max
t∈[n]

max
j∈[pq]

|Zt−1,j|︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:I

(a)
n

· max
(i,j)∈[p]×[pq]

υ̃0
i,j︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:I
(b)
n

·max
i∈[p]
∥δ̂(0)

i ∥2,n︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:I

(c)
n

. (D.25)

We next handle each of the terms in (D.25), starting with I
(c)
n . From Lemma D.5 and the

asymptotic validity of the initial loadings (Step 1), we know that

I(c)n = max
i∈[p]
∥δ̂(0)

i ∥2,n ≲P

√
s ln(pn)/n.

Turning to I
(b)
n , as

∆̃0 = max
(i,j)∈[p]×[pq]

∣∣(υ̃0
i,j)

2 − (υ0
i,j)

2
∣∣ P→ 0

and

max
(i,j)∈[p]×[pq]

υ0
i,j = max

(i,j)∈[p]×[pq]
(E[ε20,iZ

2
−1,j])

1/2 ⩽
21/αa21b1
1− e−b2

<∞,
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we must have

I(b)n = max
(i,j)∈[p]×[pq]

υ̃0
i,j ≲P 1.

Concerning I
(a)
n , Part 1 of Lemma D.1 yields

max
j∈[pq]

∥Z0,j∥ψα ⩽
a1b1

1− e−b2
.

Thus, by Vladimirova et al. (2020, Theorem 1), there exists a constant C7 ∈ (0,∞), depend-

ing only on a1, α, b1 and b2, such that

P(|Z0,j| ⩾ x) ⩽ 2e−(x/C7)α

holds for all x ∈ (0,∞) and all j ∈ [pq]. Hence, by a union bound

max
t∈[n]

max
j∈[pq]

|Zt−1,j| ≲P (ln(pn))1/α,

so gathering our findings in (D.25), we arrive at

In ≲P (ln(pn))1/α ·
√

s ln(pn)

n
=

√
s(ln(pn))1+2/α

n
= o(1).

Our previous calculations also show that

IIn = max
(i,j)∈[p]×[pq]

∣∣∣∣∣ 1n
n∑
t=1

|Z⊤
t−1δ̂

(0)
i |2Z2

t−1,j

∣∣∣∣∣ ⩽ max
t∈[n]

max
j∈[pq]

Z2
t−1,j ·max

i∈[p]
∥δ̂(0)

i ∥22,n

≲P (ln(pn))2/α · s ln(pn)
n

=
s(ln(pn))1+2/α

n
= o (1) .

It follows that the once updated penalty loadings {υ̂(1)
i,j }(i,j)∈[p]×[pq] are asymptotically valid.

Step 3: To finish the proof, observe that asymptotic validity of the once updated penalty

loadings (Step 2) and Lemma D.5 imply

max
i∈[p]
∥δ̂(1)

i ∥2,n ≲P

√
s ln(pn)/n,

with δ̂
(1)
i := β̂

(1)
i − β0i, i ∈ [p], being the estimation error arising from the once updated

penalty loadings. Since the rate of convergence of the resulting ∥δ̂(k)
i ∥2,n remains

√
s ln(pn)/n

for any finite k, we can iterate on the argument given in Step 2 to obtain asymptotic validity

of the penalty loadings constructed from K ∈ N updates.
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D.6 Proof of Convergence Rates for Lasso with Data-Driven Penalization

(Theorem 1)

Proof of Theorem 1. The assumptions of the theorem suffice for asymptotic validity

of the penalty loadings {υ̂(K)
i,j }(i,j)∈[p]×[pq] generated by Algorithm 1 with any fixed number

K ∈ N0 of updates, cf. Lemma 6. The rates (2.11)–(2.13) thus follow from Lemma D.5.
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