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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., Liitkepohl
(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 A, 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 A
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-



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 A. In this paper we
resolve this problem by proposing a data-driven way of choosing A 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 A.

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.



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 § € R*, we denote its {,-norm, by ||§]|, :=
(35, 165177, r € [1,00), and ||8]|¢,, := max;epy |0;]. For a matrix A € R**!, we use A1
to denote the first n entries of its first m rows (i.e. its m xn “upper left”). For a square matrix
A € R¥* we denote all eigenvalues of A by A(A) and write p(A) := max{|\| : A € A(A)}
for its spectral radius (with || the complex modulus). If A € R*** is symmetric, we write
Anin(A) and Ay (A) for the minimum and maximum eigenvalues, respectively.

For a random scalar X, we denote its L,-norm by || X||, := (E[|X|"])¥/", r € [1,00), with
E[] denoting the expectation operator. For a € (0,00), we define the sub-Weibull(«) norm
of X as [[X||y, := sup,cp o0 =1/ X||,. A random scalar X is said to be sub-Weibull(a) if
| X ||y, < o0o.! For a k-dimensional random vector X, we define its joint sub-Weibull(«) norm
1X ||y, == sup{|lu" X||y, : lull, =1} and call X jointly sub-Weibull(c) if 1 X1, < oc.

For non-random numbers a,, and positive numbers b, n € N, we write a,, = o(1) ifa,, = 0
as n — oo, and a, < b,, if the sequence a, /b, is bounded. For random variables V,, and
positive numbers b,,, we write V,, <p by, if the sequence V,,/b, 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 ¢'"-order (¢ € N) VAR model given by
q
Y, =) ©yY._;j+e, tei, (2.1)
j=1

yielding a stochastic process {Y; }1ez which is (strictly) stationary under the assumptions in

Section 3. Here Y; := (Y;1,... ,thp)T is a random vector of length p, {@¢;}7_, are p x p

1One may show that the space of sub-Weibull(a) random variables is complete with respect to ||| "y
Consequently, it holds that the norm |[-[|,, is countably sub-additive, which we will use repeatedly.
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(unknown) coefficient matrices, and €, := (g;1,...,&¢,) " is a sequence of i.i.d. innovations.

Given observations {Y;};_ ) from (2.1), the objective is to estimate {®y;}]_;, while
allowing (but not requiring) that the number of elements p*q in {©y; }i=1 is larger than the
(effective) sample size n. Throughout we take p > 2 and n > 3.

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

Z,=©,Z,_,+8&, telk, (2.2)
for
Y, 01 02 0Oq e,
Ip Opo T OPXP
. Y;,1 ~ . . ~ 0p><1
\Z_./t = : ’ \@0, = 0y Iy Opxp : ’ \et/ = : ’
pgx1 v PgXxpq : pgx1
t—(g—1) 0px1
Opxp Y Opxp Ip Opxp

and I, € RP*P being the identity matrix. In the special case of ¢ = 1, we interpret éo as

O and €; as ;. For i € [p], the i row in (2.1) is given by
Y= Z,:T_lﬁoi + €, (2.3)

where the vector Bg; of length pg is the i*" row of the companion matrix éo. In a low-
dimensional setting where 3, is of fixed length, estimation is often done by equationwise
least squares with the same n x pq regressor matrix X := [Zy : --- : Z,, 4" for all i € [p].
However, when pg > n, the pg x pg Gram matrix XX 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 €;, and, hence, that of Y; to depend on the sample size n. That is, we consider an array
{{Y;(n)}tez}neN of stochastic processes, each process {K(n)}tez presumed strictly stationary, in which each
Y, = (Y., ,YtSZZ)T, t € Z, is a random element of RP». To ease notation, we henceforth suppress the
n superscript.



parameter choice into our theoretical guarantees.

A weighted Lasso estimator satisfies

~ ~

B; := B:(\, X;) € argmin {@(5) 1 %Hiﬂ”gl} : (2.4)

ﬁeRPq

where (); is the sample average square error loss function

n

0:(8) =~ (Vii— 2.8)°, Berm, (2.5)

i3
for i € [p], A € (0,00) is a penalty level and each Y; := diag(Dsy, ..., 0ip) is a diagonal
matrix of data-dependent penalty loadings v; ; € (0,00), 7 € [pg]. 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 BZ 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. U;; = 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:=11 and r~,=.1/In(max{n,pq}) (2.6)

and let K € Ny 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 @ be the standard Gaussian cumulative distribution function (CDF).



Algorithm 1 (Data-Driven Penalization).
Initialize: Specify the penalty level X in (2.4) as

Xy = 2ev/n®7H (1 = 7,/ (2p%9)), (2.7)

and specify the initial penalty loadings as

(0 1< . .
Ui(,j) = EZYt,QiZtQ—Lja i€ lpl, Jje€lpg (2.8)
=1

Use XX and TEO) = diag(@ﬁ), . ,1753,)(1) to compute a Lasso estimate B\fo) = B\i()\:, ?go))
via (2.4) for each i € [p]. Store the residuals éﬁ) =Y — Z B t € [n] i€ [p], and
set k =1.

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

n

~(k 1 k—1 . .
05 =\ =D G P2y i€l j€lpd (2.9)
t=1

Use X!, and ?Z(k) = diag(@i(ﬁ), . ,@Z-(f;)q) to compute a Lasso estimate ng) = Bi(\:, ?Z(k))

via (2.4) for each i € [p]. Store the residuals éﬁ) =Y — ZJ_ﬁﬁt € [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 {Y,; }icz (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 |-||,, be the prediction norm

n

1
8z = | = D" (27,8)°

t=1

attached to the vector & € RP?, and let
prq

S (= Imax 1 (ﬁO’i,j 7£ 0) y (210)
i€[p] =

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



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

in Section 3, any Lasso estimators 3; := Bi()\;‘” ?EK)),Z' € [p|, in (2.4) based on the penalty

level A¥ in (2.7) and the (final) penalty loadings ?Z(K) arising from Algorithm 1 satisfy
~ sln (pn)
i — Boillan Sp\/ ———, 2.11
max[|3; — By 2.0 Sp - (2.11)
~ s21n (pn
maxc |8, — Boille, Sp yf o (2.12)
i€[p] n
~ sln (pn
e |: — Bolle, Sy 227 (2.13)

i€[p]

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 {&; },cz are i.i.d. centered random elements
of RP with covariance matriz X € RP*P. (2) There are constants a; € (0,00) and «a € (0, 2]
such that ||eol|y, < ai. (3) There is a constant as € (0,00) such that Apin(Xe) = as.

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 ey belongs to the sub-Weibull family
of distributions with tail parameter (at least) «, and is also used in Wong et al. (2020)
and Masini et al. (2022). Special cases are the sub-exponential (aw = 1) and sub-Gaussian
(v = 2) families. If gy 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 Apax(Xe) is bounded from above. Requiring that o < 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 p(©y) < 1. (2) There are
constants by, by € (0,00), such that max;cp, ||(6':)8)2-,1;p||g2 < bie %" for each h € N. (3) The

lag-order q is constant.



Assumption 2.1 is standard and, together with Assumption 1.1, ensures that the process
{Y; hiez in (2.1) [as well as {Z;}1ez in (2.2)] is strictly stationary. In particular, {Y;},cz has

the moving average representation

[e.e]

K = Z(ég)lzp,lzpstf&
=0

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 f;-norms of the rows of (éﬁ)l:m;p as ¢ grows (as opposed to our
decay placed on the ¢y-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
(©8)1,p1,p (exceeding the row-wise fy-norms).”

Assumption 2.3 states that the lag-order ¢ is constant. This appears to be reasonable
for most practical purposes as ¢ is often thought of as small relative to n.* Indeed, in our
application in Section 6 we have n = 758 and as a result of monthly sampling ¢ = 12 < n
often suffices. We use that ¢ 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 ¥z := E[Z,Z, |.
Assumption 3 (Covariance). There is a constant d € (0,00) such that Ay (Xz) > d.

Assumption 3 ensures that ¥z 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 éo, although these are not necessary. In the

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

Assumption 4 (Growth and Sparsity). For a constant a € (0,2] satisfying Assumption 1.2,
we have (Inp)*% B = o(n) and s*(In(pn))* ™4~ = o(n), where s is given in (2.10).

Assumption 4 imposes sparsity on each row 3; of the parameter matrix [@g; : - - - : ©,]
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 g.

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 3z 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 / hold. Then Lasso estimators Bi(kj‘l, '/I\'EK)),Z' € [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 A’ 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' € (0,00) and () # T C [pq] and define

Req = {8 € R? : |57

o <Cllorl, (4.1)
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where d7 € RP? denotes the vector with coordinates dr; := d; if j € T and zero otherwise.

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

3" (XX /n)é

~ ~2 T .

Ky =Ko (s,X' ' X/n):= min inf ————— 4.2

ci=Fel n) = g ot 18117 42)
IT|els] 670 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 m,, := n'/®, the number of which is
l, :=n/m, = n*>.% Such blocking is not necessary for independent data. We stress that the
introduction of a block size m,, 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 k' block are

Hyp={(k—1)m,+1,(k—1)m,+2,....,km,}, k€[] (4.3)

)

We define our blocking-based ideal penalty loadings

) = diag (0}, ..., 0p), @€ 1), (4.4)
with
1 & :
@?,j == Z Z eiZi-1j |, ©€[pl, J€lpgl (4.5)
n k=1 tEHnyk

We define the score vector S, ; as the (negative) gradient of the loss Q\Z in (2.5) at By; upon
normalizing by the ideal penalty loadings Y?,
S 1= (X (-VQ(Bo) = = (TN Ziserss i€l (46)
t=1
The score S,,; 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 S, ;
allows us to invoke recent moderate deviation theory for sums of dependent random vari-
ables developed in Gao et al. (2022). Specifically, with ¢ and =, given in (2.6), and the
penalty level A% given in (2.7), we show in Lemma 2 that \}/n > cmaxcp) ||Sn,ille.. With
high probability.
The ideal penalty loadings in (4.4)—(4.5) are infeasible, since the innovations {e; }cz are

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

SFor simplicity of notation, we treat m,, as a divisor of n, such that both m, € N and I,, € 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 '/fz = diag(Vi1, ..., Vipg), 1 € [p], as
asymptotically valid, if there are non-negative random scalars = @\n and U := u,,n € N,
and a constant u € [1,00), such that

(0; < 0y < oy for all (i, ) € [p] x [pq], (4.7)

with probability approaching one as well as
51 and 75w (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

0

ideal penalty loading Uy, = min jye[p)x[pq] W] and 09, = max j)elplx[pq] UAgj, respectively,

and their ratio fig := 02, /0%, .

Lemma 1 (Master Lemma). With the constant c given in (2.6) and the score vectors { Sy }icpp)
le.., and that for
some random scalars { and U, the penalty loadings {'Y,-}le satisfy (4.7) with 1/c < { < Q.
Then the Lasso estimates B; = Bi(\,X,),i € [p], arising from A and {X;}_, via (2.])

satisfy the error bounds

given by (4.6), suppose that the penalty level satisfies A/n > cmax;epy) ||Sn

> 1\ A% s
max || 3; — Boillzn < (u + —) 4 \/_,
i€[p] c) NKgn,
> 1 L AsDY
Tfé?p}f 18i — Boille, < (u + E> (14 cofto) —5== and
Cofio

3 7 1 /\{j?nax S
max ||B; — Boille, < (u + —) T\/_’

1€[p] C

where ¢g 1= (uc + 1)/(20 — 1), and Rayp, s defined via (4.2) with C' = Coiy.

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(X;/n > cmaxiep [[Sn,ll,_) — 1 holds for A}, given in (2.7) and
{Sn,i}ie[p} in (46)

12



2. Ideal penalty loadings control: There are constants v°,7° € (0, 00) such that
P’ <0, <0%, . <% — 1. This finding also yields P(fiy < 0°/0°) — 1.

min X Ymax

3. Restricted eigenvalue bound: P(R3 5 > d/2) — 1.

4. Asymptotic validity of data-driven penalty loadings: The (final) data-driven penalty
loadings {6§§)}(i,j)e[p}x[pq} obtained from Algorithm 1 are asymptotically valid in the

sense of (4.7)—(4.8). This implies control of the random 7, @, and thus .

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 ¢ and v, given in (2.6), the penalty level A in (2.7) and the scores {S,;}icjp based
on ideal penalty loadings in (4.6).

Lemma 2 (Deviation Bound). Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold, and suppose that (In p)® = o(n).
Then

p ()\;/n > cmax ||S,], ) — 1.
i€[p] o

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 (Inp)*%/GY) = o(n) for o provided by Assumption 1.2. Then there are constants
02,00 € (0,00), depending only on ay, as, v, by and by, such that

P (0" <00 < Opax <T°) = 1, (4.9)

m max

and, thus, P(fig < °/0°) — 1.
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Item 3: Restricted Eigenvalue Bound

A key ingredient in bounding the restricted eigenvalue 7%%0% away from zero is to prove that

the empirical covariance matrix

n

n—1
- 1 1
Yz=-X'X=-) 272
n
t=0

of the regressors {Z;}/'-; is close to Xz = E[Z,Z]].

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

(lnp)1+4/a = o(n) for a provided by Assumption 1.2. Then

S (In(pn))!+4/e
max |(82)is — (Sg)is] <p o/ P 777
(i,j)e[pq}2|( z)ij — (Zz)igl Sp .

= 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 s*(In(pn))*** = o(n) for o provided by Assumption 1.2, and consider any collection
{Yi}ie[p} of asymptotically valid penalty loadings in the sense of (4.7) holding with probability
approaching one and (4.8). Then

P (k2. >d/2) =1,

Colto

where ¢g 1= (uc + 1)/(20 — 1), and Rayp, s defined via (4.2) with C' = Coiy.

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 {@§§)}(i7j)e[p}x[pq] constructed by Algorithm 1 with a
fized number of updates, K € Ny, 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.” 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 {&;}:cz are independent centered Gaussian with a
diagonal covariance matrix and .1 on the diagonal. The remaining details of the designs are

as follows:

e Design A: The data-generating process (DGP) is a VAR(1) with ©y; = (.5)I, implying

a spectral radius p(®q;) of .5. This setting is very row sparse as s = 1.

e Design B: The DGP is a VAR(4) with ©¢; and ©4 block diagonal with diagonal blocks
of size 4 x 4 with all entries equal to .15 and —.1, respectively. g2 = Op3 = 0,xp.

Thus, s = 8 whereas the spectral radius p(éo) of the companion matrix is .9.°

e Design C: The DGP is a VAR(1) with @, ;; = (—1)I"=9I(.4)1Hi=il 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, ®; is a near-band matrix, which is a

form of approximate sparsity. p(@g;) = .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.” Finally, for the sake of comparison, we implement the plain Lasso using

"When 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 x 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 />-estimation error,

Estimation Error := max HB\Z — ﬁol’“e , (5.1)
i€lp) 2
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 naive “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.!” 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.'*

Ohttps:/ /research.stlouisfed.org/econ/mecracken /fred-databases/. See also McCracken and Ng (2016).

"The 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 ¢ € [12] using a rolling
estimation window of size n = 758 — 120 — 12 = 626, and create one-month-ahead out-
of-sample forecasts as i}t-i—l =+ Z?Zl é\)thH_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.'” For each method, each ¢, and each month ¢ € {639,640, ..., 758} to be forecast,
we calculate the forecast errors ﬁ —Y;. Due to the different scaling of the variables, we then

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

p
IVWSFE, := (¥, — Y..,)*/5%,,

i=1

where 73, 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, ¢, 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 ¢.'?

References

ADAMEK, R., S. SMEEKES, AND I. WiLMS (2023): “Lasso inference for high-dimensional

time series,” Journal of Econometrics, 235, 1114—1143.

BasBii, A., E. GHYSELS, AND J. STRIAUKAS (2022): “Machine learning time series regres-
sions with an application to nowcasting,” Journal of Business & Economic Statistics, 40,
1094-1106.

Basu, S. AND G. MICHAILIDIS (2015): “Regularized estimation in sparse high-dimensional
time series models,” The Annals of Statistics, 43, 1535-1567.

12Gee Section A.1 for a modification of Algorithm 1, which includes unpenalized intercepts.

13We also experimented with equation by equation ordinary least squares (OLS). With a lag order of one,
OLS led to a MIVWSFE 40 percent higher than our VAR(1) Lasso benchmark. For higher lag orders, the
implied design matrix repeatedly fell short of full rank, thus preventing a meaningful comparison.

18



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 po € R, (2.3) becomes
q
Y, = MQ—FZ@on;_j +e&, teZ.
j=1

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

The resulting Lasso estimator therefore takes the form

A~ ~ A~

(X, X3), Bi(X, X)) € argmin {% Z (Yei —n— Zl15)2 + %H?Zﬂ"gl} : (A.1)

(nB)ervra | 14—

The first-order condition for the intercept reveals the relation

N Y) =Y — Z1B,(\ 1), (A.2)
where
o 1 n o 1 n—1
Y, = — E Y, and Z_; :=— E Z;. (A.3)
n n
t=1 t=0

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

~ ' 1 o . . A~
Bi(\,Xy) € argmin ¢ = > (Vi — Z1,8) + =Bl ¢ (A.4)
BERPY n =1 n
where
Y;fz = Kt,z‘ - ?1 and thl =2 — 7—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.



Algorithm A.1 (Data-Driven Penalization with Unpenalized Intercepts).
Initialize: Specify the penalty level in (A.}) as

An = 20v/n® (1 — 7, /(20°q)),

and specify the initial penalty loadings as

n

(0 1 R ) '
0 = | oD YA, il el

t=1

Use XX and TEO) = diag(@ﬁ), . ,1753,)(1) to compute a Lasso estimate B\fo) = B\i()\:, ?go))
via (A.4) for each i € [p]|. Store the residuals /E\EOZ) =Y, — ZtT_lﬁfo),t € [n],i € [p], and
set k =1.

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

N 1 e~ afh1]2 - , ‘

k

o =[S B 22, icld el
t=1

Use \! and '/I\'fk) = diag(ﬁgﬁ), . ,@(7};)(]) to compute a Lasso estimate as ,@Z(k) = Bi(\, ?Z(k))

via (A.]) for each i € [p]. Store the residuals gikl) =Y, — Z'Llﬁgk),t € [n],i € [p], and
increment k < k + 1.

Algorithm A.1 yields the (slope) estimates G3;(\, TEK)),Z' € [p]. Using (A.2) and (A.3), the
implied intercept estimates are fi;(\%, Y)) = ¥, — 71137;()\;, YN 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

Bi = Bi(/\, ?1) = aggﬂgnin @Z (8), (A.6)
€RPY:
supp(8) Csupp(Bi)



which depends on the penalty level A and the penalty loadings '/fz through the support
supp(ﬁi) of the Lasso estimator 3; := Bz’()\, ?Z) in (2.4), with supp(8) := {j € [pq| : B; # 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.]) as

Ay = 20\/E<I>*1(1 — %/(2]92(])),

and specify the initial penalty loadings as

(0 1 < . .
Uz'(,j) = EZY;%ZE_LJ" 1€ [PL J € [pCI]
t=1

Use N and Y‘EO) = diag(ﬁi(g), . ,a§f);q) to compute an estimate &(0) = Bi(\:, TEO)) via
post-Lasso (A.0) for each i € [p]. Store the residuals é\gg) = Ytﬂ-—ZtT_l,Bi(O),t € [nl],i € [p],
and set k = 1.

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

1 n

~(k k—1)2 . ;

N ED SE I T
t=1

Use A and '/I\'Z(k) = diag(@i(ﬁ), . ,@-(Z)q) to compute an estimate Bz(k) = Bi( A%, i‘fk)) via
post-Lasso (A.6) for each i € [p]. Store the residuals éfk;) = Ym—ZtT_lﬁgk),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.



B Auxiliary Results

B.1 Functional Dependence Measures for Strictly Stationary Processes

Let {€:},., be independent and identically distributed RP'-valued random variables, and let

{X:}iez be RP2-valued random variables having the causal representation
Xt:G<"'7€t—17€t)a teZ,

where G is a measurable function of the present and past €;,. Strict stationarity of the
stochastic process { X, }1ez follows from G not depending on t. Let {e] },ez be an independent
copy of {€;}tez. Assuming that the i'" coordinate X;; = G;(...,&;_1,&;) of X, satisfies
E[| X::|"] < oo for some r € [1, 00), we define the functional (or physical) dependence measure

for the coordinate process {X;;}iez

Ai(l (h) = HXt,i - Gz ( .. 76:7h717 E:ff“ Et—h+1y--- ,Et)| .

, hENo,

where AX+ (h) is interpreted as zero for h < 0. The coordinate process { X, ; }icz is said to be
a geometric moment contraction [Wu and Shao (2004)] if there are constants by, by € (0, 00)
and 7 € (0,1] such that

AKX (h) < bie " for all h € Ny. (B.1)

B.2 Functional Dependence Measure Calculus

Lemma B.1. Let {(X;1, X;2)}iez, be a strictly stationary causal process with values in R?
and E[| Xo.1]*"] < oo as well as E[| Xo2|*"] < 0o for somer € [1,00). Then the product process

{ X1 X2} ez is strictly stationary and causal, and its functional dependence measure satisfies
A2 (h) <[ Xozll,, A5 (B) + | Xolly, A2, (R), - h € N,
Proof. Since {(Xt1, Xt2)}tez is a strictly stationary causal process, it has the representation
(Xe1, Xi2) =G (....e-1,€),

for some i.i.d. process {&;};cz and some measurable function G. The composition of a
continuous and measurable function is measurable, so the product process {X:1X:2} ez is

both strictly stationary and causal and has finite 7" absolute moment by Hélder’s inequality.



Let {&} }1ez be an independent copy of {&;}iez, h € Ny and denote
(Xt”l, Xt/’z) =G ( €)1y E iy Elht s - ,et) )
Then

A2 (h) = HXtJXt,z — XiaXe2 + X X2 — X;lX'g’Q””

< || (Kea = X70) Xeo|, + || X7 (Xe2 — X050) || (sub-additivity)
< Xeally | Xe = Xl + X0l X2 = X, (Hilder)
= | Xo2ll,, Ax (h) + [ Xoally, A5 (h) . (stationarity)

m

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 dr possibly growing with 7.

Lemma B.2. Let {X,}iez be a strictly stationary causal process with each X; a random
element of R for some dr € {2,3,...}, and max;e(,| [ Xoillge < K for some constants
¢, K € (0,00). Then for any r € [1,00), any my € [T] and lp := [T/mr]

T
(Xri — E[Xo)| <p TdY"Arr + mor/lp In (drT) + mp(In(dpT))E

t=1

max
1€ldr]

as T — oo, where

A, 1 := max max AKX ()
ie[dT] uE{mT—i—l ..... 2mT}

and € :=1/&€ +1/min{¢, 1}.

Remark B.1. If u — Af’(u) is decreasing for all ¢ € [dr|, one may upper bound A, by

X
max;c(q,] Ar ' (mr).

Proor or 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 X; = G(...,e;_1,€;), which is possible by strict stationarity and

causality. Fix my € [T] and, thus, Iy = [T/mr| and abbreviate m = mg, | = Ip,



and d := dr. Define

min{km,T'}

Y, = Z X; and Y;C(m) = E[Y} | {et}f;n(kﬁ)mﬂ]v ke i,

t=(k—1)m~+1

Then, per iterated expectations and the triangle inequality,

T l
3 (Xes — E [Xo,)) Z (Vii - Y;,T>])|
t=1

maX = max
€ld] | 1€[d] -
l l
<max|} (Yii = v | + e (v - By) ‘ =Ty + Ty
k=1 k=1

We bound each of the right-hand side terms, starting with Ir. Since max;ep, ||on||w5 <

7

all absolute moments of the Xj; exist. Hence, for any r € [1, c0)

!
< ||max Y p ) Jensen
i€(d] ;( k, k . ( )
l
<dYr max Z (Y;” P ) (Jensen)

’ (sub-additivity)

min(km,T")

<dyr rlléaxz Z HXt,z' —-E [Xt,z' | {EU}ﬁz(k—%m—f—l}

k=1 t= (k: 1)m+1

< dVT IZIéaXZ Z HX —E [th | {Eu}u—(k 2 m+1i|

k=1 t=

‘ (sub-additivity)

‘ : (non-negativity)

Fixie[d,ke[l]and t € {(k—1)m+1,...,km}. Letting {&} }+cz be an independent copy

of {&t}1ez, we have

HXti [th [ {eu )" (k—2 m+1} H
=E HXm —-E [th | {€U}u— k— 2)m+1]

=E HE [Xe:— Gil.... s E(k-2)m—17 € (k—2yms E(h—2m+15 - - - » Et) | {e} o] H . (causality)

] (causality)



Applying Jensen’s inequality (conditionally) to the right-hand side, we get

E HE [Xt,i - Gi( 78?1@ 2)m717€>(kk72)m7 E(k—2)m+1; - - - 7€t> | {Eu}t:,oo} m
E HXt i Gl( e 7€*k 2)m—1> Ej(kk72)m7 8(k—2)7n—i—17 s 7€t)‘T]
= [AY(t = (k= 2)m)]".
Combining the previous two displays and adding up, by a change of variables, we see that

km

> EORI NP I SR
t=(k—1)m+1 t=(k—1)m+1
= 3 AW
u=m-+1

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

E[l;] < mld/"max  max  AX(u)) = mld/" A,

i€[d] ue{m+1,....2m}

By Markov’s inequality and mil < 27T, we get Ip <p Td"/ "A .
To bound Il7, observe that

> (nr- mT)

k<lodd

+ max Z ( Yk(zn)]>

i€ld

] k<leven
7 -~ 7
:.IIe\/el’]

I < max
1€[d]

— IIodd

We set up for two applications of Kuchibhotla and Chakrabortty (2022, Theorem 3.4) for the
odd and even parts, respectively. We only bound I13%; the argument for 115" is analogous.

First, for any r € [1,00), i € [d], and k € [I],
[ =B <2080 e < 20l < 2m | Xoal, < 2Kmr',

which means that
|t B | < 2

From the previous display, an application of Vladimirova et al. (2020, Theorem 1) implies



the existence of a constant C¢ i € (0, 00), depending only on £ and K, such that

13
D it (V5 =B |/ Ce ] <2
ieldLrell [eXp{ e e BT /Gl

Let 1094 := [odd .— |{k € [I] : kodd}|. The (% summands m~}(Y;"™ — B[Y,"™]), are
independent random elements of R?. It therefore follows from Kuchibhotla and Chakrabortty
(2022, Theorem 3.4) (with ¢ there set to In(dT')) that there is a constant C . € (0, 00),
depending only on ¢ and K, such that with probability at least 1 — 3/(dT),

(m) (m)
1 Yo —EY]
I}é%( Jodd E: m (B-2)
k<lodd
odd\ 1/€ 1/ min{1,¢}
T (In(dT) —Ind) Ch . In (2009 (In (dT) + Ind
<7\/ T(n<lod(>i+ n )Jr eln ( ) <l0(<1d ) ) | (B.3)

where

lodd 2

(m) (m)
1 Vi —E[Y.]
I'p = E : :
T o D

m

From previous calculations, setting r = 2, we know that for all ¢ € [d] and k € [[],

2 2

< 22K? . 2%/¢
2

v — By

m

Y BN

m

E

so I'p < 224262 Multiplying by 1°94 and m, through simple majorizations, we see that for

some constant C}/CE € (0,00), depending only on ¢ and K, with probability approaching one,

S (v - E)

k<lodd

<Yy (m z1n<dT)+m(1n(dT))f).

max
1€

[d]

It follows that IITOdd <p mA/l In(dT +m In(dT E Hence, IIT SP mA/lIn(dT +m In(dT E
~Y
]



C DModerate Deviation with Geometric Moment Contraction

Let {X;}iez be a strictly stationary causal process with elements X; taking values in R.

Define the sums
k+h

Skni= Y X, k€N, heN,

t=k+1

and abbreviate S5, := Sp,. Consider the following assumptions.
Assumption C.1. E [X;] =0 and E [X{] < oo.

Assumption C.2. There is a constant w € (0,00), such that B[S} ,] > w®h for all k € Ny and
all h € N.

Assumption C.3. There are constants by, by € (0,00), such that Ay (h) < bie " for all
h € Nj.

Let n € N and define the block size m,, := [n'/®] and number of blocks I, := |n/m,,],
and let H, ., k € [l,,], hold the block indices as in (4.3). Define the block-normalized sum

ln
X

k=1 teH’n,k

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 go
both in (0,00), depending only on by, by and w, such that

P(|T,| > 1+ a2
z € [0,n'"] = M<1+A< HC)

21— (x)] nt/s
Proof. Tt Assumptions C.1, C.2 and C.3 hold for the random process {X;}, then they hold

for {—X;} as well with the same constants. Applying Gao et al. (2022, Theorem 3.3) twice
(with their o = 1/5 and their 7 = 1), we therefore get that

P(T,>x) P(-T, > ) 1+ 22
< e
1—-®(x) " 1-(2) s1+4 nl/s )’

T € [O,gonl/m} == max{

for constants A and g with the claimed dependencies. The claim then follows from P(|T,,| >
x)=P(T, 2 z)+P(-T, > x). O

10



Next, let { X}z be a strictly stationary causal process with elements X, taking values
in R%, where we take d,, to be at least two. Let T, ; denote the block-normalized sum using

the j* coordinate process { Xy }ten of {X}iez, such that

k 1 £ateH, Xy t,j
n] - 5
\/Z ZtGH,,L k 7.)

We invoke the growth condition:

, J € [dn).

Assumption C.4. {v,}2, is a non-random sequence in (0,1) satisfying In(1/7,) < In(nd,).

Lemma C.2. Let all coordinate processes {{Xt,j}tez}?il satisfy Assumptions C.1, C.2 and
(.3 for the same constants by, by and w, let Assumption C.J hold, and suppose that In(d,,) =
o(n'/®). Then there is a constant N € N such that

Tn
>N = P T, 1— 2 ) <27,
n (;2&33’ il = ( m)) i

Proof. Under Assumption C.4, using d,, > 2 and the Gaussian quantile bound ®~1(1 — 2) <

v2In(1/2),z € (0,1), we get
0<® (1 —7,/(2d,) < V2In(2d,/v,) < Civ/In(d,) (C.1)

for some constant C; € (0,00). The growth condition In(d,) = o(n'/®) equips us with an

N; € N such that for the constant gg € (0,00) provided by Lemma C.1,
n>N = & '(1—-r,/(2d,)) < gon'/™.

For such n > Ny,

Tn
P T, 1——
(}Eﬁiﬁ' 2 ( 2dn)>

ip (ITnJI (1 - ;T"n)) (union bound)
Saoa(e (-] (L) e

2d, /5

=
1+ C?In(d,
S (e AN

11



Again using In(d,) = o(n'/?), there is a constant N, € N such that n > N, implies A[l +
1.

C2%1n(d,)/n*?] < 1. The claim now follows from setting N = max{Ny, N, }. O

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
T :={j € [pq] : Boij # 0}. Recall that 'Y? denotes the diagonal matrix diag(d7,,...,7},,)
of ideal penalty loadings and let §; := B; — By;- Expanding the quadratic part (2.5) of the

objective function in (2.4), when A\/n > c||.S;||,.. we get
A (A 1 T A 2 2 ¢ T 3
Qi(Bi) — Qz Boi) = n tz_; Z, 10;)" — n ;Emztl(si

.

~ 2 I~ PP

= [164[l5,,, — [E Z(T?)lztlgt,i] (176:)
=1

N J/
-

n,i

2 ”(sngn — 1Sl 10785, (Holder)

. N o
> 63, — aHT?&Heu
which we can write as

+ X8l ) (D.1)

P N N /o
Q:(B:) — Qu(Bor) > 18113, — = (I8,
Since B; is a minimizer of @z() + ()\/n)||?z||gl,

0 = | Xidire

51>7

U \ /o~ . N/~
Qi(Bi) — Qi(Bui) < - <|’Ti/30i”£1 - HTi,@szl) < - (HTi(S' ;
so from the penalty loadings ?Z satisfying (4.7), we arrive at

_EHTO iTy

QB ~ Qo) < > (a1 X5 0. (D.2)

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

—~ A A
B+ 2 (P 1) 1Tl < 2 (a4 1) 1T98im

12




Since 1/¢ < ¢ < 1, we deduce that

- o T+ 1/c, e tlfey =
Tl < ¥l < T Bl < Bl (D

It follows that

|8 A || 5,

7 — 1/c Urmin

0, = Coflol| i,

oS 0>

-

ie. g@ lies in the restricted set Rz p,,7; defined via (4.1) with C' = ¢yjip and T' = T;. From
the definition (4.2) of the restricted eigenvalue we see that ||(/5\Z||52 < ||gi||27n///%a)ﬁo, so by the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and recalling that s = max;cp, |73| (cf. (2.10))

- 0 5
tr < V51816, < “ma"@ e (ps)

CoMO

H:f?ész 141 < 6?rlax||6iTz‘ £y < {j?nax\/gnaiTi

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

Ut -
C

—~ A [~ 1 o~
182, + 2 (e - —) 15951
n C

-~~~

>0

A < 1) UhaxV/5]10i|2.n
2B ;{ =~ ’

Keoio

from which we arrive at the prediction error bound
~ 1\ 0 S
Bl < (4 7) S,
C n/igoﬁo

As the right-hand bound is independent of 4, the uniformity in ¢ € [p] follows. The ¢5 error
bound then follows from the already established ||8;]|e, < [|6:]l2.n/Rem, and the £, bound
subsequently follows from ngH& < (1 + ¢ofip) ||ng n < \/EH(/S\,LH52 O

¢ and [|&ir,

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 a provided by Assumption
1.2, the following statements hold.

(1) For alli € [pq],
a1b1

1Z04lly., < T— =

13



(2) For any r € [1,00) and any i € [pql,

alblr

1204l < P2

(8) For any r € [1,00), any i € [pq| and any j € [pq]

a2byr/@
l€0iZ-1l, < 1_—_b2
(4) For any i € [p],
T alble
126 Boill,,, < T—o=

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(o0)],

o0
=> Ol& .y, tez, (D.6)
where the series converges absolutely almost surely. Moreover, under Assumption 2.2 the

series converges in [|-[|,, norm. To establish Claim 1, since for i € [pq], Z;-1; = Y, for

some (7, k) € [q] x [p], for any a provided by Assumption 1.2, we have

1 Zoill,,, < max 1Yol (strict stationarity)
= max Z(@)S)j’.go,h (VMA(oc0) representation)
S I v
= max Z<@g>]”1:p€07h (ngrl:pq = Op(q—1)>d)
JEP] o v
< rjréap}]cz H J,lzpeo_hH o (countable sub-additivity)
< [leolly, Ijré?;,}fz H(@)g)jﬁlsz 0 (sub-Weibullness and stationarity)
- —boh __ a1by .
<a %ble 20— TR (Assumptions 1.2 and 2.2)

Claim 2 is immediate from Claim 1 and the definition of a sub-Weibull norm. To establish

14



Claim 3, note that for any r € [1,00), ¢ € [p] and j € [pq], using also independence, we get
e Z-1,4ll, = lleoill, 1 Zoll, < 7/ lleaill,, 1 Zoll, < '/ [leolly, 120 ll, < arr'/® | Zoll, -

Claim 3 now follows from Claim 2. For Claim 4, since By, is the i*" row of é[), letting

e; € R be the i unit vector, from (D.6) we see that

ZBoi =Y BiOtEorn =Y e O & 1= (O0™);1p0-1
h=0 h=0 h=0
It follows that
|2z, Boi| oo S H(@)g“)i,l:psoH “ (countable sub-additivity and stationarity)
h=0
< ol s Z ||(ég+1)1‘71:pllez (sub-Weibullness)
h=0
S Z bye (D) (Assumptions 1.2 and 2.2)
h=0
. alble_b2
1 —ett2’
which holds uniformly in i € [p]. O

Lemma D.2. If Assumption 2.2 holds, then
max ||(ég)i,1:sz2 < (14 by)e?2 @ Ve for any h € Ny,

i€[pq]

ProOF oF LEMMA D.2. For ¢ = 1 the result is immediate from Assumption 2.2. For ¢ > 1,

by construction of the companion matrix (:)0, we know that

(6(1))10+1:2p,1:p = IP and (Gé)kp—i-li(k-i-l)lhlip = Opxp; k€ {27 s q 1}'

Moreover, we have the recursion

(ég)kp+1:(k+1)p71:p = (égil)(k—l)pﬂ:knl:pv ke {17 s q = 1}7 h e {27 3. }

15



Hence, for h > 1, it follows that

Qgg)lzp,lzp
(6371)1:@14)
~ 2, .
(@]8).71:1) — ( 0 :)1~p71~p 7
((f:jgi(qiz))lzp,ltp
(@g_(q_l))lrp,lrp

with the convention that (0f)1.51, = 0,x, for integers i < 0 and (ég)lzp,lzp = 1I,. Using
Assumption 2.2, for h > 1 we therefore get

ilpa] 1©):sl,, = jeth-(aoD). .h} iclp] [&:ssl.,

< max  {be™1(j>0)+1(j =0
je{h—(q—1),..., h}{ ! (y ) (j )}

< 1+ by)e b2
S efh-lgo)o h}{( +he )

= (1 4 by)eb2la Db,

O

Lemma D.3. Let Assumptions 1.1, 1.2 and 2 hold. Then for any r € [1,00), there are
constants C1,Cy € (0,00), depending only on ay, o, by, by, q and r, such that

(1) max;cppq A7 (h) < Cre" for any h € Ny, and
(2) maxX;ep),jepq AP (R) < Cye2h for any h € Ny,

PrROOF OF LEMMA D.3. Fix r € [1,00) and i € [p]. Under Assumptions 1.1, 1.2, 2.1 and
2.2 the r* absolute moments of both Z;_;; and &;;Z; 1 ; are finite (cf. Lemma D.1, Parts 2
and 3). Thus, A2 (k) and A7~ (h) are well defined for all & € N. Defining

G ( <y Et—1, €t) = Z(ég)',lzpet—h-

h=0

o0

one has the representation Z;; = G;(...,e,-1,€:) for ¢ € [pq], cf. (D.6). Letting {e] }+cz be

16



an independent copy of {&;}ez, Claim 1 follows from

AZ (h) = Z(éf))i,l:p (600 —€y) (causality)
{=h T
< Z H(ég)i,lzp CE-) HT (countable sub-additivity)
=h
< Z rl/“”(ég)m;p (e1—e — €/_y) ||% (marginal sub-Weibullness)

{=h

<t ley — &oll ., Z H(éf;)i,lszEQ (joint sub-Weibullness and stationarity)

{=h
oo

< 2ay7Y? Z(l + by)et2a Ve b2t (countable sub-additivity and Lemma D.2)
t=h

 2a5(1 + by)eb2amDpt/e

B 1—et

=:C1

N

To establish Claim 2, fix 7 € [p] and j € [pg]. On the one hand, taking A = 0 leads to

A E1(0) = ||eriZiay — 60,65 (- 610 800) |,

< 2 ||8t,iZt—1,j ||r (sub—add1t1v1ty)
2a2b 2/a
< % (Part 3 of Lemma D.1)
J— e_
= ' = (e "

On the other hand, for h € N,

Afj’iZ‘_l’j (h) = ||5t,i (Zt—l,j - Gj ( .. 76:727}” E:flfhn Et_hy--- Et_1>) HT

= |lesqll, HZt_Lj —Gi (. € o p €1 Eths - - Et1) ||T (independence)
= |leo,ll, AZ-7 (h) (stationarity)
< rt/e leolly, AZ (h) (sub-Weibullness)
< a,Cyrt/ et (Assumption 1.2 and Claim 1)
Claim 2 now follows from setting Cy := max{C’, a;C1r'/*}. O

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

Proor oF LEMMA 2. We set up for an application of Lemma C.2. Consider the stochastic

17



processes {{e:; 211} ez}, (1,7) € [p] X [pq], of which there are a total of p?q(= d,,). Since the
{Z,}1cz admit the VMA(oo) representation in (D.6), each process {{et;Z1—1}ez}, (i,7) €
[p] X [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" € (0,00), depending only on a4, a, by, by and ¢, such that both max;cp) jepq €0, 21, <
C and max;ep) jefpg) AZ"iZ'_l’j (h) < C'e %" for all h € N. Since the {&;};cz are centered, so
are the processes {{et;Zi—1;}tez}, (4,7) € [p] x [pg]. It follows that Assumptions C.1 and
C.3 hold (with b; there equal to the constant C’). To establish Assumption C.2, note that
for any i € [pl, j € [pq], k € Ny and h € N,

k+h 2 k+h
E (Z 5t7iZt_17j> = Z E [5;23_17]} (centered)

t=k+1 t=k+1
k+h
= Z E e}, E 2] (independence)
t=k-+1
k+h

Z E [532} E [5?—173‘} (E [ZtQ—Lj} 2 E [53—1,1‘})

t=k+1
hAmin (25)2
ash, (Assumption 1.3)

WV

VoWV

implying that Assumption C.2 is satisfied for the constant w = ay € (0,00). The derived
constants depend on neither i nor j. Choosing the sequence 7, in Assumption C.4 to be the
non-random sequence 7, in (2.6), we have both In(1/,) < In(pgn) and v,, — 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 (In p)i%/3) = o(n) for
a provided by Assumption 1.2, let oY, := (B[} ; 22, ]))/* fori € [p] and j € [pq], and define

30:: max 0932 — (00 )?
i€[pl,j€[pq] |( m) ( ])

, (D.7)

where 03 ; is given in (4.5). Then A —p 0.

18



Proor or LEMMA D.4. We set up for an application of Lemma B.2. Observe first that

2
l
A0 — 15 P R )
AT = ie[ﬁ?gpq} n kz:; t;ﬂ:k €t,it—1,j E [80’1-} E [Zo,j}
2
1

11
=m Z m2 Z rili-1y | — —E [6(2)71‘] b [Zg’j}

n  max |— 2

ielliclral | In $= \ M \ G i
ln

> (ma 722 - B [t )

k=1

mp
= — max
Ly, i€lpl.i€lpal

Y

where we have defined

Vi= 3" ey, i€lpl, jelpd, kel

tEHnyk

The (skeleton) process {V,in)}kez = {Vk(:”)] 1 € [pl,j € [pq]}rez inherits the strict stationary
from {e:Z, | }1ez.

By a change of indices, we can write Vk(:L)] as
kmn—1
Vk(,?,)j = Z 5t+1,iZt,j' (D8)
t=(k—1)mn

Iterating on (2.2), for t € {(k — 1)m,,, ..., km, — 1} we can express

t—(k—1)mp—1

Zij = (05 Y Zo iy, + (©8)j19Et—h- (D.9)
h=0

where in (D.9) we understand the sum Z;O(ég)j,lzpet,h as zero. Again iterating on (2.2),

we see that

= Z (ég)~,1:p€(k—l)mn—h- (DlO)

19



Combining (D.8)—(D.10), we arrive at

kmp—1 t—(k—1)mp—1
Vi = Y e Y. (B jpEin
t=(k—1)mn, h=0
kmp—1 oo (+1)ymp—1
+ Z er14(0f 0 Um")j,- Z Z ) 1pEk—Vyma—n | - (D.11)
t=(k—1)mp (=0 h=fmy

The right-hand side of (D.11) defines an R-valued mapping G\

arity) does not depend on k. Define the matrices

iis ), which (using strict station-

T
EH, , = [E(k—l)mn+1 e €kmn] , ke Z, (D.12)

and gather the mappings G
n)

; J i € [p],j € [pqg], into an RP*P4-valued mapping G™. Then we

have expressed V,(C in the form

VS G (e o),

which shows that {V,(gn)}kez is causal.
Next, for any 7 € [p],j € [pq], 7 € [1,00) and k € [I,],

2
a2, = | | 2 i,
tEHnyk r
Mn 2
=m,” Z €tilt—1,j
t=1 2r
< H’SOJZ—LJ'”; (sub-additivity and stationarity)
< Ot (Lemma D.1, Part 3)

for some constant C' € (0, 00) depending only on aq, «r, by and by. It follows that

max

<0,
i€[pl.j€[pq]

m 2V
'[poc/él

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

(K, &) there equal to (C,«/4). Invoking Lemma B.2 for the vectorization of {m,, 2V,€(T;)J
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[p], 7 € [pqltrez with r =2, T =1,, dr = p*q and my = 1, we see that, as n — oo,

ln

> (2 - B ) })\

Sp ? (ln (p )1/2 Ao+ /1 In (P2qly) + (ln (p2qln))8/a>

— m, (029)"" Do + % L, In (p%ql,) + % (In (p°qly))

mn
= — max
Ly, i€lpl.jlpa)

8/
=1, + 1L, + 111,

with

i€[pl,j€[pq]
We handle each of the right-hand side terms in turn, starting with II,, and III,,. Recalling
that m,, = n'/% 1, = n*® and (Inp)*/G») = o(n) (Assumption 4), we have that

1 1
IL, < Cn P [n*5(Inp + Inn)]*/? = C4/ %ﬁnn =o(1),
n

for some constant C' € (0, 00), and

1 1 40/(3cx) 3/5
g sV

n

1L, < C'n~ 3 (Inp +Inn)¥* = ¢’ (
for some constant C” € (0, 00). It remains to show that

mMppAs, = o(1).

Specifically, we will show that
Ngp S e, (D.13)

such that

mnpAQ’n < e—bgnl/f’-i—ln(p)—i—%ln(n) _ 0(1)'

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

mp—1 mp—1 mp—1 mp—1 t—1
2: +m 2: 2 : h+t 2 : P
1 ) j <C:t—i—l ) @ n Z—m + Et+1, @ ] 1:p€— nt Et+1, (®o)j,1:p€t—h>
h=0 t=0 h=0
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such that, with {&} };cz an independent copy of {&;}:ez, and with

o0

Zimn = 2(93)-,1:p€imn_h;
h=0
for any r € [1, 00),
AV<?;(2) _ G(n)( . G(n) * *
r - i, \ o €H,,_2s€H, _15€Hp > EHn,l) i,j ( R EHTL,,ZJ EHny,l’eHn,m EHn,l) .
mp—1 "
— Z €t+17i(®6+mn)j7. (men — ijn)
= T
mp—1 . 0
= Z 5t+1,i<®6+mn Z )-1p e—mn—h s*—mn—h)
=0 h=0 ,
mnp—1 oo
I S B (e~ )
t=0 h=0 r

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

mp—1 oo

y(m
AT (2) < max el Y ZH (@8 ™) o (€t — €5 1)

t=0 h=0

r

1/ 1/a

lleol|pe < arr'/®. Moreover, using sub-Weibullness,

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

Assumption 1.2 yields max;ep) [[€o,|l» < 7
the previous display can be bounded as follows

}}(é3+t+mn)j,1:p (e—mn—h - eimn—h) Hr < rl/aH éthtern)j 1:p (E—mn—h - E*

—mn—h) ”wa
< 2T1/a ||€0||1/;a H @h-i-t-i-mn

< 2@1[)17” 1/a e—b (h+t+mn)'

N

]71pH€2
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The previous two displays therefore combine to produce

-1 o
v "
ATA,Z,J (2) < alrl/a E E 2a1b1r1/ae—b2(h+t+mn)
t=0 h=0

mp—1 e’}
_ QQ?bsz/ae_bzmn Z e—bgt Z e—bgh
t=0 h=0

— g~b2mn 1

l—et 1—et

_ 1
= Qa%blrwo‘e bamn

ZG%bl 2/aefb2mn
SU—ewy '

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

22/(1@%171 2/
] et

Ve llar < my  max }||go,iz_1,j My,

i€[pl,j€lpq
Hence, for any r € [1,00) and some constant C' € (0, 00) depending only on ay, a, by and bo,
—2/1,(n)\2 (n) 2
A:ln (V,i,j) (2) _ m;LQA?(nV,i,j) (2)

-2 (n) V(?)-
m,, ~||Voiill2r Do (2) (Lemma B.1)

0,4,5

<9
< C«,,A/am?;le—bgmn ]

As the latter upper bound does not depend on (7, j), setting r = 2, it follows that Ay, Sp

m,,te=2™n which is more than enough for the desired Ay, Sp e 2™, O

PROOF OF LEMMA 3. Recall that o), = (E[e], 2%, ])"/? for i € [p] and j € [pq]. Using

Assumption 1, we have

: 0 \2 : 2 2 2
min (v;.)*= min Eleg,|E[Z7, .| > a5 > 0,
semotipa ) = ity ol A4l 2 02
so the {(v);)?}iep)jelpg are bounded away from zero by the constant a3 =: C. Part 3 of

Lemma D.1 (with 7 = 2) shows that {(v{;)*}ic[p),jepq are bounded from above by a constant

C’" € (0,00) depending only on ay, v, by and by. Recalling A in (D.7), it follows that

min (E?j)ZB min (U?j)z—ﬁo and max (u“jj)Qg max (U?j)Q—i—ﬁo.
i€lpl.j€lpa] i€lpl.j€lpal i€lpl.j€lpg]l i€lpl.j€lpg)l

Lemma D.4 shows that A —p 0. Hence, (4.9) is satisfied with, e.g., v := 1/C/2 and
Y =20, ]
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D.4 Proof of Restricted Eigenvalue Bound (Lemma 5)

PrROOF OF LEMMA 4. We set up for an application of Lemma B.2. Assumptions 1.1 and 2.1
yield the VMA (oo) representation (D.6), so {Z; }ez is strictly stationary and causal. These
properties are inherited by the process {Z;Z, };cz with elements taking values in RP?*P7,
Part 1 of Lemma D.1 shows that, for a provided by Assumption 1.2,

ap bl

7z < —"
max [ Zoilly, < T—

= Cl.

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 Cy € (0, 00), depending only on ay, «,b; and
b?a

. ) <
g 1 F0iZ0alls < Co

Part 2 of Lemma D.1 shows that

Zodll, < 2L
max [ Zoally < T

and Part 1 of Lemma D.3 shows that there is a constant Cy € (0,00), depending only on
ay,, by, by and g, such that

max A7 (h) < Cyue ™" h e Ny.
i€[pq]

It follows from Lemma B.1 that

e AT (1) 20,0, he N,
2v) q

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

Z..7. -
max max A7 (1) < 20506702,
(Zvj)e[p(ﬂz ue{mn+1 7777 an}

By hypothesis we have (Inp)'*%® = o(n), which implies that Inp = o(n), such that we
eventually have [In(pn)/b,y] € [n]. Applying Lemma B.2 for the vectorization of {Z,Z, };cz
with ¢ = a/2, K = Cy, r = 2, T = n, dr = p?’¢* and mr = [In(pn)/by|, we see that, as
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n — 00,

max [(Xz)i; — (z)il

(i.3)€lpal®
1 n
N (i,5)€lpal t:l( b [Z0:%04))

< l(n[@q) ]1/2 g /I Tn((pg)Pn) + ma(in((pa)m)) )

l 2 ln pn 1+4/a

1+4/a

= o(1). (e € (0,2])

pn))
n

[l
PROOF OF LEMMA 5. Let T' C [pq] and § € RPY satisfy |T'| € [s] and ||d7<||¢, < Cofio||O7||e;
where we define ¢y = (uc + 1)/ (Zc — 1) for some random sequences ¢ and @ provided by

asymptotic validity (4.7)—(4.8) of the penalty loadings {?i}le. It follows that § € Reyp,r
and, thus,

18]]e, < (1 + Cofio)l|07[le, < (1 + Cofio) v/s1]]e,.

Abbreviating A := Max; j)e[pq)? \(f]z)” — (X2):|, we then have

8'3,6-68'5,6=6(Zz-2)8<|6"(Zz—3,)6
<||(Zz - =2)5]|,_lIs]l,, (Holder)
<Al (Holder)
<

(1 ‘1‘50/70)25H5H1?23

For § # 0 the previous display rearranges to

8'3,0 _878,0 A
> — (1 4 Cofip)*sA.
et~ lsll,
It follows that
. . 5TEZ5 N~ N2 R ~ SN2 N
Rage = min  inf  ——F— — (14 Gfig)*sA = Amin(Ez) — (1 + Cofio)*sA.

TClpql: 6€Re 5.1
e sge™ 10le

By Assumption 3 it thus suffices to show that (1 + Goflg)%sA —p 0. To this end, note
that asymptotic validity of penalty loadings {?i}ﬁ?:l implies 7 —p 1 and 7 —p u for some
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constant u € [1,00). It follows that & = (tc + 1)/(fc — 1) —p (uc+ 1)/(c — 1) € [1, 00).
Lemma 3 establishes jigp <p 1, and therefore ¢oiip Sp 1 as well. The growth condition

~Y

s%(In(pn))'*+** = o(n) implies (In(pn))'**/* = o(n) and so by Lemma 4

R 1+4/a
A< (In(pn))*+4/ |
n

which further implies (1 + Gofig)2sA —p 0. O

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 {'/I\'i}le be any collection of asymptotically valid penalty
loadings. Then Lasso estimates B; := B;(\%, X;) based on the penalty level X in (2.7) and
the penalty loadings {?i}le satisfy (2.11)-(2.13).

PROOF OF LEMMA D.5. By Lemma 2 P(\!/n > cmaxicp) ||Sn.ille..) = 1, and by Lemma
3 there exist constants v°, 0% € (0, 00) such that P(v? < 0%, < 0%, <% — 1 as well as
P(jip < ©°/1%) — 1. Since the penalty loadings {'Yi}le are asymptotically valid, there are
non-negative random variables (=1, and T := Un,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(&3 - > d/2) — 1 (Lemma 5), where ¢y := (tuc + 1)/(fc — 1), and R3
is defined via (4.2) with C' = ¢ypip. Thus, it follows from Lemma 1 that

TZ%%)I]( ||Bz — Boillzn Sp Anf,

*
n

and

AV's
o

max || B; — Boille, Sp
zE[p]

max ||B; — Boille, Sp
i€lp]

Thus, (2.11)-(2.13) follow as ®~1(1 — z) < v/2In(1/2),z € (0,1), implies \* < /nIn(pn).
[

PrRoOOF OF LEMMA 6. The proof is divided into three steps. Step 1 establishes asymptotic
validity of the initial penalty loadings {ag?j)}(i,j)e[p}x[pq]a while Step 2 proves asymptotic valid-
ity of the once updated penalty loadings {6£713‘)}(i,j)6[p}x[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 {655)}(i,j)€[p}x[pq] for any fixed K € N
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Step 1: To establish asymptotic validity of the initial penalty loadings, let
vy = (B = BIYGZ2,)' (09) € o] < [pdl,

and
vy = (B, N2 = (Bleg, 22, (i,9) € [pl % [pql.

Since € is centered (Assumption 1) and independent of Z_; ;, for any (i, j) € [p] x [pq]
E[YE)%Z'ZELJ'] = E[(Zjlﬁoi + 50,z’)2ZE1,j] = E[(ZI1501)2ZE1,]'] + E[5(2),i231,j]

such that
()2 = E[(Z] Bui)?Z2,] + (7,)2. (D.14)

i\j 0]
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 C € (0, 00), depending only on aq, c, by
and by, such that
mnax E[(Z()TBOi)2Zg,j] < Ch.

i€[pl.j€lpq]
It follows from (D.14) that for any (i,j) € [p] % [pql,

)2 < (WO <O+ ()2 (D.15)

l’ Z?]

Lemma 3 shows that there is a constant v° € (0, 00), depending only on ay, as, o, by and by,

such that P(0%,, > ") — 1. To simplify notation, without loss of generality, we henceforth

min =

argue as if P(0°,, > v°) =1 for all n. Lemma D.4 shows that A® in (D.7) satisfies
A= max @)% — ()2 0. D.16
max (7,7 = () (D.16)
Suppose for now that also
A© = max |@©9)? @72 %o (D.17)

ilpljelpa '

(We will establish (D.17) below.) We now construct non-negative random scalars (1 := 7\’
and 2 := 2 n € N, and a constant u© € [1,00) such that (4.7) holds with probability
approaching one and (4.8) holds. To construct /9, observe that for any (i, ) € [p] X [pq],
by the triangle inequality and (D.15),

(07 > (1) = A0 > (v = AV > (&) - (A° + A©)).

1,J 2 2J 4,J



On the one hand, since 0 < v < 0%, < 0! ;» we can continue this string of inequalities to

A® + A©
~(0
(O)? > (1 — = | (@)%

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

get

suggest

A0 4 A)
70 .= | max {0, 1— (:;T} (D.18)

To construct u(”), observe that for any (i,5) € [p] x [pq], by the triangle inequality and the
upper bound in (D.15),

@) < ()2 + A0 < (@22 + O+ A0 < (@) + Cy + A + AO).

Again, since 0 < v <00, < @j,

A0 L A0

we can continue this string of inequalities to get

(L)

The previous displays suggests

N Cy + A0+ AO
20— \/1 + 4 o (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 7 —p 1 and
1© —p u©® for the constant u® := (1 + Cy/(v°)?)Y? € [1,00), which depends only on
ai, az, a, by and by, showing that also (4.8) holds. Hence, as long as we can establish (D.17),
the initial penalty loadings {@53)}(i’j)e[p]x[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 || Zo,ll,, < _ab o (D.20)
i€[pq] T L
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, o), depending only on aq, cv, by and by

2 72
(i)eloixlpa HY‘“Z—LJ'H%M < Cs.
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Setting r = 4, Part 2 of Lemma D.1 shows that

and Part 1 of Lemma D.3 shows that for some constant Cs5 € (0,0), depending only on
a, &, bl7 b2 and q,

max A7 (h) < Cse ™", h e N,.
i€[pq]

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

Cs € (0,00), depending only on ay, a, by, by and g,

2 72
max A0 (h) € Cge 2t h e N,
(i.7)€[p]x[pd]
By hypothesis we have (Inp)*?/©®) = o(n), which using a € (0,2] implies that Inp = o(n),
such that eventually [21In(pn)/bs] € [n]. Applying Lemma B.2 for the vectorization of the
strictly stationary and causal matrix process {[Y327 1 ] )eplxpg ez With 7 = 1, § =

a/4, K =C3, T =n, dr = p*q and my = [21In(pn)/by], we see that, as n — oo,

AP = max @) — (002

(i.i)elpxlpg) b
1 n

= — max E Y272 . —E[Y2Z?. .
n (1)<l x bl t:l( i = B2,

1
Spo— <np2qe"’2mT +mery/lr In(p?qn) + mT(ln(pQQ”))s/a>
n

<5 1 n (ln(];n))z . (ln(pni)1+8/a

<, [Qlpn)
<p \/w = o(1), (D.21)

where we again use « € (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 {@(1]) Fig)emlxpal
from (2.9). As observed in Step 1, Lemma 3 shows that there is a constant v° € (0, 0),
depending only on ay, as, a, by and by, such that P(0%, > %) — 1. Asin Step 1, we (without

0. > 1Y) =1 for all n. Now, the proof of Lemma

min =

loss of generality) continue to argue as if P(
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3 shows (D.16). Suppose for now that also

AW = max o2 — (02 Bo. D.22

(i) € p][pa] Bg)" = () (D-22)
(We will establish (D.22) below.) We now construct random scalars W =7 and a® =
ﬂg),n € N, such that (4.7) holds with probability approaching one and (4.8) holds with
M —p 1. To construct £V, fix (i,5) € [p] x [pg]. On the one hand, by the triangle
0 <70

inequality and 0 < v <00, < T, we get

~ U AO 1+ AWM
©)?2 > (W) = AW > @ )2 — (A + AW) > (1 - +—> (@9.)2.

4.J ] (U0)2

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

A0+ AW
W= | max {0, 1- (WLT} (D.23)
v
and similar arguments lead us to
. A0 + AWM

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, /() —p 1 and a(V) —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

n

1/2
1 .
= (EZEf,iZf_l,j) o (g) €] > [pdl,

t=1

which correspond to the ideal penalty loadings without any blocking. To show AQ —p 0,
by the triangle inequality, it suffices that

A? =  max 2@ )2 50 and A® .=  max o2 02| B o,
(i,j)e[p]x[pq]l( D) = (0))? (i,j)e[p}x[pq]K )= (0),)7
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To show that A® —p 0, note that

P Z CE2, 22, )|

,J)G p] x[pq] =

By Assumption 1.2 one has max;cp [|€0,ill¢. < 1. In addition, Ay*(h) = 0 for h € N while
A7'(0) is bounded. Thus, {&;;}icz is a geometric moment contraction and replacing Y;;
with &;; in the arguments starting at (D.20) and leading to (D.21) yields A% —p 0.

To show that A® —p 0, recall that §§Ol) Yii— Z,LBS” = €1 — Z;_lgi(o), with (/5\2-(0) =

550) — Bo; being the estimation error arising from the initial penalty loadings. Hence,

~ 1 <
A = max |- Z <(A§?)) 51521) Zt 1,j
n
t=1

(4,5)€lp] x[pa]

1< < <
= max — Z' .89 — 2 ZT 5( )} 72
12 | 2 (2L —2e 2L 2L

n

1 -
2 max |— e 2 . Z) 6() 4+  max
(i.9)€lpixlpa ntz e (i.9)€lpix pa 2 Zia
—1, —11,,

To show AD —p 0, we argue I, —p 0 and II,, —p 0, in turn. First,

n

1
[, < max — e2. 7} 61.(0) n Cauchy-Schwarz
€ 7 28 ( )
< maxmax [Z_p;-  max D0 maxu(s‘”uzn. (D.25)
tE[n] j€lpd] (¢.9)€lp]x[pq] 7 26 [p]
:;ELEL) :‘Irgnb) ::I'<n,0)

We next handle each of the terms in (D.25), starting with I From Lemma D.5 and the
asymptotic validity of the initial loadings (Step 1), we know that

1 = max 87 2 Sp /s In(pn) /n.
1€

Turning to L(f’), as

A’ =  max | ~Q~2_(U?j)2‘3>0
(4.9)€lp]x [pa] 7
and 1/a
2+/% b1
max 0. = max (E[E(Q)inELj])l/Q 1 — b2 0,

(i.5)eplxlpd ™ (i.)€lp]x[pd]
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we must have
I® = max UN?j <p L.
(5)€lp]x[pg]

Concerning 15{”, Part 1 of Lemma D.1 yields

albl
Zoillwe < ———.
}E@fﬁ“ 0illva < T2

Thus, by Vladimirova et al. (2020, Theorem 1), there exists a constant C7 € (0, 00), depend-
ing only on ay, , by and by, such that

P(1Z0;] > 1) < 267G/
holds for all z € (0,00) and all j € [pq]. Hence, by a union bound

max max |Z,_1 ;| Sp (In(pn))*/*,

t€[n] j€lpq)

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

o S a2\ SORGDEEE_,

Our previous calculations also show that

1 & ~
II, = max — zZ" 5 272 | < maxmax Z? , - max o912
()bl [pd] né' 10 Fiag) <y sin Ziag gy 10 o
. sln(pn)  s(In(pn))t*+?/«
<o (g2 - ) SO TR )

It follows that the once updated penalty loadings {6%)}(@]-)6@“[],,1] 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 [0 o, Sp v/sIn(pn)/n,

i€[p]

with gz.(l) = B\fl) — Boi,© € [p|, being the estimation error arising from the once updated
penalty loadings. Since the rate of convergence of the resulting ||gz(k) ||l2,» remains y/s In(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. O]
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D.6 Proof of Convergence Rates for Lasso with Data-Driven Penalization

(Theorem 1)

PrROOF OF THEOREM 1. The assumptions of the theorem suffice for asymptotic validity
of the penalty loadings {ﬁf’f)}(i,j)e[p]x[m] generated by Algorithm 1 with any fixed number
K € Ny of updates, cf. Lemma 6. The rates (2.11)—(2.13) thus follow from Lemma D.5. O

33



	Introduction
	Model and Penalization Algorithm
	Assumptions and Performance Guarantees for Algorithm 1
	Main Steps in Proving Theorem 1
	Simulations
	Data-Generating Processes
	Implementation and Performance Measure
	Results

	Empirical Illustration
	Forecasting

	 Supplementary Appendices
	Modified Data-Driven Penalization Algorithms
	Including Unpenalized Intercepts
	Incorporating Refitting

	Auxiliary Results
	Functional Dependence Measures for Strictly Stationary Processes
	Functional Dependence Measure Calculus
	Maximal Inequality with Functional Dependence

	Moderate Deviation with Geometric Moment Contraction
	Proofs of Lemmas 1–6 and Theorem 1
	Proof of Master Lemma (Lemma 1)
	Proof of Deviation Bound (Lemma 2)
	Proof of Ideal Penalty Loadings Control (Lemma 3)
	Proof of Restricted Eigenvalue Bound (Lemma 5)
	Proof of Asymptotic Validity of Penalty Loadings from Algorithm 1 (Lemma 6)
	Proof of Convergence Rates for Lasso with Data-Driven Penalization (Theorem 1)



