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Abstract

We consider high-dimensional estimation problems where the number of parameters
diverges with the sample size. General conditions are established for consistency, uniqueness,
and asymptotic normality in both unpenalized and penalized estimation settings. The
conditions are weak and accommodate a broad class of estimation problems, including
ones with non-convex and group structured penalties. The wide applicability of the results
is illustrated through diverse examples, including generalized linear models, multi-sample
inference, and stepwise estimation procedures.

1 Introduction

In modern applications, statisticians are facing increasingly complex and high-dimensional
problems. Many data sets have a huge number of variables, calling for similarly many parameters
p. In other scenarios, the number of variables is moderate, but adequately modeling the data
requires highly complex, non-linear models with many parameters. The traditional fixed-p-large-n
paradigm is inadequate in such situations.
This article adopts an asymptotic perspective, allowing both the sample size n and the number

of parameters p, to diverge. We consider general parametric problems where the estimator 0
solves an estimating equation

1 ¢ 5

= > 6(Xi;0) =0e R, (1)

i=1

with some function ¢: RP» — RPn». A classical example are risk minimization problems, where
¢ is the gradient of a loss function. The estimating equation framework is also suited for
more complex methods, such as stepwise estimation procedures, where an optimization-based
formulation is less convenient. The main question we address is: under what conditions on
the data-generating process, the function ¢, and the growth of p, is an estimator solving (1)
consistent and asymptotically normal? Both penalized and unpenalized estimation problems are
considered in this article.

Unpenalized estimation The study of this problem dates back at least to Huber (1973),
who focused on M-estimators in linear models. Following his seminal work, Yohai and Maronna
(1979), Portnoy (1984, 1985), Welsh (1989), and Mammen (1989) established consistency



and asymptotic normality under various conditions; see Li et al. (2011) for a comprehensive
overview. The sharpest known conditions are p,, Inp,,/n — 0 for consistency (Portnoy, 1984), and
(pnInn)3?2/n — 0 (Portnoy, 1985) or p%/Q Inn/n — 0 (Mammen, 1989) for asymptotic normality.
Fan and Peng (2004) extend these results from (generalized) linear models to general maximum
likelihood problems under more restrictive conditions, requiring p*/n — 0 for consistency and
p> /n — 0 for asymptotic normality. He and Shao (2000) derived asymptotics for M-estimators
with convex loss under a generic stochastic equicontinuity condition, though this approach
provides limited insight into the settings where it applies.

The first contribution of this work is to extend existing results to much broader classes of
estimation problems under verifiable but weak conditions. We provide general conditions for
the existence and consistency (Theorem 1), uniqueness (Theorem 2), and asymptotic normality
(Theorem 3) of the estimator @ in (1). When specialized, these results closely align with the
sharpest known conditions for (generalized) linear models and substantially improve upon those
for general maximum-likelihood problems. Importantly, our conditions accommodate more
complex estimation settings, including stepwise or multi-sample procedures, as we demonstrate
by several corollaries.

Penalized estimation FEven the condition p,/n — 0 is overly restrictive for many modern
problems. When p,, exceeds n, consistent estimation is still possible if the true parameter 6*
is sparse, containing only a few nonzero entries. In such settings, penalized estimation offers
a viable solution. Penalized estimation was initially studied in the context of linear models
and its variants. Various sparsity-inducing penalties have been proposed, including the Lasso
(Tibshirani, 1996), group-structured penalties like the Group Lasso (Yuan and Lin, 2006), and
bias-reducing, non-convex penalties such as {,-penalties (Knight and Fu, 2000), SCAD (Fan,
1997, Fan and Li, 2001), and MCP (Zhang, 2010).

A key question is when such penalized estimators are consistent, both in terms of estima-
tion error and the identification of nonzero parameters. The developments in this area are
comprehensively summarized in the recent monograph by Wainwright (2019). State-of-the-art
results address general M-estimation problems and broad classes of penalties (Negahban et al.,
2012, Lee et al., 2013, Loh and Wainwright, 2015, 2017, Loh, 2017). A unifying theme is the
focus on deterministic bounds, where conditions are based on the realized sample rather than
population-level quantities. One may then show that these conditions hold with high probability
under appropriate assumptions, often at the expense of constants too large for practical inference.
Although an asymptotic perspective may sometimes be misleading for finite samples, it offers
two distinct advantages. First, regularity conditions are naturally formulated at the population
level, providing clarity on the settings where the results are applicable. Second, it enables a
precise characterization of estimation uncertainty through distributional limits.

Our second contribution is to complement the existing literature with such asymptotic results
while broadening their applicability. Penalized inference within the general estimating equation
framework (1) can be appropriately formulated as

1 ¢ 5 5
= > 6(Xi;0) € opA(9), (2)

i=1

where 6p>\(0A) denotes the subdifferential of a penalty function py at é, and A is a vector of tuning
parameters. We derive general conditions for consistency (Theorem 4), existence (Theorem 5),
and uniqueness (Theorem 6) of such penalized estimators. The solution constructed in Theorem 5
is particularly appealing, because it is selection consistent. Its existence relies on a generalization



of a condition known as mutual incoherence in the literature. For this solution, we also establish
asymptotic normality (Theorem 7). For suitable non-convex penalties, the estimator satisfies the
oracle property: it behaves as if the zero entries of 8* were known in advance and no penalization
is needed. The assumptions on the penalty are mild. Notably, it does not need to be convex
or coordinate-separable and can involve multiple tuning parameters with varying strength. We
are unaware of other results that apply to such a broad class of penalties. The population-level
regularity conditions are weak, permitting up to p, = e and relatively straightforward to
verify in applications, as we shall illustrate in several corollaries.

Outline The remainder of this article is structured as follows. Section 2 presents the main
results for unpenalized estimation. Section 3.1 explains formulation (2) for penalized estimation
within general estimating equations. Our conditions on the penalty, along with several examples,
are discussed in Section 3.2. Section 3.3 contains the main consistency results and a detailed
discussion of the mutual incoherence condition. The asymptotic normality result is provided in
Section 3.4. In Section 4, we demonstrate the wide applicability of our results through examples,
including M-estimation for generalized linear models (Section 4.1), multi-sample estimation
problems in distributed inference and quality control (Section 4.2), and stepwise procedures
in causal inference and stochastic optimization (Section 4.3). All proofs are provided in the
supplementary material.

2 Unpenalized estimation

2.1 Setup and notation

Suppose we observe independent random variables X1,..., X, € X and want to estimate a
parameter 6 = (01, ... ,0pn)T e RP» with p, — o0 as n — . We do not assume identical
distributions to also cover multi-sample estimation problems. The target value 8* is the solution
to the system of equations )", E[¢;(6*)] = 0, with continuous ¢;(0) = ¢(X;;0) € RP; for
example, the gradient of a log-likelihood or loss function. The k-th entry of ¢;(€) is denoted by
¢i(@)g, k=1,...,pn. The estimator 6 is the solution of

©,(0) := — > 6:(0) = 0. (3)
i=1

AR

Define the two p, x p, matrices

16) = = ) Covlou(6)], () = > VoEl6:(0)] = (; > 2B [<z>i<o>k]>
=1 =1 i=1

k,l=1,....pn

The parameter 8*, functions ¢(0), J(0),1(0), and the support and distribution of the X; all
depend on n, but we suppress this in the notation to avoid clutter.

Throughout the paper, | - || denotes the Euclidean norm for vectors and the spectral norm
|A| = supjz =y |Az| for matrices. Define r, = /tr(I(6*))/n and let ©, = RP" be a sequence
of sets with ©,, © {6 : |0 — 6*| < r,C} for all C' < c0 and n large.

2.2 Consistency and uniqueness

Our main assumption for consistency of the estimator 0 is the following:

(A1) There exists a sequence of symmetric, matrix-valued functions H,(x) such that:



(i) For all w such that 8* + uw € ©,, and x € X, it holds
u'[o(@; 0% + u) — ¢(x;0%)] < w' Hy(@)u;
(ii) limsup,_,o Amax(n 120 E[Hn(X5)]) < —c < 0;
(iii) For some sequence B,, = o(n/Inp,), it holds

n

Z D1, (X, <By]

=1

2 f (1HA(X0)] > t)dt = o(1).

=o(n/lnp,),

Before discussing the assumptions in detail, we state our main results.

Theorem 1. Under assumption (A1), the following holds with probability tending to 1:
(i) The sets ©,, contain at least one solution of the estimating equation (3).

(ii) Every solution 0 € ©,, satisfies

16-0%1 =0, ( “”(9*”) -

Theorem 2. Suppose that (A1) holds, and for any 6,0 +w € {0 : |0 —0*| < a,ry,} with a, — o©
arbitrarily slowly and all x € X, it holds

u' [p(a;0 + w) — ¢(2;0)] < u' Hy(a)u. (4)
Then the solution 0 is unique on ©,, with probability tending to 1.

The convergence rate r, = +/tr(I(6*))/n is typically 4/pn/n, for example when max; i, E [¢(X;; 0%)7] =
O(1). However, the above formulation allows the entries of ¢ to diverge. This is useful in set-
tings with a slower rate of convergence, e.g., the multi-sample estimation problems discussed in
Section 4.2.

To understand condition (A1), it is instructive to outline the core idea of the proof. A
sufficient condition for the estimating equation (3) to have solution on a ball {|@ — 6*| < r,,C}
is (Fierro et al., 2004, Theorem 2.3):

sup u'®, (0% +u) <0.

|u|=rnC

Condition (i) allows us to majorize the left-hand side via

1 n
T®,(0% +u) <u'®,(0%) +u' ( > Hn(Xi)) u
n i=1

Standard arguments give |®,(0*)| = O,(ry,), and the sample average in the quadratic form
can be approximated by its expectation, using condition (iii) and concentration inequalities for
random matrices. This expectation is negative definite by (ii), so the second term on the right is



strictly negative. For [lu|| = r,,C with sufficiently large C, the second term in the upper bound
dominates the first. This shows that the estimating equation has a solution on {|@ — 6*|| < r,,C}
with high probability. Consistency of other solutions and uniqueness follow from variations of
the same argument.

The majorization approach provides uniform control over the curvature around 8* without
relying on covering arguments. This appears essential for establishing non-restrictive conditions
on the growth rate of p,. Examples of constructing H,, in various settings are provided in
Section 4. The matrix-valued function H,, may be interpreted as an envelope for the family of
symmetrized Jacobians

{Hg(ac) = % Voo(x;0) + % Voop(x:0)": 0 ¢ @n}

in the positive semi-definite ordering < of matrices!, but condition (i) is slightly weaker. Condition
(ii) is an on-average concavity constraint, but u — u ' H,(x)u does not have to be concave for
every x. Rate conditions as in (iii) and similar form will be used throughout this article. Lemma 1
and Lemma 2 in the appendix are useful tools for converting them into more interpretable moment
conditions. For example, the second part of (iii) is satisfied if py, In p,/n — 0, max; E[| H,(X;)|] =
O(pn), and max; Var [|H,(X;)|]] = O(py). Further, the first part of (iii) follows automatically
from the second if all H,(z) are negative semi-definite and n=! " | E[H,(X;)] = O(1). The
weakest conditions are achieved by choosing ©,, = {0 : |6 — 0*| < rpa,} for a,, — oo arbitrarily
slow. In this case, only the local behavior around a shrinking neighborhood of 8* is relevant.
The conditions become stronger when considering larger sets ©,, because they potentially require
larger envelopes H,, in (A1)(i) and (4).

The assumptions of the theorems implicitly restrict the rate of growth of the number of
parameters p,. Results of this form have been studied primarily in the context of M-estimation
of (generalized) linear regression models, where ¢;(0) = ¥ (Y;, X;'0)X; for some 1. In this
setting, we obtain the condition p, Inp,/n — 0 under standard assumptions. This corresponds
to the best known results obtained by Portnoy (1984); see Section 4.1 for more details. For
maximum-likelihood estimation in general non-linear models, Fan and Peng (2004) required the
much stronger condition p? /n — 0. Technically, we do not even require p,/n — 0 unless dictated
by condition (A1)(iii). This is sensible, because the vector equation (3) may be composed of
entirely unrelated estimating equations for the individual parameters 0, k = 1,...,p,. In such
cases, we may choose H, as a diagonal matrix. If, for example, all entries of H,, are uniformly
bounded, (A1)(iii) holds with B,, = O(1) as long as p, < ™),

2.3 Asymptotic normality

We now turn to the asymptotic normality of the estimator. Because the dimension of the
parameter space grows with the sample size, we state this in terms of convergence of finite-
dimensional projections. Let A, € R9*P» be some matrix.

1A < B if B — A is positive semi-definite or, equivalently, ' Au — u' Bu < 0 for all u.



(A2) For every C € (0,00) and some sequence B,, = o(y/n/(rn pr)), it holds

1A E[|An[¢i(0* +u) — 6i(0" +w)]|?] _ 0 ( 1 )

sup
ul lwl<rC T 5 [w— w2 2o
Zn: P sup | An[¢i (0% + u) — ¢i(6* + u')]| > B, | =0(1)
n - )
i=1 \lullwl<rmC lu — /|

sup [ An[J(6% + w) — J(6%)]] = o < L ) .

Ju|<rnC
(OF) 4] =
(A3) It holds 1121;2%151 [ 4n0:(0%)]*] = o(n).

Assumption (A2) is a stochastic smoothness condition required to control fluctuations of the
estimating equation. The moment condition (A3) typically requires p2 /n — 0, e.g., if [A,| = O(1)
and max; ; E[¢;(6%)1] = O(1).

Theorem 3. If conditions (A1)-(A3) hold for some matriz A, € RI*Pr for which ¥ =
lim, o A I(0%)A] exists, it holds

VAL J(0%)(0 — 6%) -4 N(0,%).

In the finite-dimensional setting (p, = p < ), we can choose A, = J(6*)~!. Then,
Theorem 3 yields the typical result

V(8 —6%) —4 N(0,7(6%)"'1(6%)J(6%) 7).

The proof of Theorem 3 uses mixed-entropy inequalities (Van der Vaart and Wellner, 2023,
Section 2.14) building on Talagrand’s work on generic chaining (Talagrand, 2005) to obtain weak
conditions. For M-estimators in the linear regression model, we obtain asymptotic normality if
p2Inn/n — 0 under standard assumptions, see Corollary 1 in Section 4.1. Portnoy (1985) and
Mammen (1989) obtain the slightly weaker condition p%/ ’In n/n — 0. Both authors exploit the
linear model structure through fourth-order expansions and a design-dependent standardization,
effectively alleviating the need for the sample Hessian to converge. Portnoy (1986) showed that a
general CLT cannot hold unless p2 /n — 0, so our result appears to be close to optimal. Fan and
Peng (2004) require the much stronger condition p? /n — 0 for maximum-likelihood estimation

in general non-linear models.

3 Penalized estimation

3.1 Penalization of estimating equations

To motivate our formulation, consider a penalized risk minimization problem. Let L be some
differentiable loss function and p,, be a function penalizing the magnitude of 6, e.g., the
{1-penalty py, (0) = A\,|0]1. The estimator is given by

A 1 &
0 — argmin |~ S L(X,: 60 0.
arg min (nz ( )+ o, ( ))

0 i=1



If both penalty and loss are differentiable, the first-order condition for 0 is

72 ~VoL(Xi;0) —p),(0) =0,
i=1

where p’/\n (é) is the gradient of py, at 6. Sparsity inducing penalties are discontinuous at points

where some coordinates are zero. The vector 6 is a solution to the minimization problem when
the gradients cross 0 at é, either continuously or with a jump. This is illustrated in the left
panel of Fig. 1.

To appropriately deal with the non-differentiability of the penalty, we reformulate the es-
timation problem. Recall from Clarke (1990, Chapter 2) that z € R? is a generalized gradient
or subgradient of a Lipschitz function f: RP — R at 0, if f(0 + A) — f(0) = (z, A), for all A
in a neighborhood of 0. It coincides with the usual derivative if the function is differentiable.
The collection of all subgradients of f at 6 is called subdifferential and denoted by df(8). For
example, py, (0) = \,||@|1 has subdifferentials dpy, (0)r = { A, sign(0y)}, where sign(0) is allowed
to be any number in [—1,1]. With this notation, the estimator @ solves

- Z —VoL(Xy;0) € opy, (0).
z 1

More generally, we define a penalized estimator 6 as a solution to

1 n
Pn(0) := . 6i(0) € Ipx, (6). (5)

i=1
We allow for a vector of tuning parameters A, = (Ap1,...,Anp, ). This encompasses, for example,
penalties of the form py, () = > %" Apx p(0k), which can be useful when the estimator 6 is

composed of solutions to sub-problems of different dimensionality or sample size. The target
parameter 8 still solves the unpenalized population equation > ;" ; E[¢;(0*)] = 0. In what follows,
we assume without loss of generality that the true 6* can be written as 8* = (02‘1), 92‘2)) with
0?1) € R* and 02*2) = 0 € RP»=*n. Similarly, write v(;) = (v1,...,0s,), V2) = (Vsy+15- - Up,)
for any vector v € RP».

A penalty that is not differentiable at 0 can induce sparsity. To illustrate this, consider
the Lasso penalty py, (0) = A\,[|@|1 with scalar A,. Recall that the subdifferential of the Lasso
penalty py,(0) = \,|0] at 0 is the set dpy, (0) = [—An, \n]P*. More generally, sparsity-inducing
penalties typically satisfy

0pr, (0)(2) 2 [—Ans An P75,
for all @ with 6(3) = 0. The subdifferential collapses to the gradient if it exists, i.e. 89kp/\n (0) =

{Ansign(fy)} is a singleton for 0y # 0 for the Lasso. This means that a solution with 6, > 0
must satisfy ®,(0)r = A\, and one with 0, < 0 must satisfy ®,(0); = —\,. This biases the
estimating equation to favor parameters with smaller magnitude. For 6 with 6, = 0 to be a
solution, we only need ®,(8); € [—An, \n]. Here, we give the criterion ®,,(0);, extra wiggle room
to make it more likely that the penalized criterion has solutions with ék = 0.

This principle is illustrated in Fig. 1 for a one-dimensional 6. In the left column, the dashed
lines show two possible realizations of ®,(f). Its root, the unpenalized estimator, is denoted by
0.. Now we add a Lasso penalty with A = 1. The solid lines show ®,,() — P\ (0), whose root
is the penalized estimator §. The Lasso is not differentiable at zero, so ®,(0) — ph\(6) is not
continuous and has a jump of size 2\ at § = 0. If this jump crosses 0, then 6 = 0, which is the
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Figure 1: Two views on sparsity-inducing penalties: Left column: realization of ®,,(0) (dashed
line) and Lasso-penalized version (solid line). Right column: Penalized estimator as solution to
D,,(0) € dpr(6).

case in the lower left corner. The right column illustrates the view described above. Here, the
solid line denotes ®,,(6). A negative 6 must satisfy @n(é) = —\, which is the case in the upper
right corner. The penalty shrinks the coefficient, i.e., |d] < |6,|. The penalized estimator is zero
if ®,,(0) € [-A, A], which is shown in the lower right corner.

More generally, we may define the penalized estimator @ as a solution to ®,(0) € Z,,(0)
with some function Z,, that maps 0 to p,-dimensional rectangles. We shall continue with the
penalty formulation for better interpretability. Adapting the following results to more general
interval-valued functions Z,,(0) is straightforward.

3.2 Examples and conditions for the penalty

Some common penalty functions covered by our framework are given in the following examples.

Example 3.1 (Lasso). The ¢; penalty (Tibshirani, 1996) py,(0) = A,[0]1 is not differentiable
at 0 and the subgradient is given by p| (8)x = A\, sign(fx), where sign(0) is allowed to be any
number in [—1,1].

Example 3.2 (Elastic Net). The elastic net penalty (Zou and Hastie, 2005) is given by
Prnadn2(0) = Aa1[0]1 + A2 0|3. It holds p’)\n (@) = Ansign(0;) + 2Xp, 20;. For A, 1 > 0, the
elastic net can induce sparsity.

Example 3.3 (Group Lasso). The Group Lasso penalty (Yuan and Lin, 2006) is given by
Pa,(0) = M 25 |0, |2 with groups G, ..., Gk < {1,...,p,}. In this case, (1) contains all 6y,
belonging to groups G; with at least one non-zero 0} and 6y contains all f; belonging to at
least one group G; with 6¢_ = 0. The subgradient is given by

O,
(CZeN P

K
P (0 = 0 S (ke G} [nﬂw@b £ 0)

£ (06,2 = 0) signwk)] .
=1

The Group Lasso is non-differentiable at points where ||, ||2 = 0 for some of the groups.



Example 3.4 (¢, penalty). The ¢, penalty (Frank and Friedman, 1993) py, (0) = \,||0]2 with
q € (0,1] is not differentiable at 0 and can therefore induce sparsity. The ¢, penalty is also
not Lipschitz around 0 for ¢ < 1, but the definition of a subdifferential can be extended to
non-smooth functions as in Clarke (1990, Section 2.4). This leads to subdifferentials of the form
09, P, (0) = {gsign(0y)|0k|?71} for O # 0 and 0, py, (0) = R for 0 = 0. The ¢, penalty with
q < 1 is special in the sense that @ = 0 is always a solution to the penalized estimating equation.

Example 3.5 (SCAD). The SCAD penalty (smoothly clipped absolute deviation) (Fan, 1997,
Fan and Li, 2001) was developed with the aim of obtaining a penalized estimator that is unbiased
for large parameters. For a single parameter, the SCAD penalty and its derivative are defined as

A6 if 0] < A, Asign(0) if 0] < A,
pa(f) = { 2SS if <] <ad, ph(6) = { SEO@D i\ < o] < a),
(et DX if 0] > a, 0 if 0] > a),

for some a > 2. For multiple parameters, the SCAD penalty is used componentwise as py, () =
>ry Pa (0k). Around the origin, SCAD coincides with the Lasso penalty, so it can induce
sparsity. Since the derivative p)(6) is zero for all |§] > a), it leads to an unbiased estimating
equation for large parameters.

Example 3.6 (MCP). A penalty that is unbiased for large coefficients (i.e., p)(|0|) = 0 for
0] = aX with some @ > 0) and induces sparsity (i.e., limgjop)(#) = ) must be nonconvex.
The minimaz concave penalty (MCP) (Zhang, 2010) is the “most convex” penalty among the
penalties satisfying unbiasedness and sparsity, i.e., it minimizes the maximum concavity. For a
single parameter, it is given by

2

pA(8) = 1{]6] < aA} (Awr f

a\?

with derivative (@) — [6)])
. an —
pA(0) = 1{|6] < a)} sign(0)————
for some a > 0 (Fan and Lv, 2010). The penalty shares a similar behavior to SCAD in that it is
equivalent to Lasso around 6 = 0 and leads to unbiased estimating equations for |6| large.

Example 3.7 (Fusion penalty). The aim of a fusion penalty is to reduce the number of different
coefficients, which is of particular interest for categorical data (Tibshirani et al., 2005). This is
achieved by penalizing differences between coefficients, e.g., px, (0) = An Zi’;}l |0g+1 — Ok|- This
penalty fits in the presented framework using a reparametrization, i.e., by defining 5; = 61 and
Br = 0 — 0;_1 and adapting the estimation function ¢ accordingly. Then, zero-entries of 3,
correspond to parameters being “fused”.

All these penalties can be used with a vector of tuning parameters A, i.e., specific penalty
parameters A, ; for each ;. Most penalties can then be expressed as py,(0) = >, Py (Ok)-
For Group Lasso, a group-specific A, ¢, can be introduced for each group G;. Different A, ; are
especially desirable in settings of grouped or stepwise estimation of parameters. The examples
show a wide range of different behaviors. In particular, we do not assume that the penalties are
convex or decomposable into a sum of component penalties. To state our conditions, let r, by the
target rate of convergence defined in Section 3.3.1 ahead. Define ©;, = {(61),0): |0—0*| < r,a,}
with a, — oo arbitrarily slowly, and let ©,, © ©!, be sets specified further in the theorems to
follow.



(P1) The penalty py, is twice continuously differentiable with respect to 01y at O € ©!, with

sup V3, pa, (8)] = o(1).
6O

(P2) The subdifferential satisfies

P2, (0)(2) 2 [“Ansnt1: Ansnt1] X oo X [“Anp,s Anp,] forall @€ 6,

(P3) There is p, > 0 such that for any 6,0’ € ©,, and valid subgradients p (9),p ('),
1
(0" = 0.5,(0') = P, (0)) = —5 [0 — 6]

(P4) The Hessian matrix of py, with respect to ;) satisfies

1
sup V3 pa,(0)] = o < ) .
s V3,0, @) = 0 (s

For the Lasso and SCAD, differentiability in (P1) requires min;<x<s, |0}|/m — 00: to remain
identifiable under penalization, the nonzero parameters 67, ...,0; are not allowed to vanish
too fast. For the Group Lasso, the maximal coefficient of each group with at least one 0} # 0
must not decay too fast. The Hessian condition is mild and typically implied by maxj A, . — 0.
For Lasso, Group Lasso, SCAD, and MCP penalties, condition (P2) holds with equality instead
of 2, but using 2 also allows for ¢, penalties with ¢ < 1 or asymmetric penalties of the form
P, (@) = An(c1|0k] - 1{0k = 0} + 2|6k - 1{0r < 0}). Assumption (P2) ensures that the penalty
induces sparsity. Assumption (P3) limits the degree of non-convexity of the penalty and is
required to guarantee uniqueness. For convex penalties, the assumption is always true with
pn = 0. It also holds, e.g., for the non-convex SCAD and MLP penalties with p, = (a—1)"1 and
tn = a~ L, respectively. It fails for {4-penalties with ¢ < 1, which cannot lead to unique solutions
unless 8* = 0. The condition is implied by, but weaker than the u-amenability condition in
Loh and Wainwright (2017) and Loh (2017). Assumption (P4) is a refinement of (P1) and only
required for asymptotic normality. For most penalties (including SCAD and Lasso), (P4) is
trivial since va(l) Da, (0)]| = 0 for small enough \,.

3.3 Estimation and selection consistency
3.3.1 Notation and assumptions

To simplify some conditions, we shall assume from now on that p, = n® for some a > 0. This
only excludes uninteresting edge cases where p,, is effectively constant. To state the required
assumptions, let

tr(1(0*
B o (0l =y @)

n

and recall ©;, = {(0(1),0): [0 — 0*| < rpan} with a, — oo arbitrarily slowly. Further, define the
cones

0% (vn) = {0: 67 — 01 < \/va[ 0% — 62},

10



and suppose that ©,, are sets such that ©' € ©,, € ©*(1,). Define
- % i Vo, E[o(Xi; 0) )] € R,
. igvemﬁ[qﬁ(&-; 0))] € RPn—sn)xon,
% i Vo, El¢(Xi;0)] € R,
) = Z Cov[p(Xi; 0)(1)] € R¥*5n,

bn= " sup v,
veap)\n (0)70€en

and let n, be any sequence such that

Inp 1 &
M = 2004 n", where On = mMax ni_zlE[%(@*)ﬂ

Our main regularity conditions for penalized estimation are as follows:

(A4) There exists a sequence of symmetric, matrix-valued functions H,,(x) such that:
(i) For all 6* + uw € O,, and x € X, it holds
u'[¢(a; 0% + u) — d(2;6%)] < u' Hu(@)u;

(i) limsup,, o Amax(n ™' 20 E[Hn(X5)]) < —¢ < 0;
(iii) For some sequence B,, = o(n/(vyInpy)), it holds

n
max E[H. =0l ——
1<4,k<pn N Z (l/%lnpn>

n
; <1<I]r,l/?§pn n(Xi)jk| > Bn) = o(1).

(A5) Tt holds ;IP (y\@-(e Yoo > Ty /4lnpn) = o(1).

(A6) There is a € [0, 1) such that

Hdiag()\n(g))_lef(e)(m) J_l(a)(l) p&n(é)(l)H S

for all 6,0 € ©'.
(A7) The subvector A,y must fulfill

4
A = T o Ik forall k =s,+1,...,pn,

where « is defined in (A6), 1, is defined in (6) and

Tk = max{l, sup | (J(0), 1) J_l(e)u))THl} :
0cO’

11



(A8) It holds

max
I<k<pn g,07c0’ NV |

1n]E i0 —2‘0, 2 n%
sp - [1#:(8)r — &4( )k”:O(r,%( U )

1 |6 -6 Sn +Inpp)

: P( wup 10i00) = 6:(@)]e Bﬁ) _ o),
=1

0,6'ce |6 —¢|

7

with 7,, as defined in (A7) and some sequence B, = o(n1,/(Tnsn + 7 I py)).

Assumption (A4) is a variant of (A1) that guarantees a restricted form of concavity with high
probability; see the following section for further comments. Assumption (A5) is a tail condition
trading off the moments of the estimating equation with the number of parameters p,. For
example, if o, = O(1) and all ¢(X;;0%); have sub-Gaussian tail, we may take p,, as large as
pn ~ €™ for some a € (0,1/2). The remaining conditions are only required for constructing an
explicit solution that is selection consistent. Assumption (A6) generalizes the mutual incoherence
or irrepresentable conditions (Wainwright, 2019, Zhao and Yu, 2006, Biihlmann and van de Geer,
2011) and is discussed in more detail in Section 3.3.3. Assumption (A7) requires the penalty
parameters A, ; to be large enough for obtaining sparse solutions. In the recent literature
(Negahban et al., 2012, Loh and Wainwright, 2015), such conditions are often stated with
reference to the realization of n™1| 31" | #;(6*)|x, which we replace by a population bound 7,,.
The final condition (A8) guarantees sufficiently fast convergence of the estimating equation to
its population counterpart. It leads to growth restrictions on p, analogous to our discussion of
(A5). The condition becomes weaker if we make 7, in (6) large, but this requires us to use a
larger penalty parameter A, in (A7). This is less problematic for non-convex penalties, see the
discussion following Theorem 5.

3.3.2 Main results

We will provide three main results for penalized estimators. The first guarantees that any sparse
solution to the penalized estimating equation is close to the true parameter vector.

Theorem 4. Suppose that (A4) and (A5) holds. Then any solution 6 € ©,, < O (v,) satisfies
Hé - 0*” = Op (\/V»n(nn + En)) .

The optimal rate of convergence /s,7, is attained if v, = O(sy) and b, = O(n,) which
typically holds if [ Ay e = O(ny). In most classical applications, this rate simplifies to the usual
convergence rate /sy Inp,/n. A similar result (with the same rate) was obtained by Loh and
Wainwright (2015) under a restricted strong convezity (RSC) condition. The RSC condition
makes assumptions about the realization of a sample, while Theorem 4 gives conditions on the
population level. In the proof, we see that (A4) implies that an RSC-type condition holds with
high probability. Specifically, in most standard cases we have

(u, @ (0%) — @ (0" + ) > cllul® - cifulin,

for some constant ¢; > 0. A second difference is that we restrict the statement to cones ©*(vy,),
while Loh and Wainwright (2015) allow for larger sets of the form {|@]1 < k,}. They facilitate
this by a stronger RSC condition of the form

(u, @ (%) = @ (0% +u)) > clul? — c1fuling. (8)

12



Under mild assumptions on the penalty and tuning parameter, this stronger condition implies
that € ©%(v,) with v, = O(s,), as shown in Lemma 3 in the appendix. To the best of our
knowledge, the stronger condition (8) has only been verified for variations of the linear model,
where the fact that H,, is negative semi-definite and rank-1 can be exploited. Establishing this
for general nonlinear problems appears much harder, if not entirely infeasible. The preemptive
restriction to cones is a way to circumvent this issue with little practical consequence. Whenever
a vp-sparse solution has been found, we also know that it belongs to ©*(1,,) and Theorem 4
applies.

Theorem 4 does not say anything about existence and selection consistency, which also
explains why it does not require a lower bound on the tuning parameters. The next theorem
shows that there is an estimation and selection consistent solution to the penalized equation
with high probability. Specifically, we show that, with high probability, the reduced problem

1 n
- D1 6i((801).0)) 1) € pa, ((0(1), 0))1)- (9)
i=1
has a solution 5(1) close to 02‘1), and that (é(l), 0) is also a solution to the full problem (5).

Theorem 5. Suppose the reduced problem (9) satisfies (A1) on sets {6(1): 6 € ©'}. Suppose
further that (P1), (P2) and (A5)-(AS8) hold. Then, with probability tending to 1, the sets ©;,
contain a solution @ of the penalized estimating equation (5) such that

tr(1(6%) (1))

n

16 — 6% = 0, +/sabi |, 6 =0.

To simplify the discussion, suppose tr(1(6*)(1)) = O(sy), which is the most common situation.
The rate of convergence depends on the number of non-zero coefficients s,, of 8* and the bias b}
induced by the penalty. For example, we have b = \,, for the Lasso, and b} = 0 for SCAD for n
large enough if A, — 0. For a Lasso-type penalty with different A, j, i.e., pa,(0) = 2071 A x|kl
we obtain b} = maxj_1 s, Ank- The rate of convergence does not explicitly involve the overall
number of parameters p,, although it may enter through the bias b} (typically logarithmically).
Similarly, the regularity conditions above usually depend on p,, only logarithmically. This shows
that estimation of 6* is possible even if the total number of parameters p, is much larger
than the sample size n. The non-asymptotic results of Negahban et al. (2012) and Loh and
Wainwright (2015) imply a rate of Op(+/sn Inpy,/n). For the SCAD and similar penalties, this is
still suboptimal as Theorem 5 gives the rate Op(\/sp/n).

In practice, we do not know which parameters 0, are 0, so it is unclear whether the solution
from Theorem 5 can be found. Our final theorem gives conditions under which the solution is
unique.

Theorem 6. Suppose that the conditions of Theorem 4 are satisfied and (P3) holds with
limsup,,_,, tn < 2¢, where ¢ is defined in (A4). Suppose further that for all 6,0 + u €
O, N {0 — 0*| < an/Vn(nn + by)} with a, — oo arbitrarily slowly and all x € X, it holds

u'[p(x;0 + u) — 4(x;0)] < u' Hy(z)u. (10)

Then, with probability tending to 1, there is at most one solution in ©,.

Theorem 6 implies the uniqueness of any solution in ©,,. If the conditions of Theorem 5 hold,
the selection consistent estimator @ is unique on ©,, with probability tending to 1.

13



3.3.3 Mutual incoherence & irrepresentable condition

The condition on A, in (A6) requires the existence of some « € [0, 1) such that
|diag(An) T O)e) T O) ) Ph, O)y| <a

for all @, 6 € ©'. For penalties such as SCAD or MCP that are unbiased for large coefficients if
An = 0, this condition is always satisfied with a = 0 since p (8)) = 0. For the Lasso and a
scalar A\, the terms involving A,, cancel and the condition can be simplified to

[70) 21y THO) ), < (11)

This condition is independent of A, and therefore a characteristic of the population equation.
The (p, — sn) X sp matrix J(0) () is the expected gradient of ¢(80) ) with respect to ;) and
describes the average effect of errors in 61y on ¢(6)2). The matrix J~'(0)(;) can be seen a
normalization term. Condition (A6) requires that this effect must not be too big.

For the linear model, condition (11) has an even nicer interpretation: In this case, one obtains
J(0)(2,1) = E[X(Q)X(Tl)] and J(0)) = E[X(l)X(Tl)]. Assuming without loss of generality that
E[X] = 0, these matrices correspond to covariances between the covariates. If the covariates
are correlated too strongly, the Lasso cannot select the correct variables. This is a population
version of the well-known mutual incoherence condition Wainwright (2019, Section 7.5.1), which
requires some sort of approximate orthogonality. Zhao and Yu (2006) and Biithlmann and van de
Geer (2011) obtain a similar condition under the name irrepresentable condition, as this means
that the X;,7 = s, +1,...,p, are not represented “too well” by the covariates Xy of the true
model. Zhao and Yu (2006) and Zou (2006) also show that the condition in Eq. (11) is necessary
for variable selection consistency of the Lasso in the linear model. Similar to our results, Loh
and Wainwright (2017) show that such incoherence conditions are not necessary for the SCAD,
MCP, and similar non-convex penalties.

To better understand the condition, consider the Lasso. Assume an #id problem with two-
dimensional parameter (01,62) with 6 # 0 and 05 = 0. The zero 9&0) of O — E[¢p((07,602))] is

5 = 0. However, if some 0, is plugged in instead of 67, then 950) is not necessarily equal to

05 = 0. The more 60; affects ¢(0)2, the further away 050) is from 0. In general, biased estimation
of 6(1) implies biased estimation of 8(y). If the influence of 6(;) on the estimation of 6y is too
big, 9(2) is too large to be shrunk to 0. Choosing a larger A, does not help, since this also
increases the bias of é(l). If the estimation of 6(;) does not affect the estimation of 6y, e.g., if
the k-th entry of ¢(8) only depends on ¢y, for all k, then J(8)(3;) =0 and a = 0.

The definition of the penalty in Section 3.1 also allows for vectors Ay, = (An.1,.. ., Anp,)s €8
a weighted Lasso penalty px, (0) = D7, Anx|0k|. Here, the condition characterizes a trade-off
between the magnitudes of the entries of A, depending on how sensitive the equation is to errors
in the respective parameters. Assuming J(0);) = I, for simplicity, condition (A6) becomes

1 & 0
N 2 Ank |E [%k (O)j]

™I k=1
Recall from above that we need this assumption because a biased estimation of ;) leads

<a<l1l foral j=s,+1,...,pn.

to a bias in é(z). If the effect of errors in Oy, k € {1,...,s,} on the estimating equation for
0j,5 € {sp+1,...,pp} are large, we must either choose A, ; small or )\, ; large. Since we do not
know the true support of 8* in advance, tuning A, j differently depending on whether it belongs
to Ay (1) Or A2y is not practical. However, it is sometimes possible to gauge the magnitudes
of E[Vg¢(0);] and choose A, ; large if this magnitude is high. One example is if ¢;(0); only
depends on a subset of @, as is often the case in step-wise estimation procedures.
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3.4 Asymptotic normality and the oracle property

Finally, we establish asymptotic normality of the estimator 9(1).

Theorem 7. Suppose that (P4) holds and that for some matriz A, € R?**" with ||A,| = O(1),
the reduced problem (9) satisfies the conditions of Theorem 3 with 1, = 4 /tr(I1(6%)(1))/n + \/Snby;.

Then, the estimator é(l) in Theorem 5 is asymptotically normal with

VA [ 167) 1) By — 84) — PA, (8) 1) | ~a N (0, ),
where ¥ = lim,,—, o AnI(B*)(l)AT.

n

Recall that 6 has the oracle property if it behaves like the hypothetical oracle estimator that
knows 6% = 0 in advance. This is the case if é( 2) = 0 and py (0%)1) = o(1/y/n). For SCAD
and MCP with \,, — 0, one obtains b} = 0, so the rate of convergence is the same as if 02“2) =0
is known in advance. Since p’An(O*)(l) = 0, the SCAD and MCP-penalized estimators have
the same efficiency as the oracle estimator. As long as A, is small enough that p/)‘n (0*)1) =0
asymptotically, it can be chosen large enough such that (A8) is fulfilled.

For the Lasso, we have by = A, and p\ (6%)q) = O(y/sp\s). For the oracle property to
hold, we would need A,, = 0(1 /+/Snm). This condition cannot be satisfied, because (A6) requires
An = Mp & A/Inpyp/n. This is in line with the results from Zou (2006), who shows that in the linear
model, the Lasso is only variable selection consistent at the cost of a slower rate of convergence.

4 Applications

Our general results are stated under rather abstract regularity conditions to keep them widely
applicable. In the following, we provide several examples of how these conditions simplify in
specific applications.

4.1 M-Estimation of generalized linear models

Let X1,..., X, be id and consider an estimator @ that satisfies

i ¢i(0 i Vi, X)X (12)

with some function 1. This includes the least squares estimator and other M-estimators in the
linear model studied by Huber (1973), Portnoy (1984, 1985) and Mammen (1989) as well as
likelihood inference in generalized linear models as special cases. If the function 9 is smooth
with nonpositive derivative, the matrix H,, in (A1) can be constructed as

Ho(x) = — inf [¢/(Yi,z'0)|zz’,
6cO,
where ¢/(Y;, 1) = 1/J(Yz> n).

Corollary 1. Let 0 solve (12) and let ' be nonpositive, Lipschitz in n and uniformly bounded.
Suppose that maxy, E[¢;(0*)3] = O(1) and for all @ € RP" with |al = O(1),
IE[X: X, ]| = O(1), E[la"X,;['] = O(lal!), E[p(la’X,*)] =O(1)
k

, (13)
Var[| Xi|*] = O(pn),  Elp(|[X:] — E[| X:[1]7)] = O(1)
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with some increasing and strictly convex function p: (0,00) — (0,00). Suppose further that
i (B jur 1005, XTOXT |) > ¢ (1)
€O,

holds with some ¢ > 0 and sets ©,, {0 : |0 — 0*| < r,C} for all C < oo and n large.

(i) If ppInp,/n — 0, 0 is a A/ N/ pp-consistent estimator of 0% and unique on ©,, with proba-
bility tending to 1.

(ii) If the matriz A, in Theorem 3 satisfies |An| = O(1), and p2p='(n)/n — 0, 8 is asymptot-
ically normal.

The design conditions (13) are relatively mild and only the first and fourth are required for
consistency. The second requires a weak form of isotropy. The third is a tail condition. The
fourth and fifth require some form of concentration. All conditions are easily satisfied for, e.g.,
independent sub-Gaussian variables, for which p(x) = exp(z) works, and the growth bound for
asymptotic normality becomes p2 Inn/n — 0. In contrast to the results of Portnoy (1985), the
corollary also applies to covariates with heavier tails. For example, taking p(z) = x? (which
gives a fourth moment condition), the estimator is asymptotically normal as long as p4 /n — 0.
For the least squares estimator, ¢’ is constant, so the eigenvalue condition (14) simplifies to
Amin (E [XleT ]) > c. This simplification applies more generally if 1)’ is uniformly bounded
away from zero.

Now we turn to penalized estimation. We consider the Group Lasso penalty from Example 3.3,
noting that this includes the usual Lasso a special case. Now, 6, consists of all groups G}, with
oz, = 0.

Corollary 2. Suppose the reduced problem (9) satisfies the conditions from Corollary 1 with
some function p with p(x) = O(exp(x)), and

2 - xX.Te*)2)] =
1£Z§HE[p(XZ,W(K,XZ 6%)7)] = 0(1). (15)
Let
sup [E[y/ (Y, X[ 6) X X )| B[y (v, XT X)X <a (16)
c !

for some a € [0,1), suppose that 0® = max<<p, E[¢:(0%)3] is bounded away from zero and
infinity, either 6F, =0 or ||0F, || /rn — 00 with vy, = /spInpy/n and

[ 2
A, > 8 o lnpn'
l—«o n

splnp, = o0 (\/ﬁ) , Pn =0 <P(n/(sn lnpn)2)> : (17)

n

Then, if

the Group-Lasso-penalized equation has a solution 0 with é(Q) = 0 with probability tending to

1, |6 — 6*|| = Op(\/5n Inpp/n), and 9(1) is asymptotically normal (with |A,| = O(1)). If ||
is uniformly bounded away from 0 and Apin (E [XleT]) = ¢ > 0, this solution is unique with
probability tending to 1.
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The moment conditions in (13) and (15) constrain the growth of p, through the function
p. Assuming s, = O(1) for simplicity, the choice p(z) = exp(z) allows p, ~ exp(n'/?~¢) for any
€ > 0. Similarly, polynomial moment bounds translate into polynomial growth conditions on p,,.
For example, the choice p(x) = 2 requires sixth moments and allows p,, ~ n?~¢.

The two corollaries also apply to non-parametric regression problems, in which X; consists of
appropriate basis functions. For example, Corollary 2 implies consistency of Group-Lasso-assisted
variable selection in high-dimensional nonparametric additive models (Huang et al., 2010) under
appropriate conditions.

4.2 Multi-sample estimation

Consider a multi-sample estimation problem: The data are given by (k1, X1),. .., (kn, Xy), where
ki € {1,..., K,} indicates to which of the K, samples X; belongs. Assume for simplicity that
pn = K, and that each 6 is estimated using only the k-th sample. The estimation function can
be written as

L{k; = 1} ;= 1(X5;61)

U{ki = K} =05, (X4 0K,

where nj, = > | 1{k; = k} denotes the sample size of the k-th sample. The standardization
n/ny is necessary to ensure that the eigenvalues of n=1 Y%  E[H,(X;)] are bounded away from
0. The Jacobian of ¢ is a diagonal matrix given by

Voo (ki, X;;0) = diag <]l{ki =k} TZ%(Xi;@k)) ;
k=1, Kn

where ¢} (X;6;) = a%kgbk(X; ). Straightforward computations give

) n
1(0%) = diog (Bfon(Xa0))
T k=1,..Kpn
which yields 7, = O((Xpr; ng*)Y/?) assuming that E[¢x(X;;05)?] is bounded for each n and
k. This framework can easily be extended to multiple parameters 8, € RPt, potentially shared
across subsamples. In the following examples, we stick to the single-parameter case for simplicity.

Remark 8. There is an alternative framework for modelling multi-sample problems. One could
model the data as iid draws from a mizture distribution with K, components, where the k-th
component has weight m, = ng/n. The main difference in this approach is that the sizes of the
sub-samples are random, but it otherwise leads to essentially the same results.

4.2.1 Example: Distributed inference

An interesting application arises in distributed inference. Here, iid data is distributed over
K, different locations, and the goal is to estimate a parameter 8* € R from the distributed
data. This is a common setup in federated learning, where data is distributed over different
devices, and the goal is to estimate a common model. Our setup further allows for differing
sample sizes and population characteristics between locations. This may happen if, for example,
the data is collected over hospitals who may share their estimate but not the data for privacy
reasons. The distributed estimates 6}, can be reconciled into a global estimate through averaging
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éKnH = K, 1 Zﬁ(:"l ék To put this in our framework, we stack the individual estimating
equations ¢ (X;;0r) = ¥(X;;0k) as above, and append the reconciliation function

K.
1 n
PK,+1(Xi50) = K, Z Ok — Orc, 41
k=1
Corollary 3. Let ©) € R and ny = -+ = ng, = n/K,. Suppose that, for 0 € O, (x;0) is

uniformly bounded and ¥’ (x;0) = dptb(x;0) is negative, uniformly bounded away from 0 and —oo
and Lipschitz in 0. Then, if K3/n — 0, it holds

/K0 —0F) - N(0,02), k=1,...,Kp,
and /n(0g, 1 — 0%) — N(0,0?),

with
E[¢(Xi;67)°] L3
2 v Vk 2 . 2
oL = , o°=lim — » oj.
B[y’ (X3 0%)]? n—a ,;1
If the samples have identical distributions, o1 = --- = 0k, , the averaged estimator is as efficient

as one computed from the pooled sample. If the samples have different distributions, however,
there might be a loss in efficiency.

4.2.2 Example: Quality control

To give an example where our penalized results are useful, consider the following statistical
quality control problem. We have K, machines producing items, and we want to ensure that
the items maintain a prescribed quality level. The quality of an item ¢ produced by machine k;
is given by ¢, (X;). A machine is considered OK if

Elge(Xs) | ki = k] = a,

where a is the targeted quality. To detect potentially faulty machines, define parameters 6;; such
that

Or = Elqe(X3) | ki = k] —a,

which can be estimated using ¢ (X;;0x) = qx(X;) — a — 6i in the above setup. To only detect
faulty machines, we can penalize the equation using, e.g., the Lasso penalty py, (0) = A, fojl ||
The following corollary guarantees that the penalized estimator 6 detects all faulty machines
with probability tending to 1.

Corollary 4. In the above quality control example, suppose that (A5) holds and

E X;)—a—-0)?nkK,
An = 8 max maX\/ [(gx(Xi) —a k)]n .

1<k<K, 1<isn ng

Suppose further that s% In K,/ ming ny, — 0 and either 6 = 0 or 6} /r, — © with r, = \/SpA,
for all k. Then

P({k: Oy # 0} = {k: 0F # 0}) 1
Note that we do not require the samples from the machines to be identically distributed, so the

result also applies to situations where different types of machines are used or the machine only
fails after some time.
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4.3 Stepwise estimation

Another setting that shows the flexibility of our results is stepwise estimation. Assume the
parameter vector can be grouped as @ = (61, ..., 0k, ). The parameters are estimated sequentially
using the estimates 61, ...,0;_1 from previous iterations:

O, = argmax > fir(Xi;0k,01,...,0p_1), O0f = argmaxE[fi(X;6%,0F,....05 )],
Ok i=1 0

for some functions fi. Denote ¢y (X;; 60k, 01,...,0,_1) = Ve, fr(Xi;0k,601,...,0;_1). Then, the
sequential estimator 6 can be expressed as the solution of »}" ; ¢(X;;0) = 0 with

$1(X4;01)
$2(X;02,601)
(Xi;0) = : ,
Pk, (X3 0k,,01,..., 9K,L—1)

and 6* is the solution of E[¢(X;60*)] = 0.

4.3.1 Example: Causal inference

As a concrete example, suppose we want to estimate the causal effect of some covariates Z
on an outcome Y in the presence of confounders C from #id observational data. Part of the
population has received a treatment, which we indicate by the binary treatment indicator T
Under the usual conditions for no unmeasured confounding, the conditional average treatment
effect (CATE) can be defined as

CATE(z)zE[P( Y1 Ya-1) |Z=z],

T=1|W) PT=0|W)

where W = (Z, C); see for example Huber (2023). Now we model the treatment probabilities
and CATE by

P(T =1|w)=oc(w'8), CATE(z)==z'6,,

where o is an appropriate link function. The parameters can be estimated by first estimating 6,
using maximum-likelihood, and then estimating 65 by the plug-in least squares estimator

6, = arg mln Z

2
VT, Y,1-T,) 7
(WTal) 1—o(W,')) ! ’

This step-wise procedure can be reformulated as solving the estimating equation

> 6(Yi, T, Z;, Wi;0) = 0
=1

with

Vo, [T;(Ino(W,;"61) + (1 — T;) In[1 — o(W;" 6;)]]
oY, Ty, Z;, Wi;0) = ( 1 _[ VT _ _Yi(-T) _ yTg ]z, :
oW, 61)  1—o(W, 6y) i V2| i
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Corollary 5. Suppose that o is bounded away from zero and 1 and twice continuously differen-
tiable with uniformly bounded derivatives. Suppose further that |Y| <1 and W € RP" satisfies
the design conditions from (13). Let @ =1 — o and define

a (T, W) = 9813) [T(Ino)"(WT6))+ (1-T)(Ing)"(W'6)],
TY o' (WT8,)
20(W16,)?

@2(T7 Yv W) = sup
0cO,

‘(1 -NYd'(WT'6,)| .

2E(WT91)2

and suppose there is ¢ > 0 such that
Amin (E[ar (T WYWW']) < —¢,  Ain (E[a2(T,Y,W)ZZ"]) < —c.

Then, if p,Inp,/n — 0, the estimating equation has a unique solution 0 on ©,, with

A * Pn
601 -0, (/).
2 —1

If p2p~t(n)/n — 0 (with p as defined in (13)), 8 is also asymptotically normal.

The matrices inside the expectations of the eigenvalue condition are the blocks of a block-diagonal
matrix H, constructed in the proof. The condition is easiest to verify if In ¢ is concave, which is
the case for the logistic and probit link functions.

If the number of covariates or confounders is large, we may want to add a sparsity penalty

*

D, (0). For simplicity, suppose that the parameters are reordered such that * = (0(1),0).

The following corollary guarantees that the SCAD-penalized estimator @ is consistent and
asymptotically normal.

Corollary 6. Suppose that the regularity conditions from Corollary 5 hold, W satisfies the
design conditions (15) (with || uniformly bounded), \/n/s, mini<<s, |05 — ©, and that the
SCAD penalty is used with a > 1 + 2% and

1
An = 80pA | BPn
n

Suppose that s, Inp, = o(y/n) and p, = o(p(n/(snInp,)?)/n). Then, with probability tending to
1, the penalized equation has a unique solution 6 on ©,, with 83y = 0 and [0 —0%| = Op(\/sn/n).

~

Additionally, 61y is asymptotically normal and as efficient as the oracle solution.

4.3.2 Example: Stochastic optimization

Our general results also apply to cases where K,, — 00. Such situations arise frequently in the
analysis of iterative procedures, such as gradient descent or boosting algorithms. To illustrate
this, suppose we want to learn a parameter 6% € R solving

E[f(X;05)] = 0.
Let 65 € R be an initial value and define the iterative solutions

9: = 9;:—1 — oE[f(X; 97;—1)]
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Under appropriate conditions on the learning rate o and smoothness of f, the sequence 6; can be
shown to converge geometrically fast to 03, as k — oo. Now define 0y = 05 and 0,1 < k < K,
as the solutions of the batched sample equation

O =01 —a— Xue— )
k=01 —a— D (X 0k)

1By

where X1, ..., X, are #id samples from the distribution of X, and By v --- U Bg, = {1,...,n}
with |By| = n/K, is a partition of the sample indices. We can define the entire iteration path 6
as solution of a single estimating equation n=*>"" | #(X;;6) = 0 with

Ky Liep, [0 — 01 — af (Xi;08)]
5(X:0) = ' ’ "

Koliepy, (05, -1 — 0K, — af(Xi;0x,-1)]

and similarly for the population version. The following is a possible result under simple conditions.

Corollary 7. Let f'(x;0) = 0 f (x;0). Suppose that K3/n — 0, [6*|| = O(1), supgeo, E[f(X;6)*] =
O(1), f' €[k, L] and |f"| < L for some k, L € (0,00), and that 0 < o < 1/L. Then

o (K
6 eu—op(ﬁ,

and 0 is unique with probability tending to 1, and for any A, € R”En with |A,| = O(1), we
have

Vi K An(@ = 6%) —a N (0, Tim 4,547 ),

where ¥, is symmetric and, with the convention H;: a; = 1, it holds for i < j,

k=1 m=k m=i

i i—1 2rj-1
Tij=a® ). Var[f(X;05,)] [H (1 - aE[f'(X; e;‘;)])] [H (1-aE[f'(X; 9;2)])] :

The corollary couples the iterates on the sample equation to the iterates on the population
equation. The first part shows that the iteration paths are globally close to one another. The
second part shows that finite-dimensional linear summaries of the solution path converge to a
Gaussian limit. Several interesting special cases arise from particular choices of the sequence
A,,. For example, 4, = (0,...,0,1) implies 4/n/K,-convergence of the final iterate and A,, =
(1/vVEKp,...,1/v/K,) gives y/n-convergence of the averaged iterate. Another interesting choice is
An = (€[K,/q]» €[2Kn/q]> - - + » €[aKn /q])T, where ey, is the kth standard unit vector. This corresponds
to a discretized approximation of the process 0(t) = é[t K> t € [0,1]. One can verify that for
n, K, — o0,

1K An(0 — 0%) >4 N(0,V),

with diagonal matrix V. This suggests that the solution path é(t) behaves like a white noise
process around the population path 6*(¢). The assumptions of the corollary can be relaxed in
various ways using more sophisticated assumptions and arguments in the proof. For example,
we may let the learning rate o decay slowly or impose only probabilistic bounds on f’. Other
iterative algorithms and multivariate versions can be handled similarly.
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A Proofs of Theorems

To simplify the notation in the following proofs and results, we shall use the following notation:

A.1 Proof of Theorem 1

We first show that the sets ©,, contain a solution of the estimating equation (3) with probability
tending to 1. From an extension of the intermediate value theorem in Fierro et al. (2004, Theorem
2.3), it follows that if

sup (rp,Cu,P,p(0* + r,Cu)) <0

|u]=1

holds, there is a solution 8 of P,¢(0) = 0 that satisfies ||@ — 0*|| < r,C. We show that by
choosing C' large enough, the probability that

(rnC) "L sup (u, P (0* + r,,Cu)) < —c <0 (19)
[w]=1

holds for some ¢ > 0 becomes arbitrarily close to 1. We have

(raC) ™" sup (u, Prd(0* + r,Cu))

Jul=1
< (ra0)7! HSIH1£1<% Pnp(6%)) + (rnC) ™! HSIH1£1<% Pulo(07 + rnCu) — ¢(67)]).

The first term is of order O,(1/C), since
sup [(u, Prag(0%))] = [Pug(6%)] = Op(n™"*\/tx(1(6%))) = Op(rn)
ull=
by Lemma 5. Choosing C' large enough, it suffices that the second term remains below some —c
with probability going to 1. It holds
(rnC) " u, P [ (0% + rpCu) — ¢(6%)]) < Pu[u' Hyul = Plu' Hyul + (P, — P)[u' Hyul,

with H,, as defined in assumption (A1)(i). Hence,

(r,C) ! mpl@, P, [6(0* + r,Cu) — ¢(0%)]) < Amax <Tll 2 E[Hn(XZ-)]> + |(P,, — P)H,|.
ul= i=1
By assumption (A1)(ii), we have Amax(n ™' Y | E[H,(X;)]) < —c for some ¢ > 0 and large
enough n, and Lemma 7 gives ||(P, — P)H,| = o,(1). This proves (19).
We now show that every solution in ©,, must satisfy Hé —0*|| < Cry, for some C' < o0, with
probability tending to 1. Suppose this is not the case and define C;;' = 7,,/[8 — 8*| = 0,(1).
Then, we can write @ = 0* + r,C@ with |@]| = 1. It holds

0 = (rnCr) (@1, Pug(0* + 1nCr@)) < sup (rnCr) ™" (u, Pagy(6* + r,Crtr))
[ul=1

< Op(CY) — ¢+ 0y(1) = —c + 0,(1),

where the second inequality follows from the above arguments. Hence, 6 cannot be a solution
with probability tending to 1.
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A.2 Proof of Theorem 2

The claim is trivial when no solution exists. Otherwise, let 8 be any two solution to the estimating
equation (1). By Theorem 1, we may assume that |8 — 6*| < r,,C for some C € (0,00) and n
large enough. Suppose there is another solution 8 + u. By the strengthened assumption (4),

(u,Ppd(0 + ) = (u, Prp(6 + u)) — (u,Prp(8)) < Pp[u' Hyul
= Plu'Hyu] + (P, — P)[u' Hyu]
< Jlul*(=e + 0p(1)),

uniformly on the set {u: |0 +u — 6*| < r,C} using (A1) and Lemma 7. The right-hand side is
strictly negative on the subset where u # 0 with probability tending to 1, so it must hold u = 0.

A.3 Proof of Theorem 3
We have

0= P,—ﬁﬁ( ) = n</>(9*) + ]P)n[ (

9) — $(6")]
= Pug(6*) + P[6(8) — 6(6%)] +
6%)

(P — P)[6(8) — 6(6%)]
+ (P, — P)[6(6) — 6(6%)],

with some 6 between 6 and 6*. We have Vg P¢(0) = J(0), so

=P (6*) + VoPp(0)(0 —

—J(0%)(8 — 0%) = P,(6%) + [J(6) — J(6%)](6 — 6%) + (B, — P)[¢(6) — $(6*)]
and
V1A, J(0%)(0 — 0%) =v/nA,P,$(0%)
+V/nA,[J(6) — J(6%)](6 — 6%)
+/n(Pr, — P)A,[¢(0) — ¢(6%)].
The second and the third term are negligible, since

ViALLI(6) — J(6%))(6— 6%) = 0 (ﬁ o ) ~ (1)

by assumption (A2), and Lemma 10 yields

Vn(Pr — P)An[¢(

It remains to show a central limit theorem for

D>
SN—
|
-
—~~

S
*
SN—
e
Il
_’30
—~
—_
N—

VAR 0(0%) = Y] - A4,0:(0%) = ) .
i=1 \/> i=1
Since

n n n

S E[IYIPHYi > }] < Y. E[IYIPL{|Yil| > e}|Yi[2/e?] < D E[|v]*] /2

i=1 =1 =1



and E[||Y;|[*] = n2E[| A,.¢:(0%)||*] = o(n™!) for all i = 1,...,n, by (A3), we have

E [|’EH21{HY2|’ > e}] — 0 for every € > 0.
1

n
1=

Since E[Y;] =0 foralli=1,...,n and
Y:) = — An¢i(0*)] = A, (04, = A, 1(0%)A,, — %
33 Cor(¥D) = 1 31 CorlAndi(8")] = [ An 33 Corlgn0")A] = Anl(0°)4] =

i=1

the conditions of the Lindeberg-Feller central limit theorem (van der Vaart, 1998, Section 2.8)
are satisfied, and we obtain

VAL J(0%)(0 — 6%) -4 N(0,%).

A.4 Proof of Theorem 4

Let 6 € ©,, be any solution of (5), which we write as @ = 8* + w. It holds

0 = (u,Pppp(0* + u) —py (6% +u))
< (u, Ppp(0%)) + (u, Py Hyuy — (u, ply, (0% + u)). (20)
Using Holder’s inequality and Lemma 13, the first term in (20) can be bounded by

(u, Pnp(0%)) < |lufinn < v/vn|ul2m,
with probability tending to 1. For the second term in (20), (A4) and Hoélder’s inequality yield

(u,P,Hyuy = {u, PH,uy + {u, (P, — P)H,u)

< —clul® + valul? max |(B, — P)Ho

= —cuf? + Julop(1),
where the last step follows from Lemma 8. For the third term in (20), Holder’s inequality gives
—<u,p/>‘n (0* +u)) < VVnHuHQEn-

Altogether, we have shown

0 < f2/vn(n + bn) = |ul3[e + 0p(1)].

Rearranging terms gives

~ Un (1 + bp) -
18- 0%la = fulo < ) — 0, (ol + B2)

as claimed.
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A.5 Proof of Theorem 5
The proof is split in two steps:
1. Show that there is a solution é(l) to
®,,((0(1),0)) 1) € o P, ((0(1),0)) € R
with |01y — 67| = Op(rn).
2. Show that 6 = (é(l), 0) is also a valid solution to

(I)n(é)(Q) € 60(2)pAn (é)

Since

~

6}7)\” (0>(2) =2 [_)\n,sn+17 /\n,sn+1] XX [_)‘n,pw)‘nypn]
by (P2), it suffices to verify | diag(X,2)) ™ ®n(8) )] < 1.

Together this implies that @ is a valid solution to the full problem (5).

Step 1: Observe that (P1) implies that py, () is differentiable on ©/,. Similar as in the proof
of Theorem 1, it therefore suffices to show that

(rnC)™'  sup (u 1y, Pn (0% + 1 Cu) (1) — Py, (0% + 1 Cu) (1)) < —¢ <0, (21)

[u]=1,2(2)=0
for large enough C and high probability. The left-hand side of (21) is upper bounded by
(raC)~" sup  (uq), Pag(0* + rnCu))) — (rC) ™" inf Cu) Py, (07 + raCu)q))

|w]=1,u(2)=0 lul=1,u(2)=

(22)

For the first term, one can proceed similarly to the proof of Theorem 1 and show that, using
(A1) and choosing C' large enough,

(raC)™" sup (), Pag(0* + rCu) ) < —¢ < 0

[u|=1,u.2)=0

holds with arbitrarily high probability. It remains to show that the second term in (22) is
sufficiently small. A Taylor expansion yields

(rC) Huqy, vy, (0% + raCu) 1))
= (rnC)_1<u(1),p'An(0*)(1)> + {uqy, Vg(l)pxn (0" + rnCu/)u(1)>

with some u/ with ||u/| <1, u’(2) = 0. Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we obtain

(raC)™h sup - [Cuq),pa, (0F)ap < (C) T sup [P (07 wlul

|ul=1u()=0 lul=1,u)=0
< (€)' ou max{Iph, (6")el}
= (TnC)_lvsan = 0(1/C),
which becomes negligible by choosing C' large enough. For the second term, (P1) gives

l slup 0<u(1), V?g(l)p)\n (6% + rnC'u’)u(l)> =o(1),
ul=1ug=

which proves (21).
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Step 2: Lemma 11 yields

| diag(An2) " @0 (6)(2) oo
< | dlag( 2@) @) 21y THO) (1) Ph, (0) (1) o

=v1

+ | diagAn2) ™" (Pad(87)3) = J(B)o,1) T~ (B) 1) P (6% ) 1

v

=v2

+ 0p(1)

with some @ between 6* and 6. It holds |vi]. < « € [0,1) by the definition of a in (A6).
Further, Lemma 13 implies |P,¢(0%)| < 1, with probability tending to 1. On this event, the
definitions of 7, in (6) and of A9y in (A7) give

1—o|Png(67) )

[v2llec < —; =+ | diag(An) T (0) 1) THO) 1y oo IPud(8%) 1yl
cl-a 1o oMMl ﬁ\l(ﬂ@mﬂ L)1) "1 [Pa(0%) (1)l
o4 4 M
< %(1 —a).

Together, we have shown

. RN 1 1
| diag(An2)) ' @n(6)2) oo < a0 + 3(L—a)+0y(1) = S(1+0a) +0p(1) <1

with probability going to 1.

A.6 Proof of Theorem 6

Suppose there is a solution 0 € ©,, and a further solution 0=0+ic ©,,. From Theorem 4 we

know that ||§ — 6*|| = O, (v/Vn(n + | Anlew)) and 10 — 6*|| = Op (\/Vn(n + || An])). Similar
to the proofs of Theorem 2 and Theorem 4, it must hold

0 = (@, Pug(6) — b, (6))
= (@, Pu[6(0) (9)]> (@, ph, (0) — P, (6))

~ ~ 1~
< —cfdif} + valal Jnax [(Pp — P)Hjx| + gunl\ul\g

X]),RXPn

1
Stin + 0p(1)];

where we used (A4) and (P3) in the first inequality, and Lemma 8 in the second. Because p,, < 2¢
asymptotically, it must hold |@]s = 0 or, equivalently, @ = 8 with probability tending to 1.

< Jlulf3[—c +

A.7 Proof of Theorem 7

Similar to the proof of Theorem 3, we obtain

0 = Png(8) 1) — Ph, (0) )
= Pod(0%) 1) + J(0)(1)(01) — 0f)) + (P — P)[6(6) 1) — (%) (1)]
- pAn (9*)(1) - Vomp/)\n (9,)(9(1) - 9?1))
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for and some 6 on the line segment from 6 to 6*. It then holds

Vi [~ J(0%) 1) By — 851) + ph, (6% | = VR ALPA0(8%) )
VAT B) 1)~ J(07)1)] (B~ O73)
/A (P —P)[qs(é) ( )
- \/ﬁAanmp)\n (9/>( )

Adapting the proof of Theorem 3, one can show a central limit theorem for the first term and
that the second and third term are of order op(1) by (A2) and Lemma 10. For the last term, we
have

VnAu Vi, (0)(6) - 6f) = 0p(1)

by assumption (P4) and |A,| = O(1), which concludes the proof.

B Proofs of Corollaries

B.1 Proof of Corollary 1

Consistency For (A1), we can choose

H,(X)=— 1nf W (Yi, X, 0)| X X,

Then, (A1)(i) is fulfilled by the definition of H,, and (ii) follows from (14). For (iii), infeeo, |¢'(Y;, X, 0)|
is negligible as this term is bounded, so it remains to verify

NS *
- Z E[(Xin‘T)Q]lXﬂéBn]H =o(n/lnp,) and fB P (HX,XZTH >t) = o(1).

i= n
The second condition holds for B,, = ppa, with a, — oo arbitrarily slowly by Lemma 1 with
B(r) =z and F,,(X) = | XX T|. This a valid B,, since p, Inp,/n — 0 and the second condition
follows from Lemma 2. Now the consistency result follows from Theorem 1. Since our choice
of H,, does not rely on 6*, (Al)(i) holds with 8* replaced by any 6 € ©,,, and the resulting

estimator is unique by Theorem 2. The rate of convergence is 4/p,/n, asinces tr(1(0*)) = O(py,)
follows from E[¢(X;;0%);] = O(1).

Asymptotic normality It suffices to verify (A2) for each row a, of A,, as A,$;(0) is a
finite dimensional vector. Boundedness of A,, implies |a,|| = O(1). Using a Taylor expansion
and boundedness of ¥/(Y;, X;'0), it suffices to use a) X; X, 4 with @ = u — v’ instead of
a) [¢:;(0* +u) — ¢;(0* + u')]. We obtain

Ella, X; X a’] = Ella, X;*| X a/” \/IE ja) XiJE[laT X;|*] = O(|al?),

verifying the first condition in (A2) (with p?/n = o(1)). For the second, note that the first
condition in (13) implies E[| X;|] = O(y/pn) since E[| X;[]] < +/E[|X;[?] X2 Kl =
O(y/Pn). Set B,, = ,O*I(nwn)4 /D, With w, — oo arbitrarily slowly. This is a valid ch01ce since

Burnpn _ p~ (nen)py _

vn n
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by assumption. We have
“ X, X
Z]P’ sup la, Xi X; u > B,
» lu|<raC [
< n]P (la,) X;|| X;]| > By)
< 1P (la, X|E[| X;]] > Bn) + nP (Ja, X (| X:] — E[| X4]]) > By)
<nP (Ja, X|E[| X;]] > Bn) + nP (Ja, X;|* > B,) +nP (|| X:] — E[| X:]]* > Bx)
_ nElp(la, Xi)] = nE[p(la, Xi[*)] L "ELp(l] X:] —E[|X]]*)]
p( B, /E[| X;[]) p(By) p(By)
=o(1),

since all expectations are bounded by assumption, p(z) increasing and B, /E[|X;[] = p~*(nwy)
for n large enough.
Because ¢ is Lipschitz, we further have

lay [J(0* +u) — J(6%)]] < |E[a) X: X, X, u] |
= sup |E [alXiu’TXiuTXi“

Ju'|=1
< [Eflay, X1 T X1 EJu T X0
= O(lanl[ulal) = O(Wpn/n) = o(1/y/pn),

since p2/n = o(1), verifying the third condition in (A2).
Finally, since [ An¢i(0)[* < An|*|:(0)[",

J6:(0) " = (Z@ ) =S (600,

k=1k'=1

and max; E[¢(X;;0%);] = O(1), we have E [|A,¢:(6%)[*] = O(p2) = o(n), since p?/n = o(1),
verifying (A3). We have checked all conditions of Theorem 3, which yields the claim.
B.2 Proof of Corollary 2

We apply Theorems 5-7. The rate of convergence in Theorem 5 is 7, = 4/s, Inp,/n, since
n = =00nJnk), n = O(/Inp,/n) and J, 1, < a by (A7), see also Section 3.3.3.

e The conditions on the penalty (P1)—(P3) are satisfied for the Group Lasso by the assump-
tions on |07, |. (P4) follows from the assumptions on s, and py,.

e That the reduced problem (9) satisfies (A1) follows from the proof of Corollary 1.

e For (A5), our assumptions give 0, = o which is bounded away from zero and infinity.
Further the union bound, Markov’s inequality, (15), and (17) imply

Z (H@ (0%)] o > «/n02/41npn> < npp ml?xIP’ (@(0*)2 > n02/41npn)

_ oy mas, Elp(6,(67)?)]
= p(no?/41np,)

=0 (i)
= o(1).
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Eq. (16) implies (A6), and (A7) holds with the proposed choice of A,,.

Observe that for [¢)'| < K and ey, the kth unit vector, we have
10i(0)r — ¢i(0')1| < K|6gXi||X¢T(1)(9(1) -0,

using that 6() = 0 for 6 € ©/,. By our design conditions, we get

max E[|¢;(0)x — ¢:(6")x*] = O(|0 — 6'|]*),

1<k<pn
as in the proof of Corollary 1, so the first condition of (A8) holds because (s2 + s, Inp,)/n =

o(1). For the second condition, choose B, = K +/s,p~  (npnwy) with w, — o arbitrarily
slowly. It holds

3'p ( |6:(8) — ¢:(6')]ox

sup
—= \eoco 16— 6|

> Bn) < nP (K“Xi”OO”Xi(l)” > Bn)

<nP (K fsall X2 > Bn)

< npp  max P <|Xi,k|2 > Bn/(Kw/sn)>

hxPn

(it
0B (K/3)
= "Pn = o(1).
‘O<p<p—1<npnwn>>> @

This choice satisfies

Bn'rn(sn + lnpn) < Bn Sn(sn + hlpn) _ 5 (3% + Sn lnpn)p_l(npnwn) _ 0(1)
nnp b 20m 20 n ’

by (17) as required.

The first two conditions in (A2) can be verified as in the proof of Corollary 1 by the choice
By, = p~Y(nwy)+/8, and w,, — oo arbitrarily slowly. This is a valid choice because

P (nwn)\/SnTnSn B o~ H(nwy)s2/Inpy, - p~ L (npp)s2+/Inp, -

/n n h n =o(l)

by (17). Similarly, it follows

) — NI =0(r,) =o0 !
s 4,000 ) = 70 = 0fr) =0 ().

because

|
i

by (17). Assumptions (A3) is verified exactly as in Corollary 1, so asymptotic normality of
61y follows from Theorem 7.
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e To verify the conditions of Theorem 6, we can choose H,, as in Corollary 1. This construction
is independent of 6*. Since |¢’| is bounded away from zero, the eigenvalue condition implies
that (A4)(i) and (ii) hold for all 8 € ©,,. It remains to verify (A4)(iii) with v, = s,. As
Maxi <k<p, E[X;%k] = O(1) by (13), the first condition holds since s2 Inp,/n = o(1). For
the second condition, choose B, = p~!(nppwy,) with w, — o arbitrarily slowly. Then

. n
2.7 (L, bosiad = 80) < 37 e - )
- 2
<npy max P (X7 > By)
NP MAX| < k<pn, E[p(Xsz)]
p(Bn)

npn
= =0(1
0 (npnwn) o(1),

using (15). This choice satisfies B,, = o(n/(spInpy,)) since p~t(np,)s, Inp,/n = o(1) by
(17).

~

B.3 Proof of Corollary 3
We first verify (A1). Since

di Kn ki:k /Xi;e _
Vobi(0) = ( iag (K,1{ I;ﬂ;# k)i 1,....Kn _01>7

we can choose

H (. hi) = diag (KnL{ki = k}(—infgco0 [/ (25 00))),_y. o, + 1Ko /VAER 0
naT 0 —1+1/V4K,

by Lemma 4. Then

; oy ((ding (B[— infy, co0 [¢/(Xis00)1) e + Tico/VARS 0
ZE[HH(X“I@)]_< . k1, K 1+1/\/m.>’

i=1
so lim sup,,_,o Amax(n ™1 Y | E[H,(X;)]) < 0 because ¢ is negative and bounded away from 0.
Further,

1
n

oy (diag (K21{k: = k}E[infg,ce0 [/ (X5 00)17]) -, . 0
E[H,(Xi, k)] —( 0 e (1+1/m)2)’
SO
1 & o (diag (KnE[infgke@o W/(X,;;Gk)|2]) 1 . 0

using ng/n = 1/K,. This gives n=| X1 | E[H,,(X;)?]| = O(K,,) because |1’ (z;;6)| is bounded.
Since maxi<i<n | Hn(X;)| = O(K,,), we can choose B, = K,,C in (Al) with some large enough
C. Then, (A1) is satisfied since K, In K,,/n — 0. Because the given H, (x;, k;) is valid for all
0¢e @é{"ﬂ, the solution is also unique by Theorem 2. Next, we have

1(6%) = Kydiag (E[¢(Xi;67)°],..., E[¢(X4;0%,)%],0)
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which implies that the convergence rate of the stacked parameter vector 8 is /tr(I(0%))/n =

VEZ/n = Rz,

We now verify (A2) and (A3). It holds

. diag (E[¢"(X3;:67)],.. ., E[¢' (X 0% )]) 0
J(@):( g ( by e )]) _1>’

for which the block inversion formula yields

- diag (E[v' (X 09)] 1, ... E[w (X105 )] 0
1O = (-lgnie(c (E[/ (X 05)] 1, [w’(XZ,Q*n)])l) _1>'

Choosing A,, = a,) J(6*)~* € RV with @ = (0,...,0,1) gives the statement for 0, ,1, as

Ap = a, J(0%) 7! = vec (—;E[wxi;eﬁ]l, o B (X 05, )] —1) :

We have
Ap[0i(0" +u) — ¢i(0" + )]

Kn Ky C / LS m ur — u'
1 Z(uk _u/)_ Z ﬂ{kz k}d} (Xzaek + k)( k k) _ O(HU— u/H)

/
= UKo+l T UK, 41 T Jo E
! noL_q b k—1 [1//(‘9;;)]

since ¢’ is bounded away from 0 and —c0. Choosing B,, = C with some large enough C, the first
two conditions in (A2) are satisfied since r2p,, = K3 /n — 0. Further

1O% + uqi) — ' (6% El' (6% u (o
An[J (0% +u)—J(6%)] = —I;nVeC (Ew (alE@/(lgf)]w (691 EL KHEE/}@%)]@M Kn)]70> |

Since 1’ is Lipschitz and |a'|| < +/K,max;|a;|, we have |A,[J(8* + u) — J(6)]|/|lu| =
O(K,;lp), so the third condition in (A2) holds since K3/n — 0 We further have

. Kn k: - k}w(X,,e*) 1 & S 1k = kY (X33 07)
n¢z 0 = Z Xz,é?*)] Kvnkgl Ok - ‘9Kn+1 = _1;1 E[¢/(X1792)] .

This impliues that maxi<i<p E [||4,¢:(0%)|*] = O(1) using that max; ; E[¢/(X;;65)*] = O(1)
since 1 is bounded and E[v¢'(X;;6;)] is bounded away from 0. This verifies (A3).
To obtain the asymptotic distribution of +/n/K, (6 — 0%), choose a,) = K, 1/2ek and

Ap = a] J(0%)7" = K 2E[¢ (X 00)] el

Simple calculations yield O(1), B,, = v K,C and O(K, o 2) for the three quantities in (A2), so
the conditions of Theorem 3 are satlsﬁed since K3 /n — 0.
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B.4 Proof of Corollary 4

Due to simplicity of the estimating equation, most regularity conditions are automatic. In
particular, J(0) = —I,,, so that conditions (A6) becomes void and (A7) holds with J, j, = 1 for
all £ and

=2 max
1<k<Kn

1<k<K, ng

\/ 1y E ¢k<Xz»9>11nKn:2 . \/E[<qk<xi>—a—ez>2hnm

Since ¢;(0)x—¢; (0", = 1{k; = k} o (6k—0k), (A8) can be verified using and 52 In K,/ ming ny —
0. Further, (P1) is satisfied because either 8} = 0 or 6} /r,, — 00, (P2) always holds for the Lasso
and (P3) is easily verified with p,, = 0. As

Ky
(u,$i(8 +u) — §;(0)) = — ) Lk = k}fuk
k=1
the s,-dimensional subproblem satisfies (A1) with H,(k;, X;) = — diag(1{k; = k}%)kzlr.ﬁn
and In K,/ ming ng, — 0. Existence of a solution with the claimed detection property now follows

from Theorem 5. The additional conditions in Theorem 6 also hold with H,, = — "1, since

3721 In K,/ ming ny, — 0, which guarantees uniqueness of the solution.

B.5 Proof of Corollary 5

First note that we can multiply the first block of ¢ with any £ > 0 without changing the solution.
Denote X = (Y, T, Z,W). By the mean value theorem, for any u, there exists s € (0,1) such
that

(u, 9(X;0 +u) — ¢(X;0)) = u' Vod(X; 0 + su)u

where

K[T(Ino)"(WT01) + (1 —T)(Ina)" (WTo)|WWT 0 )

Vood(X:;0) = -
09( ) ( [ (‘/‘3//%1)2 T z/vg}T;))Q]g/(WTal)ZWT A

To obtain suitable matrices H,, (X)), we distinguish the two cases T = 0,1. Consider first the
case T =1, in which we can simplify

u'Vgo(X;0)u
T<n(ln0)”(WT01)WWT 0 )
=u

7YC(’V(VV¥;31) ZwWT  —zZT
u] W K(lno)"(WTer) 0 Wy
(%) (M L) ()
(e B0
Uy Z 0 1+ 12/00(’%9&19)12) AR
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using Lemma 4. By the same arguments, we get a similar result for 7= 0. Denoting @ = 1 — o,
we obtain

u' Vod(X;0)u

_ Yo' (WTo
- 'U,IW /i(ln O')”(WTel) + W 0 WT'Ull
’u,;—Z 0 1+ YU/(WTQI) ZTUQ '

ZE(WT91)2
By the assumptions on W, ¢ and Y, there is K € (0, 00) such that
Yo' (WT6,)/20(WT6:)*)| < K, [Yo'(W'6:)/(25(W'61)%)| <K, [E[WW']<K.

Now the matrix

H,(T,Y,W) = <[/<aa1(T, W) + K]WwWT ; )

0 (T, Y, W)ZZT,

satisfies (A1)(i)—(ii) with x = 2K?2/c. Finally, because o and ay are uniformly bounded, (A1)(iii),
(A2) and (A3) can be verified exactly as for the generalized linear model (Corollary 1).

B.6 Proof of Corollary 6

Conditions (P1), (P2) (since y/n/s, mini<i<s, 0} — 00) and (P4) are satisfied by the SCAD
penalty. Consistency with r, = 1/s,/n and asymptotic normality of é(l) as well as its oracle
property (efficiency) follow from Corollary 5, p~!(n)s2/n — 0 and the properties of the SCAD
penalty with A, — 0.

(A5) follows from the assumptions on p,, see the proof of Corollary 2. (A6) always holds
for SCAD. The proposed choice of A, satisfies (A7) and (A8) can be verified as in the proof of
Corollary 2, so 9(2) = 0 with probability tending to 1. (A4) follows from the assumptions on p;,.
The assumption on a, which determines the non-convexity of SCAD, implies that (P3) holds
with p < 2¢, so 0 is unique with probability tending to 1 by Theorem 6.

B.7 Proof of Corollary 7
The Jacobian of ¢ is a bidiagonal matrix with
_]liEBl
1 —af'(Xi;601)]lies, —Lies
VQZS(X;Q):Kn [ ( 1)]62 ‘62

[1—af (Xi;0k,-1)Liesy, —liesyg,
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We have

K 'u'Vo(X;0)u

Ky Kp—1
=— Z uiliep, + Z upugs1[1 — oof (X33 06) | Lies, ,
k=1 k=1
Ky, Kp—1
- Z ui]lleBk 1 - OU{ Z A/ ukuk+1 zGBk+1 (/{ < f/ < 1/0[)
1 Knss . .
Z uiliep, + (1 — ax) 3 Z uj, + up 1) Lies, (AM-GM inequality)
k=1
Kn Ky,
— Z uz]liegk (1—ak Z Uk;]lzeBk
Ky
—QK Z u%]liegk.
k=1

Hence, (A1) is satisfied with
Hy,(x) = —akK, diag(Lies, k=1, K-
c=ak, B, = K,Inn and K3/n — 0. Further, (A1)(i) is valid for all 8 € RE». Finally,

1(6%) = Cov[p(6%)] = oK, diag (Var[f (X3 605_1)]),_, ., = @’ Kyl
so tr(1(6*)) = O(K2) and r, = O(1/K2/n). Now Theorem 1 and Theorem 2 show that, with
probability tending to 1, a unique solution path @ exists and satisfies 16 — 0% = Op(\/K32/n).
We now verify the conditions of Theorem 3 for a matrix A, such that |A,| = 1/v/ K, to be
chosen later. It holds

[6i(6" +w) — ¢i(0" + u)| < (2 + aL) Knfu — u'| < 3Ky |u — v/,

so the first two conditions of (A2) are satisfied for any matrix A,, with |A,| = O(1/4/K,,) and
B, = K,, since K3 /n — 0. Next,
-1
1—aE[f'(X;61)] —1
J(0) = E[Vo(X;8)] = :

1—aE[f(X;0k,-1)] —1

We have
. B B Kn—1 )
[ A0 (0% + ) — A (0% + )| < a Auly | D) (ELF(X:0F + ui)] — ELF(X; 0} + ul)])
j=1

< a|An|Lju — o' = O(Ju —o'|/v/Kn)
= o(Ju —'[|/(vnr7)),
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where we used r2 = K2/n and K3/n — 0. This verifies the third condition in (A2). Assumption
(A3) also holds because only one entry of ¢;(6*) can be non-zero at a time and, thus,

E[|Ane:(6%)]*]
= O(1/K7) x E[[¢:(6%)]']
Kn Kn
= O(1/K2) x K 3 D E[(05_, — 0} — f/(Xi:00))2 (05—, — 0F — '(X50)))*Lien, 5,
k=1j=1

Kn
= O(K7) x D E[(0;_y — 6 — f'(Xi;:67)) Lies, ]
k=1
= O(K3) = o(n),
again using K3 /n — 0.
We can now apply Theorem 3 and it remains to verify the asymptotic covariance structure.
By the inversion formula for bidiagonal matrices,

-1, i=3j
(J(8) iy = 1 —T1i2j(1 = aB[f(X;00)]), i >
0, i<j.

Let A, = A,J(0*)"'/VEK, = O(1/v/K,), so that
A, 1(6%)AT — KiAnJ(o*)—lf(e*)J(e*)—TAg .

Since 1(0*) = o?K,,I" with T' diagonal, we have for i < j,

1 S\ * *\—
Y = E(J(a )HI(6%)J(0%)7 )i
K, K,
= a? (J(0) )i Ter(J(0) 1)k
{=1k=1
J
= o2 Z Z(J(B) )it Lo (J(0)7 7))k
{=1k=1
=o® X Tra(J(0) )in(J(O) )
k=1

i i1 12141
=02 e | TT 00— BP0 [H(l—aE[f’(X; em]-

k=1 | m=k m=i

C Lemmas

For any strictly increasing, convex function §: (0,00) — (0,00) and any positive function g,
define the norm-like quantity

lgllp = max E[g(X;)] +

1
1<i<n n -



where 3(z) = zf(x). This ‘norm’ measures both the absolute size of g(X) and its concentration.
For example, the choice f(x) = x corresponds to

lgllp = max E[g ZVar

1<i<n
Another important example is S(x) = exp(x) for exponential concentration inequalities.

Lemma 1. Let F,, be a positive function and B: (0,00) — (0,00) strictly increasing and convet.
For any By, such that By, /|F,|s — %0, it holds

— t)dt = o(1).
Zj ) > t)dt = o1)

Proof. Since B, /|F,|g — oo and the convexity of § imply B,/ maxi<i<n E[F,(X;)] — o0, it
holds maxi<;<n E[F,(X;)] < B,/2 for n large enough. We have

%Z joo P (P(X.) ZJ —E[F,(X,)]| >t — Bp/2)dt
=1 n

Xi) - E[F,(X3)]| > 1) dt

I
R
§°
3

[N}

E

1
= E[|Fo(X5) — E[Fn(X)]|LE, (x,)> B, /2]
i=1
w1 3 E[B(|Fa(Xi) — E[Fn(X0)]])]
n i=1 B(Bn/2)
B Fnls)
< =o0(1),
582 W
since By, /| Fy|g — o0. In (*) we use that for a positive random variable Y it holds

E[Y 1y-5] <E[Yﬁ(y)]. 0

B(B)

Lemma 2. Suppose that Hy,(z) is negative semi-definite for all x € X, 137"  E[H,(X;)] =
0O(1), and B,, = o(n/Inpy). Then

= o(n/Inpy,).

Z D L), (x| <B,]

1
n
Proof. Using tr(AB) < |tr(A)||B||, we have

w' Hy(X)*ulyp, x,))<B, = tr(u’ Ho(Xi)*u) g, (x,)|<B,

= tr(un’ Ho(X0)*) 1, (x,)|<B.

< | tr(ww " Hy (X)) || Ho (X)L 11, (x0)) <.
= —uTHn(Xi)uBn.
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Thus,

n 2 u'E[H ]IHHH(X <B U < —— Z u'E[H,

which implies the claim.

Lemma 3. Let A,, = A1 with Ay — 0 and A, = 21, Denote 0, =
kn = o(n, ') such that 0* € ©,,. Suppose that (P3) and (A5) hold,

uBy,

O]

{0 :0|1 < k,} with some

sup [P}, (0) ] = O(An), (23)
0O,
and for all |u| = o(A\,) and large enough n,
{u(2), P, (0" +u)(2)) = Mnfuga) 1. (24)
Then if
1 ¢ * * 2
u, o, Z ¢i(0%) — (0" +w)] ) > clul® — c1fulin; (25)

holds with lim sup,,_,., tn < 2¢, any solution feo, satisfies
16— 6*[1 < v/vn6 - 6%,

for some vy, = O(sy,).

Proof. Write 6 = 0* + u with |u|; < 2k,. We will show that |u|; <

fast enough such that [|t,u| = o(\,). It holds,

O(v/sn)|ul. Let tn = o(1)

(u,pj, (0% +u)) = (u, p& (0" +u) — P, (6 + thu)) + {u, pi, (6 + thu))

= T (= 10), 4, (0% +w) =Py, (6" + tnu)) + Cu, P4, (67 + tw))
> —Elul? + Cu b, (6% + tw))

= —%HU\P +uq), P, (07 + tau) 1)) + t1n<tnU<2> P, (07 + tnw)z)

>~ ul? = 00 ug |1 + Aalug 1.

using (P3) and |1 — ¢,| < 1 in the first, and (23)—(24) in the second inequality. Furthermore, by

(25), (A5) and Lemma 13,

(u, Png(0% + u)) = (u, Pp[¢(0" + u) — $(6%)]) + (u,

—clul® + cong |ul +mnuls
—clul® + [1 + o(1)]nn s

NN
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where we have used n,|u|1 < nnk, = o(1) in the third and A, = 27, in the last step. Together
this yields

0 = (u,Pro(0* + u) —p (0% +u))

< = (e ma/2)ul? + O |uayls — %[1 +o(D)]|wz)l,

as 1y, — A\p, < —A,/2 by assumption. Since ¢ — p,/2 is strictly positive asymptotically, it must
hold

lu@) < OMW)ug) 1,

Now the claim follows from

Julr = luwl + llue) l < OMW)|uw i < OWsn)luw) | < OW/sa)|ul. -

Lemma 4. For any Ae R1V*% Be R1*%2 (e R2*N D e R2*%2 g1,q0 € N, it holds

A B\ _ (A+ I, (1Bl +]C])/2 0
Q>D>§< 0 D+%HB+MHM>

Proof. Let y; € R™ and yy € R arbitrary. Then using sub-multiplicativity of the norm (first
step) and the AM-GM inequality (second step), we get

wi ) (o p) (%)

=y Ays + y] Bys + yg Cy1 + yg Dy»

T
<y Ayr + Hy1HHy2H(HBH +[C|) + y3 Dy
&

<yl Ay + 5 (Hy1 + g2 (IB] + [C1) + yz Dye

_ A+ I, (IB] + [C])/2 0 "
‘@Iy9< 0 D+@MB+MU&>QJ' -

Lemma 5. It holds
tr (1(6*
nmwm=%(“£”)

Proof. Using Y = O,(E(Y?)"/2) and |u| = +/tr(uuT), we obtain
[Ba6(8%)] = Op(y/Eltr(Poc(8%) Pap(6%)T)]) = Op(y/ tx(E[P,0(6%) P(6%)T]))
and
* *\T7 * _ S l *
E[P,¢(0%) Pp(6*)] = Cov[P,¢(6%) ; = —1(67). O

Lemma 6. Let F,, be classes of real-valued functions from X to R, F, be any function with
supser, |f| < Fu, and By be any sequence.
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(i) It holds

0
sup |(P, — P)f| < sup [(P, — P)f]anéBn| + Op <J Plg,~ dt7> .
feFn feFn By

(i) If P1g,~p, = o(1/n), we have

sup Pf?
sup |(Pn, — P)f| < sup |(Pn — P)flp,<B,| + 0p \/? .
feFn feFn n

Proof. 1t holds

sup |(P, — P)f| < sup |(P, — P)f1Fp,<B,| + sup |(Pn — P)f1r,>B,|-
feFn feFn feFn

We prove two different bounds for the second term on the right.
(i) We have

feF

<E [PnFn]an>Bn] + PFn]an>Bn < QPFn]an>Bn-

Noting that PF,1f,~pB, = S?n Plg,-dt and Markov’s inequality give

o0
sup |(Pn — P)f]an>Bn| = Op <J Plg,~+ dt) .
fefn n

ii) Decompose
(i) p

sSup |(IP)TL - P)fﬂFn>Bn| < ‘PnFn]an>Bn’ + sup ’Pf]an>Bn"
feFn feF

Since P1p,~p, = o(1/n) it holds
P(3i: F(X;) > Bp) <nPlp,~p, = o(1),

so P, F1F, ~p, = 0 with probability tending to 1. Now the claim follows from the Cauchy
Schwarz inequality:

P su P {2
Sup| fﬂFn>Bn| < [supl f2 P]an>Bn = 0p pr”f ) O
feF fer n

Lemma 7. Under assumption (A1)(iii), it holds

[P — P)Hy|| = 0p(1).
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Proof. Let S, = {x: |Hp(x)| < By} with B, as in (A1)(iii). Applying Lemma 6 (i), we obtain
|(Pr, — P)Hp| < [[(Pn. — P)Hpls, [ + 0p(1)

by (A1)(iii). Defining M2 = PH?21g,, the Bernstein inequality for random matrices (Wainwright,
2019, Theorem 6.17) yields

|M2Inp, B,lnp,
|(P, — P)H, 15, || = Oy ( n P + n b ) = 0p(1). O

Lemma 8. Under assumption (A4), it holds

1<I§,ll?§pn |(P, — P)Hn,j,k| = 0p(1/vn).

Proof. Define
2 2 .
R L
Lemma 6 (ii) and (A4) give
_ . < _ . 2
\max [P = P)Hn skl < max |(Pn = P)Hnjrls,| +op (v Mn/n)

= P,— P)H, ;1 1
1srgr',ll?§pn’< n ) n.j.k Sn|+0p( /Vn),

with probability tending to 1. The union bound and Bernstein’s inequality give

2
ne
_ . < 2p? - .
P <1<rf1?§pn (P, — P)H, 415, | > 8) 2pp, eXp ( 2M2 + an)

The claim follows upon choosing

2
f_C | M2 1n p, +CBnlnpn’
n n

with some large enough constant C' and the assumptions on the growth of M, and B, from
(A4). O

Lemma 9. For some ¢, € (0,0), dy, K, € N, let
Fn = {fu,k: u e Rdnu HUH < Cnva,k = Ouk = 17 .. ')Kn}v
be classes of functions such that

1 & B[] fur(Xs) — fur p(X3)?]

max sup  — < M?

1<k<K, Jul,|w|<cn ™ = Hu _ ul”? no
S X)) — fun(X;
Z]P) 13}32};( Sup ‘fu,k( z) - f'l/l, Je( z)‘ B, | = 0(1)'
o " ]’ [<cn Jw — |
Then
M2 2(dy, + In K, B d In K
Sup |(P, — P)f| = Cp(dn + I )+ nCn(dp + In Ky)
feF, n )

Proof. We proceed in three steps.
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Step 1: Truncation We start with a truncation argument. Let

€Tr) — xr
Fn(a}) _ max SU.p |fu,k( ) f'l/l,’,k‘( )|
1<k<Kn ful o<, Jw— ]

Since fi0 = 0 by assumption, F;, is an envelope for the functions in ¢, LF,:

-0
sup ¢, '|f] < max  sup CEIHUIIM
Je7n 1<k<Kn <, [u—0]

< Fo(x).

Now Lemma 6 (ii) and our assumptions give

6771 sup |(P, — P)f| < C;I sup [(P, — P)flp,<B,| + Op(Mn/\/ﬁ)v

feFn feFn
o
sup |(Pn, — P)f| < sup |(Pn — P)f1p,<p,| + 0p(\/ Mc3 /n).
feFn feFn
Step 2: Bounding covering numbers Let A be some set equipped with a norm | - |. A
collection of N balls B(ak,€) = {a € A: |a — ag| < €} is called an e-covering of A with respect
to the norm | - | if A < Uévzl B(ag,€). The minimal number of balls of radius € needed to cover

A is the covering number N (e, A, | - |).

Fix k and consider 7" = {furls,: ueRP |u| <c,}. Recall that by our definition of Pf,
the Ly(P)-norm is defined as | f — g|2 Lo(P) = TILZZ=1 E[|f(X;) — g(X:)|?]. We will show that

In N (e, F®)| Ly(P)) < dyIn(3Mpcn/e), WmN(e, F |- o) S dpIn(3Bpcn/e),  (26)

where < means “bounded up to a universal constant”. Let uq,...,uy be the centers of an 7-
covering of {u € R% : |u| < ¢,}, which we can find with N = (3¢, /n)% . Then, by the definitions

of M,, and B, the functions fy, k..., fuyk are centers of a M,n-covering of .Egk) in Lyo(P),
and a By, covering for | - |, respectively. Choosing n = ¢/M,, and n = ¢/B,,, respectively, gives
(26). Now we can take a union over the coverings of all ]-"flk) to find a covering of F,,, which gives

InN(e, Fpn, La(P)) < In K, + d,, In(3Mpc,,/¢),

27
InN(e, Fo, | - |o) < In K, + d,, In(3Bpcp/¢). (27)

Step 3: Bounding the truncated process Denote S, = {x : F,(z) < B,}. Theorem
2.14.21 of Van der Vaart and Wellner (2023) gives

\n n

Substituting the covering number bounds (27) and the changes of variables ¢t = ¢/M,¢c, and
t = €/By,cy, respectively, gives

E [sup |(P, — P)flg

|] 0" V1+IN(e Fo, La(P))de | §y""[1+ N (e, Fo, | - o) lde
feFn o

E [sup |(P,, — P)f1g,,]|
feFn

- Mcpdy, + 1In K, N Bpen(dn + In Ky)
~ vn n '

Now the result follows from Markov’s inequality. O
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Lemma 10. Under assumption (A2), it holds for all C < oo,

sup [P — P)An[¢(0% + u) — ¢(6%)]] = 0p(1/v/n).

Jull<rnC

Proof. We show that for each row a,, from A,, € R?*P it holds

sup (B — P)ay, [¢(6" +u) — $(6%)]] = 0,(1/v/n).

|ul<raC

Since Ap[¢(0* + u) — $(0*)] is a finite dimensional vector, this implies the claim. Let a,, be
some row of A,. We have

sup |(Py — P)ag, [¢(6* +u) — ¢(6")]| = sup [(Pn — P)ful

|u|<rnC fu€Fn

with F,, = {a, [¢(6* + u) — ¢(6%)] : |u| < r,C}. Now apply Lemma 9 with d,, = py, ¢, = r,C,
K,, = 1. This gives

=o0 L T L Barubn _ o n
filelgn [P, — P) ful = 0p (\/ﬁMn ny/Pn + Jn /n ) p(1/v/n)
since M,, = o(1/(rn+/Pn)) and By, = o(y/n/(rnpn)) by (A2). O

Lemma 11. Let § = (é(l),O) be a solution to ‘I)n((é(1),0))(1) € 89(1)p>\n((é(1)70)). Under
assumptions (A7) and (A8), it holds

| diag(X,(2)) " P (8) )0
< | diag(Au2) ' (0)21) T (0) 1) P, (0)(1)llee
+ | diag(A,2) 7" (Pncb(e*)(z) —J(0)21) JH(0) ) Pn¢(0*)(1)) loo + 0p(1)

with some @ on the line segment from 0* to 0.

Proof. We have

diag(An(2) " Pro(8)(2) = diag(A,(2)) P (0%) () + diag(A2)) Py [¢(é)(2) - ¢(9*)(2)]
and

Py, [¢(9)(2) - ¢(9*)(2)] =P [@b(é)(z) - ¢(9*)(2)] + (P, — P) [¢(é)(2) - ¢(9*)(2)]

= J(0) 2,161y — 6f)) + (P, — P) [¢(é)(2) - ¢(9*)(2)]

with some 8 between 6 and 6* and J(0)(2,1) as defined in Section 3.3.1. Similar to the proof of
Theorem 3, one obtains

01y — 00y =T (0)) [_Pn¢(0*)(1) — (P — P)[6(0) 1) — $(6%)(1)] + p&n(é)u)] ,

44



with J(6)1) as defined in Section 3.3.1. We may take the same 6 as above here since we are using

the same expansion for the term PqS(é) — P¢(6*) in both arguments. The three last displays
together yield

dlag( @) Pro(8) 2
= diag(An@) Pro(6%) o)
+ ding(Ana) ! (B ﬂw@m—mmmﬂ
+ diag(Anz) T O) 1) T O [~Pud(0) 1) + Ph, (O )]
+ ding(An2) I (O) 1) S @)ty |~ — P)[#(0) 1) — 96" )]

The claim follows if we show that the the second and fourth terms are negligible (with respect
to the | - [o-norm). With 7, as defined in (A7), it holds

1 1
S —,

Milg=s, +1,...p, Mk T

| diag(An(2) " oo <

and

~ 1
. —1 —1
| diag(An(2)) " T (0)2,1) T H(0) 1yl < e Jmax

1

Tin

7“( @)1y I (O) 1)

Further, Lemma 12 gives

(B = P)[6(6) = $(6™)]] = op(nn).

o0]

Now the claim follows from combining the previous displays. O
Lemma 12. Under (A8), it holds

sup (P — P)[9(0" +u) — $(67)]], = 0p(1n)

ueRPn »U(2) =0
|ul<rnC

for every C' < 0.

Proof. We have

sup  |[(Pn — P)[$(6" + u) = ¢(0%)][cc = sup [(Pp — P)fuil

UERP™ U (9y=0 fu,k€Fn
|ul<rC
with
{¢(0* ( (1)» ))k’ - ¢(0*)k s U®) € Rsnau(Z) = 07 HU’H < rn07 k= 17 . pn}
Define
~ Pl¢i(0) — ¢i ()i |?
M? = max su
"7 1kSpa g ey 16— 6|2
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By assumption (A8), we can apply Lemma 9 with dy, = sp, Kn, = pn, ¢n = r,C, M, = M,, and
B,, = B,,. This gives

= 0(1n),

) \/M2r202 Sp + Inpy,) N BnrnC(sn +Inpy,)
n

E( sup ‘(Pn_P)fU,k‘

fu,ke-/—‘n

where we used the growth bounds from (AS8) in the last step. Now the claim follows from
Markov’s inequality. O

Lemma 13. Under assumption (A5) and p, — o0, it holds

1 & 1
]P’( = <20, np”) 1.
nz=1

Sa)| <am™

Proof. Let
_ 9 In p,
fIn = 20n 4Inp,’
Using Lemma 6 (i), (A5), and 4 /max; P$(0*)% < y/nn,, we get
[Pn6i(07)] s < [(Bn — P)i(0%) L4, (0%))0<Bo |, + 00 (),
Further, the union bound and Bernstein’s inequality give
ln2
IP’(P—P-H*]I. > ><2 max exp | — 2
||( n )¢z( ) H¢z(9*)Hoo<BnHoo n Dn Lhpn p ( %0721 T %nan/n

2
< 2exp <lnpn T %2+ B 7_7:?; B )
n n n
2
< 2exp (lnpn — ;]ZZ>
n

4
P <1npn ~3 lnpn>

=o(1). O
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