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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 pn to diverge. We consider general parametric problems where the estimator θ̂
solves an estimating equation

1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

ϕpXi; θ̂q “ 0 P Rpn , (1)

with some function ϕ : Rpn Ñ Rpn . A classical example are risk minimization problems, where
ϕ 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 ϕ, and the growth of pn 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
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and asymptotic normality under various conditions; see Li et al. (2011) for a comprehensive
overview. The sharpest known conditions are pn ln pn{n Ñ 0 for consistency (Portnoy, 1984), and

ppn lnnq3{2{n Ñ 0 (Portnoy, 1985) or p
3{2
n lnn{n Ñ 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 p4n{n Ñ 0 for consistency and
p5n{n Ñ 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 θ̂ 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 Even the condition pn{n Ñ 0 is overly restrictive for many modern
problems. When pn exceeds n, consistent estimation is still possible if the true parameter θ˚

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 ℓq-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

n

n
ÿ

i“1

ϕpXi; θ̂q P Bpλpθ̂q, (2)

where Bpλpθ̂q denotes the subdifferential of a penalty function pλ at θ̂, and λ 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
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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 θ˚ 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 pn “ eOpnq, 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, . . . ,Xn P X and want to estimate a
parameter θ “ pθ1, . . . , θpnqJ P Rpn with pn Ñ 8 as n Ñ 8. We do not assume identical
distributions to also cover multi-sample estimation problems. The target value θ˚ is the solution
to the system of equations

řn
i“1 Erϕipθ

˚qs “ 0, with continuous ϕipθq “ ϕpXi;θq P Rpn ; for
example, the gradient of a log-likelihood or loss function. The k-th entry of ϕipθq is denoted by
ϕipθqk, k “ 1, . . . , pn. The estimator θ̂ is the solution of

Φnpθ̂q :“
1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

ϕipθ̂q “ 0. (3)

Define the two pn ˆ pn matrices

Ipθq “
1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

Covrϕipθqs, Jpθq “
1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

∇θErϕipθqs “

˜

1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

B

Bθl
E rϕipθqks

¸

k,l“1,...,pn

.

The parameter θ˚, functions ϕpθq, Jpθq, Ipθq, and the support and distribution of the Xi 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} “ sup}x}“1 }Ax} for matrices. Define rn “

a

trpIpθ˚qq{n and let Θn Ă Rpn be a sequence
of sets with Θn Ą tθ : }θ ´ θ˚} ď rnCu for all C ă 8 and n large.

2.2 Consistency and uniqueness

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

(A1) There exists a sequence of symmetric, matrix-valued functions Hnpxq such that:
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(i) For all u such that θ˚ ` u P Θn and x P X , it holds

uJrϕpx;θ˚ ` uq ´ ϕpx;θ˚qs ď uJHnpxqu;

(ii) lim supnÑ8 λmaxpn´1
řn

i“1 ErHnpXiqsq ď ´c ă 0;

(iii) For some sequence Bn “ opn{ ln pnq, it holds

1

n

›

›

›

›

›

n
ÿ

i“1

ErHnpXiq
21}HnpXiq}ďBn

s

›

›

›

›

›

“ opn{ ln pnq,

1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

ż 8

Bn

Pp}HnpXiq} ą tqdt “ op1q.

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 Θn contain at least one solution of the estimating equation (3).

(ii) Every solution θ̂ P Θn satisfies

∥θ̂ ´ θ˚∥ “ Op

˜

c

trpIpθ˚qq

n

¸

.

Theorem 2. Suppose that (A1) holds, and for any θ,θ`u P tθ : }θ´θ˚} ď anrnu with an Ñ 8

arbitrarily slowly and all x P X , it holds

uJrϕpx;θ ` uq ´ ϕpx;θqs ď uJHnpxqu. (4)

Then the solution θ̂ is unique on Θn with probability tending to 1.

The convergence rate rn “
a

trpIpθ˚qq{n is typically
a

pn{n, for example when maxi,k E
“

ϕpXi;θ
˚q2k

‰

“

Op1q. However, the above formulation allows the entries of ϕ 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 t}θ ´ θ˚} ď rnCu

is (Fierro et al., 2004, Theorem 2.3):

sup
}u}“rnC

uJΦnpθ˚ ` uq ď 0.

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

uJΦnpθ˚ ` uq ď uJΦnpθ˚q ` uJ

˜

1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

HnpXiq

¸

u.

Standard arguments give }Φnpθ˚q} “ Opprnq, 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
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strictly negative. For }u} “ rnC with sufficiently large C, the second term in the upper bound
dominates the first. This shows that the estimating equation has a solution on t}θ ´θ˚} ď rnCu

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 θ˚ without
relying on covering arguments. This appears essential for establishing non-restrictive conditions
on the growth rate of pn. Examples of constructing Hn in various settings are provided in
Section 4. The matrix-valued function Hn may be interpreted as an envelope for the family of
symmetrized Jacobians

"

Hθpxq “
1

2
∇θϕpx;θq `

1

2
∇θϕpx;θqJ : θ P Θn

*

in the positive semi-definite ordering ĺ of matrices1, but condition (i) is slightly weaker. Condition
(ii) is an on-average concavity constraint, but u ÞÑ uJHnpxqu 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 pn ln pn{n Ñ 0, maxi Er}HnpXiq}s “

Oppnq, and maxiVar r}HnpXiq}s “ Oppnq. Further, the first part of (iii) follows automatically
from the second if all Hnpxq are negative semi-definite and n´1

řn
i“1 ErHnpXiqs “ Op1q. The

weakest conditions are achieved by choosing Θn “ tθ : }θ ´ θ˚} ď rnanu for an Ñ 8 arbitrarily
slow. In this case, only the local behavior around a shrinking neighborhood of θ˚ is relevant.
The conditions become stronger when considering larger sets Θn because they potentially require
larger envelopes Hn in (A1)(i) and (4).

The assumptions of the theorems implicitly restrict the rate of growth of the number of
parameters pn. Results of this form have been studied primarily in the context of M-estimation
of (generalized) linear regression models, where ϕipθq “ ψpYi,X

J
i θqXi for some ψ. In this

setting, we obtain the condition pn ln pn{n Ñ 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 p4n{n Ñ 0. Technically, we do not even require pn{n Ñ 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 θk, k “ 1, . . . , pn. In such
cases, we may choose Hn as a diagonal matrix. If, for example, all entries of Hn are uniformly
bounded, (A1)(iii) holds with Bn “ Op1q as long as pn ď eopnq.

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 An P Rqˆpn be some matrix.

1A ĺ B if B ´ A is positive semi-definite or, equivalently, uJAu ´ uJBu ď 0 for all u.

5



(A2) For every C P p0,8q and some sequence Bn “ op
?
n{prn pnqq, it holds

sup
}u},}u1}ďrnC

1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

E
“

}Anrϕipθ
˚ ` uq ´ ϕipθ

˚ ` u1qs}2
‰

}u ´ u1}2
“ o

ˆ

1

r2n pn

˙

,

n
ÿ

i“1

P

˜

sup
}u},}u1}ďrnC

}Anrϕipθ
˚ ` uq ´ ϕipθ

˚ ` u1qs}

}u ´ u1}
ą Bn

¸

“ op1q,

sup
}u}ďrnC

}AnrJpθ˚ ` uq ´ Jpθ˚qs} “ o

ˆ

1
?
n rn

˙

.

(A3) It holds max
1ďiďn

E
“

}Anϕipθ
˚q}4

‰

“ opnq.

Assumption (A2) is a stochastic smoothness condition required to control fluctuations of the
estimating equation. The moment condition (A3) typically requires p2n{n Ñ 0, e.g., if }An} “ Op1q

and maxi,k Erϕipθ
˚q4ks “ Op1q.

Theorem 3. If conditions (A1)–(A3) hold for some matrix An P Rqˆpn for which Σ “

limnÑ8 AnIpθ˚qAJ
n exists, it holds

?
nAnJpθ˚qpθ̂ ´ θ˚q Ñd N p0,Σq.

In the finite-dimensional setting (pn “ p ă 8q, we can choose An “ Jpθ˚q´1. Then,
Theorem 3 yields the typical result

?
npθ̂ ´ θ˚q Ñd N p0, Jpθ˚q´1Ipθ˚qJpθ˚q´Jq.

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
p2n lnn{n Ñ 0 under standard assumptions, see Corollary 1 in Section 4.1. Portnoy (1985) and

Mammen (1989) obtain the slightly weaker condition p
3{2
n lnn{n Ñ 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 p2n{n Ñ 0, so our result appears to be close to optimal. Fan and
Peng (2004) require the much stronger condition p5n{n Ñ 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 pλn be a function penalizing the magnitude of θ, e.g., the
ℓ1-penalty pλnpθq “ λn}θ}1. The estimator is given by

θ̂ “ argmin
θ

˜

1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

LpXi;θq ` pλnpθq

¸

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

1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

´∇θLpXi; θ̂q ´ p1
λn

pθ̂q “ 0,

where p1
λn

pθ̂q is the gradient of pλn at θ̂. Sparsity inducing penalties are discontinuous at points

where some coordinates are zero. The vector θ̂ is a solution to the minimization problem when
the gradients cross 0 at θ̂, 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 P Rp is a generalized gradient
or subgradient of a Lipschitz function f : Rp Ñ R at θ, if fpθ ` ∆q ´ fpθq ě xz,∆y, for all ∆
in a neighborhood of 0. It coincides with the usual derivative if the function is differentiable.
The collection of all subgradients of f at θ is called subdifferential and denoted by Bfpθq. For
example, pλnpθq “ λn}θ}1 has subdifferentials Bpλnpθqk “ tλn signpθkqu, where signp0q is allowed
to be any number in r´1, 1s. With this notation, the estimator θ̂ solves

1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

´∇θLpXi; θ̂q P Bpλnpθ̂q.

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

Φnpθq :“
1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

ϕipθq P Bpλnpθq. (5)

We allow for a vector of tuning parameters λn “ pλn,1, . . . , λn,pnq. This encompasses, for example,
penalties of the form pλnpθq “

řpn
k“1 λn,k ppθkq, which can be useful when the estimator θ̂ is

composed of solutions to sub-problems of different dimensionality or sample size. The target
parameter θ˚ still solves the unpenalized population equation

řn
i“1 Erϕipθ

˚qs “ 0. In what follows,
we assume without loss of generality that the true θ˚ can be written as θ˚ “ pθ˚

p1q
,θ˚

p2q
q with

θ˚
p1q

P Rsn and θ˚
p2q

“ 0 P Rpn´sn . Similarly, write vp1q “ pv1, . . . , vsnq, vp2q “ pvsn`1, . . . , vpnq

for any vector v P Rpn .
A penalty that is not differentiable at 0 can induce sparsity. To illustrate this, consider

the Lasso penalty pλnpθq “ λn}θ}1 with scalar λn. Recall that the subdifferential of the Lasso
penalty pλnpθq “ λn}θ} at 0 is the set Bpλnpθq “ r´λn, λnspn . More generally, sparsity-inducing
penalties typically satisfy

Bpλnpθqp2q Ě r´λn, λnspn´sn ,

for all θ with θp2q “ 0. The subdifferential collapses to the gradient if it exists, i.e., Bθkpλnpθq “

tλn signpθkqu is a singleton for θk ‰ 0 for the Lasso. This means that a solution with θ̂k ą 0
must satisfy Φnpθ̂qk “ λn, and one with θ̂k ă 0 must satisfy Φnpθ̂qk “ ´λn. This biases the
estimating equation to favor parameters with smaller magnitude. For θ̂ with θ̂k “ 0 to be a
solution, we only need Φnpθ̂qk P r´λn, λns. Here, we give the criterion Φnpθ̂qk extra wiggle room
to make it more likely that the penalized criterion has solutions with θ̂k “ 0.

This principle is illustrated in Fig. 1 for a one-dimensional θ. In the left column, the dashed
lines show two possible realizations of Φnpθq. Its root, the unpenalized estimator, is denoted by
θ̂u. Now we add a Lasso penalty with λ “ 1. The solid lines show Φnpθq ´ p1

λpθq, whose root

is the penalized estimator θ̂. The Lasso is not differentiable at zero, so Φnpθq ´ p1
λpθq is not

continuous and has a jump of size 2λ at θ “ 0. If this jump crosses 0, then θ̂ “ 0, which is the

7
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Figure 1: Two views on sparsity-inducing penalties: Left column: realization of Φnpθq (dashed
line) and Lasso-penalized version (solid line). Right column: Penalized estimator as solution to
Φnpθq P Bpλpθq.

case in the lower left corner. The right column illustrates the view described above. Here, the
solid line denotes Φnpθq. A negative θ̂ must satisfy Φnpθ̂q “ ´λ, which is the case in the upper
right corner. The penalty shrinks the coefficient, i.e., |θ̂| ă |θ̂u|. The penalized estimator is zero
if Φnp0q P r´λ, λs, which is shown in the lower right corner.

More generally, we may define the penalized estimator θ̂ as a solution to Φnpθ̂q P Inpθ̂q

with some function In that maps θ to pn-dimensional rectangles. We shall continue with the
penalty formulation for better interpretability. Adapting the following results to more general
interval-valued functions Inpθq 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 ℓ1 penalty (Tibshirani, 1996) pλnpθq “ λn}θ}1 is not differentiable
at 0 and the subgradient is given by p1

λn
pθqk “ λn signpθkq, where signp0q is allowed to be any

number in r´1, 1s.

Example 3.2 (Elastic Net). The elastic net penalty (Zou and Hastie, 2005) is given by
pλn,1,λn,2pθq “ λn,1}θ}1 ` λn,2}θ}22. It holds p

1
λn

pθqk “ λn,1 signpθkq ` 2λn,2θk. For λn,1 ą 0, the
elastic net can induce sparsity.

Example 3.3 (Group Lasso). The Group Lasso penalty (Yuan and Lin, 2006) is given by
pλnpθq “ λn

řK
i“1 }θGi}2 with groups G1, . . . , GK Ă t1, . . . , pnu. In this case, θp1q contains all θk

belonging to groups Gi with at least one non-zero θ˚
k and θp2q contains all θk belonging to at

least one group Gi with θ˚
Gi

“ 0. The subgradient is given by

p1
λn

pθqk “ λn

K
ÿ

i“1

1tk P Giu

„

1t}θGi}2 ‰ 0u
θk

}θGi}2
` 1t}θGi}2 “ 0u signpθkq

ȷ

.

The Group Lasso is non-differentiable at points where }θGi}2 “ 0 for some of the groups.
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Example 3.4 (ℓq penalty). The ℓq penalty (Frank and Friedman, 1993) pλnpθq “ λn}θ}
q
q with

q P p0, 1s is not differentiable at 0 and can therefore induce sparsity. The ℓq penalty is also
not Lipschitz around 0 for q ă 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
Bθkpλnpθq “ tq signpθkq|θk|q´1u for θk ‰ 0 and Bθkpλnpθq “ R for θk “ 0. The ℓq penalty with
q ă 1 is special in the sense that θ “ 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

pλpθq “

$

’

’

&

’

’

%

λ|θ| if |θ| ď λ,
2aλ|θ|´θ2´λ2

2pa´1q
if λ ă |θ| ď aλ,

pa`1qλ2

2 if |θ| ą aλ,

p1
λpθq “

$

’

&

’

%

λ signpθq if |θ| ď λ,
signpθqpaλ´|θ|q

pa´1q
if λ ă |θ| ď aλ,

0 if |θ| ą aλ,

for some a ą 2. For multiple parameters, the SCAD penalty is used componentwise as pλnpθq “
řpn

k“1 pλnpθkq. Around the origin, SCAD coincides with the Lasso penalty, so it can induce
sparsity. Since the derivative p1

λpθq is zero for all |θ| ě aλ, it leads to an unbiased estimating
equation for large parameters.

Example 3.6 (MCP). A penalty that is unbiased for large coefficients (i.e., p1
λp|θ|q “ 0 for

|θ| ě aλ with some a ą 0) and induces sparsity (i.e., limθÓ0 p
1
λpθq “ λ) must be nonconvex.

The minimax 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

pλpθq “ 1t|θ| ď aλu

ˆ

λ|θ| ´
θ2

2a

˙

` 1t|θ| ą aλu
aλ2

2
,

with derivative

p1
λpθq “ 1t|θ| ď aλu signpθq

paλ´ |θ|q

a

for some a ą 0 (Fan and Lv, 2010). The penalty shares a similar behavior to SCAD in that it is
equivalent to Lasso around θ “ 0 and leads to unbiased estimating equations for |θ| 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., pλnpθq “ λn

řpn´1
k“1 |θk`1 ´ θk|. This

penalty fits in the presented framework using a reparametrization, i.e., by defining β1 “ θ1 and
βk “ θk ´ θk´1 and adapting the estimation function ϕ accordingly. Then, zero-entries of βn

correspond to parameters being “fused”.

All these penalties can be used with a vector of tuning parameters λn, i.e., specific penalty
parameters λn,k for each θk. Most penalties can then be expressed as pλnpθq “

řpn
k“1 pλn,k

pθkq.
For Group Lasso, a group-specific λn,Gi can be introduced for each group Gi. Different λn,k 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 rn by the
target rate of convergence defined in Section 3.3.1 ahead. Define Θ1

n “ tpθp1q,0q : }θ´θ˚} ď rnanu

with an Ñ 8 arbitrarily slowly, and let Θn Ą Θ1
n be sets specified further in the theorems to

follow.
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(P1) The penalty pλn is twice continuously differentiable with respect to θp1q at θ P Θ1
n with

sup
θPΘ1

n

}∇2
θp1q

pλnpθq} “ op1q.

(P2) The subdifferential satisfies

Bpλnpθqp2q Ě r´λn,sn`1, λn,sn`1s ˆ . . .ˆ r´λn,pn , λn,pns for all θ P Θ1
n.

(P3) There is µn ě 0 such that for any θ,θ1 P Θn and valid subgradients p1
λn

pθq, p1
λn

pθ1q,

xθ1 ´ θ, p1
λn

pθ1q ´ p1
λn

pθqy ě ´
1

2
µn}θ1 ´ θ}2.

(P4) The Hessian matrix of pλn with respect to θp1q satisfies

sup
θPΘ1

n

}∇2
θp1q

pλnpθq} “ o

ˆ

1
?
n rn

˙

.

For the Lasso and SCAD, differentiability in (P1) requires min1ďkďsn |θ˚
k |{rn Ñ 8: to remain

identifiable under penalization, the nonzero parameters θ˚
1 , . . . , θ

˚
sn are not allowed to vanish

too fast. For the Group Lasso, the maximal coefficient of each group with at least one θ˚
k ‰ 0

must not decay too fast. The Hessian condition is mild and typically implied by maxk λn,k Ñ 0.
For Lasso, Group Lasso, SCAD, and MCP penalties, condition (P2) holds with equality instead
of Ě, but using Ě also allows for ℓq penalties with q ă 1 or asymmetric penalties of the form
pλnpθqk “ λnpc1|θk| ¨ 1tθk ě 0u ` c2|θk| ¨ 1tθk ă 0uq. 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
µn “ 0. It also holds, e.g., for the non-convex SCAD and MLP penalties with µn “ pa´1q´1 and
µn “ a´1, respectively. It fails for ℓq-penalties with q ă 1, which cannot lead to unique solutions
unless θ˚ “ 0. The condition is implied by, but weaker than the µ-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 }∇2

θp1q
pλnpθq} “ 0 for small enough λn.

3.3 Estimation and selection consistency

3.3.1 Notation and assumptions

To simplify some conditions, we shall assume from now on that pn ě na for some a ą 0. This
only excludes uninteresting edge cases where pn is effectively constant. To state the required
assumptions, let

b˚
n “ }p1

λn
pθ˚qp1q}8, rn “

d

trpIpθ˚qp1qq

n
`

?
snb

˚
n,

and recall Θ1
n “ tpθp1q,0q : }θ ´ θ˚} ď rnanu with an Ñ 8 arbitrarily slowly. Further, define the

cones
Θ˚pνnq “ tθ : }θ˚ ´ θ}1 ď

?
νn}θ˚ ´ θ}2u,

10



and suppose that Θn are sets such that Θ1 Ď Θn Ď Θ˚pνnq. Define

Jpθqp1q “
1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

∇θp1q
ErϕpXi;θqp1qs P Rsnˆsn ,

Jpθqp2,1q “
1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

∇θp1q
ErϕpXi;θqp2qs P Rppn´snqˆsn ,

Jpθqk,p1q “
1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

∇J
θp1q

ErϕpXi;θqks P R1ˆsn ,

Ipθqp1q “
1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

CovrϕpXi;θqp1qs P Rsnˆsn ,

bn “ sup
vPBpλn pθq,θPΘn

}v}8,

and let ηn be any sequence such that

ηn ě 2σn

c

ln pn
n

, where σn “ max
1ďkďpn

g

f

f

e

1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

Erϕipθ˚q2ks. (6)

Our main regularity conditions for penalized estimation are as follows:

(A4) There exists a sequence of symmetric, matrix-valued functions Hnpxq such that:

(i) For all θ˚ ` u P Θn and x P X , it holds

uJrϕpx;θ˚ ` uq ´ ϕpx;θ˚qs ď uJHnpxqu;

(ii) lim supnÑ8 λmaxpn´1
řn

i“1 ErHnpXiqsq ď ´c ă 0;

(iii) For some sequence Bn “ opn{pνn ln pnqq, it holds

max
1ďj,kďpn

1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

ErHnpXiq
2
j,ks “ o

ˆ

n

ν2n ln pn

˙

n
ÿ

i“1

P
ˆ

max
1ďj,kďpn

|HnpXiqj,k| ą Bn

˙

“ op1q.

(A5) It holds
n

ÿ

i“1

P
ˆ

}ϕipθ
˚q}8 ą σn

c

n

4 ln pn

˙

“ op1q.

(A6) There is α P r0, 1q such that
›

›

›
diagpλnp2qq

´1Jpθqp2,1q J
´1pθqp1q p

1
λn

pθ̃qp1q

›

›

›

8
ď α (7)

for all θ, θ̃ P Θ1.

(A7) The subvector λnp2q must fulfill

λn,k ě
4

1 ´ α
Jn,kηn for all k “ sn ` 1, . . . , pn,

where α is defined in (A6), ηn is defined in (6) and

Jn,k “ max

"

1, sup
θPΘ1

›

›pJpθqk,p1q J
´1pθqp1qq

J
›

›

1

*

.
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(A8) It holds

max
1ďkďpn

sup
θ,θ1PΘ1

1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

Er|ϕipθqk ´ ϕipθ
1qk|2s

}θ ´ θ1}2
“ o

ˆ

nη2n
r2npsn ` ln pnq

˙

,

n
ÿ

i“1

P

˜

sup
θ,θ1PΘ1

}ϕipθq ´ ϕipθ
1q}8

}θ ´ θ1}
ą B̃n

¸

“ op1q,

with ηn as defined in (A7) and some sequence B̃n “ opnηn{prnsn ` rn ln pnqq.

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 pn. For
example, if σn “ Op1q and all ϕpXi;θ

˚qk have sub-Gaussian tail, we may take pn as large as
pn „ en

a
for some a P p0, 1{2q. 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, Bühlmann and van de Geer,
2011) and is discussed in more detail in Section 3.3.3. Assumption (A7) requires the penalty
parameters λn,k 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}

řn
i“1 ϕipθ

˚q}8, which we replace by a population bound ηn.
The final condition (A8) guarantees sufficiently fast convergence of the estimating equation to
its population counterpart. It leads to growth restrictions on pn analogous to our discussion of
(A5). The condition becomes weaker if we make ηn in (6) large, but this requires us to use a
larger penalty parameter λn 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 θ̂ P Θn Ď Θ˚
npνnq satisfies

∥θ̂ ´ θ˚∥ “ Op

`?
νnpηn ` bnq

˘

.

The optimal rate of convergence
?
snηn is attained if νn “ Opsnq and bn “ Opηnq which

typically holds if }λn}8 “ Opηnq. In most classical applications, this rate simplifies to the usual
convergence rate

a

sn ln pn{n. A similar result (with the same rate) was obtained by Loh and
Wainwright (2015) under a restricted strong convexity (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

xu,Φnpθ˚q ´ Φnpθ˚ ` uqy ě c}u}2 ´ c1}u}21ηn,

for some constant c1 ě 0. A second difference is that we restrict the statement to cones Θ˚pνnq,
while Loh and Wainwright (2015) allow for larger sets of the form t}θ}1 ď knu. They facilitate
this by a stronger RSC condition of the form

xu,Φnpθ˚q ´ Φnpθ˚ ` uqy ě c}u}2 ´ c1}u}21η
2
n. (8)
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Under mild assumptions on the penalty and tuning parameter, this stronger condition implies
that θ̂ P Θ˚

npνnq with νn “ Opsnq, 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 Hn 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 νn-sparse solution has been found, we also know that it belongs to Θ˚pνnq 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

n
ÿ

i“1

ϕippθp1q,0qqp1q P Bpλnppθp1q,0qqp1q. (9)

has a solution θ̂p1q close to θ˚
p1q

, and that pθ̂p1q,0q is also a solution to the full problem (5).

Theorem 5. Suppose the reduced problem (9) satisfies (A1) on sets tθp1q : θ P Θ1u. Suppose
further that (P1), (P2) and (A5)–(A8) hold. Then, with probability tending to 1, the sets Θ1

n

contain a solution θ̂ of the penalized estimating equation (5) such that

∥θ̂ ´ θ˚∥ “ Op

¨

˝

d

trpIpθ˚qp1qq

n
`

?
snb

˚
n

˛

‚, θ̂p2q “ 0.

To simplify the discussion, suppose trpIpθ˚qp1qq “ Opsnq, which is the most common situation.
The rate of convergence depends on the number of non-zero coefficients sn of θ˚ and the bias b˚

n

induced by the penalty. For example, we have b˚
n “ λn for the Lasso, and b˚

n “ 0 for SCAD for n
large enough if λn Ñ 0. For a Lasso-type penalty with different λn,k, i.e., pλnpθq “

řpn
k“1 λn,k|θk|,

we obtain b˚
n “ maxk“1,...,sn λn,k. The rate of convergence does not explicitly involve the overall

number of parameters pn, although it may enter through the bias b˚
n (typically logarithmically).

Similarly, the regularity conditions above usually depend on pn only logarithmically. This shows
that estimation of θ˚ is possible even if the total number of parameters pn 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 Opp

a

sn ln pn{nq. For the SCAD and similar penalties, this is
still suboptimal as Theorem 5 gives the rate Opp

a

sn{nq.
In practice, we do not know which parameters θk 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
lim supnÑ8 µn ă 2c, where c is defined in (A4). Suppose further that for all θ,θ ` u P

Θn X t}θ ´ θ˚} ď an
?
νnpηn ` bnqu with an Ñ 8 arbitrarily slowly and all x P X , it holds

uJrϕpx;θ ` uq ´ ϕpx;θqs ď uJHnpxqu. (10)

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

Theorem 6 implies the uniqueness of any solution in Θn. If the conditions of Theorem 5 hold,
the selection consistent estimator θ̂ is unique on Θn with probability tending to 1.
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3.3.3 Mutual incoherence & irrepresentable condition

The condition on λn in (A6) requires the existence of some α P r0, 1q such that
›

›

›
diagpλnp2qq

´1Jpθqp2,1q J
´1pθqp1q p

1
λn

pθ̃qp1q

›

›

›

8
ď α

for all θ, θ̃ P Θ1. For penalties such as SCAD or MCP that are unbiased for large coefficients if
λn Ñ 0, this condition is always satisfied with α “ 0 since p1

λn
pθqp1q “ 0. For the Lasso and a

scalar λn, the terms involving λn cancel and the condition can be simplified to
›

›Jpθqp2,1q J
´1pθqp1q

›

›

8
ď α. (11)

This condition is independent of λn and therefore a characteristic of the population equation.
The ppn ´ snq ˆ sn matrix Jpθqp2,1q is the expected gradient of ϕpθqp2q with respect to θp1q and
describes the average effect of errors in θp1q on ϕpθqp2q. The matrix J´1pθqp1q 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
Jpθqp2,1q “ ErXp2qX

J
p1q

s and Jpθqp1q “ ErXp1qX
J
p1q

s. Assuming without loss of generality that

ErXs “ 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 Bühlmann and van de
Geer (2011) obtain a similar condition under the name irrepresentable condition, as this means
that the Xj , j “ sn ` 1, . . . , pn are not represented “too well” by the covariates Xp1q 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 iid problem with two-

dimensional parameter pθ1, θ2q with θ˚
1 ‰ 0 and θ˚

2 “ 0. The zero θ
p0q

2 of θ2 ÞÑ Erϕppθ˚
1 , θ2qqs is

θ˚
2 “ 0. However, if some θ̂1 is plugged in instead of θ˚

1 , then θ
p0q

2 is not necessarily equal to

θ˚
2 “ 0. The more θ1 affects ϕpθq2, the further away θ

p0q

2 is from 0. In general, biased estimation
of θp1q implies biased estimation of θp2q. If the influence of θp1q on the estimation of θp2q is too

big, θ̂p2q is too large to be shrunk to 0. Choosing a larger λn does not help, since this also

increases the bias of θ̂p1q. If the estimation of θp1q does not affect the estimation of θp2q, e.g., if
the k-th entry of ϕpθq only depends on θk for all k, then Jpθqp2,1q “ 0 and α “ 0.

The definition of the penalty in Section 3.1 also allows for vectors λn “ pλn,1, . . . , λn,pnq, e.g.,
a weighted Lasso penalty pλnpθq “

řpn
k“1 λn,k|θk|. Here, the condition characterizes a trade-off

between the magnitudes of the entries of λn, depending on how sensitive the equation is to errors
in the respective parameters. Assuming Jpθqp1q “ Isn for simplicity, condition (A6) becomes

1

λn,j

sn
ÿ

k“1

λn,k

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

E
„

B

Bθk
ϕpθqj

ȷˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď α ă 1 for all j “ sn ` 1, . . . , pn.

Recall from above that we need this assumption because a biased estimation of θp1q leads

to a bias in θ̂p2q. If the effect of errors in θk, k P t1, . . . , snu on the estimating equation for
θj , j P tsn ` 1, . . . , pnu are large, we must either choose λn,k small or λn,j large. Since we do not
know the true support of θ˚ in advance, tuning λn,k differently depending on whether it belongs
to λn,p1q or λnp2q is not practical. However, it is sometimes possible to gauge the magnitudes
of Er∇θϕpθqjs and choose λn,j large if this magnitude is high. One example is if ϕipθqj only
depends on a subset of θ, 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 θ̂p1q.

Theorem 7. Suppose that (P4) holds and that for some matrix An P Rqˆsn with }An} “ Op1q,

the reduced problem (9) satisfies the conditions of Theorem 3 with rn “

b

trpIpθ˚qp1qq{n`
?
snb

˚
n.

Then, the estimator θ̂p1q in Theorem 5 is asymptotically normal with

?
nAn

”

Jpθ˚qp1qpθ̂p1q ´ θ˚
p1qq ´ p1

λn
pθ˚qp1q

ı

Ñd N p0,Σq,

where Σ “ limnÑ8 AnIpθ˚qp1qA
J
n .

Recall that θ̂ has the oracle property if it behaves like the hypothetical oracle estimator that
knows θ˚

p2q
“ 0 in advance. This is the case if θ̂p2q “ 0 and p1

λn
pθ˚qp1q “ op1{

?
nq. For SCAD

and MCP with λn Ñ 0, one obtains b˚
n “ 0, so the rate of convergence is the same as if θ˚

p2q
“ 0

is known in advance. Since p1
λn

pθ˚qp1q “ 0, the SCAD and MCP-penalized estimators have
the same efficiency as the oracle estimator. As long as λn is small enough that p1

λn
pθ˚qp1q “ 0

asymptotically, it can be chosen large enough such that (A8) is fulfilled.
For the Lasso, we have b˚

n “ λn and p1
λn

pθ˚qp1q “ Op
?
snλnq. For the oracle property to

hold, we would need λn “ op1{
?
snnq. This condition cannot be satisfied, because (A6) requires

λn ě ηn «
a

ln pn{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, . . . ,Xn be iid and consider an estimator θ̂ that satisfies

n
ÿ

i“1

ϕipθ̂q “

n
ÿ

i“1

ψpYi,X
J
i θ̂qXi “ 0 (12)

with some function ψ. 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 ψ is smooth
with nonpositive derivative, the matrix Hn in (A1) can be constructed as

Hnpxq “ ´ inf
θPΘn

|ψ1pYi,x
Jθq|xxJ,

where ψ1pYi, ηq “ B
BηψpYi, ηq.

Corollary 1. Let θ̂ solve (12) and let ψ1 be nonpositive, Lipschitz in η and uniformly bounded.
Suppose that maxk Erϕipθ

˚q4ks “ Op1q and for all a P Rpn with }a} “ Op1q,

}ErXiX
J
i s} “ Op1q, Er|aJXi|

4s “ Op}a}4q, Erρp|aJXi|
2qs “ Op1q

Varr}Xi}
2s “ Oppnq, Erρp|}Xi} ´ Er}Xi}s|2qs “ Op1q

(13)
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with some increasing and strictly convex function ρ : p0,8q Ñ p0,8q. Suppose further that

λmin

ˆ

E
„

inf
θPΘn

|ψ1pYi,X
J
i θq|XiX

J
i

ȷ˙

ě c (14)

holds with some c ą 0 and sets Θn Ą tθ : }θ ´ θ˚} ď rnCu for all C ă 8 and n large.

(i) If pn ln pn{n Ñ 0, θ̂ is a
a

n{pn-consistent estimator of θ˚ and unique on Θn with proba-
bility tending to 1.

(ii) If the matrix An in Theorem 3 satisfies }An} “ Op1q, and p2nρ
´1pnq{n Ñ 0, θ̂ 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 ρpxq “ exppxq works, and the growth bound for
asymptotic normality becomes p2n lnn{n Ñ 0. In contrast to the results of Portnoy (1985), the
corollary also applies to covariates with heavier tails. For example, taking ρpxq “ x2 (which
gives a fourth moment condition), the estimator is asymptotically normal as long as p4n{n Ñ 0.
For the least squares estimator, ψ1 is constant, so the eigenvalue condition (14) simplifies to
λmin

`

E
“

XiX
J
i

‰˘

ě c. This simplification applies more generally if ψ1 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, θp2q consists of all groups Gk with
θ˚
Gk

“ 0.

Corollary 2. Suppose the reduced problem (9) satisfies the conditions from Corollary 1 with
some function ρ with ρpxq “ Opexppxqq, and

max
1ďkďpn

ErρpX2
i,kψpYi,X

J
i θ

˚q2qs “ Op1q. (15)

Let

sup
θPΘ1

›

›

›
Erψ1pYi,X

J
i θqXp2qX

J
p1qsErψ1pYi,X

J
i θqXp1qX

J
p1qs

´1
›

›

›

8
ď α (16)

for some α P r0, 1q, suppose that σ2 “ max1ďkďpn Erϕipθ
˚q2ks is bounded away from zero and

infinity, either θ˚
Gi

“ 0 or }θ˚
Gi

}{rn Ñ 8 with rn “
a

sn ln pn{n and

λn ě
8

1 ´ α

c

σ2 ln pn
n

.

Then, if

sn ln pn “ o
`?
n

˘

, pn “ o

ˆ

ρpn{psn ln pnq2q

n

˙

, (17)

the Group-Lasso-penalized equation has a solution θ̂ with θ̂p2q “ 0 with probability tending to

1, }θ̂ ´ θ˚} “ Opp
a

sn ln pn{nq, and θ̂p1q is asymptotically normal (with }An} “ Op1q). If |ψ1|

is uniformly bounded away from 0 and λmin

`

E
“

XiX
J
i

‰˘

ě c ą 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 pn through the function
ρ. Assuming sn “ Op1q for simplicity, the choice ρpxq “ exppxq allows pn „ exppn1{2´εq for any
ε ą 0. Similarly, polynomial moment bounds translate into polynomial growth conditions on pn.
For example, the choice ρpxq “ x3 requires sixth moments and allows pn „ n2´ε.

The two corollaries also apply to non-parametric regression problems, in which Xi 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 pk1,X1q, . . . , pkn,Xnq, where
ki P t1, . . . ,Knu indicates to which of the Kn samples Xi belongs. Assume for simplicity that
pn “ Kn and that each θk is estimated using only the k-th sample. The estimation function can
be written as

ϕpki,Xi;θq “

¨

˚

˝

1tki “ 1u n
n1
ϕ1pXi; θ1q

...
1tki “ Knu n

nKn
ϕKnpXi; θKnq

˛

‹

‚

,

where nk “
řn

i“1 1tki “ ku denotes the sample size of the k-th sample. The standardization
n{nk is necessary to ensure that the eigenvalues of n´1

řn
i“1 ErHnpXiqs are bounded away from

0. The Jacobian of ϕ is a diagonal matrix given by

∇θϕpki,Xi;θq “ diag

ˆ

1tki “ ku
n

nk
ϕ1
kpXi; θkq

˙

k“1,...,Kn

,

where ϕ1
kpX; θkq “ B

Bθk
ϕkpX; θkq. Straightforward computations give

Ipθ˚q “ diag

ˆ

n

nk
ErϕkpXi; θ

˚
kq2s

˙

k“1,...,Kn

,

which yields rn “ Opp
řKn

k“1 n
´1
k q1{2q assuming that ErϕkpXi; θ

˚
kq2s is bounded for each n and

k. This framework can easily be extended to multiple parameters θk P Rpk , 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 mixture distribution with Kn components, where the k-th
component has weight πk “ nk{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
Kn different locations, and the goal is to estimate a parameter θ˚ P 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 θ̂k can be reconciled into a global estimate through averaging
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θ̂Kn`1 “ K´1
n

řKn
k“1 θ̂k. To put this in our framework, we stack the individual estimating

equations ϕkpXi; θkq “ ψpXi; θkq as above, and append the reconciliation function

ϕKn`1pXi; θq “
1

Kn

Kn
ÿ

k“1

θk ´ θKn`1.

Corollary 3. Let Θ0 Ď R and n1 “ ¨ ¨ ¨ “ nKn “ n{Kn. Suppose that, for θ P Θ0, ψpx; θq is
uniformly bounded and ψ1px; θq “ Bθψpx; θq is negative, uniformly bounded away from 0 and ´8

and Lipschitz in θ. Then, if K3
n{n Ñ 0, it holds

a

n{Knpθ̂k ´ θ˚
kq Ñ Np0, σ2kq, k “ 1, . . . ,Kn,

and
?
npθ̂Kn`1 ´ θ˚q Ñ Np0, σ2q,

with

σ2k “
ErψpXi; θ

˚
kq2s

Erψ1pXi; θ˚
kqs2

, σ2 “ lim
nÑ8

1

Kn

Kn
ÿ

k“1

σ2k.

If the samples have identical distributions, σ1 “ ¨ ¨ ¨ “ σKn , 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 Kn machines producing items, and we want to ensure that
the items maintain a prescribed quality level. The quality of an item i produced by machine ki
is given by qkipXiq. A machine is considered OK if

ErqkpXiq | ki “ ks “ a,

where a is the targeted quality. To detect potentially faulty machines, define parameters θ˚
k such

that

θ˚
k “ ErqkpXiq | ki “ ks ´ a,

which can be estimated using ϕkpXi; θkq “ qkpXiq ´ a´ θk in the above setup. To only detect
faulty machines, we can penalize the equation using, e.g., the Lasso penalty pλnpθq “ λn

řKn
k“1 |θk|.

The following corollary guarantees that the penalized estimator θ̂ detects all faulty machines
with probability tending to 1.

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

λn ě 8 max
1ďkďKn

max
1ďiďn

d

ErpqkpXiq ´ a´ θ˚
kq2s lnKn

nk
.

Suppose further that s2n lnKn{mink nk Ñ 0 and either θ˚
k “ 0 or θ˚

k{rn Ñ 8 with rn “
?
snλn

for all k. Then

P
´

tk : θ̂k ‰ 0u “ tk : θ˚
k ‰ 0u

¯

Ñ 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 θ “ pθ1, . . . ,θKnq. The parameters are estimated sequentially
using the estimates θ̂1, . . . , θ̂k´1 from previous iterations:

θ̂k “ argmax
θk

n
ÿ

i“1

fkpXi;θk, θ̂1, . . . , θ̂k´1q, θ˚
k “ argmax

θk

E
“

fkpX;θk,θ
˚
1 , . . . ,θ

˚
k´1q

‰

,

for some functions fk. Denote ϕkpXi;θk,θ1, . . . ,θk´1q “ ∇θkfkpXi;θk,θ1, . . . ,θk´1q. Then, the
sequential estimator θ̂ can be expressed as the solution of

řn
i“1 ϕpXi; θ̂q “ 0 with

ϕpXi;θq “

¨

˚

˚

˚

˝

ϕ1pXi;θ1q

ϕ2pXi;θ2,θ1q
...

ϕKnpXi;θKn ,θ1, . . . ,θKn´1q

˛

‹

‹

‹

‚

,

and θ˚ is the solution of ErϕpX;θ˚qs “ 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 iid 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

CATEpzq “ E
„

Y T

PpT “ 1 | W q
´

Y p1 ´ T q

PpT “ 0 | W q
| Z “ z

ȷ

,

where W “ pZ,Cq; see for example Huber (2023). Now we model the treatment probabilities
and CATE by

PpT “ 1 | wq “ σpwJθ1q, CATEpzq “ zJθ2,

where σ is an appropriate link function. The parameters can be estimated by first estimating θ1
using maximum-likelihood, and then estimating θ2 by the plug-in least squares estimator

θ̂2 “ argmin
θ2

n
ÿ

i“1

«

YiTi

σpWJ
i θ̂1q

´
Yip1 ´ Tiq

1 ´ σpWJ
i θ̂1q

´ ZJ
i θ2

ff2

.

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

n
ÿ

i“1

ϕpYi, Ti,Zi,Wi; θ̂q “ 0

with

ϕpYi, Ti,Zi,Wi;θq “

˜

∇θ1

“

TiplnσpWJ
i θ1q ` p1 ´ Tiq lnr1 ´ σpWJ

i θ1qs
‰

´

”

YiTi

σpWJ
i θ1q

´
Yip1´Tiq

1´σpWJ
i θ1q

´ ZJ
i θ2

ı

Zi

¸

.
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Corollary 5. Suppose that σ is bounded away from zero and 1 and twice continuously differen-
tiable with uniformly bounded derivatives. Suppose further that |Y | ď 1 and W P Rpn satisfies
the design conditions from (13). Let σ “ 1 ´ σ and define

α1pT,W q “ sup
θPΘn

“

T plnσq2pWJθ1q ` p1 ´ T qplnσq2pWJθ1q
‰

,

α2pT, Y,W q “ sup
θPΘn

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

TY σ1pWJθ1q

2σpWJθ1q2

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

`

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

p1 ´ T qY σ1pWJθ1q

2σpWJθ1q2

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

´ 1,

and suppose there is c ą 0 such that

λmin

`

E
“

α1pT,W qWWJ
‰˘

ď ´c, λmin

`

E
“

α2pT, Y,W qZZJ
‰˘

ď ´c.

Then, if pn ln pn{n Ñ 0, the estimating equation has a unique solution θ̂ on Θn with

}θ̂ ´ θ˚} “ Op

ˆ
c

pn
n

˙

.

If p2nρ
´1pnq{n Ñ 0 (with ρ as defined in (13)), θ̂ is also asymptotically normal.

The matrices inside the expectations of the eigenvalue condition are the blocks of a block-diagonal
matrix Hn constructed in the proof. The condition is easiest to verify if lnσ 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
pλnpθq. For simplicity, suppose that the parameters are reordered such that θ˚ “ pθ˚

p1q
,0q.

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

Corollary 6. Suppose that the regularity conditions from Corollary 5 hold, W satisfies the
design conditions (15) (with |ψ| uniformly bounded),

a

n{snmin1ďkďsn |θ˚
k | Ñ 8, and that the

SCAD penalty is used with a ą 1 ` 1
2c and

λn ě 8σn

c

ln pn
n

.

Suppose that sn ln pn “ op
?
nq and pn “ opρpn{psn ln pnq2q{nq. Then, with probability tending to

1, the penalized equation has a unique solution θ̂ on Θn with θ̂p2q “ 0 and }θ̂´θ˚} “ Opp
a

sn{nq.

Additionally, θ̂p1q is asymptotically normal and as efficient as the oracle solution.

4.3.2 Example: Stochastic optimization

Our general results also apply to cases where Kn Ñ 8. 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 θ˚

8 P R solving

ErfpX; θ˚
8qs “ 0.

Let θ˚
0 P R be an initial value and define the iterative solutions

θ˚
k “ θ˚

k´1 ´ αErfpX; θ˚
k´1qs.
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Under appropriate conditions on the learning rate α and smoothness of f , the sequence θ˚
k can be

shown to converge geometrically fast to θ˚
8 as k Ñ 8. Now define θ̂0 “ θ˚

0 and θ̂k, 1 ď k ď Kn,
as the solutions of the batched sample equation

θ̂k “ θ̂k´1 ´ α
Kn

n

ÿ

iPBk

fpXi; θ̂k´1q,

where X1, . . . ,Xn are iid samples from the distribution of X, and B1 Y ¨ ¨ ¨ Y BKn “ t1, . . . , nu

with |Bk| “ n{Kn is a partition of the sample indices. We can define the entire iteration path θ̂
as solution of a single estimating equation n´1

řn
i“1 ϕpXi; θ̂q “ 0 with

ϕpX;θq “

¨

˚

˝

Kn1iPB1rθ˚
0 ´ θ1 ´ αfpXi; θ

˚
0 qs

...
Kn1iPBKn

rθKn´1 ´ θKn ´ αfpXi; θKn´1qs

˛

‹

‚

, (18)

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

Corollary 7. Let f 1px; θq “ Bθfpx; θq. Suppose that K3
n{n Ñ 0, }θ˚}8 “ Op1q, supθPΘn

ErfpX; θq4s “

Op1q, f 1 P rκ, Ls and |f2| ď L for some κ, L P p0,8q, and that 0 ă α ď 1{L. Then

}θ̂ ´ θ˚} “ Op

ˆ

Kn
?
n

˙

,

and θ̂ is unique with probability tending to 1, and for any An P RqˆKn with }An} “ Op1q, we
have

a

n{KnAnpθ̂ ´ θ˚q Ñd N
´

0, lim
nÑ8

AnΣnA
J
n

¯

,

where Σn is symmetric and, with the convention
śi´1

j“i aj “ 1, it holds for i ď j,

Σi,j “ α2
i

ÿ

k“1

VarrfpX; θ˚
k´1qs

«

i´1
ź

m“k

p1 ´ αErf 1pX; θ˚
mqsq

ff2 «

j´1
ź

m“i

p1 ´ αErf 1pX; θ˚
mqsq

ff

.

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
An. For example, An “ p0, . . . , 0, 1q implies

a

n{Kn-convergence of the final iterate and An “

p1{
?
Kn, . . . , 1{

?
Knq gives

?
n-convergence of the averaged iterate. Another interesting choice is

An “ perKn{qs, er2Kn{qs, . . . , erqKn{qsq
J, where ek is the kth standard unit vector. This corresponds

to a discretized approximation of the process θ̂ptq “ θ̂rtKns, t P r0, 1s. One can verify that for
n,Kn Ñ 8,

a

n{KnAnpθ̂ ´ θ˚q Ñd N p0, V q,

with diagonal matrix V . This suggests that the solution path θ̂ptq behaves like a white noise
process around the population path θ˚ptq. 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 α decay slowly or impose only probabilistic bounds on f 1. 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:

Pnf “
1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

fpXiq, Pf “
1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

ErfpXiqs.

A.1 Proof of Theorem 1

We first show that the sets Θn 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
}u}“1

xrnCu,Pnϕpθ˚ ` rnCuqy ď 0

holds, there is a solution θ̂ of Pnϕpθq “ 0 that satisfies ∥θ̂ ´ θ˚∥ ď rnC. We show that by
choosing C large enough, the probability that

prnCq´1 sup
}u}“1

xu,Pnϕpθ˚ ` rnCuqy ď ´c ă 0 (19)

holds for some c ą 0 becomes arbitrarily close to 1. We have

prnCq´1 sup
}u}“1

xu,Pnϕpθ˚ ` rnCuqy

ď prnCq´1 sup
}u}“1

xu,Pnϕpθ˚qy ` prnCq´1 sup
}u}“1

xu,Pnrϕpθ˚ ` rnCuq ´ ϕpθ˚qsy.

The first term is of order Opp1{Cq, since

sup
}u}“1

|xu,Pnϕpθ˚qy| “ }Pnϕpθ˚q} “ Oppn´1{2
a

trpIpθ˚qqq “ Opprnq

by Lemma 5. Choosing C large enough, it suffices that the second term remains below some ´c
with probability going to 1. It holds

prnCq´1xu,Pnrϕpθ˚ ` rnCuq ´ ϕpθ˚qsy ď PnruJHnus “ P ruJHnus ` pPn ´ P qruJHnus,

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

prnCq´1 sup
}u}“1

xu,Pnrϕpθ˚ ` rnCuq ´ ϕpθ˚qsy ď λmax

˜

1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

ErHnpXiqs

¸

` }pPn ´ P qHn}.

By assumption (A1)(ii), we have λmaxpn´1
řn

i“1 ErHnpXiqsq ď ´c for some c ą 0 and large
enough n, and Lemma 7 gives }pPn ´ P qHn} “ opp1q. This proves (19).

We now show that every solution in Θn must satisfy }θ̂ ´ θ˚} ď Crn for some C ă 8, with
probability tending to 1. Suppose this is not the case and define C´1

n “ rn{}θ̂ ´ θ˚} “ opp1q.
Then, we can write θ̂ “ θ˚ ` rnCnû with }û} “ 1. It holds

0 “ prnCnq´1xû,Pnϕpθ˚ ` rnCnûqy ď sup
}u}“1

prnCnq´1xu,Pnϕpθ˚ ` rnCnuqy

ď OppC´1
n q ´ c` opp1q “ ´c` opp1q,

where the second inequality follows from the above arguments. Hence, θ̂ 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 θ̂ be any two solution to the estimating
equation (1). By Theorem 1, we may assume that }θ̂ ´ θ˚} ď rnC for some C P p0,8q and n
large enough. Suppose there is another solution θ̂ ` u. By the strengthened assumption (4),

xu,Pnϕpθ̂ ` uqy “ xu,Pnϕpθ̂ ` uqy ´ xu,Pnϕpθ̂qy ď PnruJHnus

“ P ruJHnus ` pPn ´ P qruJHnus

ď }u}2p´c` opp1qq,

uniformly on the set tu : }θ̂ ` u ´ θ˚} ď rnCu 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 “ Pnϕpθ̂q “ Pnϕpθ˚q ` Pnrϕpθ̂q ´ ϕpθ˚qs

“ Pnϕpθ˚q ` P rϕpθ̂q ´ ϕpθ˚qs ` pPn ´ P qrϕpθ̂q ´ ϕpθ˚qs

“ Pnϕpθ˚q ` ∇θPϕpθ̃qpθ̂ ´ θ˚q ` pPn ´ P qrϕpθ̂q ´ ϕpθ˚qs,

with some θ̃ between θ̂ and θ˚. We have ∇θPϕpθ̃q “ Jpθ̃q, so

´Jpθ˚qpθ̂ ´ θ˚q “ Pnϕpθ˚q ` rJpθ̃q ´ Jpθ˚qspθ̂ ´ θ˚q ` pPn ´ P qrϕpθ̂q ´ ϕpθ˚qs

and

´
?
nAnJpθ˚qpθ̂ ´ θ˚q “

?
nAnPnϕpθ˚q

`
?
nAnrJpθ̃q ´ Jpθ˚qspθ̂ ´ θ˚q

`
?
npPn ´ P qAnrϕpθ̂q ´ ϕpθ˚qs.

The second and the third term are negligible, since

?
nAnrJpθ̃q ´ Jpθ˚qspθ̂ ´ θ˚q “ o

ˆ

?
n

1
?
nrn

rn

˙

“ op1q

by assumption (A2), and Lemma 10 yields

?
npPn ´ P qAnrϕpθ̂q ´ ϕpθ˚qs “ opp1q.

It remains to show a central limit theorem for

?
nAnPnϕpθ˚q “

n
ÿ

i“1

1
?
n
Anϕipθ

˚q –

n
ÿ

i“1

Yi.

Since

n
ÿ

i“1

E
“

∥Yi∥21t∥Yi∥ ą εu
‰

ď

n
ÿ

i“1

E
“

∥Yi∥21t∥Yi∥ ą εu}Yi}
2{ε2

‰

ď

n
ÿ

i“1

E
“

∥Yi∥4
‰

{ε2,
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and Er∥Yi∥4s “ n´2Er}Anϕipθ
˚q}4s “ opn´1q for all i “ 1, . . . , n, by (A3), we have

n
ÿ

i“1

E
“

∥Yi∥21t∥Yi∥ ą εu
‰

Ñ 0 for every ε ą 0.

Since ErYis “ 0 for all i “ 1, . . . , n and

n
ÿ

i“1

CovpYiq “
1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

CovrAnϕipθ
˚qs “

1

n
An

n
ÿ

i“1

Covrϕipθ
˚qsAJ

n “ AnIpθ˚qAJ
n Ñ Σ,

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

?
nAnJpθ˚qpθ̂ ´ θ˚q Ñd N p0,Σq.

A.4 Proof of Theorem 4

Let θ̂ P Θn be any solution of (5), which we write as θ̂ “ θ˚ ` u. It holds

0 “ xu,Pnϕpθ˚ ` uq ´ p1
λn

pθ˚ ` uqy

ď xu,Pnϕpθ˚qy ` xu,PnHnuy ´ xu, p1
λn

pθ˚ ` uqy. (20)

Using Hölder’s inequality and Lemma 13, the first term in (20) can be bounded by

xu,Pnϕpθ˚qy ď }u}1ηn ď
?
νn}u}2ηn

with probability tending to 1. For the second term in (20), (A4) and Hölder’s inequality yield

xu,PnHnuy “ xu, PHnuy ` xu, pPn ´ P qHnuy

ď ´c}u}2 ` νn}u}2 max
1ďj,kďpn

|pPn ´ P qHn,j,k|

“ ´c}u}2 ` }u}2opp1q,

where the last step follows from Lemma 8. For the third term in (20), Hölder’s inequality gives

´xu, p1
λn

pθ˚ ` uqy ď
?
νn}u}2bn.

Altogether, we have shown

0 ď }u}2
?
νnpηn ` bnq ´ }u}22rc` opp1qs.

Rearranging terms gives

}θ̂ ´ θ˚}2 “ }u}2 ď

?
νnpηn ` bnq

c` opp1q
“ Op

`?
νnpηn ` bnq

˘

,

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 θ̂p1q to

Φnppθp1q,0qqp1q P Bθp1q
pλnppθp1q,0qq P Rsn

with }θ̂p1q ´ θ˚
p1q

} “ Opprnq.

2. Show that θ̂ “ pθ̂p1q,0q is also a valid solution to

Φnpθ̂qp2q P Bθp2q
pλnpθ̂q.

Since
Bpλnpθ̂qp2q Ě r´λn,sn`1, λn,sn`1s ˆ . . .ˆ r´λn,pn , λn,pns

by (P2), it suffices to verify }diagpλnp2qq
´1Φnpθ̂qp2q}8 ď 1.

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

Step 1: Observe that (P1) implies that pλnpθq is differentiable on Θ1
n. Similar as in the proof

of Theorem 1, it therefore suffices to show that

prnCq´1 sup
}u}“1,up2q“0

xup1q,Φnpθ˚ ` rnCuqp1q ´ p1
λn

pθ˚ ` rnCuqp1qy ď ´c ă 0, (21)

for large enough C and high probability. The left-hand side of (21) is upper bounded by

prnCq´1 sup
}u}“1,up2q“0

xup1q,Pnϕpθ˚ ` rnCuqp1qy ´ prnCq´1 inf
}u}“1,up2q“0

xup1q, p
1
λn

pθ˚ ` rnCuqp1qy

(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,

prnCq´1 sup
}u}“1,up2q“0

xup1q,Pnϕpθ˚ ` rnCuqp1qy ď ´c ă 0

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

prnCq´1xup1q, p
1
λn

pθ˚ ` rnCuqp1qy

“ prnCq´1xup1q, p
1
λn

pθ˚qp1qy ` xup1q,∇2
θp1q

pλnpθ˚ ` rnCu
1qup1qy

with some u1 with }u1} ď 1,u1
p2q

“ 0. Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we obtain

prnCq´1 sup
}u}“1,up2q“0

ˇ

ˇxup1q, p
1
λn

pθ˚qp1qy
ˇ

ˇ ď prnCq´1 sup
}u}“1,up2q“0

}p1
λn

pθ˚qp1q}}u}

ď prnCq´1?
sn max

k“1,...,sn
t|p1

λn
pθ˚qk|u

“ prnCq´1?
snb

˚
n “ Op1{Cq,

which becomes negligible by choosing C large enough. For the second term, (P1) gives

sup
}u}“1,up2q“0

xup1q,∇2
θp1q

pλnpθ˚ ` rnCu
1qup1qy “ op1q,

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

}diagpλnp2qq
´1Φnpθ̂qp2q}8

ď } diagpλnp2qq
´1Jpθ̃qp2,1q J

´1pθ̃qp1q p
1
λn

pθ̂qp1q
looooooooooooooooooooooooooomooooooooooooooooooooooooooon

—v1

}8

` } diagpλnp2qq
´1

´

Pnϕpθ˚qp2q ´ Jpθ̃qp2,1q J
´1pθ̃qp1q Pnϕpθ˚qp1q

¯

loooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooomoooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooon

—v2

}8

` opp1q

with some θ̃ between θ˚ and θ̂. It holds }v1}8 ď α P r0, 1q by the definition of α in (A6).
Further, Lemma 13 implies }Pnϕpθ˚q}8 ď ηn with probability tending to 1. On this event, the
definitions of ηn in (6) and of λnp2q in (A7) give

}v2}8 ď
1 ´ α

4

}Pnϕpθ˚qp2q}8

ηn
` } diagpλnp2qq

´1Jpθ̃qp2,1q J
´1pθ̃qp1q}8 }Pnϕpθ˚qp1q}8

ď
1 ´ α

4
`

1 ´ α

4

maxk“sn`1,...,pn
1

Jn,k
}pJpθ̃qk,p1qJ

´1pθ̃qp1qq
J}1 }Pnϕpθ˚qp1q}8

ηn

ď
1

2
p1 ´ αq.

Together, we have shown

}diagpλnp2qq
´1Φnpθ̂qp2q}8 ď α `

1

2
p1 ´ αq ` opp1q “

1

2
p1 ` αq ` opp1q ă 1

with probability going to 1.

A.6 Proof of Theorem 6

Suppose there is a solution θ̂ P Θn and a further solution rθ “ θ̂ ` ru P Θn. From Theorem 4 we
know that ∥θ̂ ´ θ˚∥ “ Op

`?
νnpηn ` }λn}8q

˘

and ∥rθ ´ θ˚∥ “ Op

`?
νnpηn ` }λn}8q

˘

. Similar
to the proofs of Theorem 2 and Theorem 4, it must hold

0 “ xru,Pnϕprθq ´ p1
λn

prθqy

“ xru,Pnrϕprθq ´ ϕpθ̂qsy ´ xru, p1
λn

prθq ´ p1
λn

pθ̂qy

ď ´c}ru}22 ` νn}ru}22 max
1ďj,kďpn

|pPn ´ P qHj,k| `
1

2
µn}ru}22

ď }ru}22r´c`
1

2
µn ` opp1qs,

where we used (A4) and (P3) in the first inequality, and Lemma 8 in the second. Because µn ă 2c
asymptotically, it must hold }ru}2 “ 0 or, equivalently, rθ “ θ̂ with probability tending to 1.

A.7 Proof of Theorem 7

Similar to the proof of Theorem 3, we obtain

0 “ Pnϕpθ̂qp1q ´ p1
λn

pθ̂qp1q

“ Pnϕpθ˚qp1q ` Jpθ̃qp1qpθ̂p1q ´ θ˚
p1qq ` pPn ´ P qrϕpθ̂qp1q ´ ϕpθ˚qp1qs

´ p1
λn

pθ˚qp1q ´ ∇2
θp1q

p1
λn

pθ1qpθ̂p1q ´ θ˚
p1qq
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for and some θ̃ on the line segment from θ̂ to θ˚. It then holds

?
nAn

”

´Jpθ˚qp1qpθ̂p1q ´ θ˚
p1qq ` p1

λn
pθ˚qp1q

ı

“
?
nAnPnϕpθ˚qp1q

`
?
nAnrJpθ̃qp1q ´ Jpθ˚qp1qspθ̂p1q ´ θ˚

p1qq

`
?
nAnpPn ´ P qrϕpθ̂qp1q ´ ϕpθ˚qp1qs

´
?
nAn∇2

θp1q
p1
λn

pθ1qpθ̂p1q ´ θ˚
p1qq.

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 opp1q by (A2) and Lemma 10. For the last term, we
have

?
nAn∇2

θp1q
p1
λn

pθ1qpθ̂p1q ´ θ˚
p1qq “ opp1q

by assumption (P4) and }An} “ Op1q, which concludes the proof.

B Proofs of Corollaries

B.1 Proof of Corollary 1

Consistency For (A1), we can choose

HnpXq “ ´ inf
θPΘn

|ψ1pYi,X
J
i θq|XiX

J
i .

Then, (A1)(i) is fulfilled by the definition ofHn and (ii) follows from (14). For (iii), infθPΘn |ψ1pYi,X
J
i θq|

is negligible as this term is bounded, so it remains to verify

1

n

›

›

›

›

›

n
ÿ

i“1

ErpXiX
J
i q21}Xi}

2ďBn
s

›

›

›

›

›

“ opn{ ln pnq and

ż 8

Bn

P
`

}XiX
J
i } ą t

˘

“ op1q.

The second condition holds for Bn “ pnan with an Ñ 8 arbitrarily slowly by Lemma 1 with
βpxq “ x and FnpXq “ }XXJ}. This a valid Bn since pn ln pn{n Ñ 0 and the second condition
follows from Lemma 2. Now the consistency result follows from Theorem 1. Since our choice
of Hn does not rely on θ˚, (A1)(i) holds with θ˚ replaced by any θ P Θn, and the resulting
estimator is unique by Theorem 2. The rate of convergence is

a

pn{n, asinces trpIpθ˚qq “ Oppnq

follows from ErϕpXi;θ
˚q4ks “ Op1q.

Asymptotic normality It suffices to verify (A2) for each row an of An, as Anϕipθq is a
finite dimensional vector. Boundedness of An implies }an} “ Op1q. Using a Taylor expansion
and boundedness of ψ1pYi,X

J
i θq, it suffices to use aJ

nXiX
J
i ũ with ũ – u ´ u1 instead of

aJ
n rϕipθ

˚ ` uq ´ ϕipθ
˚ ` u1qs. We obtain

Er|aJ
nXiX

J
i ũ|2s “ Er|aJ

nXi|
2|XJ

i ũ|2s ď

b

Er|aJ
nXi|

4sEr|ũJXi|
4s “ Op}ũ}2q,

verifying the first condition in (A2) (with p2n{n “ op1q). For the second, note that the first

condition in (13) implies Er}Xi}s “ Op
?
pnq since Er}Xi}s ď

a

Er}Xi}
2s “

b

řpn
k“1 ErX2

i,ks “

Op
?
pnq. Set Bn “ ρ´1pnωnq

?
pn with ωn Ñ 8 arbitrarily slowly. This is a valid choice since

Bnrnpn
?
n

“
ρ´1pnωnqp2n

n
“ op1q,
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by assumption. We have

n
ÿ

i“1

P

˜

sup
}u}ďrnC

|aJ
nXiX

J
i u|

}u}
ą Bn

¸

ď nP
`

|aJ
nXi|}Xi} ą Bn

˘

ď nP
`

|aJ
nXi|Er}Xi}s ą Bn

˘

` nP
`

|aJ
nXi|p}Xi} ´ Er}Xi}sq ą Bn

˘

ď nP
`

|aJ
nXi|Er}Xi}s ą Bn

˘

` nP
`

|aJ
nXi|

2 ą Bn

˘

` nP
`

|}Xi} ´ Er}Xi}s|2 ą Bn

˘

ď
nErρp|aJ

nXi|qs

ρpBn{Er}Xi}sq
`
nErρp|aJ

nXi|
2qs

ρpBnq
`
nErρp|}Xi} ´ Er}Xi}s|2qs

ρpBnq

“ op1q,

since all expectations are bounded by assumption, ρpxq increasing and Bn{Er}Xi}s ě ρ´1pnωnq

for n large enough.
Because ψ1 is Lipschitz, we further have

}aJ
n rJpθ˚ ` uq ´ Jpθ˚qs} À }E

“

aJ
nXiX

J
i X

J
i u

‰

}

“ sup
}u1}“1

|E
“

aJ
nXiu

1JXiu
JXi

‰

|

ď |Er|aJ
nXi|

3s1{3Er|u1JXi|
3s1{3Er|uJXi|

3s1{3|

“ Op}an}}u}}ũ}q “ Op
a

pn{nq “ op1{
?
pnq,

since p2n{n “ op1q, verifying the third condition in (A2).
Finally, since }Anϕipθq}4 ď }An}4}ϕipθq}4,

}ϕipθq}4 “

˜

pn
ÿ

k“1

ϕipθq2k

¸2

“

pn
ÿ

k“1

pn
ÿ

k1“1

pϕipθqkϕipθqk1q
2 ,

and maxk ErϕpXi;θ
˚q4ks “ Op1q, we have E

“

}Anϕipθ
˚q}4

‰

“ Opp2nq “ opnq, since p2n{n “ op1q,
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 rn “
a

sn ln pn{n, since
an “ λn “ OpηnJn,kq, ηn “ Op

a

ln pn{nq and Jn,k ď α by (A7), see also Section 3.3.3.

• The conditions on the penalty (P1)–(P3) are satisfied for the Group Lasso by the assump-
tions on }θ˚

Gi
}. (P4) follows from the assumptions on sn and pn.

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

• For (A5), our assumptions give σn “ σ which is bounded away from zero and infinity.
Further the union bound, Markov’s inequality, (15), and (17) imply

n
ÿ

i“1

P
´

}ϕipθ
˚q}8 ą

a

nσ2{4 ln pn

¯

ď npnmax
k

P
`

ϕipθ
˚q2k ą nσ2{4 ln pn

˘

ď
npnmaxk Erρpϕipθ

˚q2kqs

ρpnσ2{4 ln pnq

“ O

ˆ

npn
ρpn{ ln pnq

˙

“ op1q.
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• Eq. (16) implies (A6), and (A7) holds with the proposed choice of λn.

• Observe that for |ψ1| ď K and ek the kth unit vector, we have

|ϕipθqk ´ ϕipθ
1qk| ď K|eJ

kXi||X
J
ip1qpθp1q ´ θ1p1qq|,

using that θp2q “ 0 for θ P Θ1
n. By our design conditions, we get

max
1ďkďpn

Er|ϕipθqk ´ ϕipθ
1qk|2s “ Op}θ ´ θ1}2q,

as in the proof of Corollary 1, so the first condition of (A8) holds because ps2n`sn ln pnq{n “

op1q. For the second condition, choose B̃n “ K
?
snρ

´1pnpnωnq with ωn Ñ 8 arbitrarily
slowly. It holds

n
ÿ

i“1

P

˜

sup
θ,θ1PΘ1

}ϕipθq ´ ϕipθ
1q}8

}θ ´ θ1}
ą B̃n

¸

ď nP
´

K}Xi}8}Xip1q} ą B̃n

¯

ď nP
´

K
?
sn}Xi}

2
8 ą B̃n

¯

ď npn max
1ďkďpn

P
´

|Xi,k|2 ą B̃n{pK
?
snq

¯

ď O

˜

npn

ρpB̃n{pK
?
snqq

¸

“ O

ˆ

npn
ρpρ´1pnpnωnqq

˙

“ op1q.

This choice satisfies

B̃nrnpsn ` ln pnq

nηn
ď
B̃n

?
snpsn ` ln pnq

2σn
“
K

2σ

ps2n ` sn ln pnqρ´1pnpnωnq

n
“ op1q,

by (17) as required.

• The first two conditions in (A2) can be verified as in the proof of Corollary 1 by the choice
Bn “ ρ´1pnωnq

?
sn and ωn Ñ 8 arbitrarily slowly. This is a valid choice because

ρ´1pnωnq
?
snrnsn

?
n

“
ρ´1pnωnqs2n

?
ln pn

n
ď
ρ´1pnpnqs2n

?
ln pn

n
“ op1q

by (17). Similarly, it follows

sup
}u}ďrnC

}AnrJpθ˚ ` uq ´ Jpθ˚qs} “ Oprnq “ o

ˆ

1
?
nrn

˙

,

because

r2n
?
n “

sn ln pn
?
n

“ op1q,

by (17). Assumptions (A3) is verified exactly as in Corollary 1, so asymptotic normality of
θ̂p1q follows from Theorem 7.
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• To verify the conditions of Theorem 6, we can chooseHn as in Corollary 1. This construction
is independent of θ˚. Since |ψ1| is bounded away from zero, the eigenvalue condition implies
that (A4)(i) and (ii) hold for all θ P Θn. It remains to verify (A4)(iii) with νn “ sn. As
max1ďkďpn ErX4

i,ks “ Op1q by (13), the first condition holds since s2n ln pn{n “ op1q. For

the second condition, choose Bn “ ρ´1pnpnωnq with ωn Ñ 8 arbitrarily slowly. Then

n
ÿ

i“1

P
ˆ

max
1ďj,kďpn

|Xi,jXi,k| ą Bn

˙

ď

n
ÿ

i“1

P
ˆ

max
1ďkďpn

X2
i,k ą Bn

˙

ď npn max
1ďj,kďpn

P
`

X2
i,k ą Bn

˘

ď
npnmax1ďj,kďpn ErρpX2

i,kqs

ρpBnq

“ O

ˆ

npn
npnωn

˙

“ op1q,

using (15). This choice satisfies Bn “ opn{psn ln pnqq since ρ´1pnpnqsn ln pn{n “ op1q by
(17).

B.3 Proof of Corollary 3

We first verify (A1). Since

∇θϕipθq “

ˆ

diag pKn1tki “ kuψ1pXi; θkqqk“1,...,Kn
0

1
Kn

1J ´1

˙

,

we can choose

Hnpxi, kiq “

ˆ

diag
`

Kn1tki “ kup´ infθkPΘ0 |ψ1pxi; θkq|q
˘

k“1,...,Kn
` IKn{

?
4Kn 0

0 ´1 ` 1{
?
4Kn

˙

by Lemma 4. Then

1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

E rHnpXi, kiqs “

ˆ

diag
`

Er´ infθkPΘ0 |ψ1pXi; θkq|s
˘

k“1,...,Kn
` IKn{

?
4Kn 0

0 ´1 ` 1{
?
4Kn.

˙

,

so lim supnÑ8 λmaxpn´1
řn

i“1 ErHnpXiqsq ă 0 because ψ1 is negative and bounded away from 0.
Further,

ErHnpXi, kiq
2s “

ˆ

diag
`

K2
n1tki “ kuErinfθkPΘ0 |ψ1pXi; θkq|2s

˘

k“1,...,Kn
0

0 p1 ` 1{
?
4Knq2

˙

,

so

1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

ErHnpXi, kiq
2s “

ˆ

diag
`

KnErinfθkPΘ0 |ψ1pXi; θkq|2s
˘

k“1,...,Kn
0

0 p1 ´ 1{
?
4Knq2

˙

,

using nk{n “ 1{Kn. This gives n
´1}

řn
i“1 ErHnpXiq

2s} “ OpKnq because |ψ1pxi; θq| is bounded.
Since max1ďiďn }HnpXiq} “ OpKnq, we can choose Bn “ KnC in (A1) with some large enough
C. Then, (A1) is satisfied since Kn lnKn{n Ñ 0. Because the given Hnpxi, kiq is valid for all
θ P ΘKn`1

0 , the solution is also unique by Theorem 2. Next, we have

Ipθ˚q “ Kndiag
`

ErψpXi; θ
˚
1 q2s, . . . ,ErψpXi; θ

˚
Kn

q2s, 0
˘

,
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which implies that the convergence rate of the stacked parameter vector θ̂ is
a

trpIpθ˚qq{n “
a

K2
n{n “

a

Kn{n1.
We now verify (A2) and (A3). It holds

Jpθ˚q “

ˆ

diag
`

Erψ1pXi; θ
˚
1 qs, . . . ,Erψ1pXi; θ

˚
Kn

qs
˘

0
1

Kn
1J ´1

˙

,

for which the block inversion formula yields

Jpθ˚q´1 “

ˆ

diag
`

Erψ1pXi; θ
˚
1 qs´1, . . . ,Erψ1pXi; θ

˚
Kn

qs´1
˘

0

´ 1
Kn

vec
`

Erψ1pXi; θ
˚
1 qs´1, . . . ,Erψ1pXi; θ

˚
Kn

qs´1
˘

´1

˙

.

Choosing An “ aJ
nJpθ˚q´1 P R1ˆpn with aJ

n “ p0, . . . , 0, 1q gives the statement for θ̂Kn`1, as

An “ aJ
nJpθ˚q´1 “ vec

ˆ

´
1

Kn
Erψ1pXi; θ

˚
1 qs´1, . . . ,´

1

Kn
Erψ1pXi; θ

˚
Kn

qs´1,´1

˙

,

and, therefore,

aJ
nJpθ˚q´1Ipθ˚qJpθ˚q´Jan “

1

Kn

Kn
ÿ

k“1

ErψpXi; θ
˚
kq2s

Erψ1pXi; θ˚
kqs2

.

We have

Anrϕipθ
˚ ` uq ´ ϕipθ

˚ ` u1qs

“ uKn`1 ´ u1
Kn`1 ´

1

Kn

Kn
ÿ

k“1

puk ´ u1
kq ´

Kn
ÿ

k“1

1tki “ kuψ1pXi; θ
˚
k ` ũkqpuk ´ u1

kq

Erψ1pθ˚
kqs

“ Op}u ´ u1}q

since ψ1 is bounded away from 0 and ´8. Choosing Bn “ C with some large enough C, the first
two conditions in (A2) are satisfied since r2npn “ K3

n{n Ñ 0. Further

AnrJpθ˚`uq´Jpθ˚qs “ ´
1

Kn
vec

˜

Erψ1pθ˚
1 ` u1q ´ ψ1pθ˚

1 qs

Erψ1pθ˚
1 qs

, . . . ,
Erψ1pθ˚

Kn
` uKnq ´ ψ1pθ˚

Kn
qs

Erψ1pθ˚
Kn

qs
, 0

¸

.

Since ψ1 is Lipschitz and }aJ} ď
?
Knmaxi |ai|, we have }AnrJpθ˚ ` uq ´ Jpθ˚qs}{}u} “

OpK
´1{2
n q, so the third condition in (A2) holds since K3

n{n Ñ 0 We further have

Anϕipθ
˚q “ ´

Kn
ÿ

k“1

1tki “ kuψpXi; θ
˚
kq

Erψ1pXi; θ˚
kqs

´
1

Kn

Kn
ÿ

k“1

θ˚
k ´ θ˚

Kn`1 “ ´

Kn
ÿ

k“1

1tki “ kuψpXi; θ
˚
kq

Erψ1pXi; θ˚
kqs

.

This impliues that max1ďiďn E
“

}Anϕipθ
˚q}4

‰

“ Op1q using that maxi,k ErψpXi; θ
˚
kq4s “ Op1q

since ψ is bounded and Erψ1pXi; θ
˚
kqs is bounded away from 0. This verifies (A3).

To obtain the asymptotic distribution of
a

n{Knpθ̂k ´ θ˚
kq, choose aJ

n “ K
´1{2
n eJ

k and

An “ aJ
nJpθ˚q´1 “ K´1{2

n Erψ1pXi; θ
˚
kqs´1eJ

k .

Simple calculations yield Op1q, Bn “
?
KnC and OpK

´1{2
n q for the three quantities in (A2), so

the conditions of Theorem 3 are satisfied since K3
n{n Ñ 0.

33



B.4 Proof of Corollary 4

Due to simplicity of the estimating equation, most regularity conditions are automatic. In
particular, Jpθq “ ´Ipn so that conditions (A6) becomes void and (A7) holds with Jn,k “ 1 for
all k and

ηn “ 2 max
1ďkďKn

d

1
n

řn
i“1

n2

n2
k
ErϕkpXi, θ˚

kq2s lnKn

n
“ 2 max

1ďkďKn

d

ErpqkpXiq ´ a´ θ˚
kq2s lnKn

nk
.

Since ϕipθqk´ϕipθ
1qk “ 1tki “ ku n

nk
pθk1 ´θkq, (A8) can be verified using and s2n lnKn{mink nk Ñ

0. Further, (P1) is satisfied because either θ˚
k “ 0 or θ˚

k{rn Ñ 8, (P2) always holds for the Lasso
and (P3) is easily verified with µn “ 0. As

xu, ϕipθ ` uq ´ ϕipθqy “ ´

Kn
ÿ

k“1

1tki “ ku
n

nk
u2k

the sn-dimensional subproblem satisfies (A1) with Hnpki,Xiq “ ´diagp1tki “ ku n
nk

qk“1,...,sn

and lnKn{mink nk Ñ 0. Existence of a solution with the claimed detection property now follows
from Theorem 5. The additional conditions in Theorem 6 also hold with Hn “ ´ n

mink nk
Ipn since

s2n lnKn{mink nk Ñ 0, which guarantees uniqueness of the solution.

B.5 Proof of Corollary 5

First note that we can multiply the first block of ϕ with any κ ą 0 without changing the solution.
Denote X “ pY, T,Z,W q. By the mean value theorem, for any u, there exists s P p0, 1q such
that

xu, ϕpX;θ ` uq ´ ϕpX;θqy “ uJ∇θϕpX;θ ` suqu,

where

∇θϕpX;θq “

˜

κrT plnσq2pWJθ1q ` p1 ´ T qplnσq2pWJθ1qsWWJ 0
”

Y T
σpWJθ1q2

`
Y p1´T q

σpWJθ1q2

ı

σ1pWJθ1qZWJ ´ZZJ

¸

.

To obtain suitable matrices HnpXq, we distinguish the two cases T “ 0, 1. Consider first the
case T “ 1, in which we can simplify

uJ∇θϕpX;θqu

“ uJ

˜

κplnσq2pWJθ1qWWJ 0
Y σ1pWJθ1q

σpWJθ1q2
ZWJ ´ZZJ

¸

u

“

ˆ

uJ
1 W
uJ
2 Z

˙

˜

κplnσq2pWJθ1q 0
Y σ1pWJθ1q

σpWJθ1q2
´1

¸

ˆ

WJu1

ZJu2

˙

ď

ˆ

uJ
1 W
uJ
2 Z

˙

¨

˝

κplnσq2pWJθ1q `

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Y σ1pWJθ1q

2σpWJθ1q2

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
0

0 ´1 `

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Y σ1pWJθ1q

2σpWJθ1q2

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

˛

‚

ˆ

WJu1

ZJu2

˙
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using Lemma 4. By the same arguments, we get a similar result for T “ 0. Denoting σ “ 1 ´ σ,
we obtain

uJ∇θϕpX;θqu

ď

ˆ

uJ
1 W
uJ
2 Z

˙

¨

˝

κplnσq2pWJθ1q `

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Y σ1pWJθ1q

2σpWJθ1q2

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
0

0 ´1 `

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Y σ1pWJθ1q

2σpWJθ1q2

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

˛

‚

ˆ

WJu1

ZJu2

˙

.

By the assumptions on W , σ and Y , there is K P p0,8q such that

|Y σ1pWJθ1q{p2σpWJθ1q2q| ď K, |Y σ1pWJθ1q{p2σpWJθ1q2q| ď K, }ErWWJs} ď K.

Now the matrix

HnpT, Y,W q “

ˆ

rκα1pT,W q `KsWWJ 0
0 α2pT, Y,W qZZJ,

˙

satisfies (A1)(i)–(ii) with κ ě 2K2{c. Finally, because α1 and α2 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
a

n{snmin1ďkďsn θ
˚
k Ñ 8) and (P4) are satisfied by the SCAD

penalty. Consistency with rn “
a

sn{n and asymptotic normality of θ̂p1q as well as its oracle
property (efficiency) follow from Corollary 5, ρ´1pnqs2n{n Ñ 0 and the properties of the SCAD
penalty with λn Ñ 0.

(A5) follows from the assumptions on pn, see the proof of Corollary 2. (A6) always holds
for SCAD. The proposed choice of λn satisfies (A7) and (A8) can be verified as in the proof of
Corollary 2, so θ̂p2q “ 0 with probability tending to 1. (A4) follows from the assumptions on pn.
The assumption on a, which determines the non-convexity of SCAD, implies that (P3) holds
with µ ă 2c, so θ̂ is unique with probability tending to 1 by Theorem 6.

B.7 Proof of Corollary 7

The Jacobian of ϕ is a bidiagonal matrix with

∇ϕpX;θq “ Kn

¨

˚

˚

˚

˝

´1iPB1

r1 ´ αf 1pXi; θ1qs1iPB2 ´1iPB2

. . .

r1 ´ αf 1pXi; θKn´1qs1iPBKn
´1iPBKn

˛

‹

‹

‹

‚

.
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We have

K´1
n uJ∇ϕpX;θqu

“ ´

Kn
ÿ

k“1

u2k1iPBk
`

Kn´1
ÿ

k“1

ukuk`1r1 ´ αf 1pXi; θkqs1iPBk`1

ď ´

Kn
ÿ

k“1

u2k1iPBk
` p1 ´ ακq

Kn´1
ÿ

k“1

b

u2ku
2
k`11iPBk`1

(κ ď f 1 ď 1{α)

ď ´

Kn
ÿ

k“1

u2k1iPBk
` p1 ´ ακq

1

2

Kn´1
ÿ

k“1

pu2k ` u2k`1q1iPBk`1
(AM-GM inequality)

ď ´

Kn
ÿ

k“1

u2k1iPBk
` p1 ´ ακq

Kn
ÿ

k“1

u2k1iPBk

ď ´ακ
Kn
ÿ

k“1

u2k1iPBk
.

Hence, (A1) is satisfied with

Hnpxq “ ´ακKn diagp1iPBk
qk“1,...,Kn ,

c “ ακ, Bn “ Kn lnn and K3
n{n Ñ 0. Further, (A1)(i) is valid for all θ P RKn . Finally,

Ipθ˚q “ Covrϕpθ˚qs “ α2Kn diag
`

Varrf 1pX; θ˚
k´1qs

˘

k“1,...,Kn
— α2KnΓ,

so trpIpθ˚qq “ OpK2
nq and rn “ Op

a

K2
n{nq. Now Theorem 1 and Theorem 2 show that, with

probability tending to 1, a unique solution path θ̂ exists and satisfies }θ̂ ´ θ˚} “ Opp
a

K2
n{nq.

We now verify the conditions of Theorem 3 for a matrix Ãn such that }Ãn} “ 1{
?
Kn to be

chosen later. It holds

}ϕipθ
˚ ` uq ´ ϕipθ

˚ ` u1q} ď p2 ` αLqKn}u ´ u1} ď 3Kn}u ´ u1},

so the first two conditions of (A2) are satisfied for any matrix Ãn with }Ãn} “ Op1{
?
Knq and

Bn “ Kn since K3
n{n Ñ 0. Next,

Jpθq “ Er∇ϕpX;θqs “

¨

˚

˚

˚

˝

´1
1 ´ αErf 1pX; θ1qs ´1

. . .

1 ´ αErf 1pX; θKn´1qs ´1

˛

‹

‹

‹

‚

.

We have

}ÃnJpθ˚ ` uq ´ ÃnJpθ˚ ` u1q} ď α}Ãn}

g

f

f

e

Kn´1
ÿ

j“1

`

Erf 1pX; θ˚
k ` ukqs ´ Erf 1pX; θ˚

k ` u1
kqs

˘2

ď α}Ãn}L}u ´ u1} “ Op}u ´ u1}{
a

Knq

“ op}u ´ u1}{p
?
nr2nqq,
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where we used r2n “ K2
n{n and K3

n{n Ñ 0. This verifies the third condition in (A2). Assumption
(A3) also holds because only one entry of ϕipθ

˚q can be non-zero at a time and, thus,

Er}Ãnϕipθ
˚q}4s

“ Op1{K2
nq ˆ Er}ϕipθ

˚q}4s

“ Op1{K2
nq ˆK4

n

Kn
ÿ

k“1

Kn
ÿ

j“1

Erpθ˚
k´1 ´ θ˚

k ´ f 1pXi; θ
˚
kqq2pθ˚

j´1 ´ θ˚
j ´ f 1pXi; θ

˚
j qq21iPBkXBj s

“ OpK2
nq ˆ

Kn
ÿ

k“1

Erpθ˚
k´1 ´ θ˚

k ´ f 1pXi; θ
˚
kqq41iPBk

s

“ OpK2
nq “ opnq,

again using K3
n{n Ñ 0.

We can now apply Theorem 3 and it remains to verify the asymptotic covariance structure.
By the inversion formula for bidiagonal matrices,

pJpθq´1qi,j “

$

’

&

’

%

´1, i “ j

´
śi´1

ℓ“jp1 ´ αErf 1pX; θℓqsq, i ą j

0, i ă j.

Let Ãn “ AnJpθ˚q´1{
?
Kn “ Op1{

?
Knq, so that

ÃnIpθ˚qÃJ
n “

1

Kn
AnJpθ˚q´1Ipθ˚qJpθ˚q´JAJ

n .

Since Ipθ˚q “ α2KnΓ with Γ diagonal, we have for i ď j,

Σn –
1

Kn
pJpθ˚q´1Ipθ˚qJpθ˚q´Jqi,j

“ α2
Kn
ÿ

ℓ“1

Kn
ÿ

k“1

pJpθq´1qi,ℓΓℓ,kpJpθq´1qj,k

“ α2
i

ÿ

ℓ“1

j
ÿ

k“1

pJpθq´1qi,ℓΓℓ,kpJpθq´1qj,k

“ α2
i

ÿ

k“1

Γk,kpJpθq´1qi,kpJpθq´1qj,k

“ α2
i

ÿ

k“1

Γk,k

«

i´1
ź

m“k

p1 ´ αErf 1pX; θ˚
mqsq

ff «

j´1
ź

m“k

p1 ´ αErf 1pX; θ˚
mqsq

ff

“ α2
i

ÿ

k“1

Γk,k

«

i´1
ź

m“k

p1 ´ αErf 1pX; θ˚
mqsq

ff2 «

j´1
ź

m“i

p1 ´ αErf 1pX; θ˚
mqsq

ff

.

C Lemmas

For any strictly increasing, convex function β : p0,8q Ñ p0,8q and any positive function g,
define the norm-like quantity

}g}β “ max
1ďiďn

ErgpXiqs `
1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

β´1
´

E
”

β̃ p|gpXiq ´ ErgpXiqs|q

ı¯

,
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where β̃pxq “ xβpxq. This ‘norm’ measures both the absolute size of gpXq and its concentration.
For example, the choice βpxq “ x corresponds to

}g}β “ max
1ďiďn

ErgpXiqs `
1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

Var rgpXiqs .

Another important example is βpxq “ exppxq for exponential concentration inequalities.

Lemma 1. Let Fn be a positive function and β : p0,8q Ñ p0,8q strictly increasing and convex.
For any Bn such that Bn{}Fn}β Ñ 8, it holds

1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

ż 8

Bn

P pFnpXiq ą tq dt “ op1q.

Proof. Since Bn{}Fn}β Ñ 8 and the convexity of β imply Bn{max1ďiďn ErFnpXiqs Ñ 8, it
holds max1ďiďn ErFnpXiqs ď Bn{2 for n large enough. We have

1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

ż 8

Bn

P pFnpXiq ą tq dt ď
1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

ż 8

Bn

P p|FnpXiq ´ ErFnpXiqs| ą t´Bn{2q dt

“
1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

ż 8

Bn{2
P p|FnpXiq ´ ErFnpXiqs| ą tq dt

“
1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

Er|FnpXiq ´ ErFnpXiqs|1FnpXiqąBn{2s

p˚q

ď
1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

Erβ̃p|FnpXiq ´ ErFnpXiqs|qs

βpBn{2q

ď
βp}Fn}βq

βpBn{2q
“ op1q,

since Bn{}Fn}β Ñ 8. In p˚q we use that for a positive random variable Y it holds

E rY 1Y ąBs ď E
„

Y βpY q

βpBq

ȷ

.

Lemma 2. Suppose that Hnpxq is negative semi-definite for all x P X , 1
n

řn
i“1 ErHnpXiqs “

Op1q, and Bn “ opn{ ln pnq. Then

1

n

›

›

›

›

›

n
ÿ

i“1

ErHnpXiq
21}HnpXiq}ďBn

s

›

›

›

›

›

“ opn{ ln pnq.

Proof. Using trpABq ď | trpAq|}B}, we have

uJHnpXiq
2u1}HnpXiq}ďBn

“ trpuJHnpXiq
2uq1}HnpXiq}ďBn

“ trpuuJHnpXiq
2q1}HnpXiq}ďBn

ď | trpuuJHnpXiqq|}HnpXiq}1}HnpXiq}ďBn

ď |uJHnpXiqu|Bn

“ ´uJHnpXiquBn.
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Thus,

1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

uJErHnpXiq
21}HnpXiq}ďBn

su ď ´
1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

uJErHnpXiqsuBn,

which implies the claim.

Lemma 3. Let λn “ λn1 with λn Ñ 0 and λn ě 2ηn. Denote Θ̃n “ tθ : }θ}1 ď knu with some
kn “ opη´1

n q such that θ˚ P Θ̃n. Suppose that (P3) and (A5) hold,

sup
θPΘ̃n

}p1
λn

pθq}8 “ Opλnq, (23)

and for all }u} “ opλnq and large enough n,

xup2q, p
1
λn

pθ˚ ` uqp2qy ě λn}up2q}1. (24)

Then if

C

u,
1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

rϕipθ
˚q ´ ϕipθ

˚ ` uqs

G

ě c}u}2 ´ c1}u}21η
2
n (25)

holds with lim supnÑ8 µn ă 2c, any solution θ̂ P Θ̃n satisfies

}θ̂ ´ θ˚}1 ď
?
νn}θ̂ ´ θ˚},

for some νn “ Opsnq.

Proof. Write θ̂ “ θ˚ ` u with }u}1 ď 2kn. We will show that }u}1 ď Op
?
snq}u}. Let tn “ op1q

fast enough such that }tnu} “ opλnq. It holds,

xu, p1
λn

pθ˚ ` uqy “ xu, p1
λn

pθ˚ ` uq ´ p1
λn

pθ˚ ` tnuqy ` xu, p1
λn

pθ˚ ` tnuqy

“
1

1 ´ tn
xup1 ´ tnq, p1

λn
pθ˚ ` uq ´ p1

λn
pθ˚ ` tnuqy ` xu, p1

λn
pθ˚ ` tnuqy

ě ´
µn
2

}u}2 ` xu, p1
λn

pθ˚ ` tnuqy

“ ´
µn
2

}u}2 ` xup1q, p
1
λn

pθ˚ ` tnuqp1qy `
1

tn
xtnup2q, p

1
λn

pθ˚ ` tnuqp2qy

ě ´
µn
2

}u}2 ´Opλnq}up1q}1 ` λn}up2q}1.

using (P3) and |1 ´ tn| ď 1 in the first, and (23)–(24) in the second inequality. Furthermore, by
(25), (A5) and Lemma 13,

xu,Pnϕpθ˚ ` uqy “ xu,Pnrϕpθ˚ ` uq ´ ϕpθ˚qsy ` xu,Pnϕpθ˚qy

ď ´c}u}2 ` c1η
2
n}u}21 ` ηn}u}1

ď ´c}u}2 ` r1 ` op1qsηn}u}1

“ ´c}u}2 `Opλnq}up1q}1 ` r1 ` op1qsηn}up2q}1,
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where we have used ηn}u}1 ď ηnkn “ op1q in the third and λn ě 2ηn in the last step. Together
this yields

0 “ xu,Pnϕpθ˚ ` uq ´ p1
λn

pθ˚ ` uqy

ď ´pc´ µn{2q}u}2 `Opλnq}up1q}1 ´
λn
2

r1 ` op1qs}up2q}1,

as ηn ´ λn ď ´λn{2 by assumption. Since c ´ µn{2 is strictly positive asymptotically, it must
hold

}up2q}1 ď Op1q}up1q}1,

Now the claim follows from

}u}1 “ }up1q}1 ` }up2q}1 ď Op1q}up1q}1 ď Op
?
snq}up1q} ď Op

?
snq}u}.

Lemma 4. For any A P Rq1ˆq1, B P Rq1ˆq2, C P Rq2ˆq1, D P Rq2ˆq2, q1, q2 P N, it holds
ˆ

A B
C D

˙

ĺ

ˆ

A` Iq1p}B} ` }C}q{2 0
0 D ` Iq2p}B} ` }C}q{2.

˙

Proof. Let y1 P Rq1 and y2 P Rq2 arbitrary. Then using sub-multiplicativity of the norm (first
step) and the AM-GM inequality (second step), we get

`

yJ
1 yJ

2

˘

ˆ

A B
C D

˙ ˆ

y1

y2

˙

“ yJ
1 Ay1 ` yJ

1 By2 ` yJ
2 Cy1 ` yJ

2 Dy2

ď yJ
1 Ay1 ` }y1}}y2}p}B} ` }C}q ` yJ

2 Dy2

ď yJ
1 Ay1 `

1

2
p}y1}2 ` }y2}2qp}B} ` }C}q ` yJ

2 Dy2

“
`

yJ
1 yJ

2

˘

ˆ

A` Iq1p}B} ` }C}q{2 0
0 D ` Iq2p}B} ` }C}q{2

˙ ˆ

y1

y2

˙

.

Lemma 5. It holds

}Pnϕpθ˚q} “ Op

˜

c

tr pIpθ˚qq

n

¸

.

Proof. Using Y “ OppEpY 2q1{2q and }u} “
a

trpuuJq, we obtain

}Pnϕpθ˚q} “ Opp

b

ErtrpPnϕpθ˚qPnϕpθ˚qJqsq “ Opp

b

trpErPnϕpθ˚qPnϕpθ˚qJsqq

and

ErPnϕpθ˚qPnϕpθ˚qJs “ CovrPnϕpθ˚qs “
1

n2

n
ÿ

i“1

Covrϕipθ
˚qs “

1

n
Ipθ˚q.

Lemma 6. Let Fn be classes of real-valued functions from X to R, Fn be any function with
supfPFn

|f | ď Fn, and Bn be any sequence.
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(i) It holds

sup
fPFn

|pPn ´ P qf | ď sup
fPFn

|pPn ´ P qf1FnďBn | `Op

ˆ
ż 8

Bn

P1Fnąt dt,

˙

.

(ii) If P1FnąBn “ op1{nq, we have

sup
fPFn

|pPn ´ P qf | ď sup
fPFn

|pPn ´ P qf1FnďBn | ` op

¨

˝

d

supfPFn
Pf2

n

˛

‚.

Proof. It holds

sup
fPFn

|pPn ´ P qf | ď sup
fPFn

|pPn ´ P qf1FnďBn | ` sup
fPFn

|pPn ´ P qf1FnąBn |.

We prove two different bounds for the second term on the right.

(i) We have

E

«

sup
fPF

|pPn ´ P qf1FnąBn |

ff

ď E rPnFn1FnąBns ` PFn1FnąBn ď 2PFn1FnąBn .

Noting that PFn1FnąBn “
ş8

Bn
P1Fnątdt and Markov’s inequality give

sup
fPFn

|pPn ´ P qf1FnąBn | “ Op

ˆ
ż 8

Bn

P1Fnąt dt

˙

.

(ii) Decompose

sup
fPFn

|pPn ´ P qf1FnąBn | ď |PnFn1FnąBn | ` sup
fPF

|Pf1FnąBn |.

Since P1FnąBn “ op1{nq it holds

PpDi : FnpXiq ą Bnq ď nP1FnąBn “ op1q,

so PnFn1FnąBn “ 0 with probability tending to 1. Now the claim follows from the Cauchy
Schwarz inequality:

sup
fPF

|Pf1FnąBn | ď

c

sup
fPF

Pf2
a

P1FnąBn “ op

¨

˝

d

supfPFn
Pf2

n

˛

‚.

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

}pPn ´ P qHn} “ opp1q.
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Proof. Let Sn “ tx : }Hnpxq} ď Bnu with Bn as in (A1)(iii). Applying Lemma 6 (i), we obtain

}pPn ´ P qHn} ď }pPn ´ P qHn1Sn} ` opp1q

by (A1)(iii). DefiningM2
n “ PH2

n1Sn , the Bernstein inequality for random matrices (Wainwright,
2019, Theorem 6.17) yields

}pPn ´ P qHn1Sn} “ Op

˜

c

M2
n ln pn
n

`
Bn ln pn

n

¸

“ opp1q.

Lemma 8. Under assumption (A4), it holds

max
1ďj,kďpn

|pPn ´ P qHn,j,k| “ opp1{νnq.

Proof. Define

M2
n “ max

1ďj,kďpn
PH2

n,j,k, Sn “

"

x : max
1ďj,kďpn

|Hnpxqn,j,k| ď Bn

*

.

Lemma 6 (ii) and (A4) give

max
1ďj,kďpn

|pPn ´ P qHn,j,k| ď max
1ďj,kďpn

|pPn ´ P qHn,j,k1Sn | ` op

´

a

M2
n{n

¯

“ max
1ďj,kďpn

|pPn ´ P qHn,j,k1Sn | ` opp1{νnq,

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

P
ˆ

max
1ďj,kďpn

|pPn ´ P qHn,j,k1Sn | ą ε

˙

ď 2p2n exp

ˆ

´
nε2

2M2
n `Bnε

˙

.

The claim follows upon choosing

ε “ C

c

M2
n ln pn
n

` C
Bn ln pn

n
,

with some large enough constant C and the assumptions on the growth of Mn and Bn from
(A4).

Lemma 9. For some cn P p0,8q, dn,Kn P N, let

Fn “ tfu,k : u P Rdn , }u} ď cn, f0,k ” 0, k “ 1, . . . ,Knu,

be classes of functions such that

max
1ďkďKn

sup
}u},}u1}ďcn

1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

Er|fu,kpXiq ´ fu1,kpXiq|2s

}u ´ u1}2
ď M2

n,

n
ÿ

i“1

P

˜

max
1ďkďKn

sup
}u},}u1}ďcn

|fu,kpXiq ´ fu1,kpXiq|

}u ´ u1}
ą Bn

¸

“ op1q.

Then

sup
fPFn

|pPn ´ P qf | “ Op

˜

c

M2
nc

2
npdn ` lnKnq

n
`
Bncnpdn ` lnKnq

n

¸

,

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

Fnpxq “ max
1ďkďKn

sup
}u},}u1}ďcn

|fu,kpxq ´ fu1,kpxq|

}u ´ u1}
.

Since fk,0 ” 0 by assumption, Fn is an envelope for the functions in c´1
n Fn:

sup
fPFn

c´1
n |f | ď max

1ďkďKn

sup
}u}ďcn

c´1
n }u}

|fu,kpxq ´ 0|

}u ´ 0}
ď Fnpxq.

Now Lemma 6 (ii) and our assumptions give

c´1
n sup

fPFn

|pPn ´ P qf | ď c´1
n sup

fPFn

|pPn ´ P qf1FnďBn | ` oppMn{
?
nq,

so

sup
fPFn

|pPn ´ P qf | ď sup
fPFn

|pPn ´ P qf1FnďBn | ` opp
a

M2
nc

2
n{nq.

Step 2: Bounding covering numbers Let A be some set equipped with a norm } ¨ }. A
collection of N balls Bpak, ϵq “ ta P A : }a ´ ak} ď ϵu is called an ϵ-covering of A with respect
to the norm } ¨ } if A Ă

ŤN
k“1Bpak, ϵq. The minimal number of balls of radius ϵ needed to cover

A is the covering number Npϵ,A, } ¨ }q.

Fix k and consider F pkq
n “ tfu,k1Sn : u P Rpn , }u} ď cnu. Recall that by our definition of Pf ,

the L2pP q-norm is defined as }f ´ g}2L2pP q
“ 1

n

řn
i“1 Er|fpXiq ´ gpXiq|2s. We will show that

lnNpε,F pkq
n , L2pP qq À dn lnp3Mncn{εq, lnNpε,F pkq

n , } ¨ }8q À dn lnp3Bncn{εq, (26)

where À means “bounded up to a universal constant”. Let u1, . . . ,uN be the centers of an η-
covering of tu P Rdn : }u} ď cnu, which we can find with N “ p3cn{ηqdn . Then, by the definitions

of Mn and Bn, the functions fu1,k, . . . , fuN ,k are centers of a Mnη-covering of F pkq
n in L2pP q,

and a Bnη covering for } ¨ }8, respectively. Choosing η “ ε{Mn and η “ ε{Bn, respectively, gives

(26). Now we can take a union over the coverings of all F pkq
n to find a covering of Fn, which gives

lnNpε,Fn, L2pP qq À lnKn ` dn lnp3Mncn{εq,

lnNpε,Fn, } ¨ }8q À lnKn ` dn lnp3Bncn{εq.
(27)

Step 3: Bounding the truncated process Denote Sn “ tx : Fnpxq ď Bnu. Theorem
2.14.21 of Van der Vaart and Wellner (2023) gives

E

«

sup
fPFn

|pPn ´ P qf1Sn |

ff

À

şMncn
0

a

1 ` lnNpϵ,Fn, L2pP qqdϵ
?
n

`

şBncn
0 r1 ` lnNpϵ,Fn, } ¨ }8qsdϵ

n
.

Substituting the covering number bounds (27) and the changes of variables t “ ϵ{Mncn and
t “ ϵ{Bncn, respectively, gives

E

«

sup
fPFn

|pPn ´ P qf1Sn |

ff

À
Mncn

?
dn ` lnKn
?
n

`
Bncnpdn ` lnKnq

n
.

Now the result follows from Markov’s inequality.
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Lemma 10. Under assumption (A2), it holds for all C ă 8,

sup
}u}ďrnC

}pPn ´ P qAnrϕpθ˚ ` uq ´ ϕpθ˚qs} “ opp1{
?
nq.

Proof. We show that for each row an from An P Rqˆpn , it holds

sup
}u}ďrnC

|pPn ´ P qaJ
n rϕpθ˚ ` uq ´ ϕpθ˚qs| “ opp1{

?
nq.

Since Anrϕpθ˚ ` uq ´ ϕpθ˚qs is a finite dimensional vector, this implies the claim. Let an be
some row of An. We have

sup
}u}ďrnC

|pPn ´ P qaJ
n rϕpθ˚ ` uq ´ ϕpθ˚qs| “ sup

fuPFn

|pPn ´ P qfu|

with Fn “ taJ
n rϕpθ˚ ` uq ´ ϕpθ˚qs : }u} ď rnCu. Now apply Lemma 9 with dn “ pn, cn “ rnC,

Kn “ 1. This gives

sup
fuPFn

|pPn ´ P qfu| “ op

ˆ

1
?
n
Mn rn

?
pn `

1
?
n

Bn rn pn
?
n

˙

“ opp1{
?
nq

since Mn “ op1{prn
?
pnqq and Bn “ op

?
n{prn pnqq by (A2).

Lemma 11. Let θ̂ “ pθ̂p1q,0q be a solution to Φnppθ̂p1q,0qqp1q P Bθp1q
pλnppθ̂p1q,0qq. Under

assumptions (A7) and (A8), it holds

}diagpλnp2qq
´1Pnϕpθ̂qp2q}8

ď }diagpλnp2qq
´1Jpθ̃qp2,1q J

´1pθ̃qp1q p
1
λn

pθ̂qp1q}8

` }diagpλnp2qq
´1

´

Pnϕpθ˚qp2q ´ Jpθ̃qp2,1q J
´1pθ̃qp1q Pnϕpθ˚qp1q

¯

}8 ` opp1q

with some θ̃ on the line segment from θ˚ to θ̂.

Proof. We have

diagpλnp2qq
´1Pnϕpθ̂qp2q “ diagpλnp2qq

´1Pnϕpθ˚qp2q ` diagpλnp2qq
´1Pn

”

ϕpθ̂qp2q ´ ϕpθ˚qp2q

ı

and

Pn

”

ϕpθ̂qp2q ´ ϕpθ˚qp2q

ı

“ P
”

ϕpθ̂qp2q ´ ϕpθ˚qp2q

ı

` pPn ´ P q

”

ϕpθ̂qp2q ´ ϕpθ˚qp2q

ı

“ Jpθ̃qp2,1qpθ̂p1q ´ θ˚
p1qq ` pPn ´ P q

”

ϕpθ̂qp2q ´ ϕpθ˚qp2q

ı

with some θ̃ between θ̂ and θ˚ and Jpθqp2,1q as defined in Section 3.3.1. Similar to the proof of
Theorem 3, one obtains

θ̂p1q ´ θ˚
p1q “ J´1pθ̃qp1q

”

´Pnϕpθ˚qp1q ´ pPn ´ P qrϕpθ̂qp1q ´ ϕpθ˚qp1qs ` p1
λn

pθ̂qp1q

ı

,
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with Jpθqp1q as defined in Section 3.3.1. We may take the same θ̃ as above here since we are using

the same expansion for the term Pϕpθ̂q ´ Pϕpθ˚q in both arguments. The three last displays
together yield

diagpλnp2qq
´1Pnϕpθ̂qp2q

“ diagpλnp2qq
´1Pnϕpθ˚qp2q

` diagpλnp2qq
´1pPn ´ P q

”

ϕpθ̂qp2q ´ ϕpθ˚qp2q

ı

` diagpλnp2qq
´1Jpθ̃qp2,1q J

´1pθ̃qp1q

”

´Pnϕpθ˚qp1q ` p1
λn

pθ̂qp1q

ı

` diagpλnp2qq
´1Jpθ̃qp2,1q J

´1pθ̃qp1q

”

´pPn ´ P qrϕpθ̂qp1q ´ ϕpθ˚qp1qs

ı

.

The claim follows if we show that the the second and fourth terms are negligible (with respect
to the } ¨ }8-norm). With ηn as defined in (A7), it holds

}diagpλnp2qq
´1}8 ď

1

mink“sn`1,...,pn λn,k
ď

1

ηn
,

and

}diagpλnp2qq
´1Jpθ̃qp2,1q J

´1pθ̃qp1q}8 ď
1

ηn
max

k“sn`1,...,pn

1

Jn,k
}pJpθ̃qk,p1q J

´1pθ̃qp1qq
J}1

ď
1

ηn
,

Further, Lemma 12 gives
›

›

›
pPn ´ P qrϕpθ̂q ´ ϕpθ˚qs

›

›

›

8
“ oppηnq.

Now the claim follows from combining the previous displays.

Lemma 12. Under (A8), it holds

sup
uPRpn ,up2q“0

}u}ďrnC

}pPn ´ P qrϕpθ˚ ` uq ´ ϕpθ˚qs}8 “ oppηnq

for every C ă 8.

Proof. We have

sup
uPRpn ,up2q“0

}u}ďrnC

}pPn ´ P qrϕpθ˚ ` uq ´ ϕpθ˚qs}8 “ sup
fu,kPFn

|pPn ´ P qfu,k|

with

Fn “ tϕpθ˚ ` pup1q,0qqk ´ ϕpθ˚qk : up1q P Rsn ,up2q “ 0, }u} ď rnC, k “ 1, . . . pnu.

Define

M̃2
n “ max

1ďkďpn
sup

θ,θ1PΘ1

P |ϕipθqk ´ ϕipθ
1qk|2

}θ ´ θ1}2
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By assumption (A8), we can apply Lemma 9 with dn “ sn,Kn “ pn, cn “ rnC, Mn “ M̃n and
Bn “ B̃n. This gives

E

˜

sup
fu,kPFn

|pPn ´ P qfu,k|

¸

“ O

¨

˝

d

M̃2
nr

2
nC

2psn ` ln pnq

n
`
B̃nrnCpsn ` ln pnq

n

˛

‚“ opηnq,

where we used the growth bounds from (A8) in the last step. Now the claim follows from
Markov’s inequality.

Lemma 13. Under assumption (A5) and pn Ñ 8, it holds

P

˜›

›

›

›

›

1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

ϕipθ
˚q

›

›

›

›

›

8

ď 2σn

c

ln pn
n

¸

Ñ 1.

Proof. Let

ηn “ 2σn

c

ln pn
n

, Bn “

c

n

4 ln pn
.

Using Lemma 6 (ii), (A5), and
b

maxk Pϕpθ˚q2k ď
?
nηn, we get

}Pnϕipθ
˚q}8 ď

›

›pPn ´ P qϕipθ
˚q1}ϕipθ˚q}8ďBn

›

›

8
` oppηnq,

Further, the union bound and Bernstein’s inequality give

P
´

›

›pPn ´ P qϕipθ
˚q1}ϕipθ˚q}8ďBn

›

›

8
ą ηn

¯

ď 2 pn max
1ďkďpn

exp

˜

´

1
2η

2
n

1
nσ

2
n ` 1

3ηnBn{n

¸

ď 2 exp

ˆ

ln pn ´
η2nn

2σ2n ` ηnBn

˙

ď 2 exp

ˆ

ln pn ´
η2nn

3σ2n

˙

“ 2 exp

ˆ

ln pn ´
4

3
ln pn

˙

“ op1q.
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