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In this paper we develop procedures to construct simultaneous
confidence bands for p potentially infinite-dimensional parameters
after model selection for general moment condition models where p
is potentially much larger than the sample size of available data, n.
This allows us to cover settings with functional response data where
each of the p parameters is a function. The procedure is based on
the construction of score functions that satisfy certain orthogonality
condition. The proposed simultaneous confidence bands rely on uni-
form central limit theorems for high-dimensional vectors (and not on
Donsker arguments as we allow for p > n). To construct the bands,
we employ a multiplier bootstrap procedure which is computationally
efficient as it only involves resampling the estimated score functions
(and does not require resolving the high-dimensional optimization
problems). We formally apply the general theory to inference on re-
gression coefficient process in the distribution regression model with a
logistic link, where two implementations are analyzed in detail. Simu-
lations and an application to real data are provided to help illustrate
the applicability of the results.

1. Introduction. High-dimensional models have become increasingly
popular in the last two decades. Much research has been conducted on esti-
mation of these models. However, inference about parameters in these mod-
els is much less understood, although the literature on inference is growing
quickly; see the list of references below. In particular, despite its practical
relevance, there are few papers trying to solve the problem of construction of
simultaneous confidence bands on many target parameters in these models.
(One exception is [9]. Simultaneous confidence bands have been constructed
by Bonferroni adjustments but the resulting confidence bands are often con-
servative, see, e.g., simulation results in [42].) In this paper we provide a
solution to this problem by constructing simultaneous confidence bands for
parameters in a very general framework of moment condition models, al-
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lowing for many functional parameters, where each parameter itself can be
an infinite-dimensional object, and the number of parameters can be much
larger than the sample size of available data.

As a substantive application, we apply our general results to provide si-
multaneous confidence bands for parameters in a logistic regression model
with functional response data

(1.1) Ep[Y, | D,X] = A(D'0, + X'B.), uel,

where D = (Dy,...,D;)" is a p-vector of covariates whose effects are of
interest, X = (Xy,...,X,) is a p-vector of controls, A: R — R is the lo-
gistic link function, & = [0, 1] is a set of indices, and for each u € U, Y, =
HY < (1 —u)y+uy} for some constants y < 7 and the response variable Y,
0y = (0u1, ..., 0yp) is a vector of target parameters, and 5, = (Bui, - - -, Bup)’
is a vector of nuisance parameters. Here, both p and p are allowed to be
potentially much larger than the sample size n, and we have p functional
target parameters (Quj)ueu and p functional nuisance parameters (Buj)ueu.
This example is important because it demonstrates that our methods can
be used for inference about the whole distribution of the response variable
Y given D and X in a high-dimensional setting, and not only about some
particular features of it such as mean or median. This model is called a dis-
tribution regression model in [21] and a conditional transformation model in
[25], who argue that the model provides a rich class of models for conditional
distributions, and offers a useful generalization of traditional proportional
hazard models as well as a useful alternative to quantile regression. We
develop inference methods to construct simultaneous confidence bands for
many functional parameters of this model in Section 3. Toward this goal, our
contributions include to effectively estimate a continuum of high-dimensional
nuisance parameters, allow for approximately sparse models, control sparse
eigenvalues of a continuum of random matrices, and establish the validity of
a multiplier bootstrap for the construction of confidence bands for the many
functional parameters of interest. In particular, these contributions go much
beyond [9], which considers the special case of many scalar parameters.

Our general results refer to the problem of estimating the set of parame-
ters (0uj)ueu,jefp in the moment condition model,

where W is a random element that takes values in a measurable space
(W, Aw) according to a probability measure P, U/ C R% and [p] := {1,...,p}
are sets of indices, and for each u € U and j € [p], 1y; is a known score
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function, 60, is a scalar parameter of interest, and 7,; is a potentially high-
dimensional (or infinite-dimensional) nuisance parameter. Assuming that a
random sample of size n, (W;)!"_,, from the distribution of W is available to-
gether with suitable estimators 7,,; of 1,;, we aim to construct simultaneous
confidence bands for (0y;)ueys,jejp that are valid uniformly over a large class
of probability measures P, say P,. Specifically, for each u € U and j € [p],
we construct an appropriate estimator éuj of 0, along with an estimator of
the standard deviation of /7 (6,; — 04;), Guj, such that

CaOuyyj 5 CaOuyyj

n < Oyj < Oy + n
uniformly over P € P,,, where a € (0,1) and ¢, is an appropriate critical
value, which we choose to construct using a multiplier bootstrap method.
The left- and the right-hand sides of the inequalities inside the probability
statement (1.3) then can be used as bounds in simultaneous confidence bands
for 6,;’s. In this paper, we are particularly interested in the case when p is
potentially much larger than n and U/ is an uncountable subset of R% so
that for each j € [p], (0y;)ucy is an infinite-dimensional (that is, functional)
parameter.

In the presence of high-dimensional nuisance parameters, construction of
valid confidence bands is delicate. Dealing with high-dimensional parame-
ters requires relying upon regularization that leads to lack of asymptotic
linearization of the estimators of target parameters since regularized esti-
mators of nuisance parameters suffer from a substantial bias and this bias
spreads into the estimators of the target parameters. This lack of asymptotic
linearization in turn typically translates into severe distortions in coverage
probability of the confidence bands constructed by traditional techniques
that are based on perfect model selection; see [29], [30], [31], [39]. To deal
with this problem, we assume that the score functions 1,; are constructed
to satisfy a near-orthogonality condition that makes them immune to first-
order changes in the value of the nuisance parameter, namely

(1.3) Pp <éuj— Nu€el,je [ﬁ]) —1-a,

0 o {Ee[ns W +rin] b x0 weu gl

r=0

for all 77 in an appropriate set where 0, denotes the derivative with respect
to r. We shall often refer to this condition as Neyman orthogonality, since in
low-dimensional parametric settings the orthogonality property originates
in the work of Neyman on the C(«) test in the 50s. In Section 2 below,
we describe a few general methods for constructing the score functions 1,
obeying the Neyman orthogonality condition.
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The Neyman orthogonality condition (1.4) is important because it helps to
make sure that the bias from the estimators of the high-dimensional nuisance
parameters does not spread into the estimators of the target parameters. In
particular, under (1.4), it follows that

Epw [0 (W, 05 705)| 20, wel, j € [f),

at least up to the first order, where the index W in Epyy[-] means that the
expectation is taken over W only. This makes the estimators of the target
parameters 6,; immune to the bias in the estimators 7,;, which in turn
improves their statistical properties and opens up the possibilities for valid
inference.

As the framework (1.2) covers a broad variety of applications, it is in-
structive to revisit the logistic regression model with functional response
data (1.1). To construct score functions t,,; that satisfy both the moment
conditions (1.2) and the Neyman orthogonality condition (1.4) in this exam-
ple, for u € U and j € [p], define a (p + p — 1)-vector of additional nuisance
parameters
(1.5) "= arg_min EplfH{D; — X7},

cRp+p—1
where Xj = (Dflﬂ\j’ X’), D[ﬁ]\] = (Dl, e 7Dj—1, Dj+1, e ,D;[,),, and
(16) fi = £i(D, X) = Varp(Y, | D, X).

Then, denoting W = (Y, D, X) and splitting 6, into 6,; and 0,p\; =
(Ou1,s - - Oui—1,0ujs1, - - 76u[ﬁ])/7 we set

Yui (W, 045, uj) = {Yu — A(D;0u; + Xjﬁi)}(Dj — X7,

where 1,; = (85, v) and B, = 4 1\ Bl). Tt is straightforward to see that

these score functions 1,,; satisfy the moment conditions (1.2) and to see that
they also satisfy the Neyman orthogonality condition (1.4), observe that

O Brlus(W0u. 8,901 }| = —Be[£2{D; — X9} ()] = 0
0, (Bl (W0, 8L}, = —Br[(Yu - D0+ XBIHXTY] =0,

=Yu

where the first line holds by definition of f2 and ~%, since Varp(Y, | D, X) =
N(D'6, + X'3,), and the second by (1.1). Because of this orthogonality
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condition, we can exploit the moment conditions (1.2) to construct reg-
ular, \/n-consistent, estimators of #,; even if non-regular, regularized or
post-regularized, estimators of 7,; = (ﬁi,%) are used to cope with high-
dimensionality. Using these regular estimators of 6,;, we then can construct
valid confidence bands (1.3).

Our general approach to construct simultaneous confidence bands, which
is developed in Section 2, can be described as follows. First, we construct the
moment conditions (1.2) that satisfy the Neyman orthogonality condition
(1.4), and use these moment conditions to construct estimators 6., of 6,,; for
all w € U and j € [p]. Second, under appropriate regularity conditions, we
establish a Bahadur representation for éuj’s. Third, employing the Bahadur
representation, we are able to derive a suitable Gaussian approximation for
the distribution of éuj’s. Importantly, the Gaussian approximation is possible
even if both p and the dimension of the index set U, d,,, are allowed to grow
with n, and p asymptotically remains much larger than n. Finally, from the
Gaussian approximation, we construct simultaneous confidence bands using
a multiplier bootstrap method. Here, the Gaussian and bootstrap approxi-
mations are constructed by applying the results on high-dimensional central
limit and bootstrap theorems established in [15], [17], [9], [19], and [10] by
verifying the conditions there.

Although regularity conditions underlying our approach can be verified
for many models defined by moment conditions, for illustration purposes,
we explicitly verify these conditions for the logistic regression model with
functional response data (1.1) in Section 3. We also note that the regularity
conditions, in particular those related to the entropy of the nuisance pa-
rameter estimators, can be substantially relaxed if we use sample splitting,
so that the nuisance parameters and parameters of interest are estimated
on separate samples; see [14]. In addition, we examine the performance of
the proposed procedures in a Monte Carlo simulation study and provide
an example based on real data in Section 5. Moreover, in the Supplemen-
tary Material, we discuss the construction of simultaneous confidence bands
based on a double-selection estimator. This estimator does not require to
explicitly construct the score functions satisfying the Neyman orthogonality
condition but nonetheless is first-order equivalent to the estimator based on
such functions.

We also develop new results for /1-penalized M-estimators in Section 4
to handle functional data and criterion functions that depend on nuisance
functions for which only estimates are available (for brevity of the paper,
generic results are deferred to Appendix J of the Supplementary Material,
and Section 4 only contains results that are relevant for the logistic regression



6 BELLONI CHERNOZHUKOV CHETVERIKOV WEI

model studied in Section 3). Specifically, we develop a method to select
penalty parameters for these estimators and extend the existing theory to
cover functional data to achieve rates of convergence and sparsity guarantees
that hold uniformly over v € U. The ability to allow both for functional data
and for nuisance functions is crucial in the implementation and in theoretical
analysis of the methods proposed in this paper.

Orthogonality conditions like that in (1.4) have played an important role
in statistics and econometrics. In low-dimensional settings, a similar condi-
tion was used by Neyman in [36] and [37] while in semiparametric models
the orthogonality conditions were used in [34], [1], [35], [40] and [32]. In
high-dimensional settings, [5] and [2] were the first to use the orthogonal-
ity condition (1.4) in a linear instrumental variables model with many in-
struments. Related ideas have also been used in the literature to construct
confidence bands in high-dimensional linear models, generalized linear mod-
els, and other non-linear models; see [6], [45], [7], [42], [12], [27], [26], [9].
[3], [5], [46], and [38]. We contribute to this quickly growing literature by
providing procedures to construct simultaneous confidence bands for many
infinite-dimensional parameters identified by moment conditions.

Throughout the paper, we use the standard notation from the empirical
process theory. In particular, we use E,, to denote the expectation with
respect to the empirical measure associated with the data (W;)"_;, and we
use G, to denote the empirical process \/n(E, — Ep). More details about
the notation are given in Appendix B of the Supplementary Material.

2. Confidence Regions for Function-Valued Parameters Based
on Moment Conditions.

2.1. Generic Construction of Confidence Regions. In this section, we
state our results under high-level conditions. In the next section, we will
apply these results to construct simultaneous confidence bands for many
infinite-dimensional parameters in the logistic regression model with func-
tional response data.

Recall that we are interested in constructing simultaneous confidence
bands for a set of target parameters (6.;)ycu,jep Where for each u € U C
R% and j € [p] = {1,...,p}, the parameter 0.; satisfies the moment
condition (1.2) with 7,; being a potentially high-dimensional (or infinite-
dimensional) nuisance parameter. Assume that 6,; € ©,;, a finite or infinite
interval in R, and that 7,; € T),;, a convex set in a normed space equipped
with a norm || - ||.. We allow U to be a possibly uncountable set of indices,
and p to be potentially large.
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We assume that a random sample (W;)?_; from the distribution of W
is available for constructing the confidence bands. We also assume that for
each v € Y and j € [p|, the nuisance parameter 7,; can be estimated by 7,
using the same data (W;)™_,. In the next section, we discuss examples where
Tu;’s are based on Lasso or Post-Lasso methods (although other modern reg-
ularization and post-regularization methods can be applied). Our confidence
bands will be based on the estimators éuj of 0, that are for each u € U and
J € [p] defined as approximate €,-solutions in ©,; to sample analogs of the
moment conditions (1.2), that is,

2.1 sup {Enwu-W,éu-,ﬁu- — inf
@1 sup 3 [Bultns (V.0 i) = inf

En[wu](VVa 97 ﬁu])] ‘} < €n,

where €, = o(6,n'/2) for all n > 1 and some sequence (8,,)n>1 of positive
constants converging to zero.

To motivate the construction of the confidence bands based on the estima-
tors éuj, we first study distributional properties of these estimators. To do
that, we will employ the following regularity conditions. Let Cy be a strictly
positive (and finite) constant, and for each v € U and j € [p], let T,; be
some subset of T),;, whose properties are specified below in assumptions. In
particular, we will choose the sets 7T,; so that, on the one hand, their com-
plexity does not grow too fast with n but, on the other hand, for each u € U
and j € [p], the estimator 7),; takes values in 7,; with high probability. As
discussed before, we rely on the following near-orthogonality condition:

DEFINITION 2.1 (Near-orthogonality condition). For each uw € U and
J € [p], we say that 1, obeys the near-orthogonality condition with respect
to Tuj C Tyj if the following conditions hold: The Gateaux derivative map

r=r

Du,j,F[n — 77uj] = 8T{EP [T/Juj(vva Oujs Mg + r(n — 77@))} }

exists for all ¥ € [0,1) and n € Tyj and (nearly) vanishes at ¥ = 0, namely,

(2:2) ‘Du,];o[n - nuj]‘ < Codpn 2,

for all n € Ty;. -
At the end of this section, we describe several methods to obtain score

functions ,; that obey the near-orthogonality condition. Together these
methods cover a wide variety of applications.
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Let w and ¢y be some strictly positive (and finite) constants, and let
ng = 3 be some positive integer. Also, let (B1,)n>1 and (Ba,)n>1 be some
sequences of positive constants, possibly growing to infinity, where By, > 1
for all n > 1. In addition, denote

Sp=Ep {Supueu,je[p] ‘\/ﬁEn[l/Juj(W, 9ujﬂ7uj)]H ;

(2.3) Juj = ag{Ep[wuj(W 9ﬂ7w')]}‘

0=0.;

The quantity S,, measures how rich the process {1u;(+, 0uj, uj): v €U, j €
[p]} is. The quantity .J,; measures the degree of identifiability of 6, by the
moment condition (1.2). In many applications, it is bounded in absolute
value from above and away from zero. Finally, let P, be a set of probability
measures P of possible distributions of W on the measurable space WV, Ay ).

We collect our main conditions on the score functions v,; and the true
values of the target parameters 6,; in the following assumption.

AsSUMPTION 2.1 (Moment condition problem). For alln > ng, P € Py,
u € U, and j € [p], the following conditions hold: (i) The true parameter
value 6,5 obeys (1.2), and ©,; contains a ball of radius Con~ Y28, logn
centered at 6,;. (ii) The map (6,n) — Ep[th,j(W,0,n)] is twice continuously
Gateaus-differentiable on ©,; x Ty;. (iit) The score function 1,; obeys the
near-orthogonality condition given in Definition 2.1 for the set T,; C Ty;.
(i) For all 0 € Oy, |Ep[uj(W,0,04,)]| = 271 Jui (0 — 0uj)| A co, where Jy;
satisfies ¢y < |Juj| < Co. (v) For all T €(0,1), 6 € ©y5, and n € Tyj,

(a) EP[(¢UJ(W/7 0,m) — T,Z)u](I/V, HUj’qu))2] < Co(l0 — 9uy’| Vn— 77ujHe)w,

(b) ‘87’EP [%j(W,@,T]uj + 7‘(77 - qu))] ’ < BlnHT/ - nuj”e}

(c) |83Ep[wuj2(w, Ouj +7(0 = Ouz), s + (0 — 1uy))]| < Ban(10 — uj* v
17 = 1u117)-

Assumption 2.1 is mild and standard in moment condition problems. As-
sumption 2.1(i) requires 6, to be sufficiently separated from the boundary of
©,;. Assumption 2.1(ii) requires that the functions (0,7n) — Ep[1;(W,6,n)]
are smooth. It is a mild condition because it does not require smoothness of
the functions (6,n) — 1,;(W,6,n). Assumption 2.1(iii) is our key condition
and is discussed above. Assumption 2.1(iv) implies sufficient identifiability
of 0,;. In particular, it implies that the equation Ep[i),;(W,0,1,;)] = 0
has only one solution ¢ = 6,;. If this equation has multiple solutions, As-
sumption 2.1(iv) implies that the set ©,; is restricted enough so that there
is only one solution in ©,;. Assumption 2.1(v-a) means that the functions
(0,m) — y; (W, 0,7n) mapping O, x Tp,; into L?(P) are Lipschitz-continuous
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at (0,m) = (0u;j,nuj) with Lipschitz order w/2. In most applications, we can
set w = 2. Assumptions 2.1(v-b,v-c) impose smoothness bounds on the func-
tions (6,m) — Ep[t; (W, 6,n)].

Next, we state our conditions related to the estimators 7,;. Let (Ap)n>1
and (7, )n>1 be some sequences of positive constants converging to zero. Also,
let (an)n>1, (Un)n>1, and (K, )n>1 be some sequences of positive constants,
possibly growing to infinity, where a, > n VvV K, and v, > 1 for all n > 1.
Finally, let ¢ > 2 be some constant.

AssuMPTION 2.2 (Estimation of nuisance parameters). For all n > ng
and P € P,, the following conditions hold: (i) With probability at least
1 — Ay, we have 7y € Tyj for all w € U and j € [p]. (i) For all uw € U,
Jj € [pl, and n € Tuj, | — Nujlle < Tn. (4i) For allw € U and j € [p], we
have ny; € Tyuj. (iv) The function class Fi = {iy;(-,0,n): v e lU,j € [p], 8 €
Ouj,n € Tuj} is suitably measurable and its uniform entropy numbers obey

(2.4) suplog N(e||Fillg2, F1, || - llg2) < vplog(an/e), forall0<e<1
Q

where Fy is a measurable envelope for Fy that satisfies | Fi||pq < K. (v) For
all f € Fi, we have ¢y < ||f|lp2 < Co. (vi) The complexity characteristics
an and v, satisfy

(a) (vylog an/n)l/2 < CoTa,
(b) (BinTn+Snlogn//n)%/? (v, og an )/ +n=1/> 1 ay, K, log a, < Coby,
(c) nl/zB%ntnTg < Coby,.

Assumption 2.2 provides sufficient conditions for the estimation of the
nuisance parameters (nu;)uey,jejp- Assumption 2.2(i) requires that the set
Tuj is large enough so that 7,; € 7,; with high probability. Assumptions
2.2(i,ii) together require that the estimator 7,; converges to n,; with the
rate 7,. This rate should be fast enough so that Assumptions 2.2(vi-b,vi-c)
are satisfied. Assumption 2.2(iv) gives a bound on the complexity of the
set T,; expressed via uniform entropy numbers, and Assumptions 2.2(vi-
a,vi-b) require that the set 7,; is small enough so that its complexity does
not grow too fast. Assumption 2.2(v) requires that the functions (6,7) —
uj(W,0,1m) are scaled properly. Suitable measurability of Fi, required in
Assumption 2.2(iv), is a mild condition that is satisfied in most practical
cases; see Supplementary Material B for clarifications. Overall, Assumption
2.2 shows the trade-off in the choice of the sets T,;: setting 7,; large, on the
one hand, makes it easy to satisfy Assumption 2.2(i) but, on the other hand,
yields large values of a,, and v, in Assumption 2.2(iv) making it difficult to
satisfy Assumption 2.2(vi).
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We stress that the class F; does not need to be Donsker because its uni-
form entropy numbers are allowed to increase with n. This is important
because allowing for non-Donsker classes is necessary to deal with high-
dimensional nuisance parameters. Note also that our conditions are very
different from the conditions imposed in various settings with nonparamet-
rically estimated nuisance functions; see, e.g., [16], [43], and [28].

In addition, we emphasize that the conditions stated in Assumption 2.2
are sufficient for our results for the general model (1.2) but can often be
relaxed if the structure of the functions (W, 6, n) is known. For example,
it is possible to relax Assumption 2.2(vi) if the functions 1,;(W,6,n) are
linear in @, which happens in the linear regression model with ¢ being the
coefficient on the covariate of interest; see [7]. Moreover, it is possible to
relax the entropy condition (2.4) of Assumption 2.2 by relying upon sample
splitting, where a part of the data is used to estimate 7,;, and the other
part is used to estimate 6,,; given an estimate 7),,; of 1,;; see [2].

The following theorem is our first main result in this paper:

THEOREM 2.1 (Uniform Bahadur representation). Under Assumptions

2.1 and 2.2, for an estimator (Ou;)ucu, jefp that obeys (2.1), we have

(2'5) \/ﬁUgjl (éu] - Hu]) = Gnl/;u] + OP((Sn) in goo(u X [ﬁ])
uniformly over P € Py, where 1,;(+) = —agleu_jlij)uj(-, Ouj, Nuj) and JZ]- =
T Ep[2 (W, 0uj, )]

COMMENT 2.1 (On the proof of Theorem 2.1). To prove this theorem,
we use the following identity:

(2.6) VREpw [thu; (W, 0uj, Tuj) — $uj (W, 0ujs nug)] = —VnE [t (W, Oy )]
(27) + \/ﬁEn [w’U«] (W7 éuj’ ﬁ’U«j )] + anuj (W7 9uj7 77uy) - anu] (Wu éuja ﬁu])

Here, the term on the right-hand side of (2.6) is the main term on the right-
hand side of (2.5), up to a normalization (o,;.J,;)~*. Also, we show that the
first term in (2.7) is Op(dy,) since 6,,; satisfies (2.1). Moreover, using a rather
standard theory of Z-estimators, we show that éuj —0uj = Op(Bi,7y). This
in turn allows us to show with the help of empirical process arguments that
the difference of the last two terms in (2.7) is Op(d,) as well. (In [14], we
also point out that this difference is Op(d,) under much weaker entropy
conditions than those in Assumption 2.2 if 7,; and éuj are obtained using
separate samples.) Thus, it remains to show that the left-hand side of (2.6)
is equal to the left-hand side of (2.5) up to an approximation error Op(d,)
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and up to a normalization (c,;.J,;) " To do so, we use second-order Taylor’s
expansion of the function

F(r) = VnEpw[tuj (W, 0uj + 1(0uj — Ouj)s nuj + 7 (Tuj — 1u5)))

at r = 1 around r = 0. This gives

ﬁEP,W[¢uj(W éujv ﬁug) - T,Z)u](I/V, eujy qu)] = f(l) - f(O)
= V/Juj(0uj — Ouj) + VnDujoluj — 1us] + Vnf" (7) /2

for some 7 € (0,1). Here, \/nf"(F) = Op(d,) follows from Assumptions
2.1 and 2.2 and the key near-orthogonality condition also allows us to
show that /nDy jo[Muj — Muj] = Op(dn). Without this condition, the term
/Dy ;0[N — Nuj) would give first-order bias and lead to slower-than-/n
rate of convergence of the estimator éuj. Finally, again using the empiri-
cal process arguments, we can show that all the bounds including the term
Op(dy,) hold uniformly over u € U and j € [p]. "

COMMENT 2.2 (On uniformity in » in Theorem 2.1).  When the functions
u nau_jl (éuj—Huj)—anﬁuj are Lipschitz-continuous, one can use a simple
discretization argument to conclude that the approximation in (2.5) holds
uniformly over (u,j) € U x [p] as long as we can show that it holds for
each (u,j) € U x [p]. However, in many applications, including the logistic
regression model with functional response data discussed in Section 3, this
function is actually not continuous, and the location of jumps depends on
the data. Therefore, we have to rely on a more complicated argument to
establish uniformity in « in the bound (2.5). L]

The uniform Bahadur representation derived in Theorem 2.1 is useful for
the construction of simultaneous confidence bands for (0u;)uey jefp as in
(1.3). For this purpose, we apply new high-dimensional central limit and
bootstrap theorems that have been recently developed in a sequence of pa-
pers [15], [17], [9], [19], and [10]. To apply these theorems, we make use of
the following regularity condition.

Let (6,)n>1 be a sequence of positive constants converging to zero. Also,
let (0)n>1, (n)asts (An)asts (Andnst, and (Ln)us1 be some sequences of
positive constants, possibly growing to infinity, where o, > 1, A, > n, and
A, > n for all n > 1. In addition, from now on, we assume that ¢ > 4.
Denote by &U() = —Gu_jlju_jlwuj(-,éuj,ﬁuj) an estimator of 1),;(+), with

Jyj and 0, being suitable estimators of J,; and oy;.
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AssuMPTION 2.3 (Additional score regularity). For all n > no and P €
P, the following conditions hold: (i) The function class Fo = {1)y;(-): u €
U,j € [pl} is suitably measurable and its uniform entropy numbers obey

sgplog N(e||Follg.2, Fo. || - lloz2) < onlog(Ay/e€), forall0<e<1,

where Fy is a measurable envelope for Fy that satisfies | Fo||pg < Ly, (ii) For
all f € Fo and k = 3,4, we have Ep[|f(W )F] < CoLE=2. (iii) The function
class Fo = {hui(+) — l/Ju]( ):u €U, j € [p]} satisfies with probability 1 — A,:
log N (e, Fo, || - P, .2) < 0nlog(Ay/€) for all 0 < e <1 and ||f||p, 2 < n for
all f € Fo.

This assumption is technical, and its verification in applications is rather
standard. For the Gaussian approximation result below, we actually only
need the first and the second part of this assumption. The third part will
be needed for establishing validity of the simultaneous confidence bands
based on the multiplier bootstrap procedure. As a side note, observe that
Assumption 2.3 allows to bound S,, defined in (2.3) and used in Assumptions
2.1 and 2.2; see Appendix D of the Supplementary Material.

Next, let (Nuj)ueu jep denote a tight zero-mean Gaussian process in-
dexed by U x [p] with covariance operator given by Ep[i)y; (W )by j:(W)] for
u,u’ € U and j,5' € [p]. We have the following corollary of Theorem 2.1,
which is our second main result in this paper.

COROLLARY 2.1 (Gaussian approximation). Suppose that Assumptions
2.1, 2.2, and 2.3(i,ii) hold. In addition, suppose that the following growth

conditions are satisfied: 620,1log A, = o(1), Liﬁgn log A, = o(n'/7), and
Ln/ on log A, = o(n'/3=2/GD) Then

sup
teR

=o(1)

Pp < sup |ﬁ0;jl(éuj —0u)| < L‘) —Pp ( sup [Ny < t)
]

ueU,jE[p ueU,jE€[p]

uniformly over P € P,.

Based on Corollary 2.1, we are now able to construct simultaneous con-
fidence bands for 6,;’s as in (1.3). In particular, we will use the Gaussian
multiplier bootstrap method employing the estimates Juj of &uj. To describe
the method, define the process

(2'8) é (guj)ueu,je = ( Zfz¢ug >

u€U jE[p]
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where (§;)!"_, are independent standard normal random variables which are
independent from the data (W;)?_;. Then the multiplier bootstrap critical
value ¢, is defined as the (1 — ) quantile of the conditional distribution
of supycyy jefs) |Gujl given the data (W;)i ;. To prove validity of this critical
value for the construction of simultaneous confidence bands of the form
(1.3), we will impose the following additional assumption. Let (&,,),>1 be a
sequence of positive constants converging to zero.

ASSUMPTION 2.4 (Variation estimation). For all n > ng and P € Py,

~

G
ﬂ—1‘>an><An.

Pp sup
ueld jelp] | Tuj
The following corollary establishing validity of the multiplier bootstrap
critical value ¢, for the simultaneous confidence bands construction is our
third main result in this paper.

COROLLARY 2.2 (Simultaneous confidence bands).  Suppose that Assump-
tions 2.1 — 2.4 hold. In addition, suppose that the growth conditions of Corol-
lary 2.1 hold. Finally, suppose that €, 0,10g A, = o(1), and 52 p,,0n(log A,,) -
(log A,) = o(1). Then (1.3) holds uniformly over P € Py,.

CoMMENT 2.3 (Confidence bands based on other bootstrap schemes).
Results in [23] suggest that the conditions of Corollary 2.2 can be somewhat
relaxed if, instead of using the Gaussian weights in the multiplier bootstrap
method, we use Mammen’s weights as in [33] or if we use the empirical boot-
strap instead of the multiplier bootstrap. Since the results in [23] apply only
to high-dimensional random vectors and do not apply to infinite-dimensional
random processes, we leave a formal discussion of the results under these
alternative bootstrap schemes to future work. [

2.2. Construction of score functions satisfying the orthogonality condi-
tion. Here we discuss several methods for generating orthogonal scores in
a wide variety of settings, including the classical Neyman’s construction. In
what follows, since the argument applies to each u and 7, it is convenient to
omit the indices u and j and also to use the subscript 0 to indicate the true
values of the parameters. For simplicity we also focus the discussion on the
exactly orthogonal case. With these simplifications, we can restate the or-
thogonality condition as follows: we say that the score 1 obeys the Neyman
orthogonality condition with respect to ng € T if the following conditions
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hold: The Gateaux derivative map

r=r

Di[n —mno] == ar{EP [?ﬂ(W, 0o, m0 +7(n — 770)} }

exists for all 7 € [0,1) and n € T and vanishes at 7 = 0, namely,

(2.9) Dy, j0ln —no] = 0,
forallneT.

1) Orthogonal Scores for Likelihood Problems with Finite-Dimensional
Nuisance Parameters. 1In likelihood settings with finite-dimensional param-
eters, the construction of orthogonal equations was proposed by Neyman [36]
who used them in construction of his celebrated C(«)-statistic.t

To describe the construction, suppose that the log-likelihood function
associated to observation W is (0, 8) — £(W,0,3), where § € © C R? is
the target parameter and g € T' C RPO is the nuisance parameter. Under
regularity conditions, the true parameter values 6y and 3y obey

(2.10) Ep[0pt(W, 60, 50)] =0, Ep[0st(W, b0, Bo)] = 0.
Now consider the new score function
(2.11) YW, 0,m) = 0pl(W, 0, 8) — ndgt(W,0,),
where the nuisance parameter is

n= (8 vec(n)) €T xDCRP, p=py+dpo,

1 is the d X pg orthogonalization parameter matrix whose true value pg solves
the equation
Jos — pgs = 0 (ie., po = JogJg5),

and

s < Joo  Jop > = d pnEp [8(6’,6’)’€(W H,ﬁ)”

Jso  Jpp 0=00; B=Bo

!Note that the C'(a)-statistic, or the orthogonal score statistic, had been explicitly used
for testing (and also for setting up estimation) in high-dimensional sparse models in [9] and
in [38], where it is referred to as the decorrelated score statistic. The discussion of Neyman’s
construction here draws on [22]. Note also that our results cover other types of orthogonal
score statistics as well, which allows us to cover much broader classes of models; see for
example the discussion of conditional moment models with infinite-dimensional nuisance
parameters below.
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Provided that pg is well-defined, we have by (2.10) that Ep (W, 0y, 19)] = 0,
where 19 = (8, vec(p0)")’. Moreover, it is trivial to verify that under stan-
dard regularity conditions the score function 1) obeys the near orthogonality
condition (2.2) exactly (i.e., with Cy = 0), i.e.

OER[U(W,00,m)]| =0,
n="0o
Note that in this example, g not only creates the necessary orthogonality
but also creates the efficient score for inference on the main parameter 6,
as emphasized by Neyman.

2) Orthogonal Scores for Likelihood Problems with Infinite-Dimensional
Nuisance Parameters. The Neyman’s construction can be extended to semi-
parametric models, where the nuisance parameter ( is a function. In this
case, the original score functions (6, 3) — 0gl(W, 8, 3) corresponding to the
log-likelihood function (0, 8) — £(W,0, 3) associated to observation W can
be transformed into efficient score functions v that obey the exact orthog-
onality condition (2.9) by projecting the original score functions onto the
orthocomplement of the tangent space induced by the nuisance parameter
B; see Chapter 25 of [43] for a detailed description of this construction. Note
that the projection may create additional nuisance parameters, so that the
new nuisance parameter 1 could be of larger dimension than 5. Other rel-
evant references include [16], [28], [7], and [9]. The approach is related to
Neyman’s construction in the sense that the score ¢ arising in this model
is actually the Neyman’s score arising in a one-dimensional least favorable
parametric subfamily, [41]; see Chapter 25 of [43] for details.

3) Orthogonal Scores for Conditional Moment Problems with Infinite-
Dimensional Nuisance Parameters. Next, consider a conditional moment
restrictions framework studied by Chamberlain [13]. To define the frame-
work, let W, D, and V be random vectors in R, R and R, respec-
tively, with D and V being sub-vectors of W, so that dp + dy < dyy. Also,
let # € © C R% be a finite-dimensional parameter whose true value 6y is
of interest, and let h: R — R be a vector-valued functional nuisance
parameter, with the true value being hg: R — R% . The conditional mo-
ment restrictions framework assumes that 6y and hg satisfy the following
equation:

(2.12) Ep[m(W,00,ho(V)) | D, V] =0,

where m: RW x R% x R% — R% is some known function. This framework
is of interest because it covers an extremely rich variety of models, without
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having to explicitly rely on the likelihood formulation. For example, it covers
the partial linear model,

(2.13) Y = Dby + ho(V)+ U, Ep[U]|D,V]=0,

where Y is a scalar dependent random variable, D is a scalar independent
treatment random variable, V' is a vector of control random variables, and U
is a scalar unobservable noise random variable. Indeed, (2.13) implies (2.12)
by setting W = (Y, D, V') and m(W,6,h) =Y — D6 — h.

Here we would like to build a (generalized) score function (6, 7n) — (W, 60, n)
for estimating 6y, the true value of parameter 6, where 7 is a new nuisance
parameter with true value 7y, that obeys the near orthogonality condition
(2.2). There are many ways to do so but one particularly useful way is the
following. Consider the functional parameters ¥: R4p+dv — Rdm>dm and
@: RépFdv _ Rdoxdm whose true values are given by

Eo(D,V) = Ep[m(W, HQ,hQ(V))m(W, HO,hO(V)), ‘ D,V],

20(D,V) = (40(D,V) = To(D, V)Go (1))
where

Ao(D, V) = 8y Ep[m(W,0,ho(V)) | D, V]‘ezeo’

Co(D, V) = wEplm(W,fo,h) | D, V]|, -
=ho

Go(V) = (Ep[Ta(D. VY E0(D.V) " To(D.V) | V])
x Ep[Lo(D,V)'So(D, V) Ag(D, V) | V].
Then set 7 = (h, ¢, %) and 0o = (ho, o, o), and define the score function
(W, 0,n) = ¢(D,V) B(D, V)" m(W,0,h(V)).

“Instrument” weight residual

It is rather straightforward to verify that under mild regularity conditions,
the score function 1 satisfies the moment condition, Ep[¢ (W, 0y, m0)] = 0,
and in addition, the orthogonality condition,

anEP[w(W7 607 7])] n=no = 0.

Note that this construction gives the efficient score function v that yields an
estimator of 0y achieving the semi-parametric efficiency bound, as calculated
by Chamberlain [13].
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3. Application to Logistic Regression Model with Functional
Response Data. In this section we apply our main results to a logistic
regression model with functional response data described in the Introduc-
tion.

3.1. Model. We consider a response variable Y € R that induces a func-
tional response (Y, )ueys by Yy = H{Y < (1 — u)y + uy} for a set of indices
U = [0,1] and some constants y < . We are interested in the dependence of
this functional response on a p-vector of covariates, D = (Dy,...,D;) € R?,
controlling for a p-vector of additional covariates X = (Xi,...,X,) € RP.
We allow both p and p to be (much) larger than the sample size of available
data, n.

For each u € U, we assume that Y,, satisfies the generalized linear model
with the logistic link function

(3.1) Ep[Yy | D, X] = A(D'0, + X'By) + 7,
where 0, = (0y1,...,0y5) is a vector of parameters that are of interest,
Bu = (Buts- -, Bup) 1s a vector of nuisance parameters, r,, = (D, X) is an

approximation error, A: R — R is the logistic link function defined by

At) = exp(t)

=—" -, teR
1+ exp(t)’ ’

and P € P, is the distribution of the triple W = (Y, D, X). As in the previ-
ous section, we construct simultaneous confidence bands for the parameters
(Ouj)ucu,je[p based on a random sample (W;)i, = (Y;, D;, X;)i, from the
distribution of W = (Y, D, X).

3.2. Orthogonal Score Functions. Before setting up score functions that
satisfy both the moment conditions (1.2) and the orthogonality condition
(1.4), observe that “naive” score functions that follow directly from the
model (3.1),

where X7 = (Dfp]\j’ X"), satisfy the moment conditions Ep[m,;(W, 6,;)] =0
but violate the orthogonality condition (1.4) (with m,; replacing 1,; and
Nuj = (Oufp)\js Bu> ). To satisfy the orthogonality condition (1.4), we pro-
ceed using an approach from Section 2.2 as in the Introduction. Specifically,
for each u € U and j € [p], define the (p+p—1)-vector of additional nuisance
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parameters 75, by (1.5) where f2 = f2(D, X) is defined in (1.6). Thus, by

the first order condition of (1.5), the nuisance parameters ~i, satisfy
(3'2) quj = quj’YZ + Ui, EP[quer]u‘] =0.
Also, denote /3, = CA 1\ Bl). Then we set

¢ug(VVa Huj,nuj) = {Yu - A<Dj9uj + XJB&) - Tu}(Dj - Xj’%)a

where the nuisance parameter is 7,; = (7y, Bﬁ, ’yﬁ) As we formally demon-
strate in the proof of Theorem 3.1 below, this function satisfies the near-
orthogonality condition (1.4).

3.3. Estimation Using Orthogonal Score Functions. Next, we discuss es-
timation of n,;’s and 0,;’s. First, we assume that the approximation er-
ror r, = (D, X) is asymptotically negligible, so that it can be estimated
by O = O(D, X), the identically zero function of D and X. Second, for
~vi,, we consider an estimator 77 defined as a post-regularization weighted
least squares estimator corresponding to the problem (1.5). Third, for B,
we consider a plug-in estimator 7, = (6, [ﬁ]\j,ﬂ;)’ , where 0, and 3, are

suitable estimators of #,, and (3,. In particular, we assume that gu and Bu
are post-regularization maximum likelihood estimators corresponding to the
log-likelihood function (6, 5) — — M, (W, 60, 3) where

My (W,0,8) = — (1{1@ = 1} log A(D'0 + X'B)
(3.3) +1{Y, = 0}log(1 — A(D'0 + X’B))).

The details of the estimators 51“ Bu, and % are given in Algorithm 1 below.
The results in this paper can also be easily extended to the case where 6,
Eu, and % are replaced by penalized maximum likelihood estimators /H\u and
B and penalized weighted least squares estimator A7, respectively.

Then our estimator of n,; is 7,; = (O, Bﬂ, %) Substituting this estimator
into the score function v,; gives

(34) (W05, 1) = {Ya = A( Dy + X7B]) }(D; — X771,

which, using the sample analog (2.1) of the moment conditions (1.2), gives
the following estimator of 0,;:

(3.5) 0.; € arg eé%fu

En [0 (W, 0,70) |

J

The algorithm is summarized as follows.
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ALGORITHM 1. For each u € U and j € [p]:
Step 1. Run post-/1-penalized logistic estimator (4.2) of ¥, on D and X to
compute (6, By).
Step 2. Define the weights f2 = f2(D, X) = Ai(D’gu +2(’Bu). _
Step 3. Run the post-lasso estimator (4.5) of f,D; on fuX7 to compute i,
Step 4. Compute B\‘QYL = (5;[ﬁ]\j,5;)’.
Step 5. Solve (3.5) with 10, (W, 0,7,;) defined in (3.4) to compute 0,,;.

3.4. Regularity Conditions. Next, we specify our regularity conditions.
For all u € Y and j € [p], denote Z}, = D;— X7, Also, denote a,, = pVpVn.
Let g, ¢1, and C; be some strictly positive (and finite) constants where
q > 4. Moreover, let (6,)n>1 and (A,)n>1 be some sequences of positive
constants converging to zero. Finally, let (M, 1)n>1 and (M, 2),>1 be some
sequences of positive constants, possibly growing to infinity, where M, > 1

and M,, 2 > 1 for all n.

AssuMPTION 3.1 (Parameters). For all u € U, we have ||0y| + ||Bull +
maxc s vl < Cp and max;e(z SUPgee,, || < Ci. In addition, for all
ui,ug € U, we have (||0uy — Ou, || + 1| Buy — Bur ) < Crluz —u1|. Finally, for all
u €U and j € [p], Ouj contains a ball of radius (loglogn)(log ay,)*/?/n'/?
centered at 0.

ASSUMPTION 3.2 (Sparsity). There exist s = s, and %,_ u € U and

J € [pl, such that for all w € U, ||Bullo + |0ullo + max;cz 172llo0 < sn and

max;e gz (17 — Yl + sn /217 = 7al1) < Ci(snlog an/n) /2.

AssumpTION 3.3 (Distribution of Y'). The conditional pdf of Y given
(D, X) is bounded by C1.

Assumptions 3.1-3.3 are mild and standard in the literature. In particular,
Assumption 3.1 requires the parameter spaces ©,; to be bounded, and also
requires that for each u € U and j € [p], the parameter 0, to be sufficiently
separated from the boundaries of the parameter space ©,;. Assumption 3.2
requires approximate sparsity of the model (3.1). Note that in Assumption
3.2, given that ”y{fs exist, we can and will assume without loss of generality
that 43, = v for some T C {1,...,p+p — 1} with |T'| < s,,, where T' = T}
is allowed to depend on u and j. Here the (p + p — 1)-vector ’yiT is defined
from 7& by keeping all components of % that are in 7" and setting all other
components to be zero. Assumption 3.3 can be relaxed at the expense of
more technicalities.
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AssuMPTION 3.4 (Covariates). For all w € U, the following inequali-
ties hold: (i) inf|g =1 Ep[f2{(D', X")6}?] > c1, (ii) min;,(Ep[| f2ZLX] 2] A
EprSDngP]) > ¢, and (iii) maxj,kEp[|ZZXg|3]1/3log1/2 an < 6,nt/S.
In addition, we have that (iv) supj¢j=1 Ep[{(D', X")E}'] < C1, (v) Mpy >
Ep[supycu, el | Z] |2V D) | (vi) Milsn loga, < 6,n'/>7V, (vii) M, o >
{Ep[(IDlloo V1 X loo) 0} D), (vii) My 55, 10g"/? ay, < §yn'/271/9, and (ix)
M2 M} ys, < Sunt=3/4.

This assumption requires that there is no multicollinearity between co-
variates in vectors D and X. In addition, it requires that the constants y
and y are chosen so that the probabilities of Y < gy and Y > y are both
non-vanishing since otherwise we would have E[f2] = E[Varp(Y, | D, X)]
vanishing either for w = 0 or u = 1 violating Assumption 3.4(i). Intuitively,
sending y and g to the left and to the right tails of the distribution of Y,
respectively, would blow up the variance of the estimators éuj, given by aij
in Theorem 2.1, and leading eventually to the estimators with slower-than-
V/n rate of convergence. Although our results could be extended to allow
for the case where y and y are sent to the tails of the distribution of Y
slowly, we skip this extension for the sake of clarity. Moreover, Assumption
3.4 imposes constraints on various moments of covariates. Since these con-
straints might be difficult to grasp, at the end of this section, in Corollary
3.3, we provide an example for which these constraints simplify into easily
interpretable conditions.

AsSuMPTION 3.5 (Approximation error). For all w € U, we have (i)
SUD)j¢||=1 Ep[r2{(D', X"¢Y?] < C1Ep[r2], (ii) Ep[r?] < Cisplogan/n, (iii)
max;ez Ep[reZl]| < 6,n Y2, and (iv) |ro(D, X)| < f2(D,X)/4 almost
surely. In addition, with probability 1—A,,, (v) SUPyeus, e[l (E,[(roZi /) f0)?)+
En[ri/fg]) < Cysplogan/n.

<
<

This assumption requires the approximation error r, = r,(D,X) to be
sufficiently small. Under Assumption 3.4, the first condition of Assumption
3.5 holds if the approximation error is such that 72 < CEp[r2] almost surely
for some constant C.

3.5. Formal Results. Under specified assumptions, our estimators 6,;
satisfy the following uniform Bahadur representation theorem.

THEOREM 3.1 (Uniform Bahadur representation for logistic model).  Sup-
pose that Assumptions 3.1 — 3.5 hold for all P € P,. In addition, suppose
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that the fol}owz’ng growth condition holds: 62loga, = o(1). Then for the
estimators 0, satisfying (3.5), we have

(3.6) Vo, ! (Buj — 0us) = Guibuj + Op(8n) in €U x [p]),

uniformly over P € Py, where Py;(W) i= —a, * T i (W, 0ujs ), JZ]- =

uj “uj

EP[JU_]?T/JZ]-(VV, Ouj, uj)], and Jyu; is defined in (2.3).

This theorem allows us to establish a Gaussian approximation result for
the supremum of the process {\/ﬁau_jl (Ou; —Ouj):uel,jepl}:

COROLLARY 3.1 (Gaussian approximation for logistic model). Suppose
that Assumptions 3.1 — 3.5 hold for all P € P,. In addition, suppose that

the following growth conditions hold: 62 log a, = o(1), MEL,/17 log a, = o(n'/7),
and Mi/l?’ log a,, = o(n'/3=2/GD) . Then
=o(1)

sup
teR

Pp < sup |\/50;j1(éuj —0u)| < L‘) —Pp ( sup [Ny < t)

uel,jep] uel,j€[p]

uniformly over P € Py, where (Nuj)ueu,je[ﬁ} is a tight zero-mean Gaussian
process indexed by U x [p] with the covariance given by Ep [ty (W )by j(W)]
foru, v’ €U and j,j € [p].

Based on this corollary, we are now able to construct simultaneous confi-
dence bands for the parameters 6,;. Observe that

Juj = ~Fp [N (D + X78) Dy(D; = X7n3)|, wel, j € [p)
and so it can be estimated by
Jug = —En| N (D;0,; + X7B,) Dy(D; = X'F])|, weld, j e lpl,
In addition, JZ]- = Ep[Ju_fz/Jij(W, 6., 1u;)], and so it can be estimated by
Tos = Enllyf 0 (W, 005, 70)], w €U, j € [7],

Moreover, as in Section 2, define QZW(W) = —3&1j1:j1¢uj(ﬂf, éuj,ﬁuj), and
let co be the (1—a) quantile of the conditional distribution of sup, e ;e[ \QAW\

given the data (W;)I, where the process G = (QAuj)ueuJE[ﬁ] is defined in
(2.8). Then we have
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COROLLARY 3.2 (Simultaneous confidence bands for logistic model).  Sup-
pose that Assumptions 3.1 — 3.5 hold for all P € P,. In addition, suppose
that the following growth conditions hold: §2loga, = o(1), Mn27/17 log a, =
o(n'/7), Mi/f loga, = o(n'/3=2/6D) and s,log®a, = o(n). Then (1.3)
holds uniformly over P € P,.

To conclude this section, we provide an example for which conditions of
Corollary 3.2 are easy to interpret. Recall that a,, =n VvV pV p.

COROLLARY 3.3 (Uniform confidence bands for logistic regression model
under simple conditions). Suppose that Assumptions 3.1 — 3.3, 3.4(1,i,iv),
and 3.5(i,4i,1,v) hold for ¢ > 4 for all P € P,. In addition, suppose that
{Ep[(IDllos V | X[loo)* ]}/ @) < C1 and supyey e lIvali < Ci. More-
over, suppose that the following growth conditions hold: log” a,/n = o(1),
s2log® a,/n'=2/1 = o(1), and supyey e |EPIruZi)| = o((nloga,)~1/?).
Then (1.3) holds uniformly over P € Py,.

COMMENT 3.1 (Estimation of variance). When constructing the confi-
dence bands based on (1.3), we find in simulations that it is beneficial to
replace the estimators 35]- of JZ]- by max{ﬁgj, Ezj} where Eij = E.[f2(D —

XIA1)?] is an alternative consistent estimator of azj. L]

COMMENT 3.2 (Alternative implementations, double selection). We note
that the theory developed here is applicable for different estimators that
construct the new score function with the desired orthogonality condition
implicitly. For example, the double selection idea yields an implementation
of an estimator that is first-order equivalent to the estimator based on the
score function. The algorithm yielding the double selection estimator is as
follows.

ALGORITHM 2. For each u € U and j € [p]:
Step 1'. Run post-f1-penalized logistic estimator (4.2) of Y, on D and X to
compute (gu, @L)
Step 2'. Define the weights f2 = f2(D, X) = N(D}0, + X!By).
Step 3'. Run the lasso estimator (4.4) of quj on f,X to compute 7.
Step 4'. Run logistic regression of Y,, on D; and all the selected variables in
Steps 1’ and 3’ to compute ;.

As mentioned by a referee, it is surprising that the double selection proce-
dure has uniform validity. The use of the additional variables selected in Step
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3’, through the first order conditions of the optimization problem, induces
the necessary near-orthogonality condition. We refer to the Supplementary
Material for a more detailed discussion. ]

COMMENT 3.3 (Alternative implementations, one-step correction). An-
other implementation for which the theory developed here applies is to re-
place Step 5 in Algorithm 1 with a one-step procedure. This relates to the
debiasing procedure proposed in [42] to the case when the set U is a sin-
gleton. In this case instead of minimizing the criterion (3.5) in Step 5, the
method makes a full Newton step from the initial estimate,

Step 5”. Compute 0y = 6, — Ju_leanj(VV, Oy Tuj)]-
The theory developed here directly apply to those estimators as well. n

COMMENT 3.4 (Extension to other approximately sparse generalized lin-
ear models). Inspecting the proofs of Theorem 3.1 and Corollaries 3.1-3.3
reveals that these results can be extended with minor modifications to cover
other approximately sparse generalized linear models. For example, the re-
sults can be extended to cover the model (3.1) where we use the probit link
function instead of the logit link function A. n

4. ¢1-Penalized M-Estimators: Nuisance Functlons and Func-
tional Data. In this section, we define the estimators 6,, Bu, and 77,
which were used in the previous section, and study their properties. We
consider the same setting as that in the previous section. The results in this
section rely upon a set of new results for ¢1-penalized M-estimators with
functional data presented in Appendix J of the Supplementary Material.

4.1. £1-Penalized Logistic Regression for Functional Response Data: Asymp-
totic Properties. Here we consider the generalized linear model with the
logistic link function and functional response data (3.1). As explained in the
previous section, we assume that 6, and [, are post-regularization maxi-
mum likelihood estimators of 6, and 3, corresponding to the log-likelihood
function M, (W, 0, 8) = M,(Yy, D, X,0,3) defined in (3.3). To define these
estimators, let 9 and ﬁu be ¢1-penalized maximum likelihood (logistic re-
gression) estimators

(41) (é\ua/gu) € arg%llﬁn <En[Mu(Yu7D7X797/8)] + %|’\/I;u(9/76,)/”1>

)

where A is a penalty level and \T/ a diagonal matrix of penalty loadings. We
choose parameters A and \I’ according to Algorithm 3 described below. Us-
ing the £1-penalized estimators 9 and ﬁu, we then define post-regularization
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estimators gu and Eu by

-~

(4.2) (0., Bu) € argrrgnEn[Mu(Yu,D,X,G,ﬁ)] - supp(6, ) C supp(Bu, Bu)-

We derive the rate of convergence and sparsity properties of gu and @L as
well as of 0, and 3, in Theorem 4.1 below. Recall that a, =nV pV p.

ALGORITHM 3 (Penalty Level and Loadings for Logistic Regression).
Choose v € [1/n,1/logn] and ¢ > 1 (in practice, we set ¢ = 1.1 and
v = .1/logn). Define A\ = c/n® Y1 — v/(2(p + p)N,)) with N,, = n.
To select \Tfu, choose a constant m > 0 as an upper bound on the number
of loops and proceed as follows: (0) Let X = (D', X")'; m = 0, and initial-
ize lyko = %{En[)z,f]}lm for k € [p+ p]. (1) Compute (0,, 5,) and (6, By)
based on W, = diag({lukm; k € [p + 5]}). (2) Set lupmr1 = {En[X2(Ys —
A(D'6, + X'B,))2]}/2. (3) If m > m, report the current value of U, and
stop; otherwise set m <— m + 1 and go to step (1).

THEOREM 4.1 (Rates and Sparsity for Functional Response under Logistic
Link). Suppose that Assumptions 3.1 — 3.5 hold for all P € P,,. In addition,
suppose that the penalty level X and the matrices of penalty loadings \Tlu
are chosen according to Algorithm 8. Moreover, suppose that the following
growth condition holds: 52 log a,, = o(1). Then there exists a constant C' such
that uniformly over all P € P, with probability 1 — o(1),

~ ~ — sy logay,
sup (118 — 0l + 1B, — Bull) < €y 22252,
uel n

~ ~ ~ [s2logay,
sup (118 = Oully + 11Bu = Bull) < Cyf 22222,
uel n

and the estimators 0. and B, are uniformly sparse: SUDyc1s ||§uH0 + | EUHO <
Csy. Also, uniformly over all P € Py, with probability 1 — o(1),

~ ~ ~ |sylogay,
sup (118 = 0ull + 1B, — Bull) < €1 22252,
uel n

~ ~ _ /s2loga,
sup (I = Oulls + 1B — Bull) < €y 22552,
uel n

4.2. Lasso with Estimated Weights: Asymptotic Properties. Here we con-
sider the weighted linear model (3.2) for v € U and j € [p]. Using the pa-
rameter 7; appearing in Assumption 3.2, it will be convenient to rewrite
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this model as
(4.3) fuDj = fuXI% + fuFuj + v, Ep[fuXivl] =0

where 7,; = X j (’yﬁ — ”yﬂ) is an approximation error, which is asymptotically
negligible under Assumption 3.2. As explained in the previous section, we
assume that 73, is a post-regularization weighted least squares estimator of
v (or ”yﬁ) To define this estimator, let 7%, be an ¢;-penalized (weighted
Lasso) estimator

an e agmin (51705 - X2+ 28

where \ and \T/uj are the associated penalty level and the diagonal ma-
trix of penalty loadings specified below in Algorithm 4 and where f;’s
are estlmated weights. As in Algorithm 1 in the previous section, we set
E fu (D, X) =N(D 0, + X ﬁu) Using 77, we define a post-regularized
weighted least squares estimator

(45) 7 € axgmin §E[f(D; — X79)°] : supp(y) C supp (7).

We derive the rate of convergence and sparsity properties of % as well as of
A2 in Theorem 4.2 below.

ALGORITHM 4 (Penalty Level and Loadings for Weighted Lasso). Choose
v € [1/n,1/logn] and ¢ > 1 (in practice, we set ¢ = 1.1 and v = .1/log n).
Define A\ = cy/n®~1(1 —v/(2(p + p)N,)) with N,, = pp*n?. To select \Ifuj,
choose a constant m > 1 as an upper bound on the number of loops and pro-
ceed as follows: ( 0) Set m = 0 and lujk 0 = maxi<i<n || fuiX] | {En [qZDQ]}l/Q.

(1) Compute A7, and 7& based on \Ifuj = dlag({lu]k m, k € [p+ p —1]}). (2)
Set Lujtm+1 = {Ea[fi(D; — XIF)X(X{)}/2 (3) I m > m, report the
current value of W), and stop; otherwise set m < m -+ 1 and go to step (1).

THEOREM 4.2 (Rates and Sparsity for Lasso with Estimated Weights).
Suppose that Assumptions 3.1 — 3.5 hold for all P € P,,. In addition, suppose
that the penalty level X and the matrices of penalty loadings (I\’uj are cho-
sen according to Algorithm 4. Moreover, suppose that the following growth
condition holds: 62 log a,, = o(1). Then there exists a constant C such that
uniformly over all P € Py, with probability 1 — o(1),

L — [splogay, 52 logap
max sup |5, — 74|l < €/ =“—=, maxsup |7}, — ¥ < Cy/L—=,
JE[D] uetd n JED ueu n
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and the estimator ¥l is uniformly sparse, Max ez SUDPyey 1A% 00 < Csn.
Also, uniformly over all P € Py, with probability 1 — o(1),

~i i _ /sploga o _ [s2loca
max sup [|7;, — Y4/ < C\/E, max sup |77, — ¥, |1 < C\/E_
JElPl ueu n J€lpl uel n

5. Monte Carlo Simulations. In this section we provide a simulation
study to investigate the finite sample properties of the proposed estimators
and the associated confidence regions. We report only the performance of the
estimator based on the double selection procedure due to space constraints
and note that it is very similar to the performance of the estimator based
on score functions with near-orthogonality property. We will compare the
proposed procedure with the traditional estimator that refits the model se-
lected by the corresponding ¢;1-penalized M-estimator (naive post-selection
estimator).

We consider a logistic regression model with functional response data
where the response Y, = 1{y < u} for u € U a compact set. We specify two
different designs: (1) a location model, y = 2/fy + &, where £ is distributed
as a logistic random variable, the first component of x is the intercept and
the other p— 1 components are distributed as N (0, %) with 3 ; = [0.5|/F=71;
(2) a location-shift model, y = {(2/By + &)/2'9¢}>, where ¢ is distributed as
a logistic random variable, z; = |w;| where w is a p-vector distributed as
N(0,%) with % ; = 0.5/*=7! and 9y has non-negative components. Such
specification implies that for each u € U

Design 1: 6, = u(1,0,...,0) — By and Design 2: 6, = w39 — Bo.

In our simulations we will consider n = 500 and p = 2000. For the'location
model (Design 1) we will consider two different choices for fy: (i) ﬂ(();) =2/52

for j=1,...,p, and (ii) ﬂ(()i.i) = (1/2)/{j — 3.5} for j > 1 with the intercept

J

coefficient ﬂ(()ili) = —10. (These choices ensure max;-1 |5y;| = 2 and that y is
around zero in Design 2(ii).) We set ¥g = %(1, 1,1,1,0,0,...,0,0,1,1,1,1)".
For Design 1 we have U = [1,2.5] and for Design 2 we have Y = [—.5,.5]. The

results are based on 500 replications (the bootstrap procedure is performed
5000 times for each replication).

We report the (empirical) rejection frequencies for confidence regions with
95% nominal coverage. That is, the fraction of simulations the confidence
regions of a particular method did not cover the true value (thus 0.05 rejec-
tion frequency is the ideal performance). We report the rejection frequencies
for the proposed estimator and the post-naive selection estimator.
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p=2000,n =500 Rejection Frequencies for j € {1,...,5}
Design Method | j=1 j=2 j3=3 j=4 j=5
1(i) Proposed | 0.042 0.040 0.062 0.050 0.044

Naive 0.100 0.098 0.108 0.108 0.162

1(i1) Proposed | 0.044 0.040 0.054 0.056  0.056

Naive 0.038 0.030 0.070 0.886  0.698

2(i) Proposed | 0.046 0.0564 0.044 0.052 0.054

Naive 0.046 0.050 0.038 0.070  0.054

2(ii) Proposed | 0.092 0.074 0.034 0.088  0.082

Naive 0.034 0972 0.182 0.312 0.916
TABLE 1

We report the pointwise rejection frequencies of each method for (pointwise) confidence

intervals for each j € {1,...,5}. For Design 1 we used U = {1} and for Design 2 we
used U = {.5}. The results are based on 500 replications.

Table 1 presents the performance of the methods when applied to con-
struct a confidence interval for a single parameter (p = 1 and U is a single-
ton). Since the setting is not symmetric we investigate the performance for
different components. Specifically, we consider {u} x {j} for j = 1,...,5.
First consider the location model (Design 1). The difference between the
performance of the naive estimator for Design 1(i) and 1(ii) highlights its
fragile performance which is highly dependent on the unknown parameters.
We can see from Table 1 that in Design 1(i) the Naive method achieve
(pointwise) rejection frequencies up to 0.162 when the nominal level is 0.05.
In Design 1(ii) it can be as high as 0.886. We also note that it is important
to look at the performance of each component and avoid averaging across
components (large j components are essentially not in the model, indeed
for 7 > 50 we obtain rejection frequencies very close to 0.05 regardless of
the model selection procedure). In contrast the proposed estimator exhibits
a much more robust behavior. For Design 1(i) the rejection frequencies are
between 0.040 and 0.062 while for Design 1(ii) the rejection frequencies of
the proposed estimator are between 0.040 and 0.056.

Table 2 presents the performance for simultaneous confidence bands of the
form {[éu] —CVOyj, éuj +cvayj] for u € U x [p]} where éuj is a point estimate,
0y; is an estimate of the pointwise standard deviation, and cv is a critical
value that accounts for the uniform estimation. For the point estimate we
consider the proposed estimator and the post-naive selection estimator which
have estimates of standard deviation. We consider two critical values: from
the multiplier bootstrap (MB) procedure and the Bonferroni (BF) correction
(which we expect to be conservative). For each of the four different designs
(1(i), 1(ii), 2(i) and 2(ii) described above), we consider four different choices
of U x [p]. Table 2 displays rejection frequencies for confidence regions with
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p = 2000, n = 500 Uniform over U x [p]
Design Method [1,2.5] x {1} {1} x [10] [1,2.5] x [10] {1} x [1000]
Proposed 0.054 0.036 0.048 0.040
1(i) Naive (MB) 0.126 0.136 0.172 0.032
Naive (BF) 0.014 0.124 0.026 0.032
Propose 0.270 0.036 0.032 0.142
1(ii) Naive (MB) 0.014 0.802 0.934 0.404
Naive (BF) 0.000 0.802 0.718 0.376
Design Method [—.5,.5] x {1} | {.5} x[10] | [-.5,.5] x [10] {.5} x [1000]
Proposed 0.364 0.038 0.052 0.062
2(i) Naive (MB) 0.116 0.040 0.022 0.048
Naive (BF) 0.018 0.038 0.000 0.046
Proposed 0.140 0.090 0.408 0.084
2(ii) Naive (MB) 0.002 0.946 0.996 0.362
Naive (BF) 0.000 0.946 0.944 0.298
TABLE 2

We report the rejection frequencies of each method for the (uniform) confidence bands for
U x [p]. The proposed estimator computes the critical value based on the multiplier
bootstrap procedure. For the naive post-selection estimator we report the results for two
choices of critical values, one choice based on the multiplier bootstrap (MB), and another
based on Bonferroni (BF) correction. The results are based on 500 replications.

95% nominal coverage (and again .05 would be the ideal performance). The
simulation results confirms the differences between the performance of the
methods and overall the proposed procedure is closer to the nominal value of
.05 . The proposed estimator performed within a factor of two to the nominal
value in 10 out of the 16 designs considered (and 13 out 16 within a factor
of three). The post-naive selection estimator performed within a factor of
two only in 3 out of the 16 designs when using the multiplier bootstrap as
critical value (7 out of 16 within a factor of three) and similarly with the
Bonferroni correction as the critical value.

APPENDIX A: PROOFS FOR SECTION 2

In this appendix, we use C to denote a strictly positive constant that is
independent of n and P € P,,. The value of C' may change at each appear-
ance. Also, the notation a,, < b,, means that a,, < Cb,, for all n and some C.

The notation a,, 2 b, means that b, < a,. Moreover, the notation a,, = o(1)
means that there exists a sequence (by,),>1 of positive numbers such that
(i) |an| < by, for all n, (ii) b, is independent of P € P, for all n, and (iii)
b, — 0 as n — oo. Finally, the notation a,, = Op(b,) means that for all
e > 0, there exists C' such that Pp(a, > Cb,) < 1 — € for all n. Using this
notation allows us to avoid repeating “uniformly over P € P,” many times

in the proofs of Theorem 2.1 and Corollaries 2.1 and 2.2. Throughout this
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appendix, we assume that n > ng.

Proof of Theorem 2.1. We split the proof into five steps.

Step 1. (Preliminary Rate Result). We claim that with probability 1 —
o(1), supy,ey e 10uj — 0u;] < BinTy. To show that, note that by definition
of 0,7, we have for each u € U and j € [p],

EnWw(VV, 0, ﬁuj)] + €n,

En uj 7Vu'7Au' ‘< inf
[thuj (W, O, 1) ] oé%-

wj

which implies via the triangle inequality that uniformly over u € U and
Jj € [p], with probability 1 — o(1),

(A1) ‘ Ep[thy; (W, 9,77uj)]|9:guj ‘ <e€p + 20 + 21 < By, where
L = sup ‘En[q/}uj(w797ﬁuj)] - Enwuj(wvevnuj)]‘ SJ BinTn,
uel,je[p],0€0.;
I2 = sup En[wuj(wyeynuj)] - EP[wu](VVa Hanuj)]‘ 5 Tn-

uel,jE€[p],0€0

and the bounds on I; and Iy are derived in Step 2 (note also that €, =
o(1,) by construction of the estimator and Assumption 2.2(vi)). Since by
Assumption 2.1(iv), 274Jy;(0u; — 0u;)| A co does not exceed the left-hand
side of (A.1), inf .y je[) [Jusl Z 1, and by Assumption 2.2(vi), Bi,7n = o(1),
we conclude that

-1
(A.2) sup |éu] — HUJ| S < inf .’ |Ju]|> B1nTn S BinTn,

weU,jE[p] u€U,JEP
with probability 1 — o(1) yielding the claim of this step.
Step 2. (Bounds on I; and Ip) We claim that with probability 1 — o(1),
I < By and Is < 7,. To show these relations, observe that with proba-
bility 1 — o(1), we have Iy < 2I1, + I and Iy < I,, where

I = sup ‘En[wuj(wﬁﬂl)] - EP[T/’uj(erm)] ’
w€eU,j€[P],0€O1;,nETu;
Iy = sup ‘EP[T/)uj(VVa 0,m)] — Ep[tu; (W, 0, 77“)')]“

ueU,jE€[p],0€0;,mE Ty
To bound I3, we employ Taylor’s expansion:
Iy < sup 0,Ep [¢ug(VV, 0, Nuj + 7“(77 - qu))}
u€U,jE[P],0€0 ;1€ Tuj,r€[0,1)

< Bip sup 7 = nujlle < BinTa,
u€U,jEP|,NETu;
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by Assumptions 2.1(v) and 2.2(ii).
To bound 4, we apply the maximal inequality of Lemma M.2 to the class
F1 defined in Assumption 2.2 to conclude that with probability 1 — o(1),

(A.3) I, < n_1/2< vp log a, + n~ VY K, log an).

Here we used: logsupg N (€|[F1]lg,2, F1, | - [@.2) < valog(an/e) for all 0 <
e < 1 with [|[F1|lpg < K, by Assumption 2.2(iv); supse 7 Hf”%;2 < Cp by
Assumption 2.2(v); a, > nV K,, and v, > 1 by the choice of a,, and v,.
In turn, the right-hand side of (A.3) is bounded from above by O(7,) by
Assumption 2.2(vi) since (v, loga,/n)"/? < 7, and

n~12n 2 ey, K log a, < n=1/2s, < n~1/2 < Th.

Combining presented bounds gives the claim of this step.
Step 3. (Linearization) Here we prove the claim of the theorem. Fix u € U
and j € [p]. By definition of 6,,;, we have

(A4)  Vn

En [t (W; 0 )| < Jinf Vi
uj

E, [1by; (W, 0, ﬁum( F e/

Also, for any 0 € ©,,; and n € 7,;, we have

\/ﬁEn W’uj (Vvv 0, 77)] = \/ﬁEn [7/}71] (Vvv ouja nuj)] - Gn?/}uj (Vvv ouja nuj)
(A.5) - \/E(EPW)M(W Oujsus)] = Ep[u; (W, 0, 77)]) + Grthu; (W, 6,1).
Moreover, by Taylor’s expansion of the function r — Ep[ty; (W, 0, 4+ (0 —
Ous)s Mg + (1 = 1uj))],

Ep[thu; (W, 0,m)] = Ep[thu; (W, 0ujs us)] = Juj(0 = 0uj) + D joln — nujl
(A.6) + 27183EP[Wa Ouj + (6 — euj)a Nuj + r(n— nuj)”

T=T

for some 7 € (0,1). Substituting this equality into (A.5), taking 6 = 6,,; and
1 = 7y, and using (A.4) gives

VI E, [0 (W, 0, 0ui)] + Juj (O — Oui) + Dajiolfiuj — 1uj]
(A7) < envn+ eér(l_)f _ VB [tbu; (W, 0, i)l + 11 (u, )] + [112(w, 5)],
where
() = Vi 5B [OFEp (W, by 5 76 = Oug)omy + = mg) ]
re|0,

II5(u, j) := Gy, (ﬂJU](W 9,n) — wuj(vvv Huj’ qu))
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with 6 = 6, and 1 = 7. It will be shown in Step 4 that

(A8) sup (103 (u, )| + [ a(u, )| ) = Op(30).
ueU,j€p|

In addition, it will be shown in Step 5 that

(A.9) sup inf \/H|En[¢uj(m 977/7\@)” = Op(0n).
uEZ/ﬂjE[ﬁ} 06@1“-

Moreover, €,/n = 0(d,) by construction of the estimator. Therefore, the ex-
pression in (A.7) is Op (). Also, subyeyy jefp) Du,j, 0 — sl = Op(6,n~1/2)
by the near-orthogonality condition since 7,; € T,; for all u € U and
Jj € [p] with probability 1 — o(1) by Assumption 2.2(i). Therefore, Assump-
tion 2.1(iv) gives

sup | Jo VB [y (W, 0y 0us)] + V(g — 0uj)| = Op(0n).
ueU,jE[p]

The asserted claim now follows by dividing both parts of the display above
by ou; (under the supremum on the left-hand side) and noting that o, is
bounded below from zero uniformly over v € U and j € [p] by Assumptions
2.2(iii) and 2.2(v).

Step 4. (Bounds on II(u,j) and II3(u,j)). Here we prove (A.8). First,
with probability 1 — o(1),

sup |I11(u,j)] < vV/nBa, sup ‘éu] — euj’2 V|7 — %j”g
uweld,jelp] uel,jep]

2 2
5 \/ﬁBlnBQTLTn S

~

On;

where the first inequality follows from Assumptions 2.1(v) and 2.2(i), the
second from Step 1 and Assumptions 2.2(ii) and 2.2(vi), and the third from
Assumption 2.2(vi).

Second, we have with probability 1 — o(1) that sup,cy jep 1 12(u, 5) S

supjez, |Gn(f)], where
]:2 = {wuj('79777) _wuj('ueujunuj): Uu EZ/I,j € []5]777 € 7;]’7 |9 - 6‘u]| < CBlnTn}

for sufficiently large constant C'. To bound sup ¢z, |Gn(f)[, we apply Lemma
M.2. Observe that

sup || f]|5s < sup Ep [(¢u;(W,0,10) — i (W, 0uj, )]
feFs wEU GE[P],|0— 00| <CBrntn mETus
< sup Co(10 = Ous| V1 = nujlle)” S (BinTn)“,

weU,jE€(p],|0—0u;|<CBinTn,nETu;
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where we used Assumption 2.1(v) and Assumption 2.2(ii). Also, observe that
(BlnTn)“’/2 > n~%/4 by Assumption 2.2(vi) since By, > 1. Therefore, an
application of Lemma M.2 with an envelope Fy = 2F] and o = (C By, ,)*/?
for sufficiently large constant C' gives with probability 1 — o(1),

(A.10) sup |G, (f)] < (]_'31n7'n)“’/2 vp log a, + n 12y, K log ay,,
fer

since supsez, [f| < 2supjez [f| < 2F1 and ||Fi]|py < K, by Assumption
2.2(iv) and

log sup N (€| Fal|g.2, F2, || - [|@,2) S vnlog(an/e), forall 0 <e<1
Q

by Lemma L.1 because Fo C F; — F for F; defined in Assumption 2.2(iv).
The claim of this step now follows from an application of Assumption 2.2(vi)
to bound the right-hand side of (A.10).

Step 5. Here we prove (A.9). For all u € U and j € [p], let 0,; =
Ouj — i Baltou (W, 0uj,nuj)]. Then supyey e 1uj — Ouil = Op(Sn/v/n)
since S, = Ep[subyey jef) [VPER[WVuj (Wag, Oujs nuj)ll] and Jy; is bounded
in absolute value below from zero uniformly over uw € U and j € [p] by
Assumption 2.1(iv). Therefore, ,; € ©,; for all u € U and j € [p| with
probability 1 —o(1) by Assumption 2.1(i). Hence, with the same probability,
for all w € U and j € [p],

inf /n

En uj a_u'y/\u' )
6e0., [¥ ](W Oujs 1 ])]

Ep [¢u; (W, 0, ﬁuj)]‘ <Vn

and so it suffices to show that

(A.11) sup B[t (W, s gl | = Op(6):

u€U j€[p]

To prove (A.11), for given u € U and j € [p], substitute 6 = 6,; and n = 7,
into (A.5) and use Taylor’s expansion in (A.6). This gives

LD

En 10 (W, 0 7up)]| < |TTa ()| + TTo(u, )]

+ \/ﬁ En[%j(W, euja nuj)] + Juj(éuj - Hu]) + Du7j,0[ﬁuj - qu] )

where ﬁl(u,j) and ﬁg(u,j) are defined as ITi(u,j) and I1s(u,j) in Step

3 but with 6, replaced by 6,;. Then, given that SUPycur, el 0u; — Ouj] <
Sp logn/+/n with probability 1 — o(1), the argument in Step 4 shows that

sup_(|Ta(w, )] + |TTa(u, )|) = Op(5,).
u€U,jE€[p]
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In addition, By [thy; (W, Ouj, nuj)] + Juj(0uj — Ouj) = 0 by the definition of f,;
and supycy jepp) 1Du,g 0l — Mujll = Op(6,n~'/?) by the near-orthogonality
condition. Combining these bounds gives (A.11), so that the claim of this
step follows, and completes the proof of the theorem. m

APPENDIX B: REMAINING PROOFS FOR SECTION 2

See Supplementary Material.

APPENDIX C: PROOFS FOR SECTIONS 3 AND 4

See Supplementary Material.
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Supplementary Material

APPENDIX B: NOTATION

Throughout the paper, the symbols P and E denote probability and ex-
pectation operators with respect to a generic probability measure. If we
need to signify the dependence on a probability measure P, we use P as a
subscript in Pp and Ep. Note also that we use capital letters such as W to
denote random elements and use the corresponding lower case letters such as
w to denote fixed values that these random elements can take. For a positive
integer k, [k] denotes the set {1,...,k}.

We denote by P, the (random) empirical probability measure that assigns
probability n~! to each W; € (Wi)i,. E,, denotes the expectation with
respect to the empirical measure, and G,, = G, p denotes the empirical
process v/n(E, — Ep), that is,

G, p(f) = G, p(F(W)) = n™ 2> {F(Wi) = Ep[f(W)]},
i=1

Eplf(W)] := / f(w)dP(w),

indexed by a class of measurable functions F: W — R; see [16, chap. 2.3].
In what follows, we use ||| p,, to denote the L9(P) norm; for example, we use
1FOV)llpg = ([ 1F(w) 9P ()5 and | F(W)]g,.q = (0=t SI, [F(W3)[1)1/2
For a vector v = (v1,...,v,)" € RP, |jv]|p denotes the ¢p-“norm” of v, that
is, the number of non-zero components of v, ||v||; denotes the ¢1-norm of v,
that is, [|v||1 = |v1]| + -+ + |vp|, and [Jv|| denotes the Euclidean norm of v,
that is, |jv]| = Vv'v.

We say that a class of functions F = {f(-,¢): t € T'}, where f: W x T —
R, is suitably measurable if it is an image admissible Suslin class, as defined
in [11], p 186. In particular, F is suitably measurable if f: W x T — R is
measurable and 7' is a Polish space equipped with its Borel o-field, see [11],
p 186.

APPENDIX C: EMPIRICAL APPLICATION: US PRESIDENTIAL
APPROVAL RATINGS

In this section we illustrate the applicability of the tools proposed in this
work with data on US presidential approval ratings used in [6]. There sev-
eral economic and political factors that impact presidential approval ratings.
In this illustration, we are interested on the impact of unemployment rates
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and on the impact of time in office on the approval rate of a sitting presi-
dent. However, the impact of such factors might not be homogeneous and
in fact depend on current ratings. For example, a sitting president is likely
to have a fraction of voters who would support him regardless of economic
factors. Thus, a low unemployment rate might not have an effect when ap-
proval ratings are low and have a significant effect when approval ratings are
high. This would imply a different effect on different parts of the conditional
distribution of the approval rating.

To study the distributional effect of these factors we use a logistic regres-
sion model with functional data as described in Section 3. Letting Y denote
the approval rating, we define Y;, = 1{Y" < u} to be the binary variable that
indicates if the approval rating is below the threshold u € U = [.45, .65]. For
each level of approval rating u € U we estimate the model

E[Yu ’ Dunempa Dtime; X] - A(eu,unempDunemp + Hu,timeDtime + X/Bu) + Ty

where Dyyemp denotes the unemployment rate, Dyjy,e the number of months
the president has been in office, 7, a (small) approximation error, and X
denotes several additional control variables. In addition to the linear terms
for the variables? used in [6], we also consider interactions among controls.
Therefore, for each u € U we have a generalized linear model using logistic
link function with 160 variables and 603 observations.

We construct simultaneous confidence bands for both coefficients (p = 2)
uniformly over u € U. Although p < n for every uw € U, the full model
(applying logistic regression with all regressors) led to numerical instabilities
and other numerical failures. We proceed to construct (asymptotically) valid
confidence regions based on the double selection procedure for functional
logistic regression.

Figure 1 displays the estimation results. Specifically, the figure displays
point estimates of each coefficient for every u € U (solid line), pointwise
confidence intervals (dotted line), and uniform confidence bands (dot-dash
lines). Point estimates account for model selection mistakes and are com-
puted based the double selection procedure. For 95% coverage, the pointwise
critical value is taken to be ®~1(.975) ~ 1.96 from the normal approxima-
tion and the critical value for uniform confidence bands (uniformly over
both coefficients and over u € U) was calculated to be 3.003 based on 5000
repetitions of the multiplier bootstrap.

At 95% confidence level, the uniform confidence band rule out “no effect”
over U for both variables. Indeed, the straight line at 0 is not contained in the

2Those include dummy variables for each president, Watergate scandal, causalities in
different wars, political shocks, and other variables, see [6] for a complete description.
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Fic 1. The panels display pointwise (dotted) and uniform (dotdash) confidence bands for
the unemployment coefficient and the time-in-office coefficient. These confidence regions
are set to have 95% coverage and were constructed based on the double selection algorithm.
The critical value for the uniform confidence bands was set to 2.93 based on the multiplier
bootstrap procedure with 5000 repetitions. For both coefficients, the lowest value of the
upper confidence band is smaller than the largest value of the lower confidence band.

uniform confidence bands for either variable. Next consider the process of
the unemployment coefficient. The analysis suggests that the unemployment
rate has an overall negative effect on the approval rate of a sitting president
(as the coefficient is positive increasing the probability to be below a thresh-
old). Regarding time-in-office, the effect also seems to be predominantly
negative. However, the impact is not homogeneous across u € U. Indeed,
the lowest value of the upper confidence band (0.007, v = 0.584) is smaller
than the largest value of the lower confidence band (0.013, u = 0.647), see
the circles in the plot of the process of the time-in-office coefficient. The
impact seems to be greater for the lower and higher values of u € U while
the effect of seems negligible in the range of u € [.575,.625]. In particular,
at 95% level, no effect is ruled out for large values of u.

APPENDIX D: BOUND ON Sy VIA ASSUMPTION 2.3
By definition of ¢),,;(-) in Theorem 2.1,

ui (0o ) = Vg (D BP[V2, (W, 005 m)], w €U, € [7].
Hence, by Assumption 2.2(v),

8. < CoEp| sup |ViB,[tu;(W))l| = CoEp| sup |G|
u€U,jE[p] feFo

onLy



POST-REGULARIZATION CONFIDENCE REGIONS 39

for some constant C' depending on Cj only, where the second line follows
from Assumption 2.3 and Lemma M.2.

APPENDIX E: REMAINING PROOFS FOR SECTION 2

Proof of Corollary 2.1. To prove the asserted claim, we will apply
Lemma 2.4 in [9]. Denote

Zp = sup n1/20;j1(0vuj — Ouj)|-
u€U,jE€[p]

Under our assumptions, Lz/ 7gn log A, = o(nl/ ), and so given_that on =1
and A, > n, it follows that log L,, < logn. Hence, since Ep| Zg(W)] =1,
Assumption 2.3(i) and Corollary 2.2.8 in [16] imply that

(E'l) Ep [ sup |Nuy|] S On IOg(AnLn) 5 V On log Ap,.
ueU,j€p|

Further, Theorem 2.1 shows that

(E.2) Zp — sup |Gn7ZUj|

u€U,jE([p]

= OP(5H)7

and Theorem 2.1 in [10], together with Assumptions 2.3(i,ii), shows that one
can construct a version Z, of sup,¢y jefz [Nuj| such that

(E.3) sup |an/;uj| — Zn

b 1/2-1 1/6
u€U jE[p] nl/2=1/a nt/

<Ln9n log A, Ly/*(on log An)2/3>
=0Op .

Combining (E.2) and (E.3) gives

(E4)  |Zn—Znl = Op <5H+Lngn10gAn L (0 log 4,) )

nl/2—1/q nl/6

Therefore, it follows from Lemma 2.4 in [9] that (E.1) and (E.4) imply

(E.5) sup |Pp(Z, <t)—Pp(Z, <t)| =o0(1)
teR

under our growth conditions 62 p, log A, = o(1), L%ﬁpn log A, = o(n'/7),
and L%/?’,on log A,, = o(n'/3=2/(9)): note that formally their Lemma 2.4 re-
quires Z, to be the supremum of an empirical process but this requirement
is not used in the proof. The asserted claim now follows by substituting the
definitions of Z,, and Zn n
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Proof of Corollary 2.2. Denote Z} = SUDyeur el Gujl- For all ¥ €
(0,1), let ¢§ be the (1 — ) quantile of sup,cy ;e ]Nuj\ We proceed in
several steps.

Step 1. Here we show that cg satisfies the bound

cgng[ sup  [Nyj|| + v/2log(1/9)

uel,jEp]

for all ¥ € (0,1). Indeed, recall that EP[./\/E]-] =1for all u € U and j € [p].
Therefore, this bound follows from Borell’s inequality; see Proposition A.2.1
n [16].

Step 2. Here we show that for any ¢ € (0,1) and S € (0,9),

h_g—ch> cﬂ/Ep sup \Nu]\]
ueld,j€[p]
for some absolute constant ¢ > 0. Indeed, given that Ep [quj] =1 for all

u € U and j € [p], this bound follows from Corollary 2.1 in [8].

Step 3. Here we show that
=0Op <5 \/ onlog A, )

Indeed, the left-hand side of (E.6) is bounded from above by

(E.6)

ZT*L - sup ‘ \/7 Zfﬂ/}ug

wel,jE[p

sup
wel,jEe[p ]

= sup
u€U,je[p]

% > &by (W) — 1/Juj(Wi))| -

i=1

0= Gt

Conditional on (W;)P_,, n=/23°7" {Z(¢W( )=y (W;)) is zero-mean Gaus-
sian with variance E, [(wu]( 1) — Uuj(W;))?] < 62 with probability at least
1 — A, by Assumption 2.3(iii). Thus, with the same probability,

‘ (Wl)?zll S 5n \/ On log An

by Assumption 2.3(iii) and Corollary 2.2.8 in [16]. Since A, — 0, (E.6)
follows.
Step 4. Here we construct a version Z, of SUPye, jelp \Nu]] such that

Ep sup

u€U,jE€[p]

fzsz By (W) = g (W)

_0 Lponlog A, LY?(0,log Ay)3/4
- VP nl/2—1/q ni/4 :

sup ’% ;&JJW‘(W) -

u€U,je[p]
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Indeed, as was discussed in the proof of Corollary 2.1, we have log L,, < logn
and Ep[ EJ(WZ)] = 1. Therefore, the claim follows from Theorem 2.2 in [10]
combined with Assumption 2.3(i,ii).

Step 5. Here we show that there exists a sequence of positive constants

(9n)n>1 such that 9, — 0 and Pp (ca(l +en) > cg_ﬁn> — 0. Indeed, Steps
3 and 4 imply that |Z — Z,| = Op(ry,) where

- —  Lpoplog A, Li/z(gnlogAn)?’/4
Tn S Ony\/ Onlog A+ 1/2-1/q + =y .

Also, as in the proof of Corollary 2.1, Ep[Z,] < (onlog A,)'/?. Hence,

~

rEp[Z,] = o(1) under our conditions, and so there exists a sequence of

positive constants (xn)n>1 such that x, — co but x,r,Ep[Z,] = o(1). Fur-
ther, let 8, = {Pp(|Z} — Zy| > xnTn)}"/?. Observe that £, = o(1) and

PP <PP<|Z:L - Zn| > Xn'Tn | (Wz)?zl) > Bn) < 5n

The last display implies that with probability at least 1 — 5,,, ¢o < c(ol_ g, T
XnTn- Hence, with the same probability, using the bounds in Steps 1 and 2,
we obtain for some sequence of positive constants (9,,),>1 such that 9, =
o(1),

ca(l+en) < (Cg—ﬁn + XnTn)(1 +&5) < Cg—ﬁn
since XnrnBEp[Z,] = 0(1) and &, (Ep[Z,])? = o(1) by assumption. The claim
of this step follows.
Step 6. Here we complete the proof. We have

Pe( sup |Vid) (0u; — 0u))] < ca)
u€U,jE€[p]

= PP(I\/EJle(éuj — Ouj)| < caluj/ouj, VuEU, j € [ﬁ])

< Pp( sup \\/ﬁa;jl(éuj —Ou;)| <ca(l+ &?n)> +o(1)
ueU,jE[p|

<Pp( sup Vo (0u; = 0u)| < chy, ) +o(1)
wel,jE[p
=l—a+v,+0(l)=1—-a+o0(1),
where the third line follows by Assumption 2.4, the fourth by Step 5, and

the fifth by Corollary 2.1. Similar arguments also give the same bound from
the other side. Therefore,

(E.7) Pp < sup \\/EEH_jl(éuj —0y5)] < Ca) =1—a+o(l).

u€U jE[p]
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This completes the proof. [

APPENDIX F: PROOFS FOR SECTION 3

In this appendix, we use ¢ and C to denote strictly positive constants that
depend only on ¢; and Cy (but do not depend on n, u, j, or P € P,). The
values of ¢ and C may change at each appearance. Also, the notation a,, < by,
means that a, < Cb, for all n and some C. The notation a, = b, means
that b, < a,. Moreover, the notation a,, = o(1) means that there exists a
sequence (by,)n>1 of positive numbers such that (i) |a,| < b, for all n, (ii) b,
is independent of P € P, for all n, and (iii) b, — 0 as n — oo. Finally, the
notation a,, = op(by,) means that for any C, we have Pp(a,, > Cb,) = o(1).
Using this notation allows us to avoid repeating “uniformly over P € P,”
and “uniformly over v € U and j € [p]” many times in the proofs of Theorem
3.1 and Corollaries 3.1 — 3.3.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Observe that for all v € ¢ and j € [p], we
have Ep[|Z|?] < 1 by Assumptions 3.1 and 3.4. We use this fact several

times in the proof without further notice.
For v € U and j € [p], define

Tuj = {n= 00, n®,n®): nV € (=RP?), 7 € RI717 ) € RI710 L,

so that 1,; = (ru, 5{“ 7&) € T,j, and Ty, is convex. Endow T,,; with a norm
|- |l defined by

Inlle = VEO D, X2V @IV [0, 5= 00, 0®,9®) € T,,.

Further, recall that a, = pV $ V n and define 7, = C(sy, log a,/n)"/? and

Tus = (s} U {n = 000, 0®) € Ty n® = 0,0 v [n®lo < Cisn,
10 = B2V 0 = 32 < s 10 = A < CaTa }

for sufficiently large C.
First, we verify Assumption 2.1(i). To bound S,,, below we establish the
following inequality:

(F.1) 17, = Yl S V/p + Blug — ual.
Recall that

fg = fg(D7X) = VarP(Yu ’ DvX) = EP[Yu ‘ DvX](l _EP[Yu ’ D,X]),
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and so
(F2)  [f2, — 21 < |EplYa, | D.X] ~Ep[Yay | D,X]| S fuz w1
by Assumption 3.3. In addition,

Ep |12, (X7 (2, - %2))2]

=Ep [fi (Xj(vil - 73;2)) (Dj — X7, — (D; - ij’;l))}

= —Ep |12, (X7 (24, = 70.)) (D = X733, )]

= —Ep[(f2, — £2) (X703, — 7)) (D5 — X7,
(F.3) = —Ep|(f2, - £2) (X7 O, = 7)) Zh)
where the first line follows from adding and subtracting D;, the second

from the equality Ep[f2, (D; — X/ v,)X7] = 0, the third from the equality

Ep(f2 (D; — XJ~3,)X7] = 0, and the fourth from D; — XNl =73 . Now,
by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the expression in (F.3) is bounded in
absolute value by

(Br| (X703, —%Z;z)) | Ep[(12, - 1222 Dm
S (EP {fﬁz (Xj(’}’il —’yiz)> } ‘Ep {( 31 B 32)2(221)2]>1/2
1/2

SN2
S ‘U2—U1’<EP[ (X](’Yul ’Y@)) D )
where the second line follows from Ep[(X7 =¥ S oy — A2 <
Ep[f2,(X7 (v, —,))?], which holds by Assumption 3.4, and the third line
follows from (F.2). Hence, (Ep[f2, (X7 (vl — 71s))*)"/? S |uz — ua], and so
. O\ 273 1/2
(F4) ok, =S (Be 12, (X0, =) ]) T S ue = wal
Therefore,

17, = Yl S VP + Bl — i1 S Vp + Blug — ual,

and so (F.1) follows.
Next, let

G = {(YD X) > HY <up+(1-u)y}: uel},
Gy = {(Y,D,X) — Eplg(Y,D,X) | D, X]: g € gl},
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Then the function class F = {Wuj (- 0ujsmug): w e U, j € [p]} satisfies
F C(G1 = G2) - (Uje[ 9s5)-
Observe that Gy is a VC-subgraph class with index bounded by C, and so

by Theorem 2.6.7 in [16], its uniform entropy numbers obey

(F.5) suplog N(EHﬁan,Q,gl, |- llg,2) < Clog(Cle), forall0<e<1,
Q

where ﬁl = 1 is its envelope. In addition, Lemma L.2 implies that the
uniform entropy numbers of Gy obey the same inequalities with the same
envelope F; (but possibly different constant C'). Moreover, for any u € U
and j € [p], by Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2 and the triangle inequality,

IVl S 17l + sav/logan/n S Vsall 3l + snv/log an/n
(F.6) S Vsn‘|72|| + spv10gan/n < V/sn,
because by Assumption 3.4, s, log a,,/n = o(1). Therefore, (F.1) and Lemma

L.3 with k& = 1 imply that for all j € [p], the uniform entropy numbers of
G3,; obey

sup log N(e|]ﬁ’3HQ72,937j, |- llg2) < Clog(an/e), forall0<e<1,
Q

where F3(Y, D, X) = SUDycur, el | Z)| +Mn_%(||DHoo V|| X||0) is its envelope,
and so Lemma L.1 gives that the uniform entropy numbers of U;¢(; 93, ; obey

the same inequalities with the same envelope Fy. Hence, Lemma L.1 also
shows that the uniform entropy numbers of F obey

(F.7)  suplog N(e|Fllg.2, F, |l - lg.2) < Clog(ay,/e), forall 0 <e<1,
Q

where F(Y, D, X) = C{sup,cy jeis 124 + My, 3(I1 Dllos V [| Xlo)} is its enve-
lope. Now observe that ||F||p, S M,,1 and that || f||p2 < 1 uniformly over

~

fe F by Assumption 3.4. Therefore, it follows from Lemma M.2 that

Sp = EP[ sup ‘\/ﬁEnWw(VV, 9uj,77uj)]H
ueU,je[p
< log1/2(anMn,1) + n_1/2+1/an,1 log(an, My 1)

< logl/z(anMn,l)(l +0n) S V0ogay,
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where the last two inequalities follow from Assumption 3.4 and the facts
that 6, = o(1) and that log M,,; < logn, which is another consequence
of Assumption 3.4. Hence, Assumption 3.1 implies that for all u € U and
J € [p], ©; contains a ball of radius Con~ 128, log n centered at 6,; for all
sufficiently large n for any constant Cj. Therefore, Assumption 2.1(i) holds.

Next, Assumption 2.1(ii) follows from the observation that for all u € U
and j € [p], the map (0,7n) — 1,;(W,0,n) is twice continuously Gateaux-
differentiable on ©,; x T}, and so is the map (0,7) — Ep[i;(W,6,n)].

To verify the orthogonality condition in Assumption 2.1(iii), note that for
all u e U, j € [p], and n = (nV, 7@, n®) € T,; with n # 1, we have

D joln — ] = Ep [TuZi — N(Djf; + X?80) Z5 X (n») — 6%)] :

where we used the equality Ep[{Y, — A(D;0,; + Xjﬂﬂ) — 7.} X7 = 0. In
addition, [Ep[r,Zi]| < 8,n"Y/? by Assumption 3.5. Further, recall that
Ep[f2Z}X’] = 0 and observe that

2= f3(D,X)=Var(Y, | D,X)=Ep[Y, | D,X](1 —Ep[Y, | D, X])
= (A(D'0,+ X'By) +1,)(1 =AD", + X'By) — 14)
=N (D0, + X'By) + 1y — 12— 2r, A(D'6, + X'B,),

where we used the equality A’(t) = A(t) — A%(t), which holds for all ¢ € R.
Hence,

B [N(Dy8; + X7 8) 20X (0 — )|
< (Be[(ruzi?] - Eo [ (x00® - 8))]) "
S (Br21) " 10 = Bill S sulog au/n S bun~2,

where the second line follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the
observations that |r,| < 1 and that |A(¢)| < 1 for all t € R, and the third line
from Assumptions 3.4 and 3.5 (the last inequality holds because s2 log? a, <
62n by Assumption 3.4). Also, when n = 1,;, we have |Dy, jo[n — nu;]| = 0,
and so Assumption 2.1(iii) holds.

Next, we verify Assumption 2.1(iv). Fix u € U and j € [p]. Observe that

Juj = —Ep [A,(Djeuj + Xjﬁi)DszZ]
= ~Ep|f2D;Z}] + Bp|(ry — 12 = 20, A(D'6, + X'8,))D; 71

~ B [FIZUF] + e [(ra — o2 - 200, + X'8)D, 2.
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Hence, by Assumptions 3.1, 3.4 and 3.5 and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,
5 N
ugl > e1 = 4(Bpp2IER(ID; ZR) = e+ o(1),

and also |Jyj| < 1 uniformly over v € U and j € [p]. In addition,

Ep [ (W, 0,105)] = Jus (0 — 0ug) + 308 { B s (W6, m)] ], (0~ 615)?
for some 0 € ©,,;. Moreover, for all § € ©,;, we have |03E p[1y; (W, 0,1,;)]| <
Ep[|DJ2.Zz|] < 1 by Assumptions 3.1 and 3.4 since |[A”(¢)| < 1 for all t € R.
These inequalities together imply Assumption 2.1(iv).

Next, we verify Assumption 2.1(v) with w = 2 and By, = By, = C
for sufficiently large C. Fix u € U, j € [p], r € (0,1], 8 € ©yj, and n =
(nM,n@ By e Tuj- We consider the case n # n,;, and the other case is
similar. Denote

Iy =210 (%) = 1) + ru )
Ia = |Dy(6 — 6.) + X7 (0 = 81)| - | .

Then

wuj(Wy 67 77) - wuj(Wy euja nuj)‘ < Il,l + 11,27
since |A/(t)] < 1 for all ¢ € R. In addition,

Ep((ruZ])’] S Eplra] < ln — 2,

Ep[(X7 (1% = d))P1 S 10 = A7 < lln = s 2

by Assumptions 3.5 and 3.4, respectively. Thus, Ep[I7,] < [|ln — nu;l|Z. Also,

Ep[I},) < Ep|(Z0)?] - Ep|(D;(0 — 0uy) + X7 (1) — 51))?]
S Er| (D30 = 0u5) + X7 (1 — 8))?]
S 10— 0032+ 10 = BLI S 16 = 60l + In — mus1,

where the first line follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the sec-
ond from Ep[(Z])%] < 1, and the third from Assumption 3.4. Therefore,
Assumption 2.1(v-a) holds.

To verify Assumption 2.1(v-b), observe that under our conditions,

OrEp [0y (W0, 105 + (1 = 1)) | = B | 0103 (W, 0,05 + 71 = mu)) .
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Further, denote
2 = D0+ X7 8+ rXI (5 — g),
Iy =—X/(n® - )( Azy) = (1 = r)ra),
Lo = ry(Z — rX]( ),
Iy = —N(z,)(Z], — X (n (3) —NXI () - B]).
Then 0,y (W, 0,15 + (1 — 1uj)) = I21 + Ia2 + Iz 3, and so

Orthuj(W, 0,mu; +1(n — nuj))} = Ep[l21] + Ep[lap] + Ep[l23].

Now, observe that

Ep(lball S Bp[1X/(n® — 1)
< (B [1X 0 —DP]) " < In e

where the first inequality holds since |r,| < 1, the second by Jensen’s in-
equality, and the third by Assumption 3.4. Also, by the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality,

Brlllaal < (Eelr2)- Ep[(Zy —rx00® = 402]) " 5 1= sl

where the second inequality follows from (Ep[r2])"/? < ||n—1uj]|e. Moreover,
since |[A’(t)] < 1 for all ¢ € R, the Cauchy-Schwarz 1nequality gives

Epl(lL2all S (Ep|(2 - X7 () = 0))?]

< B[00~ 0?]) " < I = e

Therefore, Assumption 2.1(v-b) holds.
To verify Assumption 2.1(v-c), denote

Iy = =X (0 — o) + N (@) X () —70) X7 () — ),
I35 = —r X9 () —4d),
Isz = —A'(2,)(Z] — r X7 (n® —4)) (X7 (n®) - B]))?

+ N () XT () — ) XT () = B),

so that 0,121 = I3 1, Orl22 = I3 2, and 0,12 3 = I3 3. Now, observe that since
|[AN(t)] <1 forall t €R,

Pl S VERFZIN® — A2l + 1n® —A2)1m® = 821 < 1n — 112
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by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the triangle inequality, and Assumptions
3.1 and 3.4. Similarly, Ep[|I52|] < || — nu;(|?. In addition, since |A”(¢)| < 1
for all t € R,

. . 1/2
Epllsal) < I = nusll? + (Be [(XT 0 = 8D ]) 7 S i = g2

by the arguments used above, the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and Assump-
tion 3.4. Also, the terms in Ep[02thyj (W, 0y; + 7(0 — 0ui)y uj + 7(0 — 1uj))]
arising from differentiation of 6,; + r(6 — 6,;) can be bounded similarly.
Therefore, Assumption 2.1(v-c¢) holds.

Next, we verify Assumption 2.2(i). Observe that by Theorems 4.1 and
4.2, with probability 1 — o(1),

sup (10 = 0ull+ 13 = Bull) S Vswlogan/n, sup (ullo + 1Bullo) S sn

ueU uel
sup |3, =%l S V/snlogan/n, and  sup [Filo S sn-
ueld j€[p) ueld,je[p]

In addition, B = (5; [ﬂ\j,&g)’ , and so uniformly over v € U and j € [p],
with probability 1 — o(1),

185, = Bill S Vsnlogan/n and [|Billo < sn.

Moreover, uniformly over v € U and j € [p], with probability 1 — o(1),

132 = Yl < 7% = Al + 117 = 3l S 135 = 3l + sav/log an/n

N \/SNH%JL - :YZL” + spy/logan/n < spy/logan/n

by Assumption 3.2 and the triangle and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequalities.
Therefore, Assumption 2.2(i) holds. In addition, Assumption 2.2(ii) holds by
construction of Ty; and since Ep[rZ] < Cysylogay,/n, which in turn follows
from Assumption 3.5. Also, Assumption 2.2(iii) holds by construction of 7y;.

Next, we establish the entropy bound of Assumption 2.2(iv) with v, =
Csy and K,, = CM,; for sufficiently large constant C' > 0 (recall that
an, =pVpVn). Let

G1 = {(V.D, X) = (D', X)&: € € RP*, J¢lly < O, i)l < €',

Gsj = {(Y,D,X) €D+ X1 ueld,|¢] < C’}, J € [P,
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for sufficiently large C'. Moreover, recall that W = (Y, D, X) and let

Fi1= {W = Yui(W,0,m): uw €U, j € [p], 0 € Ouj,n € Tuj \qu},
Fra={W = du(W,0,m): uw €U, j € [7],0 € 05,
Then Fi = Fi1 U Fpa and
Fi,1 C (G1 —A(Ga)) - Gu,
Fi2 C(G1 — G2 + AU 95,5) — Mg 95,5)) - (Uje93.5)

where Gi, Go, and Gs j, j € [p], are defined above, because ¢; (W, 8,1,;) =
{H{Y <ug+ (1 —w)y} —ry — A(D;0+ XIBI)VYZ,. A bound for the uniform
entropy numbers of G; is established above in (F.5). Also, G4 is a union over
(’éﬁf ) VC-subgraph classes with indices O(s,,), and so is A(G4). Hence, by
Lemma L.1,

suplogN(eHFleHQQ,]:M, |- llgz2) < Csplog(an/e), forall0<e<1,
Q

where

1?’171(W) = sup sup 2|D; — Xj’y]>
uEU JE[P] yeRP—14P: ||y—~d |1 <C/5nTn

is an envelope of F 1. Observe that |D;— X7+ < |Dj—X7~i|+| X7 (y—~4)| <
SUPyeur, el | Z&| + 1| X |0 C\/SnTn, and so
Hﬁl,lup,q S Mn,l + v SnTnMn,2 ,S Mn,l

by Assumption 3.4 (observe that /s,7,Mp2 S 1 and M, > 1).

Next we turn to Fi 2. Bounds for the uniform entropy numbers of G and
UjelpJs,; are established above. Consider s ; for j € [p]. Note that for all
U, U2 €U,

I, = vl S Vo F Bl —al, I I S Vom,
182, = Bl S (162 = Ouslls +118ue = Bl ) S /b + Bluz — wal

by (F.1), (F.6), and Assumption 3.1. Therefore, for all £;,&2 € R such that
|€1] < C and || < C, and all uy,us € U,

(20 82,) — (€1,82,)

|1 <o — &l + 1185, — B2,
<& — &+ /p + plug — wql.
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Hence, Lemma L.3 implies that for all j € [p], the uniform entropy numbers
of A(Gs ;) obey

sup log N(6Hﬁ5||Q,2,A(g5,j), |- llg,2) < Clog(ay/e), forall0<e<1,
Q

where F5(Y,D,X) = 1+ Mn_%(HD”oo V || X||so) is its envelope. Hence, by
Lemma L.1,

sup log N(EHEQHQQ,]—HQ, |- llg,2) < Clog(a,/e), forall0<e<1,
Q

where
Fia(W) =C(1+ M, 3(IDlloo V [ X|lss))

x (sup 121+ M3(ID]o V 1Xloo)
ueUjE[p

is an envelope of Fj 5 that satisfies |’ﬁ1172|’]37q S M1 by Assumption 3.4 and
the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Applying Lemma L..1 one more time finally
shows that the uniform entropy numbers of F; obey (2.4) with constants
specified above and with an envelope F} = ﬁl,l vV FVLQ satisfying || Fi|lpq S
M.

Next, we verify Assumption 2.2(v). Fix u € U, j € [p], 0 € ©,;, and
n=(nM,n? nB) e Tu;- Then

Ep[tbu; (W, 0,1)%]
. 2 .
= Ep [EP [(Yu — A(D]9 + X]T](2)> — 7](1)> ’ D,X} (Dj - X]T/(g))2
> Epf2(Dj — X)) > ¢,

where the first inequality follows from the fact that for any random variable
¢, the function z +— E[(¢ — x)?] is minimized at * = E[¢] and in this case
f2 = Var(Y, | D, X), and the second inequality follows from Assumption
3.4. In addition,

Ep[¢u;(W,0,1)%] < Ep[(D; — X)) <1

by Assumptions 3.1 and 3.4. Therefore, Assumption 2.2(v) holds.
Finally, we verify Assumption 2.2(vi). The condition (a) holds by con-
struction of 7, and v,. To verify the condition (b) observe that

(B1n7'n)“/2 (vp, log an)1/2 + n_1/2+1/qvnKn log a,

< n~12s, log a,, + n_1/2+1/qsnMn71 log a, < 6p
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by Assumption 3.4. In addition,

(Sn log n/\/ﬁ)wﬂ(vn log an)1/2 S ﬁ(log an) ’ (IOg n)/\/ﬁ S On,

since S, < (log an)l/z, which is established above, and s, log a, < 8,n'/271/4,

which holds by Assumption 3.4. The condition (b) follows. The condition
(c) holds because

n1/2B%ntnT,21 < n_l/an log a, < 0n

as in the verification of the condition (b). This completes the verification of
Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 and thus completes the proof of the theorem. m

Proof of Corollary 3.1. The asserted claim will follow from Corollary
2.1 as long as we can verify its conditions. Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 were ver-
ified in the proof of Theorem 3.1. Therefore, it suffices to verify Assumption
2.3(i,ii) and the growth conditions of Corollary 2.1.

First, we verify Assumption 2.3(i). Recall the function class

F— {tui (-, Ouj,mus): w €U, j € [P}

defined in the proof of Theorem 3.1, where it is also proven that its uniform
entropy numbers obey (F.7) with an envelope F satisfying ||F|pq < M, 1.
Also, note that Assumption 2.1(iv) gives 1 < [J;| S 1 for all w € U and
J € [p], and that Assumption 2.2(v) gives 1 < Ep| Z](VV, Ouj,Muj)] S 1 for
all w € U and j € [p]. Hence,

Foc{e-rirefeere<i<cl,
and so Lemma L.1 implies that the uniform entropy numbers of Fy obey

(F.8) suplog N(€||Fvllg.2: Fo. | - llg2) < Clog(an/e), forall 0 <e<1,
Q

where its envelope Fpy satisfies ||Fyllpgy S My,1. Thus, Assumption 2.3(i)
holds with o, = C, A, =a, =pVpVn,and L, = CM, .
Next, we verify Assumption 2.3(ii). For k = 3,4, v € U, and j € [p], we
have
Ep It (W, 0uo )| S B [1D; = XI7i ] $1

by Assumptions 3.1 and 3.4 since |Y,| < 1, |[A(t)] < 1 for all ¢t € R, and
|| < 1. Thus, Assumption 2.3(ii) holds with the same L,, = C'M,,; since
Mn,l > L.

Finally, with our choice of A,, and g,, the growth conditions of Corollary
2.1 hold by assumption. This completes the proof. [
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Proof of Corollary 3.2. The asserted claim will follow from Corollary
2.2 as long as we can verify its conditions. Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 were
verified in the proof of Theorem 3.1. Assumption 2.3(i,ii) was verified in the
proof of Corollary 3.1. Therefore, it suffices to verify Assumptions 2.3(iii)
and 2.4 and the growth conditions of Corollary 2.2.

We split the proof into six steps. In Steps 1-3, we verify Assumption 2.4.
In Steps 4 and 5, we verify Assumption 2.3(iii). In Step 6, we verify the
growth conditions of Corollary 2.2.

Step 1. Here we show that

~

Juj — Juj = 0p(log_1 ap)

uniformly over u € U and j € [p]. For § € R, f € RP~14P ~ ¢ RP~14P and
J € [p], define

¥y (W.0,8,7) = —N’ (Dje - Xﬂﬂ)Dj(Dj — Xn),
m; (0, 8,7) = Ep[v;(W,0, 8,7)).

Then juj = En[{/;](VV, guj, B4,74)] and Juj = ﬁ@j(euj,ﬂi,’yﬁ) for all u € U
and j € [p]. Therefore, by the triangle inequality,
g = Jugl < |ug — 05 (Buz. B2, 7)

+ |75 B, B L) = 4605, B7)
Define
Go = {(V, D, X) > =N (D;0 + X7 ) Dy(D; — X7n®):
weld,j € 3,0 € Oun =", 0®, 0 € Ty \ mus }.
Then by Assumption 2.2(i), with probability 1 — o(1),

Juj — m5(0us, B3, 7])

< sup [E,[f(W)] - Ep[f(W)]]

f€Gs

for all u € Y and j € [p]. In addition, G C —A’(G4) - G3, where the function
class Gy is introduced in the proof of Theorem 3.1. Moreover,

D0+ X' ®| < (IDlloe v IX o) 10 s

p+5(IDlloe V 1 X1loo ) In®1 S Vo +B(IDlloo V I1X )
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uniformly over u € U, j € [p], 0 € Oy, and n = (nM), n@ )y = Tuj \
Nuj by Assumptions 3.1. Hence, applying Lemmas L.1 and L.4 with K =
Mn’2n2/ 9(p + p)"/? shows that the uniform entropy numbers of G obey

suplog N (€||Fsl|Q,2, G, || - lg,2) < Csplog(an/e), forall 0 <e<1
Q

where F6(W)~: (14 (|| Do V HX||OO)/(Mn,2n2/q))HD||OOFV171(W) is its en-
velope, and Fj; is defined in the proof of Theorem 3.1. Also, recall that
|Fi1llpq < My, which is established in the proof of Theorem 3.1, and so

~

(B[ max [Fow])

1<i<n

< (mr | s DL Fia o))

1<i<n
(I Dilloo V [ Xilloo)?? = 4/q
N (EPLI???" (M,, 2n2/7)a/4 |F171(Wz')|q/4D

([1Dlloc V[ XTloo)*
(M,, on?/4)a/2

- 2/
S w202, + '/ (B | | Be[IFamn)@2]) 7 g ntlan?
where the first line follows from the triangle inequality, and the second from
the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Assumption 3.4. In addition, || f|p2 S 1
for all f € Gg. Hence, Lemma M.2 implies that

2
sp log ay, Mn,lsn log ay,
n n1_2/q

1

sup |E.[f(W)] = Ep[f(W)]]
f€gs

= o(log™" ay)
with probability 1 — o(1) by Assumption 3.4 and the growth condition
snlog® a,/n = o(1).

Next, using the same arguments as those used to verify Assumption 2.1(v-
a) in Theorem 3.1 shows that

75 (Ougy By 74) = 15 (Ouzs Bty 1) | S N0ug — Ougll + 18 = Bl + 17, — Al

and the right-hand of this inequality is bounded above by (C's,, log a, /n)'/?

uniformly over u € U and j € [p] with probability 1 — o(1), as demostrated

in the proof of Theorem 3.1. In turns, (C's, loga,/n)"/? = o(log™! a,) by

assumption. Combining presented bounds gives the claim of this step.
Step 2. Here we show that

En[002;(W, 0uj, )] — Ep[to2; (W, 045, 1u5)] = op(log ™ ay)

uniformly over u € U and j € [p]. The proof of this claim is similar to
that in Step 1, where the main difference is that instead of —A’(:) in the
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function class Gg, we set Y,2 — 2Y,A(-) + A%(-), with the resulting function
class having the same envelope and its uniform entropy numbers obeying

the same bounds as those derived fo Gg (up to possibly different constants).
Step 3. Here we finish the verification of Assumption 2.4. Observe that
1S JyjSlandl S Ep[ng(VV, Ouj, ;)] S 1 for all w € U and j € [p] by

Assumptions 2.1(iv) and 2.2(v). Hence, 1 < JZ]- < 1, and so

Guj Y
ﬂ—1‘< %—1‘5 Gaj = O
Ouj qu
<\ TP = T B[t (W, 0, Tuy)]
T2 | Bl W, B, 7)) — Bl (W, 60,0
S| ug = Jug| + (B2, (W, 00, 5ug)] — Ep[v2;(W, 9uj,nuj)]’ = op(log™" ay)

uniformly over u € U and j € [p] by Steps 1 and 2. Therefore, Assumption
2.4 holds for some ¢,, and A,, satisfying ¢, loga,, = o(1) and A,, = o(1).
Step 4. Here we show that the inequality concerning the entropy numbers
of Fo in Assumption 2.3(iii) holds with g, = C, A, =ap =pVpVn,and
A, = o(1). By construction of 1,5, the function class {1,;(-): v € U,j € [p]}
contains at most np functions (as u varies, new functions appear only as u
crosses one of the observations (Y;) ;). Also, it follows from (F.8) in the
proof of Corollary 3.1 that the entropy numbers of Fy = {tby;(-): u € U,j €

[p]} obey
N(e, Fo,| - [Ip,..) < Clog(an||Follp,./€) < Clog(an/e), forall 0 <e<1,
with probability 1 — o(1). Hence,

log N (e, o, || - lp,.) < Clog(ay/e), forall0<e<1

with probability 1 — o(1). The claim of this step follows.

Step 5. Here we show that the second part of Assumption 2.3(iii), that is,
that with probability 1 — A, we have | f|lp, , < o, for all f € ]?0, holds for
some &, and A, satisfying &, = o(log™'a,) and A,, = o(1). By the triangle

inequality,

5u_1ju_]1¢u](W, éujy ﬁu]) - Uu_jlju_jlwuj(m 9uj7 nuj)‘ P

n,2

~ 151 11
< ‘qu Juj — Ouj Juj ‘ ’ ‘

i (W, Oy, nuj)‘

Vi (W, Oy Tuj) — Vg (W, Hujvnuj)‘ .

Pn,Z

~—17-1
+ 0, Juj

n,2
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We bound two terms on the right-hand side of this inequality in turn. To
bound the first term, observe that

]J_lj I O'_1J 1] = op(log™' ay)

uniformly over u € U and j € [p] by Steps 1 and 3 and since 1 < J,,; S 1
and 1 < o,; < 1, which is discussed in Step 3. Also, as estabhshed in

~

the proof of Theorem 3.1, the uniform entropy numbers of the function
class F = {zﬁuj( Ouj,Muj): w € U, 5 € [p]} obey (F.7) with an envelope F
satisfying ||F||pq < M,,1. Moveover, Ep[f2(W)] < 1 uniformly over f € F
by Assumption 2.2(v). Therefore, Lemma M.3 shows that

Ep[ sup En[wij(Wﬁujmuj)]]
uel,je[p

<1+ n_1/2+1/an 1 ( log a,, + n_1/2+1/an71 log an>

<1 +n_1+2/qM2 loga, <1,

~

where the second inequality follows from Assumption 3.4. Hence,
~—1 71 -1 -1 -1
|0uj Juj Oy Juj | - [[Y0u; (W, Oujs 1uj) e, = op(log™ an)

uniformly over u € Y and j € [p].
To bound the second term, define

g7:{7puj(', ) wuj( ujanw) uGU,jG[ﬁ],QG@W‘,

|0 — 04| < /Csplogay/n,n e 7@3’}

for sufficiently large constant C' > 0 and 7,; appearing in Assumption 2.2.
Then G; C F; — F1, and so Lemma L.1 together with the bound for the
uniform entropy numbers of Fj established in the proof of Theorem 3.1
imply that the uniform entropy numbers of G; obey

suplog N (€| F|g,2,G7, || - lg,2) < Csplog(an/e), forall 0 <e<1,
Q

where F% is its envelope satisfying || F7|pq S My 1. In addition, Assumption
2.2(i) together with Step 1 in the proof of Theorem 2.1 imply that with
probability 1 — o(1),

wu]( u]ynu]) wu]( u]anu])€g7
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for all w € U and j € [p] (recall that in the proof of Theorem 3.1, we
set By, = C and 7, = (Cs, loga,/n)'/?). Also, Assumptions 2.1(v-a) and
2.2(ii) show that Ep[f?(W)] < s, log a,,/n uniformly over f € G7. Hence, it
follows from Lemma M.3 that

B sup B, (/W)

< sploga,/n+ n_1/2+1/an71 ( splog a, + ’I’L_l/2+l/an718n log an)

< n_Hz/inlsn log a,, = o(log_1 ap).

~

Hence,
31:]'1Ju_j1 ([thuj (W, éuja Mug) = ug(W, Oujs nuj)lp, » = OP(log_l an)

uniformly over u € U and j € [p] by Assumption 3.4. Combining presented
bounds gives the asserted claim and completes the verification of Assumption
2.3.

Step 6. Recall that the growth conditions of Corollary 2.1 were verified
in the proof of Corollary 3.1, where we set g, = C and A,, = a,. The other
growth conditions of Corollary 2.2, &,0,, log A,, = o(1) and 02 5,0, (log A,,) -
(log A,,) = o(1) hold because we have &, = o(log™ ' a,,), o, = C, A, = ay,
and 6, = o(log~! a,,). This completes the proof of the corollary. "

Proof of Corollary 3.3. To prove the asserted claim, we will ap-
ply Corollary 3.2. Below we will verify Assumptions 3.4(iii,v,vi,vii,viii,ix),
3.5(iii), and the growth conditions of Corollary 3.2.

Set

1/(2q) - ;
M, = (Bp (1Dl V 1 X11)] ) and Gpi=1+ swp |5l
uel,j€|p

so that M,, < C; and C,, < 1+C; by assumption. Observe that for all u € U
and j € [p],

28] = 1Dj = X79] < (IDlloo V 1Xloo) - (1 + [7:]11) S CalllDlloo V 1 X [loc)

Then
mas (Bp(2030) " 5 € (Bp (11 v 112)7]) " £ G

2
2 S

Therefore, given that log® a, = o(n) by assumption, it follows that Assump-
tion 3.4(iii) holds for some d,, satisfying 62 log a,, = o(1).
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Also,

1/(29)
<Ep [ sup ngPq ) < CoM, <1,

u€U,jE[p]

and so Assumption 3.4(v) holds with M,, ; = C for sufficiently large constant
C. In addition, since s2log®a, = o(n'~?/9), Assumption 3.4(vi) holds for
some &, satisfying 62 log a,, = o(1).

Further, Assumption 3.4(vii) holds with M, » = M,, by definition of M,,.
In addition, since s2 log? a,, = o(n'~%/9), Assumption 3.4(viii) holds for some
8y, satisfying 62 log a,, = o(1). Also, Assumption 3.4(ix) holds for some §,, sat-
isfying 62 log a,, = o(1) since Moo= M, <Cy, My1 <C, s, < §,nt/2=1/a,
and g > 4. ‘

Moreover, since sup,ey jers [Er[ruZi]| = o((nlog an)~Y?), Assumption
3.5(iii) holds for some 6, satisfying 62loga, = o(1). Finally, the growth
conditions Mn27/17 log a, = o(n'/7) and Msf’ log a, = o(n'/3-2/(31)) hold be-
cause My, 1 < CpM,, < C, log” a,, = o(n), and log®a,, = o(nl_z/q).

Thus, there exists d,, such that Assumptions 3.4(iii,v,vi,vii,viii,ix) and
3.5(iil) as well as all growth conditions of Corollary 3.2 are satisfied. Since
all other conditions of Corollary 3.2 are assumed, the asserted claim follows
from that in Corollary 3.2. L]

APPENDIX G: PROOFS FOR SECTION 4

In this appendix, we use C' to denote a strictly positive constant that
is independent of n and P € P,,. The value of C' may change at each ap-
pearance. Also, the notation a, < b, means that a, < Cb, for all n and
some C'. The notation a,, 2 b, means that b, < a,. Moreover, the notation
a, = o(1l) means that there exists a sequence (by,),>1 of positive numbers
such that (i) |a,| < b, for all n, (ii) b, is independent of P € P, for all
n, and (iii) b, — 0 as n — oo. Finally, the notation a,, <p b, means that
for any € > 0, there exists C' such that Pp(a, > Cb,) < € for all n, and
the notation a,, 2p b, means that b, <p a,. Using this notation allows us
to avoid repeating “uniformly over P € P,” many times in the proofs of
Theorems 4.1 and 4.2.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. In this proof, we will rely upon results in
Appendix J. In particular, the asserted claims will follow from an application
of Lemmas J.1, J.2, and J.3 (with some extra work). To follow the notation in
Appendix J, define X,, = (D', X')" and w, = f2 and redefine 0,, = (0., 8.,)’,
0, = (@L,@’L)’, and p = p + p. Also, define a,, = a,(X,) as a solution to the
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following equation:
(G.1) A(X0,) + 1y = A(X] 0, + ay).

Since A is increasing, for each value of X,,, a, is uniquely defined. Then 6,
satisfies (J.1) with

Mu(Ya, X, 0,) = = (1{¥, = 1} 1og (A(X[0 + a(X.)))

+1{¥, = 0}log (1 - A(X,60 + a(X.)))
for 6 being a vector in RP and a being a function of X,. Similarly, gu sat-
isfies (J.2) where M, (Y, Xy,0) = M, (Yy, Xy, 0,0) and O = O(X,), the
identically zero function of X,,.

To apply Lemmas J.1, J.2, and J.3, we need to verify Assumption J.1.
In addition, one of the conditions in these lemmas is that (J.5) holds with
probability 1 —o(1). Verification of this condition will be done with the help
of Lemma J.4, which in turn relies upon Condition WL. Therefore, below
we also verify this condition.

We first verify Condition WL with €, = 1/n and N,, = n. Observe that
since U = [0, 1], we have for any € € (0, 1] that N(e,U,dy) < 1/e, and so €,
and N, satisfy the inequality N,, > N(e,,U,dy), which is the first require-
ment of Condition WL. Further, as in front of Condition WL in Appendix
J, let

Su = 60Mu(yuu XU7 97 au)|0:9u
N(X! 0, + au(Xa)) N (X0, + au(Xy))
=—(1{y, =1 u -y, = < .
R Vs o meras oy AU v o7 s o))

- —(Yu —Ep[Y, | Xu]) X,
Then |Syx| < | Xuk|- In addition, since v > 1/n, we have

o711 —~/(2pNn)) S Vlog(pn) S v/log a.

Also, since f,, < 1, Assumption 3.4(ii,iii) yields logl/ Za, < 6,n/6. Moreover,
Assumption 3.4(iv) yields (Ep[|S,|?])"/? < 1 uniformly over u € U and
k € [p]. Therefore, Condition WL(i) holds for some ¢, satisfying ¢, < d,.
Assumption 3.4(i,iv) also implies that uniformly over u € U and k € [p],

(G2)  Ep[|Surl’] <Ep[|Xuk|’) $ 1 and Ep||Sukl’] = Ep[| fuXul?] 2 1,
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and so Condition WL(ii) holds for some C' and C' depending only on the
constants in Assumption 3.4.

To verify Condition WL(iii), we apply Lemma J.5. Observe that Y, =
H{Y < (1 —w)y + uy} and the class of functions {H(-,u): v € U} with
H(y,u) = {y < (1 — u)y + uy} is VC-subgraph with index bounded by
some C'. Also, X, does not depend on u, and by Assumption 3.4(iv,vii,viii),
Ep[|Xukl!] < 1 uniformly over k € [p] and

(Ep[IXu 32 CD S (5un'/271/0)12,

Moreover, by Assumption 3.3, Ep[|Y, — Yu|*] = |u — /| uniformly over
u,u’ € U. Therefore, Lemma J.5 with 2¢ replacing ¢ implies that Condition
WL(iii) holds with A,, = (logn)~! and some ¢, satisfying

571/2 log a logl/2 a
n < n n — 1 ,

where the last assertion follows from logl/ 24, < 8,n'/6, established above,
and 62 log? a,, = o(n), which holds by 62 loga,, = o(1).

Next we verify Assumption J.1. It is well-known that the function 6 —
M, (Y, Xy, 0) is convex almost surely, which is the first requirement of
Assumption J.1. Further, let us verify Assumption J.1(b). By Condition
WHL(iii), which was verified above, we have with probability 1 — o(1) that
|(E,, —Ep)[S?,]] = o(1) uniformly over u € U and k € [p]. So, it follows from
(G.2) that with the same probability we have E,[S2,] = (1 — o(1))Ep[S?,]
uniformly over u € Y and k € [p], and so Assumption J.1(b) holds for some
Ay, ¢, and L satisfying A,, = o(1), £ =1—0(1), and L < 1 for any T, such
that

(1—0(1))Ep[S2,] < T2, <1

(G:3) with probability 1 — o(1) uniformly over u € U and k € [p].

Thus, it suffices to verify (G.3). In the case m = 0, we have by Lemma
M.2 and Assumption 3.4(i,iv,vii,viii) that E,[X2] = (1 — o(1))E[X?,] with
probability 1 — o(1) uniformly over v € U and k € [p]. Thus, (G.3) holds
since in this case,

_ 1 1—o(1)
Ve = ZEn[XSk] = Ep[X2] <1

and 47 'E[X2 ] > E[f2X2, ] = E[S?,] (recall that f2 < 1/4) with probability
1 — o(1) uniformly over v € U and k € [p].
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To establish (G.3) for m > 1, we proceed by induction. Assuming that
(G.3) holds when the number of loops in Algorithm 3 is m — 1, we can com-

plete the proof of the theorem to show that ||X1/L(§u_9u) I,.2 < (snlogay,/n)'/?
with probability 1 — o(1) uniformly over u € U for m = m — 1. Then for
m = m, we have by the triangle inequality that

~ ~ 1/2
[ = Lokl < (E[XZAACL0) + 7 — A6

< (IACX80) = A0 e, 2 + rlle, 2) - 10ax | Xuillow Sp 60

1<ign
uniformly over u € U and k € [p] since maxi<i<p || Xuilloo Sp nl/(zq)Mmg
by Assumption 3.4(vii), ||rullp,.2 <p (snlogan/n)'/? by Assumption 3.5(v),
nY RN, 5(splog an/n)/? < 6, by Assumption 3.4(viii), and the fact that
A is 1-Lipschitz (observe that M, 2 > 1, and so M, 2 < M,%z) Thus, (G.3)
holds with the number of loops in Algorithm 3 being m. This completes
verification of Assumption J.1(b).
To verify Assumption J.1(a), note that for any § € RP,
{aOMu(qu XU7 eu) - aGMu(Yua qu 9u; au)}/é
= {A(X]0,) — AN(X.0, + ay(X0))} X0 = =1, X6,
and so
En[agMu(Yu, Xu, Qu) — agMu(Yu, Xu, Gu, au)]lé
</ Vallen 2l VTX L, 2 < Cally /X012, 2

where the first inequality follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and
the second holds with probability 1 — A,, for some C,, satisfying C, <
(s 10g an/n)Y/? by Assumption 3.5. Thus, Assumption J.1(a) follows for
given C,, and A, = A,, = o(1).

To verify Assumption J.1(c), note that Lemma O.2 in [5] imply that for
any u € U, A, CRP, and § € A,,

Ep[My (Y, Xy 00+ 0)] — By [My (Yo, X, 00)] — En [0 My (Yo, X, 04)]'6
+ 2law/Valle, 2 |VE X Llle, 2 > (VB X012, 2) A (@4, VT X Llle, 2 )

where

- . (En[wu\X’5\2])3/2
A4 = inf —
(G4) T = 0 T E Twa X0
Next, we bound ||a,//Wy||p, 2. Fix some arbitrary value of X,. Consider
the case that r, = r,(X,) = 0. Then a, = a,(X,) = 0, and so combining
the mean-value theorem and (G.1) shows that for some ¢ € (0, ay),

Ty = ay N (X0, +1).
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Now, since the function A’ is unimodal,
N(X 0, +1) > N (X0,) NN (X0, + ay).
Further, observe that A’(X/60, + a,) = f2 and

N(X3,0,) = AMX,0,) - (1 = A(X;,0,))
= (MX0u) + 1y —14) - (1= MX00) — 7+ 70)
= f2 —ry(1 = AX,0,)) + ru(A(X,0,) + 74)
> 2 —ry +2r, ANXL0) = 21y

In addition, by Assumption 3.5, |r,| < f2/4, so that A'(X'6,) > 3f2/4.
Thus,

lay| < 4ru/(3f2)

Similarly, the same inequality can be obtained in the case that r, = 7, (X,) <
0. Conclude that

law/vVwalle,2 S lru/ follpn2 S V/snlogan/n

with probability at least 1—A,, uniformly over u € U. Therefore, Assumption
J.1(c) holds for any A, C R with A, = A,,, Cy, < (s, log an/n)l/2 and g4,
defined in (G.4).

Next, we apply Lemma J.1. We have to verify the condition on G4, re-
quired in the lemma. To do so, recall that A, = A, 1 U A, 2 where

w1 = {0: 107, |1 < 2€[|oz, (1},

3ncl|¥.,o oo
Au,zz{azuaul\ Wil . le, o).

Then G4, defined in (G.4) equals qa,, A Ga,, where Ga,, and Ga,, are
defined similarly. To bound g4, ,, we have

u,l?

n [wu‘Xz/ﬁ’z]l/z n [wu‘Xz/ﬁ’z]l/z

da,, = _in Zp _inf
TAus 2 520 maxi<ion | Xailloo 0l s€Au1 nt/ DM, 5|81
[wu\X’élz]l/z Rog
> inf =
S€AuL n1/<2q> My 2(1 4 28)\/Enllor, || ~ nl/COM, (1 + 28),/5,

uniformly over v € U by Assumption 3.4(viii) and definition of Roz. By
Lemma H.3, sparse eigenvalues of order ¢,s,, for some sequence £, — oo,
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are bounded away from zero and from above so that kos is bounded away
from zero with probability 1 — o(1). Conclude that

1 1 sploga 1/2
Qs P J7Eg) e S~ < . n>
’ ntEO My, (1 4 2¢)\/sn ~ §1/%p1/4 Opn

uniformly over u € U where the second inequality holds by Assumption
3.4(viii) and the third by Assumption 3.4(vi) (when we apply Assumption
3.4(vi), we use the fact that M,, ; 2 1, which in turn follows from Assumption
3.4(i)). Next, to bound g, ,, we have

) . o [wa| X262 B, [wa X162
qa,, = _inf 2P /@)
* 7 eAn maxigicn || Xuillool[0ll T €A, 2 n/ 9 M, 2||6]1
A ole—1 U A

Z 3nC, ¢ 1/<2q> M,o ~" Cun+1/CO MM, ,

uniformly over u € U since sup,,cy, ||\I’ Ulse < 1 with probability 1 — o(1).
Substituting A = ¢y/n®~1(1 — v/(2pN,, )) and C,, < (splogan/n)'/? gives

1/2
Ga . >p 1 > 1 < (5n log a,
R TAVACED ¥ A s Y Onn

uniformly over u € U. Moreover,

A/Sn splogay, 1/2
”\I/uOHOO o ST e —
Kog n

since sup,,cyy | Wo0lloe < 1 with probability 1 — o(1). Hence, since &, = o(1),
the condition on g4, required in Lemma J.1 is satisfied with probability
1 — o(1). In addition, note that (J.5) holds with probability 1 — o(1) by
Lemma J.4. Therefore, applying Lemma J.1 gives
(G.5) R R
Vw0 X}, (0w = 0u)l[e,2 S (snlogan/n)!/? and ([0, —0u]l1 S (57, log an/n)"/?

with probability 1 — o(1) uniformly over u € U.

The second inequality in (G.5) gives the second inequality in the first
asserted claim of the theorem. To transform the first inequality in (G.5)
into the first inequality in the first asserted claim of the theorem (and also
to prove other claims), we apply Lemma J.2. We have to verify (J.6). To do
so, note that

sup max | X/, ( 0.) <p nt/ Mn2”§u — Oul1
wel 1isn

S (VI osh log a} P S 6, = o(1)
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by Assumption 3.4(vii, viil) and since M, 2 > 1. Also, note that uniformly
over ¢t and At in R with |At| < 1, we have

Y ot e+ AE et
A(t+ At) — At)| = - =
‘ ( + ) ( )’ 1 + et+At 1 + et (1 + €t+At)(1 + et)
t| At t| At
(G.6) el e =Y ygar

(1 + et+At)(1 + et) ~ (1 + et)2 ~
Thus, with probability 1 — o(1),

|[60Mu(yuu Xuz, é\u) - aeMu(me Xma eu)]/5|
= |A(X]i00) = AX00)] - [ X0,0] S N (X[300) - 1 X0 (00 — 04)] - | X0

uniformly over ¢ = 1,...,n and u € U. Also, since |r,| < w, /4 by Assump-
tion 3.5 and w, = f2 < 1,

N(X!.0,) = f2—rui+2rui AN XL0,) 412, < wei+3|re]+w2, < 3wy < 3v/Wai;

see the expression for A’(X/.0,) above in this proof. Therefore, for some
constant C,

B [0 M (Ya, Xu, 0u) — 89 Mo (Y, Xu, 0,)]'0]
< OlVwa Xy 0y — 02) e, 2| X 00 llp, 2 < Linl| XL0lp, 2

with probability 1 — o(1) uniformly over u € U for some L,, satisfying L, <
(s, log an /n)'/?. Hence, since SUPyczs Pmax (bnsn, u) S 1 with probability 1 —
o(1) for some Ln — oo sufficiently slowly by Lemma H.3, Lemma J.2 implies
that sup,cy |0ullo S s, with probability 1—o(1), which is the second asserted
claim of the theorem.

In turn, since sup,,¢y, 16ullo < sn with probability 1 — o(1), Lemma H.3
also establishes that

VWX, (B — 0|72 2 V0 XL (B — 0) P2 2 (100 — O

with probability 1 — o(1) uniformly over v € U, where the inequality follows
from Assumption 3.4(i). Combining these inequalities with (G.5) gives the
first inequality in the first asserted claim of the theorem.

It remains to prove the claim about the estimators 6,,. We apply Lemma
J.3. We have to verify the condition (J.7) on g4, required in the lemma. To
do so, we first bound g4, from below for A, = {0 € RP: ||0]o < C's} where
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C'is a constant such that s, + s, < Cs,, with probability 1 —o(1) uniformly
over u € U. We have

3/2 1/2

B, [wa X6 E,, [wa) X",[?]
T = 584, By [wa] X,0]7] ~ s, max [ Xoaoo 0]

1/2

ot E, [wa|X}6/%] / S Gmin(C'sp, 1) < log'/*a,,

||5||0<03n112a<x\|Xm\|oo\/0.sn||5||2 ~ SV COM,, 5 ™ 5711/2711/4
<i<n

=

uniformly over u € U, where the inequality preceding the last one follows
from Assumption 3.4(vii) and the definition of ¢min(C'sy,u), and the last
one follows from Assumption 3.4(viii) and the observation that by Lemma
H.3, infy ey dmin(C'sn, u) is bounded away from zero with probability 1—o(1)
uniformly over u € U.

Next we bound from above the right-hand side of (J.7). It follows by (J.8)
that uniformly over u € U with probability 1 — o(1),

En[My(Yu, Xus 04)] — En[My (Y, Xu, 04)] < snlog an/n

since A/n < (log an/n)l/zv Hé\u_equ S (53 log an/n)l/z, and sup,,¢y H(I\juouoo S
1 with probability 1 — o(1). Furthermore, C,, < (s, log a,,/n)'/? and

sup ||E,[Su]lleo < sup HEJuOHOOHCI\';olEn[SU]Hoo SA/n
ueU ueU

with probability 1 — o(1) by the choice of \; see Lemma J.4. Hence, it
follows that the right-hand side of (J.7) is bounded up to a constant by
(55, 10g an/n)Y/? with probability 1 — o(1) uniformly over u € U. Also, since
s2loga,/n < 1 (see Assumption 3.4(viii) and recall that M, o > 1) and
0, = o(1), the condition (J.7) on ga, required in Lemma J.3 holds with
probability 1 — o(1) uniformly over u € Y. Hence, Lemma J.3 implies that

llv wuXu(gu - 9u)||Pn,2 S (splog an/n)1/2

with probability 1—o(1) uniformly over v € U. Finally, as in the case of é\u’s,
we also have ||\/w, Xy (0, — 64)|p,2 2 ||0n — 04| with probability 1 — o(1)
uniformly over v € U, which gives the last asserted claim and completes the

proof of the theorem. m

Proof of Theorem 4.2. The strategy of this proof is similar to that
of Theorem 4.1. In particular, we will rely upon results in Appendix J with
U and p replaced by U = U x [p|] and p = p + p — 1, respectively, where
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for @ = (u,j) € U, we set Yz = D;, Xq = (X7) = (DE }\j,X’)’, 02 = 74,
0 ’Yu, 0z = 'VUa Qg = (fUJru])) Tg = Tyj = Xj(')/u 'VU), and wg = E

Note that for all @ € U, we have that 0 satisfies (J.1) where
My (Ya, Xg,0,a) =271 f2(D; — X760 —r)?

for ¢ being a vector in R? and a being a pair (f,r) of functions of D and
X. Similarly, 6; satisfies (J.2) where My (Yg, X4, 0) = Mz (Ya, Xa, 0, (fu, O))
and O = O(D, X), the identically zero function of D and X.

We first verify Condition WL with

o

€p =

N, = pp*n?, and the following semi-metric dy on U: for all @ = (u,j)
and @ = (u,j') in U, dy(d@,@) = |u— /| if j = j and dy(a,@) = 1
otherwise. Observe that N(e,U,d;) < p/e for all ¢ > 0. Also, note that
M2V M2, < §,n/?71/4 by Assumption 3.4(vi,viii), and so

1/en <nlp+ )2 /6, <n?(p+p)'/>

since 0, > 1/n by Assumption 3.4(i,vii,viii). Thus, €, and N, satisfy the
inequality N, > N (en,Zj{ ,d;7), which is the first requirement of Condition
WL.

Next, we verify Condition WL(i). As in front of Condition WL in Ap-
pendix J, for @ = (u,j), let

Sz = Suj = 09M~(Ya7Xa=9 aa)‘e 0a
= —fo(D; — X)) (XY = = f2Z(XTY.

Then the inequality ®~!(1 —¢) < /log(1/t), which holds uniformly over
t € (0,1/2), implies that

(Ep(ISar’])!/*®71 (1 = 5/2pN,) < (Ep(IZIX]P)Y? log'? a < 6,m'0

uniformly over @ € U and k € [p], where the second inequality holds by
Assumptlon 3.4(iii). Hence, Condition WL(i) holds for some ¢,, satisfying
on S O

To verify Condition WL(ii), note that by Assumption 3.4(ii), we have
Ep[S2,] = 1 and

Ep[Sii] < EplIZIX]P) < Epl1Z4* + X[ S 1
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uniformly over @ = (u, j) € U and k € [p] by Assumption 3.4(iv).
To verify Condition WL(iii), we use the decomposition

San = Swr = —(fi = FOVZXL+ £ (4 = v X,
for @ = (u,j) and @ = (u/,5) in Y. By (F.2) and (F.1) we have

(G.7) fa = fol Slu—'| and |vd =7l S v+ Blu— |

uniformly over u,u € U and j € [p]. Therefore, uniformly over @ = (u, )
and @' = (v/,7) in U such that |u — /| < €,, we have

[Sak — Sarkl S (1Z81X oo + 1X7 |2 /p+ ) - [ — /|
(G-8) < (1202 +1X71%) - v/ + ben.

i 12 1 2
Ep[ _max sup|ZZ,?) < n/O02,
1<i<n,jEP] ueld

and '
E max X721 < nYaps2
P[léién,je[ﬁ] H 7 Hoo] n,2
by Assumption 3.4(v,vii), we have by Markov’s inequality that with proba-
bility 1 — o(1),

sup  max |[E,[Sar — Sakl| S Son 2.

d (@,@)<en k€[]

In addition, uniformly over @, @ € U with dy(u,") < e, and k € [p],

1/2 1/2
Erls3 — 52l < (Bpl(Sa = San)) - (Bel(Su + Sarn)?)
~ 1/2
S (2, + M)+ 5) ) S

Further, let ¢ denote a minimal €,-net for . Using (G.7) and (G.8), we
obtain that with probability 1 — o(1),

sup max |(E, —Ep)[Si;,]| < sup max [(E, — Ep)[S; ;]| + 6n-
weld JEP)RE[D] uelde JEP),kE[D]

To bound the first term on the right-hand side of this inequality, we apply
Lemma N.1 with X,; and p replaced by Sg; and p, respectively, and k = 1,
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where Sm == (Sﬂlia .. 751][]5}7,)/ = — gngn(ij), for u = (u,j) € LN{ and i =
1,...,n. With

K*=Ep [max sup max ngki]
I<sisn yeu jelplke(p]

<Ep|max sup |Z)]|X]|% Sn2/q(Mﬁ,1+Mﬁ,2),
1Sisnyey,jelp)

which holds by Assumption 3.4(v,vii), the lemma yields
E, — Ep)[S2, ‘< =12 9012 4 M2 ) log ay,
max e (( P)Suskl| Spn” n UMy + My o) loga
< 6plog'’? a, = o(1)
by Assumption 3.4(vi) and (viii). Thus, Condition WL(iii) holds with some
A, and ¢, satisfying A,, = o(1) and ¢, = o(1).
Next, we verify Assumption J.1. The function 6 — My(Yy, X4, 0) is convex

almost surely, which is the first requirement of Assumption J.1. Further, to
verify Assumption J.1(a), note that

[aOMu(Yuu X, eu) - 60Mu(yuu X, eua au)]I6 = _(J/C;quj + (J?Z - f2)Z1JL) : Xj(su

u u

so that by the Cauchy-Schwarz and triangle inequalities, since w, = fuz, we
have

‘En[aOMu(YmX: eu) - aGMu(YmX: 0’!1,7 au)]/(s
< (Warusllen2 + 12 = 123/ Fulle, 2

NVwa X75|p, 2-

N—

To bound sup,ey jef H]‘;Fujﬂpmg, note that f, < 1, and so Lemma H.1

shows that with probability 1 — o(1),

N

sup || fuTusllpne < sup  |[Fujlle, 2 S (snlogan/n)?.

u€U,jE[p] ueU,j€p|

Also, by Lemma H.2, with probability 1 — o(1),

(G.9) sup  |[(f2 — 223/ Fullpnz S (snlogan/n)'/2.
u€U,jE€[p]

Hence, Assumption J.1(a) holds for some A,, and C,, satisfying A,, = o(1)
and C,, < (sploga,/n)'/2.
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__ To prove Assumption J.1(b), as in Appendix J, for u = (u,j) € Zj, let
Va0 = Wyj0 = diag({laor, k € [p]}) where laor = Lyjor = (En[SZ])"?,

1< Ua0r S 1

with probability 1 — o(1) uniformly over u € Uand k € [p]. Now, suppose
that m = 0 (even though Algorithm 4 requires m > 1). Then uniformly over
u €U, je[p], and k € [p] with probability 1 — o(1),

~ N . 1/2 . 1/2
ko 2 (EalF2D;XD) 7 2 (Balfb(D;x) T 21

where the second inequality follows from the observation that \fjl— 31] < 3Z
with probability 1 —o(1) uniformly over i = 1,...,n and u € U (see (H.1) in

the proof of Lemma H.2), and the third from the same derivations as those

k € [pl,

s

uiko < Max || X7||oo (Bn[DI)Y2 Sp nt/ DN, o
1<isn

by Assumption 3.4(vii) since fu < 1. Therefore, Assumption J .1(b) holds
with some A,,, L, and ¢ satisfying A, = o(1), L < n'/CD M, , log'/? a,,, and
(2 1.

To establish Assumption J.1(b) for m > 1, which is required by Algorithm
4, we proceed by induction. Assuming that Assumption J.1(b) holds with
some A, ¢, and L satisfying A,, = 0(1),¢ 2 1,and L < nl/@q)Mn,g logl/2 an
when the number of loops in Algorithm 4 is m — 1, we can complete the proof
of the theorem to show that || f, X7 (74 — Y g2 < (L +1)(sp log an /n)'/?
with probability 1 — o(1) uniformly over v € Y and j € [p] for m = m — 1.
Thus, by the triangle inequality,

(G-10) 17X T = )llen 2 S (L +1)(57 log an/n)"/?
with probability 1 — o(1) uniformly over u € U and j € [p] since

1FuX? (3, = A2 < 1X7 (7, = A lpn 2

I 5T — ~d
max [|X - 17— vl

<p nl/(2q)Mn,2(si log an/n)l/2

<
<

uniformly over v € U and j € [p]. Then for m = m, we have uniformly over
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u€el, jep],and k € [p],
N w2 (I i~iver) /2
Fugim = Lugorl = | (EalFAXDA(D = X75)2))

_ (]En[f;j(xg)?(Dj - Xj%{)zl)l/?‘

— (Eal(F2 = 122D - X799)%)
S (1P Gl = 3l 2 + (T2 = 28/ Fulle, 2) - max 1X7 o
<p nl/(zq)Mn,z(Si log 0%21/,1)1/2,11/(2(1)]\47172

_ n71/2+1/qM121)28n log an, S 577, 10g1/2 an = 0(1)7

. 1/2‘

where the first inequality follows from the triangle inequality and the ob-
servation that (E — 2 < f4 — f1 the second from f; < 1 and f, < 1,
the third from (G.9) and (G.10), and the last from Assumption 3.4(viii).
Thus, for m > 1, Assumption J.1(b) holds for some A,,, ¢, and L satisfying
A,=o0(1),¢=1 and L < 1.

Further, Assumption J.1(c) holds with A,, = 0 and ga, = oo for any Aj;
since for any @ = (u,j) € U and & € RP, we have

E,[Ma(Ya, Xa, 05+ 0)] — En[My(Ya, Xa,04)]
= —En[f2(D; — XI4)X76] + 27 By [(fu X76)7]
and o R '
27 B [(fuX76)%] > En[fu(X76)%] = [[VwuXid|p, 2

where we used f, < 1/2.

We are now ready to apply Lemma J.1. Observe that by Lemma J.4, A
satisfies (J.5) with probability 1 — o(1). Also, as established in (H.1) in the
proof of Lemma H.2, \fzz — f2] < 2 /2 with probability 1 — o(1) uniformly

over i = 1,...,n and u € U. Therefore, since Lemma H.3 implies that for
some £, satisfying ¢, — oo,
1 £uX30lIE, 1X50113,
< m — "< max —— =<1
lolo<tasn 1012 polo<tnsn  [I0]J2

with probability 1 — o(1) uniformly over @ € U, it follows that &gz > 1 with
probability 1—o(1). In addition, sup, 5 [[Vaollc < 1 and sup, 5 W0 S
1 with probability 1 — o(1). Therefore, applying Lemma J.1 gives

(G-11) X7 =), 2 S (snlogan/n)/ and |3 = Fil1 S (57 log an/n)'/?
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with probability 1 — o(1) uniformly over u € Y and j € [p].

The second inequality in (G.11) gives the second inequality in the first
asserted claim of the theorem. To transform the first inequality in (G.11)
into the first inequality in the first asserted claim of the theorem (and also
to prove other claims), we apply Lemma J.2. We have to verify (J.6). To do
so, note that for 4 = (u, j) € U, we have

109 Ma(Ya, Xa,03) — oMz (Ya, Xa, 02)]'8] < |FuX? (07 — 0)] - | FuX76].
Therefore, by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and since fu <1,
B, [0 Mz (Ya, Xa,03) — 06 Ma(Ya, Xa, 02)]']
< [1FuX? Gl = A)lle 2l fuX73llp, 2 < Lall X762

with probability 1—o(1) uniformly over @ = (u, j) € U for some L, satisfying
L, < (splog an/n)1/2. Thus, since sup, Gmax(lnSn, 1) < 1 for some £, —
oo with probability 1 — o(1) by Lemma H.3, it follows from Lemma J.2
that sup,cy [|Vllo < sn with probability 1 — o(1) uniformly over u € U and
J € [p], which is the second asserted claim of the theorem.

In turn, with probability 1 — o(1), uniformly over u € U and j € [p], we
have

1FuX? (= A 2 2 1 fuX? (= )2 2 1172 — 7
Combining these inequalities with (G.11) gives the first inequality in the
first asserted claim of the theorem. ‘

It remains to prove the claim about the estimators 77,. We apply Lemma
J.3. The condition (J.7) on ga, required in the lemma holds almost surely

since g4, = oo. Also, it follows from (J.8) that uniformly over u € U and
Jj € [p] with probability 1 — o(1),

En[Mz(Ya, Xa,03)] — En[ Mg (Ya, Xa,02)] < snlog an/n

since A/n < (log an/n)'/?, sup,ay jeim [ — Ml S (shlogan/n)'/?, and
SUPycur, el H(I\lujOHOO < 1 with probability 1 — o(1). Furthermore, C,, <
(5, log ay, /n)/?
Sup [|En[Sa]lloo < 5up [ Wao oo [0 En[Sa oo S A/
acu acud
with probability 1 — o(1) by the choice of \; see Lemma J.4. In addition,
uniformly over @ € U with probability 1 — o(1), we have 53 + s, < s, and
Gmin(C'sn,w) 2 1 for arbitrarily large C. Hence, by Lemma J.3,

IVwaX? (7 — 30,2 S (snlog an/n)'/?

and
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with probability 1 —o(1) uniformly over v € ¢ and j € [p]. Finally, as in the
case of 73,’s, we also have ||/wz X7 (7, —7)|p,.2 2 |75 — 74| with probability
1—o0(1) uniformly over u € U and j € [p], which gives the last asserted claim
and completes the proof of the theorem. m

APPENDIX H: AUXILIARY LEMMAS FOR PROOFS OF THEOREMS
4.1 AND 4.2

LemMA H.1 (Control of Approximation Error). Suppose that Assump-
tions 8.1 — 8.5 hold for all P € P,. Then for ¥,; = X?(vi, — 7,), we have
with probability 1 — o(1) that

sup E, [FZ]-] < splogay/n
u€U j €[]

uniformly over P € P,.

LemMmA H.2 (Control of Estimated Weights and Score). Suppose that
Assumptions 3.1 — 3.5 hold for all P € P,,. Then with probability 1 — o(1),
we have

sup  ||(f2 — )23/ Fullpne S (snlogan/n)*/?
uel,je[p

uniformly over P € P,.

LEMMA H.3 (Functional Sparse Eigenvalues).  Suppose that Assumptions
3.1 — 8.5 hold for all P € P,,. Then for £, — oo slowly enough, we have

sup — sup L= |[|fu(D", X')dlle, 2/ || fu(D', X)l[p 2| = 0p(1) and
u€ll |80 <Lnsn,15]=1
sup 1= [[(D, X")de, 2/ (D", X")llp 2| = op(1)
[8ll0<£nsn,16]=1

uniformly over P € P,.

Proof of Lemma H.1. By Assumption 3.2, sup,,c; max¢jp 1710 < sn
and

supmas (|17 — 74 + 5,213 = 42111 ) < Ci(snlogan/n) V.
weld JE[P)

Also, by (F.4), we have H%—vi, | < Ly|u—2/| for some constant L., uniformly
over u,u’ € U. By the triangle inequality,

sup En[ro;] < sup [(E, —Ep)[Faj]ll+ sup Ep[r,].
u€U,jE€[p] ueU,j€p| ueU,jE€p|
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Consider the class of functions G = {(D, X) — XI(v), —F):u e U,j €

(5]} and G;7 = {(D,X) — XI(] — ’yiT): u € U} for j € [p] and T' C
[p +p — 1] being a subset of the components of X7 with |T'| < s,. Since
Yo = v for some T = T3, it follows that G C Ujcp) 1j<s, 9,1 Also, we

have HﬁT‘%’T” < IV —vi,H forall u,u’ €e U, j € [pl,and T C [p+p—1].
Therefore, for fixed j and T', we have

(X9 (3l = ) = (X (3 = )Y
= | Xl = Y+ Vo = WX Ol = Fop + 7 =)
<D, XY 36l = 7+ Vo = Vel = Vo + 72 = il
<8[|(D, XY |2 sup [l {p + 572 — 7L |
ueU
< (MTELND, X A ) M —
where L., = 88up,cy/ jef] vl {p + P20, < ay, and we will set M = a2.

Therefore, we have for the envelope G(D,X) = ||(D', X")|2, (ML, +

SUPyeur,jel] |7 — ~%]12) that for all 0 < e < 1 and all finitely-discrete prob-
ability measures @,

log N(el|Gllg.2: G || - lg2) S snlogan+ max  log (e|Gllo.2, Gir: || - l0.2)
JEDLIT|<s

< snlogay, +1log N (e/M,U, dy)
< splogay, +log(an/€) S snlog(an/e).

By Lemma M.2, since

max G(DZ, Xz)

1<i<n

< nl/an,2 <GE2LL/ + sup H’?ﬁ —’YiH%>

P2 uel,jep]

< n_1+1/an728$L log ay,,

we have with probability 1 — o(1) that

\/sn log an, sup,eyy jepp Ep [fﬁj]

sup |(En — Ep)l7)] < -

uel,jE[p]
Snn_1+1/an728% log? a,,
n

< /s, log ay, s, log ay, +5n8n log a, < Sn logan7
~ n n n ~ n
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where we used that s, > 1, 7uj = X7 (v, — 72), Ep[{(D’, X")E}*] < Cy|¢]*
by Assumption 3.4(iv), |75 — )2 < C2s,loga,/n by Assumption 3.2,
M, 252 log a,, < 6,n'~ Y/ implied by Assumption 3.4(viii). Finally, the result
follows since Ep[fgj] = Ep[{X9(v) — Y)Y < |7 — A% < splogan/n by
Assumption 3.2. n

Proof of Lemma H.2. Recall that f2 = f2(D, X) = A'(D'8, + X'By)
and that by Theorem 4.1, we have

SUB(H@L —0ull + ”Bu — Bull) < (snlog an/n)1/2
UE

and sup,,cyy (6., B.) lo < s with probability 1 — o(1). Also,
ma (D} X Bl = (6,6,
< ma (D4 X0 oo (1 — Ol + 13 — 8l }
gP nl/(2q) Mn72(3% log an/n)1/2 < 5n

by Assumption 3.4(vii, viii) since M,, » > 1. Thus, for t,; = Dﬁu—i—X{ 3, and
tui = Djfy + X[ Bu, we have with probability 1 —o(1) that sup,ey iefn [fui —

tuil < 5y/? = o(1), and so |A(ty;) — Altw:)| < A (twi)|twi — tui| uniformly over
u€Uandi=1,...,nasin (G.6). Hence, the inequality |x(1—z)—y(1—y)| <
| —y|, which holds for all x,y € [0, 1], implies that with probability 1—o(1),

(H-l) |f5@ - f31| < |A(£u2) - A(tui) - Tui| S A/(tui)|£ui - tui| + |Tu1| < fu22/2
since |r,| < f2/4 by Assumption 3.5 and

A/(tui) = 37, + 2A(tui)rui — Tui + 7‘12“;
(H.2) < [+ 3lruil + 1o < fai + Alrwl < 2f2

by the definition of f2 and since |r,,| < 1. Therefore, with probability 1—o(1),
I(F2 = D23/ Fullen2 SNFE = 20/ fulle, 2

uniformly over v € U and j € [p]. Hence, it suffices to show that with
probability 1 — o(1),

sup  ||(f2 — 223/ fullpnz S (snlogan/n)2.
uel,je[p
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Next, as in (F.1), we have uniformly over u,u € U that H%JL — 75,”1 <
(p+ p)*/?|u — /|, and so, given that Zj — Z!, = XI(y), — ~i), we have by
Assumption 3.4(vii) that

max |73, — Z3,,| < ax [[(Df, X;)'llso I3, = il

1<i<n

SP n /(2q)Mn72(P + )V — .

Moreover, as in (F.2), we have uniformly over u,u’ € U that |f2 — f2| <
u — ]
Further, observe that for a > 1, the inequality |z| < log(y/a — 1) implies

that . 1 . 1
€
AN(z) = = > > .
@) (1+e)2 e ®+24e " 2(1+e) ™ 2y/a

Also, by Assumptions 3.1, 3.2, and 3.4(vii),

tuil < (D5, X0 oo (I8ully + 18111) < 0"V My 54/5010g n

with probability 1 — o(1) uniformly over v € U and ¢ = 1,...,n. Thus,
applying the inequality above with \/a—1 = exp(n!/ (9 M, 2VSn log n) gives

fu22 = A/(tm)/Z Z eXp(_nl/(2q)Mn,2 Sn IOg n)
with probability 1 — o(1) uniformly over u € U/ and i = 1,...,n. So,
Enlfo?] S exp(n/ DM, 5\/s, logn)

with probability 1 — o(1) uniformly over u € U.
In addition, let

—1
E=¢€, = ( 1+1/q( Y M )(p + ]5)1/2 exp(nl/(zq)Mn,gx/sn log n))

and let U be an e-net of U with [U¢| < 1/e. For all i = 1,...,n, let U; be
a value of u € R such that Y; = (1 — u)y + uy. Note that f, does not vary
with u on any interval [u, ] C U as long as U; ¢ [u, @] for all i = 1,...,n.
Also, since € < n~3, with probability 1 — o(1), each interval [u — 2¢,u + 2¢]
with u € U° contains at most one value of U;’s by Assumption 3.3. Now,

sup max En[(f2 — £2)2(Z7/£4)%] < sup maxE,[(F2 — £2)2(Z3/ f.)?)
ueld JED] uele JEP)

+ osup inf (B [(f2 — 222/ fu)? — (F2 — £2)2(Z, ) f0)?).

uelU, jelp) W EUe
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and uniformly over j € [p] and u,u’ € U such that fu = fuw, we have with
probability 1 — o(1) that

Eal(f2 = 1220110 = (P2 = F2YA (20 )’

El{(f2 — 127 = (2 - F2)1Z0/ 1.7

El(F2 — £2){(Z0/£)° — (23] £

Enl{(f2 — S2(Z0/ 12| + [BalFUA (L1 1) = (201 £ )

S '~ ulEal(ZL) 1)) + [Bal(£/ SN 2L - Z5 20+ Z M)
Edl(f2/12)(Z)2(f% = £2)

Sp lu' = ul - (nYIMZ 4+ 0 COM, o(p + )P0 PN, ) - Eal .

<

+

S

+

Thus, by the choice of €, and since with probability 1 — o(1) each interval
[u—2¢,u+ 2¢] with u € U contains at most one value of U;’s, we have with
probability 1 — o(1) that

sup inf
ueld, jelp) WU

Enl(f2 = (20 £ = (P2 = £20%( 20/ £u)?)| S sulogan/m.

Further by (H.1) and (H.2), with probability 1 — o(1),

sup  En[(f2 — f2)%(Z5) fa)?)

ueUe,jE[p]
S osup En[A/(tuiFﬁui - tui|2(Zz{/fu)2] + sup En[ri(zi/fU)ﬂ
ueUe,jep uelUe,jep
< max sup En[{(D', X")6}*(Z])?]sn1og an/n + snlog an /n

JELP] e, [3llo<Cisn|lol|=1

for C large enough, where we used that sup, ¢, E, (r2(Z3/f)% < splogan/n
with probability 1 —o(1) by Assumption 3.5, and sup,,c;(||6u — ul| + || Bu —
Bull) S (snlogan/n)'/? and supy,ey(|(€, 5,) llo + 1187, 82) o) < sn with
probability 1 — o(1). Therefore, since

Ep[{(D', X")8Y*(2])%] < Ep[{(D'. X")8}']'*ER((Z)"]'? S 1,

to establish the statement of the lemma it suffices to show that with prob-
ability 1 — o(1),

max sup [(En — Ep)[{(D', X")6}*(Z])*]| S 1.
JEP] e, 5o <Cin|Isl|=1
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To do so, we will apply Lemma N.1 with U/ replaced by U x [p] and X,
replaced by Zi (D', X')". We have

K= (Bp[ _max iz xyIL])"

1<i<n,ucele
Y oy 1/q
< nt/1(Ep [ma |20, XY 1] )
ucle
, 1/(2q)
<1 (B[ (0 XY |2 ER01ZE012) 7 <m0 00

by Assumption 3.4(v,vii). Also,

sup max Ep[(ZJ(D', X")6)*] <1
18ll0<C'sn,||5]|=1 uEU.TE[P]

by Assumption 3.4(iv). Then, by Lemma N.1 we have for
On = n—l/szi/z(logl/? (plss]) + (log s,)(log'/? n)(log"/* an>)
that

sup max _|(E, — Ep)[(Z(D', X")6)?]| <p 02 + dn.
16l <C'sn,||5]|=1 wEUTEP]

Now,
PlU| < pfe <n' VUM v ML) (p+ 5)* exp(n'/PD M, 54/5, log ),
so that
log(plU<]) < log ay, + n'/ DM, 51/s, logn.
Using Assumption 3.4(vi,viii,ix) and since 62 log a,, = o(1), we have

2 rd
My 1 My, 95n

(M1 V Mn,g)an log a, B
nl_g/q - O( )7

nl/2—1/q

< 6, log'? a, = o(1) and

and so
3711/2n1/‘1Mn72Mn,1(10g sn)(logl/2 n) (logl/2 an)
nl/2
s,lq/2n1/an,2Mn,1n1/(4q)Migs}/‘l log!/*n
nl/2

G <

n

M lsnlogan 1/2 zsnlogan 1/2
<< nl/2—1/q > ( nl/2=1/q )

2 2
(ame) " () () = ot

~

This completes the proof.
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Proof of Lemma H.3. Both results follow from Lemma N.1. We pro-
vide a proof only for the first result (the second result is simpler and follows
similarly).

Recall that by Assumption 3.4(i),

nf Ifu(D', X")8|lp2 > c1.

Also, observe that for any z,y € [0, 1], we have

Val=2) = VL= y)| < VIz = yl.

Therefore, since f2 = E[Y, | D, X](1 — E[Y, | D, X]), by Assumption 3.3,
for any u,u’ € U, we have

fur— ful < (1B va | D X)) < (ol =)

Hence, since £,, — oo, with probability 1 —o(1) uniformly over u, v € U and
d € RPTP with 6] = 1 and [|6]lo < lnsn, we have

1o (D', XNdlle 2 = D, X35,
< = FD Xl 2 < L — Fullen max (D% X1 el

1/2
< Hfu’ - qu]P’n,2n1/(2q)Mn,2€n\/§ < <Cl|u/ - ’LL|) nl/(zq)Mnﬂén Sn

by Assumption 3.4(vii). Thus, for

2
— e - a
T T /@M ks,
we have with probability 1 — o(1) that
sup I fu (D', X")ollp,, 2 = [l fu(D', X )dllp,, 2| < c1/bn.

lu—u[<6€,[|8]lo<bnsn,[|5]|=1

Now, let U be an e-net of U such that || < 3/e. We will apply Lemma
N.1 with U replaced by U¢, k = ¢,,s,,, and X, replaced by f,(D’, X')'. Since
0 < fu <1, we have

K= (EP[ max maXfﬁiH(D;,Xg)/”gODl/Q

1<i<n uelde

< (B s 104 X012]) " < 0000,

1<i<n ’
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by Assumption 3.4(vii). Also,

sup max Ep[f2((D', X")6)?]
”6”0<én5n7”6”:1 ueUe

< sup Ep[{(D,X')s} < VO
Iléllogénsn,"énzl

by Assumption 3.4(iv). Thus, applying Lemma N.1 gives

sup  max |(E, — Ep)[f2((D/, X)9)’]| Sp 07 + 6
[16]l0<€nsn,||6]|=1 “EU

where

S, = n~1/2t1/(20) My, 24/ Knsn(logl/2 an)(log?’/2 n).

Finally, by Assumption 3.4(viii),
37% = n_1+1/an272€nsn(log an)(log3n)

< n~Y20,6,(log"? a,)(log® n) = o(1)

Combining presented bounds gives the asserted claim. n

APPENDIX I: DOUBLE SELECTION METHOD FOR LOGISTIC
REGRESSION WITH FUNCTIONAL RESPONSE DATA

In this section we discuss in details and provide formal results for the
double selection estimator for logistic regression with functional response
data.

ALGORITHM 5. (Based on double selection) For each u € U and j € [p]:
Step 1°. Run post-f1-penalized logistic estimator (4.2) of Y, on D and X to
compute (6, By). N N
Step 2’. Define the weights f2 = f2(D, X) = A (D!6, + X/B.).

Step 3”. Run the lasso estimator (4.4) of quj on f,X to compute 3.
Step 4. Run logistic regression of ¥, on D; and all the selected variables in
Steps 1’ and 2’

to compute éuj.

The following result establishes the Bahadur representation for the double
selection estimator (analog to Theorem 3.1 for score functions).
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THEOREM I.1 (Uniform Bahadur representation, double selection).  Sup-
pose that Assumptions 3.1 — 3.5 hold for all P € P,. Then, the estimator

(Ouj)ucu,jelp), based on the double selection, obeys as n — oo
Egjl\/ﬁ(éu] - Hu]) = Gnl/;u] + OP((Sn) in goo(u X [ﬁ])
uniformly over u € U, where Zij = Ep[f2(D — X)L,

Proof of Theorem I.1. The analysis is reduced to the proof of Theo-
rem 3.1. Let 7, wj = supp(fy,) U supp(B,) U supp(7s,) for which by Theorems
4.1 and 4.2 satisfies sup,cy jefs |T\uy| < sp, with probability 1 — o(1). There-
fore Step 3 is a post-selection logistic regression which yields an initial rate
of convergence |0,,; — Ou;| + [|Ouppj — Qup il + 1180 — Bull S (snlogan/n)t/2.
Moreover, by the first order condition of Step 3 we have
(I'l) En[{ym - A(Djeuj + Dfﬁ]\jeu[ﬁ]\j + X/ﬁU)}(Djv X%uj )/] =0
so that any linear combination yields zero. Setting the parameters (5&, B/u) =
(rNE H_L[ﬂ\j, Bl), and 7, = (D, X%uj)(l, —1) = Dj— X771, we recover the
setting in the proof of Theorem 3.1. The rest of the proof follows similarly.
]

The double selection procedure benefits from additional variables selected
in Step 2. The (estimated) weights used in the equation ensure that selection
will ensure a near-orthogonality condition that is required to remove first
order bias. In contrast, (naive) Post-£;-logistic regression does not select such
variables which in turn translates in to first order bias in the estimation of
6.;. We stress that Step 2 is tailored to the estimation of each coefficient 0,,;
which enables the additional adaptivity.

The double selection achieves orthogonality conditions relative to all se-
lected variables in finite samples. Although first-order equivalent to other
estimator discussed here, this additional orthogonality could potentially lead
to a better finite sample performance. To provide intuition why, consider the
logistic regression case with p = dim(D) = 1 and & = {0} for simplicity. In
this case we have

ElY|D,X] = A(D0y+ X'By) and let f= A'(Dby+ X'Bp).

Letting 7 be the Lasso estimate of fD on fX we have that the one step
estimator

0 =0 —En[(D— X'7)" ' E,[{Y — A(D + X'B)}(D — X'7)]
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is an approximate solution for the moment condition
(1.2) E,[{Y — A(D§ + X'B)}(D — X'3)] = 0.

Indeed, it is one Newton step from 9. Our proposed estimator based on
estimated score functions defines # as an exact solution for (I1.2), namely

E.[{Y — A(D + X'B)}HD — X'7)] = 0.

The double selection achieves that implicitly. Indeed, letting T = Support(B U
support(7), the first order condition of running a logistic regression of Y on
D and X7 yields

(1.3) E, {Y-A(DMX’B)}()?f >] =0

where (6, 3) is the solution of the logistic regression. By multiplying the
vector (1,—7")’, the relation above implies

E,[{Y — MDA+ X'B)H(D — X'3)] = 0.

since support(y) C T (the condition support(ﬁ ) C T ensures that fis a good
approximation of fy). Note that (I.3) provides a more robust orthogonality
condition and does not need to explicitly create the new score functions as
the other two methods.

APPENDIX J: GENERIC FINITE SAMPLE BOUNDS FOR
¢1-PENALIZED M-ESTIMATORS: NUISANCE
FUNCTIONS AND FUNCTIONAL DATA

In this section, we establish a set of results for /1-penalized M-estimators
with functional data and high-dimensional parameters. These results are
used in the proofs of Theorems 4.1 and 4.2 and may be of independent
interest.

We start with specifying the setting. Consider a data generating pro-
cess with a functional response variable (Y3 )yecys and observable covariates
(X )ueu satisfying for each u € U C R%,

(J.1) 0, € arg GHEIIiRI}) Ep[M,(Yy, Xu,0,a4)],

where 6, is a p-dimensional vector of parameters, a, is a nuisance parameter
that captures potential misspecification of the model, and M, is a known
function. Here for all w € U, Y, is a scalar random variable and X, is a
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pu-dimensional random vector with p, < p for some p. We assume that the
solution 6, is sparse in the sense that the process (6, )ucys satisfies

10ullo < s, forallueld.

Because the model (J.1) allows for the nuisance parameter a,,, such sparsity
assumption is very mild and formulation (J.1) encompasses many cases of
interest including approximately sparse models.

Throughout this section, we assume that we have n i.i.d. observations,
{(Yuis Xui)ueu }—q, from the distribution of (Y, Xy, )uews to estimate (0,,)yueus-
In addition, we assume that an estimate a, of the nuisance parameter a, is
available for all u € U. Using the estimate a,,, we use the criterion function

Mu(Yuy XU7 9) = Mu(Yua qu Haau)

as a proxy for M, (Yy, Xu,0u,a,). We allow for the case where p is much
larger than n.

Since p is potentially larger n, and the parameters 6, are assumed to be
sparse, we consider an ¢1-penalized M,-estimator (Lasso) of 6,:

o~

(J.2) 0, < argmin <En[Mu(Yu,Xu,9)] + %H\TfueHl)

where ) is a penalty level and \Tlu a diagonal matrix of penalty loadings.
Further, for each u € U, we also consider a post-regularized (Post-Lasso)
estimator of 6,:

(J.3) 0, € arg mein E,[My(Yy, Xu,0)] : supp(d) C T,

where T}, = Supp(é\u). R

We assume that for each v € U, the matrix of penalty loadings ¥, is
chosen as an appropriate estimator of the following “ideal” matrix of penalty
loadings: W0 = diag({l,ok,k = 1,...,p}), where

(J.4) Luok = (En [(%kMu(Yu,Xu,Hu,au))ﬂ)1/2,

where 0y, My, (Yy, Xy, 0u,a,) denotes a sub-gradient of the function 6 +—
M, (Y, Xy, 0,a,) with respect to the kth coordinate of 6 and evaluated at
0 = 6,. The properties of T, will be specified below in lemmas. Also, we
assume that the penalty level \ is chosen such that with high probability,

A
n

(J.5) > csup H@;&En [0g My (Ye, X, O au)]H ;

ueU [
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where ¢ > 1 is a fixed constant. When U is a singleton, the condition (J.5)
is similar to that in [7], [2], and [4]. When U is a continuum of indices, a
similar condition was previously used in [1] in the context of ¢;-penalized
quantile regression.

For u € U, denote T;, = supp(f,). Let £ and L be some constants satisfying
L>10>1/c Also, let

c=

T sup ol e

where for any diagonal matrix A = diag({ax,k = 1,...,p}), we denote
| Alloc = maxi<r<p|ak|- Let (An)n>1 be a sequence of positive constants con-
verging to zero, and let (C),),>1 be a sequence of random variables. Also, let
wy, = wy(X,) be some weights satisfying 0 < w,, < 1 almost surely. Finally,
let A, be some random subset of R” and ¢4, be a random variable possibly
depending on A,,, where both A, and g4, are specified in the lemmas below.
To state our results in this section, we need the following assumption:

AssuMPTION J.1 (M-Estimation). The function 6 — M, (Yy, Xy, 0) is
convex almost surely, and with probability at least 1 — A, the following
inequalities hold for all w € U:

(a) ‘En[aeMu(Yquuaeu) - aOMu(YuanHquLU)]/é’ < CNH\/w_uXL(sHPnQ
for all 6 € RP;
(c) forall§ € Ay,

Ep[My (Y, Xu, 0u + 6)] — By [My(YVa, X, 00)] — En [0 My (Yo, X, 04)]6
+ 20, [Vwa X, 8p, 2 = { Vw0 X063, 2} Ada,llvVwaX,6]p, 2} -

In many applications one can take the weights to be w, = wy(X,) =1
but we allow for more general weights since it is useful for our results on the
weighted Lasso with estimated weights. Also, in applications, we typically
have C,, < {n~'slog(pn)}'/?. Assumption J.1(a) bounds the impact of es-
timating the nuisance functions uniformly over u € U. The loadings \f’u are
assumed larger (but not too much larger) than the ideal choice ¥,,o defined
in (J.4). This is formalized in Assumption J.1(b). Assumption J.1(c) is an
identification condition that will be imposed for particular choices of A,
and ¢a,. It relates to conditions in the literature derived for the case of a
singleton ¢/ and no nuisance functions, see the restricted strong convexity®
used in [14] and the non-linear impact coefficients used in [1] and [3].

3 Assumption J.1 (a) and (c) could have been stated with {Cn/\/5}||d]|1 instead of
C’!Ll‘\/wUX’IIJ,a”]Pn,Z‘
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Define the restricted eigenvalue

Roz = inf inf ||\/w,X,0 d
Rog 12u(5€1n H Wy, H]P’n,2/H TuH

where Agzy, = {6 : [|07, [[1 < 2¢[[dr, |1} Also, define minimum and maximum
spare eigenvalues

W, X! 62 X512
[l v/ UQHpn,z and (11, 1) X, H;sz
1<)[8]lo<m 4l 1<)sllosm — ||9]]

(bmin (mu u) =

The following results establish the rate of convergence and a sparsity bound
for the f1-penalized estimator 6, defined in LJ .2) as well as the rate of con-
vergence for the post-regularized estimator 6, defined in (J.3).

LEMMA J.1.  Suppose that Assumption J.1 holds with

3nc||¥.,o e
< IVl s, 2

Ay ={0: |07, I < 2¢][0z, 1} U{d: (6]l <
and qa, > (L + < )H\I/uoﬂoon;/_ + 6¢C,,. In addition, suppose that X satisfies
condition (J.5) with probabzlzty 1 — A,. Then, with probability at least 1 —
2A,,, we have for all w € U that

UX, \I’u [ee] \/7
VX0 = 8l 2 < (L4 3) [Tunlloo o
1—1—20 Vs 3nc||\I’ oo
( /\ le—1 C")

x (( )H\Ifuolloo lf+6cc>

LEMMA J.2.  In addition to conditions of Lemma J.1, suppose that with

probability 1 — A,,, we have for some random variable L,, and all w € U and
0 € RP that

ns

16 — 0ull1 <

(3.6)  {En [0 Mu (Y, Xus 0u) — OpMy(Yay Xoi, 0)]}0| < L[| X0l 2.

Further, for all w € U, let 5, = supp(fu). Then with probability at least
1 —3A,,, we have for all u € U that

~

2
Su < mneljl\r/llu Gmax(m, u) L,

where My, = {m € N: m > 2¢max(m,u)L2} and L, = ”Cé“)l”“’ 2{Cn + L,}.



84 BELLONI CHERNOZHUKOV CHETVERIKOV WEI

LEMMA J.3. Suppose that Assumption J.1 holds with A, = {9 : ||0]|lo <
Sy + sy} and

~ 1/2
qa, > Zmax{ (En[Mu(Yu,Xu,Hu)] _ En[Mu(Yu,Xu,Hu)])+ :

< V 3\u + SuHEn[aeMu(Ymqueu:au)]HOO + 30 >}
\/¢min(§u + Smu) "

Then with probability at least 1 — A,,, we have for all u € U that

(J.7)

~ ~ 1/2
H\/ wqu/L(eu - eu)”]P’nQ < (En[Mu(Ym qu eu)] - En[Mu(Ym qu eu)])+

+ V5u + 8ul|En[0g My (Yu, Xu, Ous au)] oo
\/gbmin(/s\u + Su, ’LL)
In addition, with probability at least 1 — A,,, we have for all u € U that
(J.8)
~ AL

Ep[My (Yo, Xu, 0u)] — En[My (Yo, Xu, 04)] < ?Hé\u — Oull1 Suzlj H(I\juouoo
UE

+ 3C,,.

A key requirement in Lemmas J.1 and J.2 is that A satisfies (J.5) with
high probability. Therefore, below we provide a choice of A\ and a set of
conditions under which the proposed choice of \ satisfies this requirement.
Let dys: U x U — R4 denote a metric on U. Also, let

Su = 89Mu(Yquua O au)a u€el.

Moreover, let C and C be some strictly positive constants. Finally, (€,)n>1,
(¢n)n>1, and (Ny)n>1 be some sequences of positive constants, where ¢, =

o(1).

Condition WL. The constants €, and N, satisfy the inequality N, >
N(en,U,dy) and the following conditions hold:

(i) sup max(Ep(|Sur[*]) /30 (1 — v/{2pNy, }) < pun!/S;
ueld k€[p]

(ii) C < Ep[|Surl?] < C, for allu € U and k € [p];
(iii) with probability at least 1 — A,,,

sup  [|Ep[Sy — Sw]lleo < @nn_lp, and

dy (u,u')<en

sup  max|[Bp[52, — 82,]] +(En — Ep)[S2| < on.
dy (u,u’)<en kep]
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Let

(J.9) A=dVn® (1 —7/{2pN,}),

where 1 — « (with v = v, = o(1)) is a confidence level associated with
the probability of event (J.5), and ¢ > ¢ is a slack constant. The following
lemma shows that this choice of X satisfies (J.5) with high probability under
Condition WL.

LEMMA J.4.  Suppose that Condition WL holds. In addition, suppose that
X satisfies (J.9) for some ¢ > ¢ and v =, € [1/n,1/logn|. Then

Pp <)\/n Z csup ”{I\/;OlEN[Su]HOO> z1l—vy-o(y) —An.
uelU

Condition WL(iii) is of high level. Therefore, to conclude this section, we

present a lemma that gives easy to verify conditions that imply Condition
WL(iii).

LEMMA J.5. Suppose that for all w € U, X, = X and Y, = H(Y,u)
where Y is a random variable and {H (-,u): uw € U} is a VC-subgraph class
of functions bounded by one with index Cy for some constant Cy > 1. In
addition, suppose that for all w € U, we have S, = (Y, — Ep[Y, | X]) - X.
Moreover, suppose that maxyc(,) Ep[Xl] < C, C < SUDyer ke p) Ep[S?,] <
C, and Ep[||X %]V < K, for some constants C,C > 0 and q > 4 and
a sequence of constants (Kp)n>1. Finally, suppose that Ep[|Y, — Yu|*] <
Cylu — | for any u,u’ € U and some constants v and C. Then we have
with probability at least 1 — (logn)~! that

log(npK,)\1/2  K,log(npK,)
nltv/2 > T nl-1/q

10g(npKn))1/2 N K2 log(npKy)

(J.10) sup  [[En[Su = Swllleo S (

du(u,u)<1/m -

(J.11)  supmax|(E, — EP)[Sik” S <

well kEp ~ n nl—2/q
(312)  max|Ep 152, — S2,]| S dyy(u, )/

up-to constants that depend only on C,C,Cy,C,, q, and v.

APPENDIX K: PROOFS FOR APPENDIX L

Proof of Lemma J.1. For u € U, let 6, = §u — 0, and Sy, =
E,[0g My (Yy, Xy, 04, ay)]. Throughout the proof, we will assume that the
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events (a), (b), and (c) in Assumption J.1 as well as the event (J.5) hold.
These events hold with probability at least 1 — 2A,,. We will show that the
inequalities in the statement of Lemma J.1 hold under these events.

By definition of 0,,, we have

-~ A~ ~ A~

Thus,
Ep [M (Yo, X, 00)] — B [My (Yo, X, 0)]
A T P T N R [ e
(K.1) A—Luwuoéu rulh = 2 Buobur

Moreover, by convexity of 6 — M, (Yy, Xy, 0), we have
EH[MU(Ym Xu’ é\u)] - En[MU(YUa Xua HU)]

Al ~
(K-Q) > En[aﬂMu(YuaXu,eu)]/éu > _EEH\I’uO‘SUHI - Cn”\/wuX;équP’nQ
where the second inequality holds by Assumption J.1(a) and

A/n > csup H‘Ifuo Sunlloo
ueU

since

|En[86Mu(Yu,Xu70u)]/5u| = |51/L,n5U + {En[aﬁMu(YmXUyeu)] - Su,n},5u|
< [Sun0ul + HEn[09 My (Yey Xui, 04)] — Sun} 6l
< ”\I" SunHOOH\I'uO(S 1+ Cy vauX/‘S ”Pn,

(K.3) < ;EH\I’uoéuul + CHH\/ wqull‘Su”lP’n,?
Combining (K.1) and (K.2), we have

el — )\Lc—i- 1
(K.4) ” H\Ifuoéu Telli <

1087, 11 + ConllV/0a X3 6B, 21

and for ¢ = igf} SUD, ey H\PuoHooH\P;&Hoo, we have

ncH\I/

Hoo —
)\ g C ” wuX 5 HPny

[6u,ellt < él[du,r, 1 + <
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Now, suppose that §, & Az, namely ||6y,7¢1 > 2¢|6u,7, |1 Then

ncl|V,o oo
ST T e L SN 7N
and so
nc||¥,o oo
oo o < 2l o,

since ¢ > 1. Also,

1 nc \I’ o
uizglh < buzgl+ 2l oy g, o

2 Nz

and so
2nc||\I’ ||OO
Iurglh < 2 W loe gy e,

Therefore,

3ncH\I/ Hoo
(K.5) 16ulls < - =727 Cn IvVwu Xy 0ulle, 2 = Lu,

as long as 0y, & Aoz . In addition, if 6, € Agzy, then

S
Jouirll < ValBur | < LK LBl = 11
C

Hence, in both cases, we have
(K.6) Héu,Tqu <I,+11,.
Next, for every u € U, since

3ncl|V o lloo
A, = A257u U {(5 : H(5H1 )\ Hg H Cy ”\/wuX/(S”]Pn72}

it follows that ¢, € A,,, and we have

IV X 0ull2, 5 A {da, VO X, 00ulp, 2}
< En[My(Ya, Xu, 00)] — En[My (Y, Xui, 64)]
- En[aeMu(Yu7 Xua Hu)]/éu + 2071”\/ wuXL(SuHIP’n,?

INA =~ —
<L + E) E”\I/u()(su,Tuul + 3CnH wuXT/L(suHP”’2
INA =~
< (L4 2) 2ol (L + T} + 3Call VB X o e, 2
<{

L ) Bl 2 + 620 b XLl 2
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where the first inequality follows from Assumption J.1(c), the second from
(K.1), (K.3), and ¢ > 1/¢, the third from ||[W,00y 7,11 < [[Wuolloolldu,7, 11
and (K.6), and the fourth from definitions of I,,, I, and ¢. Thus, as long
as

1\, =~ A
qa, > (L + —> H\I/uoHOO—i/g +6¢C,,, for all uel,
& NKo&
which is assumed, we have

N~ . A
IV@a X 8ullp, 2 < (L + E) ”‘I’“O”“’n—\[ 4 6¢C, = II1,, foralluel.
Roé

This gives the first asserted claim. The second asserted claim follows from
10ully < 1{0u € Aozu}|0ulls + 1{du & Aoz }l|dull

(14 2¢)y/s 3nc|]\I/ oo
( Kog Y A le—1 Cn)I[Iu

This completes the proof. [

<(A+20)II,+ 1, <

Proof of Lemma J.2. For u e U, let Sy, = E,;[0g My, (Yy, Xu, Ou, an)].
Throughout the proof, we will assume that the events (a), (b), and (c) in
Assumption J.1 as well as the events (J.5) and (J.6) hold. These events hold
with probability at least 1 — 3A,,. We will show that the inequalities in the
statement of Lemma J.2 hold under these events.

By definition of 8., there exists a subgradient 9y, [M, W (Yu, X, 0,)] of
E,[M, (Yu,Xu,H )], such that for every j with |9u]| > 0,

(U OB [ My (Yo, X, 0)])5] = A/

Therefore, we have

2w = (T QB[ Mo (Ve X, 87|

<N Sun) 2 |+ 11y B [Bp Mo (Yo, X, 04)] — Sum Dz |
+ /(0 B[00 My (Y, Xoi, O) — Bp Mo (Yo, X 00)] )7, |

<N 0o 1V a B[S ] |00 v/ 5

+ 175 | C sup lvVwaX,0e, 2
llol1=1,|6]lo <5u

+ ”\/I;L_tl”oo sup ’{En[aGMu(YmXu;é\u) - 8€Mu(Yu7Xu76u)]}/5‘
llol1=1,l6]lo <5u

\I/ 00
\/—+ ” H {C + L, } sup HX;szIP’m?
[l6][=1,][0]lo <5u



POST-REGULARIZATION CONFIDENCE REGIONS 89

where the first inequality follows from the triangle inequality, the second
from Assumption J.1(a), and the third from Assumption J.1(b) and inequal-
ities (J.5) and (J.6).

-1
Now, recall that L, = %c”fé‘_‘)l”“’ {C} + L,}. In addition, note that

sup HXQ/L(S”I%TL,2 = ¢max(§U7u)-
ll3ll=L,]16]o <5w

Thus, we have
(K.7) Su < Pmax (Su u) L.

Consider any M € M, = {m € N:m > 2¢yax(m,u) L2}, and suppose that
Su > M. By the sublinearity of the maximum sparse eigenvalue (Lemma 3
in [2]), for any integer k£ > 0 and constant ¢ > 1, we have ¢max(Ck,u) <
[0] pmax (K, u), where [£] denotes the ceiling of ¢. Therefore,

Su < max (Sus W) L2 = Gmax (M5, /M, u)L2

s, 25,
< ’VMU-‘ ¢max(M7 U)Li S ﬁn(bmax(Ma U)Li
since [k] < 2k for any k > 1. Therefore, we have M < 2@uyax (M, u) L2 which
violates the condition that M € M,. Therefore, we have s, < M. In turn,
applying (K.7) once more with 5, < M we obtain 8, < Gmax(M,u)L2. The
result follows by minimizing the bound over M € M,,. ]

Proof of Lemma J.3. The second asserted claim, inequality (J.8), fol-
lows from the observation that with probability at least 1—A,,, for all u € U,
we have that

EH[MU(YM Xu’ gu)] - En[MU(Ym Xua HU)]
< Bn[Mu(Ya, Xu, )] — En[My(Ya, Xo, 00)]

A~ A o~ o~ A o~ -
< _H\I'uequ - _H\I'uequ < _Heu - Hqu +sup H‘Ijunoo
n n n ueld

AL~ ~
< Heu—equ ‘SUPH‘PMHOO’
n ueld

where the first inequality holds by the definition of gu, the second by the
definition of 6, the third by the triangle inequality, and the fourth by As-
sumption J.1(ii).
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To prove the first asserted claim, assume that the events (a), (b), and (c)
in Assumption J.1 hold. These events hold with probability at least 1 — A,,.
We will show that the asserted claim holds under these events.

For u € U, let 6, = 0, — 0wy Sun = En[09My (Y, Xu, 04, ay)], and £, =
|/WaX.0u|[p,, 2. By the inequality in Assumption J.1(c), we have

2 A Ga,te} <En[My(Ya, Xu, 04)]) — En[ My (Y, Xo, 00)]
— En[09 Mo (Yu, Xu, 04)]"00 + 2C, 1,
< En[My (Yo, Xy, 04)] — En[My (Y, X, 00)]
+ [|Sumllsolloullt + 3Cntu
< En[My (Y, Xu, 0u)] — B[ My (Ya, X, 0,)]

i (\/qursuHSunHoo
\/¢m1n Su“‘su, )

where the second inequality holds by calculations as in (K.3), and the third
inequality follows from

Vsy+s <
[8ull < V/Su + sulldull2 < |V Wu X} 0u [P, 2-
\/¢min(3u + Sus u)

+ 3Cn>

Next, if 2 > Ga,ty, then

Ga,tw < un (B [Mo (Yo, X, 0)] — B[ My (Yo, X, 0]} + 2 2“tu,

so that f, < {En[My(Yy, Xy, 0)] — En[My(Ye, Xu, 04)]}Y%. On the other
hand, if 2 < Ga,t,, then

< B Mo (Yo X )] — En [Ma (Y Xus 0)]} + o (V ¢ - S(“A”S:"”;‘) + 3cn> |
min (Swu Su

SN

Since for positive numbers a, b, ¢, inequality a? < b+ ac implies a < Vb + ¢,
we have

Fu < {Bn [ M (Y, X, 00)) — En[Ma (Yo, X 0)]} />4 (VS:SJF SZA||S“=”||§° +3Cn> .
min{Su +Su

In both cases, the inequality in the asserted claim holds. This completes the
proof. m
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Proof of Lemma J.4. For brevity of notation, denote ¢ = ¢,,. Also, let
A,, denote the event that the inequalities in Condition WL(iii) hold. Then
Pp(A,) > 1— A,. Further, by the triangle inequality,

(K.8)
=1 = 1
sup H\Pu(] Ep[Su]lloo < max ||\Ilu0 Er[Sulllco
weld ueU e

+ sup 100 EnlSy] — UL EL[Sy] ]l

welde ' €U dyy (u,u’)<e
where U€ is a minimal e-net of U so that [U| < N,,.
For each k=1,...,p and u € U, we apply Lemma M.1 with Z; := Sy,
pw=1,and £, = ¢!, where ¢’ is a small enough constant that can be
chosen to depend only on C' and C'. Then Condition WL(i,ii) implies that

1/6
gt ><n M,

<P 1l(1-—
0<® <1 SN, o

where M, = (Ep[Z3])'/?/(Ep[Z}])*/?, and so applying Lemma M.1, the
union bound, and the inequality |U/¢| < N,, gives

ETL u —
Pp | sup maXM > o 1(1 - 213\,”)

ueus kel R, 192, ]

v 1/3V) <
o (1+0@") <7 +00)

(K.9) < 2pN,, -
since ¢, = o(1). Also, observe that

U E,[S
e H\Ij;olEn[Su]Hoo = Sup max M
uele uelde kE€[p] E, [Sik]

Therefore, (K.9) implies that with probability at least 1 —~v — o(7),

®10) GBSl < e (1 )
Further, by the triangle inequality,
sup 190 EnlSu] — ¥t EnlSuw] oo
weU w! €U dyy (u,u')<e
(K.11) < sup (%0 = W) Wao oo 1 ¥ 50 B [Sul oo

u€Ue ' €U, dy (u,u’)<e

(K.12) + s EalSu— Sulllsol Wb lloo-

w,u’ €U, dy (u,u’)<e
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To control the expression in (K.11), note that by Condition WL(ii), on the

event A, (I\’u()kk is bounded away from zero uniformly over v € U and k € [p].
Thus, we have uniformly over u € U and k € [p] that

(K.13) |(\Tf;01kk — @J/Bkk)@wkﬂ = |(I>u0kk — ‘T/u/()kk@;%kk S |(I>u0kk — \/I\/u’Okk|

on the event A,,. Moreover, we have

sup  max (B [S3]H/? — {Ea[S2 ]} 7|
w,u €U, dy (u,u’)<e k€(p]
1/2
< sup max (|En[83 |]-E, [Silkﬂ)
w,u' €U, dy (u,u')<e ke (p)
2 2 2 1/2 1/2
< s omax (2B - Ep)ISG] + [Ep(S3 - S241) T S e

w,u' €U, dy (u,u')<e ke(p)

on the event A,,. Combining this bound with (K.13) implies that

sup H(\I/z:()l - \I’;’IO)\I'uo”oo S i/Z
w,u’ €U, dy (u,u’)<e

on the event A,. Also, using standard bounds for the tails of Gaussian
random variables gives

- g
7' (1— —— ) < Vl0og(2pN, /7).
( 2pNn> S V10g(2pNn/7)
Thus, on the intersection of events A,, and (K.10), we have

~ 1 A= ~
sup H(\I’uo - ‘Ijufo)‘ljuouooquuo En[SU]Hoo
wEUE ! €U, dyg (u,u!)<e

S (‘Pn/n)l/2 V10g(pNn /7).

Finally, on the event A,,, we have that the expression in (K.12) satisfies

sup |En[Sy — Su’]HOOHCI\’;/%)Hoo < ‘Pnn_l/2-

w,u €U, dyy (u,u’)<e

It follows that on the intersection of events A,, and (K.10), for n large
enough, we have

/
T ST € —¢ &1 Y
sup U SEL[Su] =Y EL[Sw < ¥0) <1_ )7
ueué,u’eu,du(u,u’)ésu uo n[ U] u'0 N[ U]HOO C 2pNn

where we again used standard tail bounds for the tails of Gaussian random
variables. The asserted claim now follows by recalling the inequality (K.8)
and noting that Pp(A,,) > 1 — A, and that (K.10) holds with probability
at least 1 — v — o(7). "
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Proof of Lemma J.5. For j € [p], let
]yzﬁxXﬁéﬁﬂquU}]?z“KX%%Xﬂﬂn|XLuGU}
g ={(r.x) > X3 ueu

where ¢, =Y, — Ep[Y, | X]. Note that the function F(Y, X) = || X||« is an
envelope both for F; and for ]:J’» for all j € [p]. By assumption, F' can be
chosen to satisty ||F'||pq < Kp.

Because F; is a product of a VC-subgraph class of functions with index
bounded by Cy and a single function, Lemma L.1(1) implies that its uniform
entropy numbers obey

(K.14) log N(e| Fllg.z. 7. | - llg2) S logle/e), 0<e<1.

Also, Lemma L.2 implies that the uniform entropy numbers of ]:]’ obey
€
logsup N(cl|Flloz, 74,11 - lgz) < logsup N (5 1F o, 7yl -llaz), 0<e<1

Further, since G; C (F; — ]:]’.)2, G = 4F? is an envelope for Gj, and the
uniform entropy numbers of G; obey for all € € (0, 1],

€
(K.15) log N(el|Gllgz: Gy I - lo2) < 21og N (5112Fllg2. F5 = Fu | - l:2)
€
< 210gN<Z”F”Q,27~Fj7 [ - ”Q,2>
€ /
+ 2108 N ($1Fl02. 7 - lo2)

€
< 4log sgpN<§||F||Q,2,}}, [ - ||Q,2>v

where the first and the second inequalities follow from Lemma L.1(2), and
the third from the bound on uniform entropy numbers of ]:]’ above. Hence,
Lemma L.1(2) implies that the uniform entropy numbers of G = U;¢,)G;
obey

IOgN(E”G”Q,Q, g, H ’ HQQ) S log(p/e), 0<e<,

where G = 4F? is its envelope. Therefore, since |Sy;| < 2|Xj| and also
max;<p Ep[X;-l] < C by assumption, Lemma M.2 implies that with proba-
bility at least 1 — (logn)~!,

1 K, 2af?
supmax |(E,, — EP)[SSJ-” < og(npKn) + - 2 log(npK,),
n

weld ISP

n
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which gives (J.11).
To verify (J.10), note that

sup  maxEp[X (C — Cu)?]
dy(u,u/)<1/n JEID]

< sup max EP[XJZ(YU —Yu)?]
dy(u,u’)<1/n JEID]

< sup maX{EP[X4]}1/2{EP[(Y Yur) ]}1/2
dyy (u,u')<1/n ISP

,S sup |’LL o u/|1//2 5 n—u/2‘
dy(uw’)<1/n

Therefore, Lemma M.2 implies that we have with probability at least 1 —

(logn)~,

sup E,[S, — o = ——= sup max |G, Cu — Cu
du(u,u’)él/n” [ :I” \/7du uu <1/n Jjep ‘ ( ( ))’
log(npK,) nY1K,log(npK,)
ez T - ;

which gives (J.10).
Finally, to verify (J.12) note that uniformly over u,u € U and j € [p], we
have

[Ep[Sn; — Sl = [Ep[(Suj — Surj)(Suj + Swj)ll
S (EP[(Suj - Su’j)2]) " <E[55j] + EP[SE']']) v
< (B2, - viy)
< (Brlxt)) " (Brlve — i)' S ),
This completes the proof. [

APPENDIX L: BOUNDS ON COVERING ENTROPY

Let (W;)?_; be a sequence of independent copies of a random element W
taking values in a measurable space (W, Ay ) according to a probability law
P. Let F be a set of suitably measurable functions f: W — R, equipped
with a measurable envelope F': W — R.

LEMMA L.1 (Algebra for Covering Entropies).
(1) Let F be a VC subgraph class with a finite VC index k or any other class
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whose entropy is bounded above by that of such a VC subgraph class, then
the uniform entropy numbers of F obey

Slql)plog N(el[Fliga,F, 1l - llg2) S 1+ klog(1/e) VO

(2) For any measurable classes of functions F and F' mapping W to R,

log N(e||[F + F'll@2, F + F, || - lg.2)
<log N (5[FllQ2, Fi Il - llg2) +1og N (51F g2, F's [l - l@.2) »
log N(e||F - F'l| g2, F - F', | - llg.2)
<log N (5[FllQe, Fi Il - llg2) +1og N (5IF g2, F's [l - l@.2) »
N(e|FV F'llg2, FUF,| - llq2)
N (el|Fllga F,ll - llg2) + N (el F'llg2 ' | - llg.z2) -

(8) For any measurable class of functions F and a fixed function f mapping
W to R,

logsgpN(eH\f\ FllQa, f-Fill - llo2) < IOgSgPN(6/2HFHQ72=f= I lle.2)

(4) Given measurable classes F; and envelopes Fj, j = 1,...,k, mapping
W to R, a function ¢: R¥ — R such that for f;,9; € Fj, |o(f1s--, fr) —

O(g1,---5 1) < Zle Lj(x)|fj(z) — gj(x)|, Lj(x) > 0, and fized functions

fi € .7-"], the class of functions £ = {¢(f1,..., fr) — ¢(f1,---, fx): fj €
Fi,j= ., k} satisfies

logsupN |- o2

k
ZlogsupN (£1FllQ.2: Fio Il - llos2) -
j=1

PROOF. See Lemma L.1 in [5]. "

LEMMA L.2 (Covering Entropy for Classes obtained as Conditional Ex-
pectations). Let F denote a class of measurable functions f: Wx Y —R
with a measumble envelope F. For a given f € F, let f: W — R be the

function f(w) = [ f(w,y)dpy(y) where p, is a reqular conditional proba-
bility dzstrzbutwn over y € Y conditional on w € W. Set F={f:feF}
and let F(w) := [ F(w,y)duy(y) be an envelope for F. Then, for r,s > 1,

10gSgPN(6HFHQ,m}? I llg.r) <logsup N((e/4)"[[Flig o, F, Il - llg o)
Q
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where @) belongs to the set of finitely-discrete probability measures over VW
such that 0 < ||F||g, < oo, and Q belongs to the set of finitely-discrete
probability measures over W x ) such that 0 < HFH@S < 00. In particular,
for every e >0 and any k > 1,

logsgpN(Q*’fv ” ’ HQ,k) < 10gs11pN(e/2,./7, H ’ |’@,k)
Q

PROOF. See Lemma L.2 in [5]. "

LEMMA L.3. Consider a mapping @ — &g from U = [0,1]F into RP and
the class of functions F = {x + M(2'z): u € Zj} mapping RP into R where
M: R — R is L-Lipschitz. Assume that ||a, — &ay |l < C|lae — ay|| for all
Uy, U € u for some constant C' > 0. Then, for any M > 0 the uniform
entropy numbers of F satisfy

suplog N (€| Fllg2,F, || - llg.2) < klog(3LCMk/e), for all 0 < e <1,
Q

where F(x) = sup, ;7 [M(2'€3)| + M7 |z]|oo, © € RP, is its envelope.

ProOOF. Consider any fi,fo € F. There exist i, us € U such that
fi(z) = M(2'&,) and fo(z) = M(2'Ey,) for all x € RP. Therefore, since M
is L-Lipschitz, we have

IM('8a,) = M(2'8a,)| < Lllloollur = Gunllt < LllzllocClliz — ]
< LOM [tz — @ [{M ™ |lzlloo + sup, g [M(2'€a)|}
<L

CM]||tug — || F(x)

by definition of the envelope F(x) = M~ !||z|lo 4 sup,; |M(2'€z)|. Thus,
for any finitely discrete probability measure ) on RP,

1f2 = fillg2 < LCM]Jtig — ]| - [|[Fl|g,2-

Recall that since By, C Byvk we have N(Bo, || - |, €) < N(BavVE, || - ||, €) <
(14 2vE/€)* where the last inequality follows from standard volume argu-
ments. Furthermore, for any e < vk we have 1+ 2v/k/e < 3k/e. Therefore
log N(e[|[Fllq2, F: || - llQ.2) < klog(3LCME/e). .

LEMMA L.4. Let F be a class of functions with an envelope F. Also,
let M: R — R be an L-Lipschitz function bounded in absolute value by a
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constant M. Assume that for some positive constants Cy and Csa, the uniform
entropy numbers of F obey

suplog N (€||F[|g,2,F, || - lg,2) < Cilog(Ca/e), forall0 <e<1.
Q
Then for any constant K > 0, the uniform entropy numbers of the class of
functions M(F) = {M(f): f € F} obey

sgplog N(ellFapmllge MF), Illg.2) < Crlog(CaK/e), for all0 < e <1,

where Fyyr)y = M + LF/K is its envelope.

PROOF. The result follows from the observation that for any f’, f” € F
and any finitely-discrete probability measure @,

IM(F) = M2 < Lllfr = f2l.2,

so that if F can be covered by k balls of radius €||F|lg2 (in the || - [lg2
norm), then M(F) can be covered by k balls of radius eL||F||g2 (in the
same norm). "

APPENDIX M: SOME PROBABILISTIC INEQUALITIES

LEMMA M.1 (Moderate deviations for self-normalized sums, [12]). Let
Z1,. .., Zy be independent, zero-mean random variables and p € (0,1]. Let

N g Y2 N g2
Sn,n - Zi:l Zlv Vn,n - Zi:l ZZ ’

1/{241}

n 1/2 n
M, = {% ZE[ZE]} /{% ZE[IZZ-IH“]} >0
i=1 i=1

Y
and 0 < £, < n2@C+w M,,. Then for some absolute constant A,

A _ e M,
_1‘<TH7 0<1’<n2(2+“)—n—1.
ln n

‘P(‘Snm/vn,n’ > )
2(1 — ®(x))

Let (W;)?_; be a sequence of independent copies of a random element W
taking values in a measurable space (W, Ayy) according to a probability law
P. Let F be a set of suitably measurable functions f: W — R, equipped
with a measurable envelope F': W — R.
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LEMMA M.2 (Maximal Inequality I, [9]). Work with the setup above.
Suppose that F' > sup ez | f| is a measurable envelope for F with ||[F||p, <
oo for some q¢ > 2. Let M = max;<, F(W;) and 0% > 0 be any positive
constant such that supser HfH%n <o’ < HFH%D2 Suppose that there exist
constants a > e and v > 1 such that

log SgPN(EHFHQ,%]:’ I llg2) < wlog(a/e), 0 <e<1.

Then

Ep[|Gull#] < K sz log <a” UHP’2> Ll ng log (@ )) |

where K is an absolute constant. Moreover, for every t > 1, with probability
>1—t92,

[Gnll7 < (14 &)Ep([|Gyll7]
+ K(@)|(0+ 07 2| M ) VE+ 0 n 2 M]|pat], ¥a >0,
where K(q) > 0 is a constant depending only on q. In particular, setting

a >n and t = logn, with probability > 1 — c(logn)~!,
(M.1)

al|Fllpz | vlM]lpg al|[Flp2
< ’ ’ Z0 W2
[Gnll7 < K(g,¢) (U\/Ulog < - + NG log - ,

where |M||p, < n'/9|F|p, and K(g,c) > 0 is a constant depending only
on q and c.

LEMMA M.3 (Maximal Inequality II, [9]). Work with the setup above.
Suppose that the conditions of Lemma M.2 are satisfied. Then

Ep|IE 2]l 7] - sup Ep /(W)

allFllp.2
K| M F UHMHleOg( : )
< KIMra \/mog(a” up,2>+ )
g

vn vn

where K is an absolute constant.

PRrROOF. The proof of the asserted claim coincides one-by-one with that
given for the corresponding inequality in Lemma 2.2 of [9], with the constant
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3 replaced everywhere by the constant 2. At the end of the proof, the entropy
integral

J
36) = [ sup /1 10g N(el Flloa, 7. - lo2)de
0 Q

is bounded by (v log(a/d))"/? under our condition on the uniform entropy
numbers of F. L]

APPENDIX N: A BOUND ON SPARSE EIGENVALUES FOR MANY
RANDOM MATRICES

The following lemma is a generalization of the main result in [15] to many
matrices.

LEMMA N.1. Let U denote a finite set and (Xyi)ueu, @ = 1,...,n, be
independent (across i) random vectors such that X,; € RP with p > 2 and
(E[maxi<ic, maxyey || Xui||2])Y? < K. Furthermore, for k > 1, define

o KvVk 1/2 1/2 1/2 1/2
Op i= T (log |U| + log™“ p+ (log k)(log™/* p)(log n)) ,
Then

E

sup  mae [y [(6'X,)° — B(6'X,)*]|
6]lo<k,||0]|=1 “EU

S 60+ 0 sup E,E[(0'X,)7]
0llo<k,|10]=1,uel

up to a universal constant.
Proor. For T' C {1,...,p}, let By = {6 € RP: ||0|| = 1,supp(d) C T'}.
Also, for T = Ujpj—xBr x U, let R = sup(g )7 (i (0'Xw)?)'/? and

M := maxi<i<nueu || Xuilloo- By symmetrization inequality, Lemma 6.3 in
[13], we have

nk

su max |E, [(0'X,)? — E[(0'X,)?
||9||0<k,1ﬁ9||:1 ue i [(070) (0 H\]
| X” |

where X = (Xy;)ueu,1<i<n and (&)1, is a sequence of independent Rademacher
random variables that are independent of X. A consequence of Lemma 4.5

E; (H/Xm')2
i=1

<2E |E | sup

(O,u)eT
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in [13] (see equation (4.8)) gives

n

Z ai(G’Xm)2

1=1

Zn: gi(Q/Xui)z

i=1

E | sup

(O,u)eT

sup
(O,u)eT

\ X] < (7/2)Y?E

x|

where (g;)" is a sequence of independent standard normal random variables
that are independent of X. In turn, an application of Dudley’s integral gives

En: gi (H,Xuz)2

L :=E [ sup
i=1

(Ou)eT

diam(7)
| X| <8 / log!/2 N (T, d, €)de
0

where
n

diam(7) <2 sup (Z(H'Xui)4)1/2 <2VEMR
(G,U)ET i=1

using that |0’ X ;| < || Xuilleo||@]l1 < MVE, and d is the corresponding Gaus-
sian semi-metric. Furthermore, we have

lOg N(Tv d7 E) < log |Z/[| + mgﬁ log N(U|T\:kBT X {U}, d7 6)7
so that

diam(7)
I, < 16VEMRlog"/? |U| + 8 / max log'/? N(Ujp=xBr x {u},d, €)de.
0 UE

Now, for any (6,u) and (f,u) in DF := U= Br % {u}, we have

1/2

A((0,), (0, 0) = (D _{(0'Xu)* = (0' X))
1=1

1/2 _
max |(0 — 0) Xy

1<i<n

< (Z{(H’Xm-) + (9’Xui)}2>
=1

<2 sup <Zn (H/X ,)2)1/2 ax |(9—§)/X | = 2R||9—9_HX
(Bw)eT * 2 1<i<n u

where we let ||d]|x, := maxi<i<y |6’ Xy;|. This implies that

N(DEd€) < N (DE/VE |- |x,.e/{2VERY)
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Therefore, since diam(7) < 2VkMR, we have

diam(7)
/ max log'/? N(DF d, e)de
0

uel

ueld

2VEMR
< / maxlog"/2 N(DE/VE, | - |1x., ¢/ {2VRR))de
0

M
= 2VER max log'/? N(DF /VE, || - ||x, . €)de
0

uelU

Note that Br/vk C B} and DF/VE C B' x {u} where B! = {0 €
RP: ||0]l; < 1} and BL = {6 € B': supp(d) C T}. It follows from Lemma
3.9 in [15] that N(BY | - |x,,€) < (2p)A “M?1ogn for all € > 0 and some
universal constant A. Moreover, as in the discussion after Lemma 3.9 in [15],
we have N (B, | - ||x.,€) < (1+2M/e)* for all e > 0 and all T C {1,...,p}
with |T'| = k, so that N(D%/Vk, | - | x.,€) < (£)(1 4 2M/e)* for all € > 0.
Therefore,

M
/ maxlog"/? N(DE/VE| - |1x,. )de
0 ue

M/VE »
< / log!/? <<k> (1+ 2M/e)k> de
0
+ /M 10g1/2 ((2p)Ae’2M2 logn) d
€
M/VE
M
<\/—Elog1/2< >+\/_/ log1/21+2M/e)
1/2 1/2 1/2(9 M de
+ A" M (log™/* n)(log ™/~ (2p)) —

M/VE €
< Mlog'2p+ M (1/2 +1og'*(1 + 2vk))

+ AY2M (1og"? n)(log'/?(2p)) ( log M — log(M/\/E)>

< M (1082 p + (log k) (10g /2 n) (log"/* p)

up to a universal constant where in the third inequality, we used the fact
that integrating by parts gives

\/E/MM log!/?(1 4 2M/e)de < M(1/2 4 log'/?(1 + 2Vk)).
0
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Collecting the terms, we obtain

1, 5 VEMR(log"/? U] + log"/? p + (log k) (log/? n) (log"/? ) ).

Therefore, since K > (E[M?])'/?, setting

KVE
= £ (10512 U] +108"/2 p + (1og £) (log/2 n) log /2 )

BB sup ] [(0°X0)° - B0
16]l0<k,||0]|=1 weU

_ 6.B[MR]

1/2
S On (Iz + sup E,E[(6'X.,) ]>
10]]o <k, |0]|=1,ueld

< (6/K)(E[MP]) 2 (B[R /n])'/? < 6,(E[R? n])'/?

Thus, because a < d,(a + b)'/? implies a < 62 + §,b/2, we have

Iy <62 46, sup E,E[(0'X,)?]
10llo<k,llo]=1,ueud
up to an absolute constant. This completes the proof. [
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