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Asymptotic lower bounds for estimation play a fundamental role
in assessing the quality of statistical procedures. In this paper we
propose a framework for obtaining semi-parametric efficiency bounds
for sparse high-dimensional models, where the dimension of the pa-
rameter is larger than the sample size. We adopt a semi-parametric
point of view: we concentrate on one dimensional functions of a high-
dimensional parameter. We follow two different approaches to reach
the lower bounds: asymptotic Cramér-Rao bounds and Le Cam’s type
of analysis. Both these approaches allow us to define a class of asymp-
totically unbiased or “regular” estimators for which a lower bound is
derived. Consequently, we show that certain estimators obtained by
de-sparsifying (or de-biasing) an ¢1-penalized M-estimator are asymp-
totically unbiased and achieve the lower bound on the variance: thus
in this sense they are asymptotically efficient. The paper discusses in
detail the linear regression model and the Gaussian graphical model.

1. Introduction. Following the development of numerous methods for
high-dimensional estimation, more recently the need for statistical infer-
ence has emerged. A number of papers have since studied the problem and
proposed constructions of estimators which are asymptotically normally dis-
tributed and hence lead to inference. These results naturally give rise to the
question of their optimality. This motivates us to study the question whether
we can establish asymptotic efficiency bounds in high-dimensional models
and whether we can construct an estimator achieving these bounds.

To introduce the setting, suppose that we observe a sample X, ..., X (™)
which is distributed according to a probability distribution Pg that depends
on an unknown high-dimensional parameter § € B C RP. The dimension p of
the parameter can be much larger than the sample size n. A major structural
assumption we consider in this paper is sparsity in the high-dimensional pa-
rameter. In these sparse high-dimensional settings, a common approach to
estimation is based on regularized M-estimators, where the regularization is
in terms of the ¢1-penalty. This approach has been studied extensively, and
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under several settings, it produces near-oracle estimators of S under cer-
tain sparsity conditions (and some further conditions). However, the oracle
properties of the regularized estimators come at a price: the regularization
introduces bias by shrinking the estimated coefficients towards zero. Hence,
the regularized approach does not easily yield estimators which are asymp-
totically normally distributed. This makes it difficult to establish results for
statistical inference.

Several streams of work have emerged that studied “post-regularization
inference”, which focused on construction of methodology for inference, with
some preliminary use of regularized estimators. This was mostly considered
for estimation of low-dimensional parameters of the high-dimensional vector.
One stream of work concentrates on “de-sparsifying” or “de-biasing” proce-
dures, which were studied for the linear model (Zhang and Zhang (2014),
van de Geer et al. (2014), Javanmard and Montanari (2014a), Javanmard
and Montanari (2014a), Javanmard and Montanari (2014b), Javanmard and
Montanari (2015)), for generalized linear models (van de Geer et al. (2014))
and some special cases of non-linear models, such as undirected graphical
models (Jankova and van de Geer (2014), Jankovd and van de Geer (2016a)).
This approach uses the fi-regularized M-estimator as an initial estimator
and implements a bias correction step which may be interpreted as one it-
eration using the Newton-Raphson method. Another stream of work studies
the use of orthogonalizing conditions to define a new post-regularization es-
timator; this approach was considered for general models under high-level
conditions in Chernozhukov, Hansen and Spindler (2015). Further examples
of high-dimensional inference include the works Ren et al. (2015), Gao, Ma
and Zhou (2014) or data splitting methods (Meinshausen and Yu (2009)).
The work in essence shows an important result: an asymptotically normal
estimator for low-dimensional parameters can be constructed in several of
the common models.

Further key questions that were studied concern optimality properties
of these de-sparsified estimators. In particular, what are lower bounds on
the rate of convergence in the supremum norm? These questions have been
investigated for the linear regression with random design (Cai and Guo
(2015)) and for Gaussian graphical models (Ren et al. (2015)) and other
special cases of non-linear models (Gao, Ma and Zhou (2014)). The results
in these settings reveal several important findings, which we discuss for the
linear regression and graphical models. The minimax rates for estimation
of single elements (of the vector of regression coefficients or the precision
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matrix) are shown to satisfy

(1) igf;ugEﬁlT(X“% XY — 8] > C(1/v/n+ slogp/n),
€

for some constant C' > 0, where ; € R is a single regression coefficient
or a single entry in a precision matrix and the unknown sparsity s is the
number of non-zero entries in the regression vector or, in the case of Gaus-
sian graphical models, in rows of a precision matrix. The infimum in (1) is
taken over all estimators 7. The statement (1) further requires some mild
regularity conditions (see Cai and Guo (2015), Ren et al. (2015)). Naturally,
(1) implies that the parametric rate is optimal: it cannot be improved in
order. On the other hand, if there is insufficient sparsity, in particular when
the sparsity s satisfies s > n/log p, the minimax lower bounds diverge. This
is no surprise as the oracle inequalities for certain M-estimators have only
been shown under the condition s = o(n/logp). In the intermediate spar-
sity regime when /n/logp < s < n/logp, the parametric rate cannot be
achieved.

As for the upper bounds, the parametric rate 1/4/n can be achieved for
estimation of single entries. This basically follows directly from the asymp-
totic normality of the de-sparsified estimators, if sparsity of 5 is of small
order /n/log p. This sparsity condition is stronger than the condition nec-
essary for oracle inequalities (s = o(n/logp)). However, as we discuss in
Section 8.6, the sparsity condition s = o(y/n/logp) is essentially necessary
for asymptotically normal estimation. To summarize the findings, the anal-
ysis of the minimax rates revealed that under sufficient sparsity of small
order /n/logp, the parametric rate of order 1/y/n is optimal, and the de-
sparsified estimator achieves it (in the above mentioned cases).

In this paper, we attempt to answer further questions that arise concern-
ing the optimality of asymptotically normal estimators in high-dimensional
settings. The analysis on minimax rates does not address an important ques-
tion. The derived lower bound (1) does not reveal any explicit lower bounds
on the (asymptotic) variance. The question of efficiency in the spirit of the fa-
mous Cramér-Rao result thus remains open in the high-dimensional setting.
This motivates us to pose the following questions. Can we establish lower
bounds on the variance, similar to the Cramér-Rao bounds in the (semi-
)parametric setting, also in the high-dimensional setting? And if yes, can we
construct an estimator that achieves these bounds? We give an affirmative
answer to these questions.

2. Our contributions. Asymptotic efficiency of estimators was thor-
oughly studied in the traditional settings; we refer the reader to the books
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van der Vaart (2000), Bickel et al. (1993) and the references therein. These
results are however developed for fized models which do not change with n,
and hence they cannot be applied to high-dimensional settings where the
dimension of the parameter may grow with the sample size.

In this paper we develop a framework for establishing asymptotic effi-
ciency of estimators in high-dimensional models changing with n. We con-
centrate on two approaches towards deriving the lower efficiency bounds:
asymptotic Cramér-Rao bounds and Le Cam’s approach.

Firstly, we develop an asymptotic version of a semi-parametric Cramér-
Rao lower bound for sparse high-dimensional linear and graphical models. To
this end, we propose a strong asymptotic unbiasedness assumption. Loosely
speaking, this unbiasedness assumption measures the rate at which the bias
vanishes in shrinking neighbourhoods of the true distribution of “size” 1/+/n.
We consider the linear model and the Gaussian graphical model and for each
of them, we establish lower bounds on the variance of any asymptotically
unbiased estimator. The proposed framework might be applicable to other
high-dimensional models in a similar spirit.

Consequently, for linear regression and Gaussian graphical models, we
show that the de-sparsified estimator is an asymptotically unbiased estima-
tor and is asymptotically efficient, i.e. it reaches the derived lower bound.
Thus, compared to previous results, which only showed asymptotic normal-
ity or minimaxity (up to order in n) of the de-sparsified estimator, we show
that it is in terms of variance the best among all asymptotically unbiased
estimators: thus in this sense asymptotically efficient.

In the second approach, we extend some of the classical results of Le Cam
on local asymptotic normality to the high-dimensional setting. The result
underlies a likelihood expansion analysis and involves a careful adjustment
of Le Cam’s arguments to the high-dimensional setting. The result obtained
gives us the limiting distribution of an asymptotically linear estimator under
a small perturbation of the parameter. We next show for the linear model
that the de-sparsified estimator is regular: it converges locally uniformly
to the limiting normal distribution with zero mean, and among all regular
estimators it has the smallest asymptotic variance.

The two approaches above are strongly related, but one does not clearly
dominate the other. A more detailed comparison is discussed in Section 11.

As a by-product of our analysis, we establish new oracle results for the
Lasso. Typical analysis considers oracle inequalities for the prediction error
and the f;-error which hold with high-probability. We strengthen these or-
acle inequalities by showing that they also hold for the mean ¢;-error and
for higher orders of this error. These oracle inequalities are needed to claim
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strong asymptotic unbiasedness of the de-sparsified estimators.

3. Relation to prior work. As pointed out in Section 2, the tradi-
tional results as in, for instance, van der Vaart (2000) or Bickel et al. (1993),
are not directly applicable to the high-dimensional setting. We extend the
traditional approach to semi-parametric efficiency to the context of high-
dimensional models which requires adjustment of the arguments to a model
changing with n and the sparsity of the model is required to keep remain-
ders in approximate expansions under control. Our main results show that
the lower bounds for high-dimensional models are analogous to those for
parametric models, however, a new message for high-dimensional models is
that to obtain the parametric lower bound, we require that the “worst possi-
ble sub-direction” is sparse. Without this condition, we are unable to claim
asymptotic efficiency of the de-sparsified Lasso estimator.

Regarding the upper bounds, to construct asymptotically efficient esti-
mators, our work follows the methodology from the works van de Geer et al.
(2014) and Jankové and van de Geer (2016a), where de-sparsified Lasso
estimators are proposed for the linear regression and for undirected graph-
ical models. We borrow these constructions with some small adjustments.
However, the upper bounds derived for the de-sparsified estimators in the
mentioned papers are not sufficient for the present analysis: we need to show
a stronger oracle bound which holds in expectation. Moreover, we extend
the results for estimation of single entries as considered in van de Geer et al.
(2014) and Jankovéa and van de Geer (2016a) to linear functionals.

Asymptotic efficiency of estimators in high-dimensional settings chang-
ing with n was first considered in the paper van de Geer et al. (2014).
The paper provides a formulation of asymptotic efficiency of entries of the
de-biased lasso. The approach is based on embedding the high-dimensional
model into a fixed (i.e. not changing with n) infinite-dimensional model, for
which semi-parametric efficiency bounds are available (see van der Vaart
(2000)). However, such an embedding requires a very special model struc-
ture. In the present paper, we do not use an embedding but instead directly
develop the theory for models changing with n.

4. Organization of the paper. The particular sections of the paper
are divided as follows. In Section 7 we state preliminary results on oracle
inequalities for the mean f¢i-error of the Lasso estimator. In Section 6 we
propose a strong asymptotic unbiasedness assumption. Section 8 gives lower
and upper bounds on the variance of asymptotically unbiased estimators
in the linear model, considering random design in Section 8.3 and fixed
design in Section 8.4. In Section 9 we derive lower and upper bounds on
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the variance of asymptotically unbiased estimators in Gaussian graphical
models. Section 10 contains an extension of Le Cam’s lemma to the high-
dimensional setting, which is applicable to general non-linear models. Section
11 summarizes the results, conclusions and some open questions. Finally, the
proofs are contained in the supplemental article Jankova and van de Geer
(2016Db).

5. Notation. For a vector z = (z1,...,2,) € RP we denote its £, norm
by ||zl == (0, #F)V/P for p > 1. We further let ||z]|oo := max;—1__p |7
and ||z|lo = [{¢ : i € {1,...,p},z; # 0}|. For a vector x € R" we de-
note ||z||2 := ||x||3/n (with some abuse of notation). By e; we denote a p-
dimensional vector of zeros with a one at position 7. For a matrix A € R™*™,
we denote its (i, j)-th entry by A;;,i =1,...,m,j =1,...,n. Further, we let
[Alloo = maxi=1,..m,j=1,...n |Aijl, IAll; = maxi—1,.m 7 [Aij| and we
let [|A]| 7 denote the Frobenius norm of A. We denote its j-th column by A;.
By Anin(A4) and Apax(A) we denote the minimum and maximum eigenvalue
of a symmetric matrix A, respectively. We use tr(A) to denote the trace of
the matrix A. We recall here that for symmetric matrices A, B € RP*P it
holds that vec(A)Tvec(B) = tr(AB), where vec(A) is the vectorized version
of a matrix A obtained by stacking columns of A on each other.

For real sequences f,, gn, we write f, = O(gy) or fr, S gn if |fu| < Clgnl
for some C > 0 independent of n for all n. We write f, < g, if both f, =
O(gn) and 1/f, = O(1/gy) hold. Finally, f, = o(gy,) if lim,—e0 fn/gn = 0.
For a sequence of random variables X,,, we write X,, = Op(f,) if X,,/fn
is bounded in probability. We write X,, = op(1) if X,, converges to zero in
probability. We use ~~ to denote the convergence in distribution. By 1 we
denote the indicator function of the set 7. The identity matrix is denoted
by I.

6. Asymptotic unbiasedness. This section defines the concept of stro-
ng asymptotic unbiasedness that will be needed for the linear and graphical
model. We turn to the linear model in the next section. Consider a proba-
bility distribution P3 on some observation space X', where the parameter 3
lies is a p-dimensional parameter space B C RP. We consider the parameter
set

(2) B(dn) :={B € B: [|Bllo < dn, [|B]2 < C},

where C' > 0 is some universal constant and d,, is a known sequence that
will be specified later. We further define an f5-neighbourhood of a point
B € B(d,,) as follows

(3) B(B,e) = {B € B(dn) : |3 — Bll2 < &}.
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We remark that all the parameter vectors appearing in this paper are se-
quences depending on n. In general we omit the index n, except for situations
where omitting the index could lead to confusion.

Let g : B — R and let the parameter of interest be g(5). Our goal is
to derive an asymptotic lower bound for the variance of an estimator 7;, of
g(B), which is in some sense asymptotically unbiased. To this end, we define
strong asymptotic unbiasedness as follows.

DEFINITION 1. Let m, be a sequence such that n = o(my). We say
that T), is a strongly asymptotically unbiased estimator of g(8) at By (in a
neighbourhood of size c) with a rate my, if it holds that varg,(T,) = O(1/n)

and for every p € B (50, ﬁ) it holds

Jim /m (BT, — g(8)) = 0.

The motivation for Definition 1 comes from the asymptotic unbiasedness
assumption for semi-parametric models, which is assumed to hold in a small
neighborhood of fy. Definition 1 implies that the mean squared error of the
considered estimator must be of order 1/n.

7. Strong oracle inequalities for the Lasso. We present new results
on oracle inequalities for the Lasso estimator in linear regression which will
be needed in subsequent sections, but can also be of independent interest.
Typical high-dimensional analysis derives oracle inequalities for the Lasso
which hold with high probability (see Bithlmann and van de Geer (2011) for
an overview of such results). The paper Bellec and Tsybakov (2016) derives
bounds on the expectation of the prediction error. Here we derive oracle
inequalities for the ¢;-estimation error that hold in expectation.

Consider the linear model

(4) Y =Xpo+e,

where X is the n X p design matrix with independent rows X @ i=1,...,n,
Y is the n x 1 vector of observations and € = (ey,...,e,)7 € R” is the
(unobservable) error. The error satisfies Ee = 0 and its components ¢; are
independent for ¢ = 1,...,n. Moreover, the error ¢ and the design matrix
X are independent. We further denote the Gram matrix by 3 := X7 X /n.
The vector By = (BY,..., 53) € R? is unknown. The unknown number of
non-zero entries of By is denoted by s := ||5y||o and is called the sparsity of

Bo-
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The Lasso estimator with a tuning parameter A > 0 is defined as follows:

(5) B = arg min [|Y — XB[[2 + 2|81
BERP

The known results on oracle inequalities for the Lasso (5) give high-probabili-
ty bounds for the prediction error and the ¢1-error (or under some conditions,
for the l4-error for 1 < ¢ < 2). In particular, for the tuning parameter
A < y/log p/n and under further conditions that may be found in Bithlmann
and van de Geer (2011), it holds

1X(B = Bo)lI2 + AlIB — Bollr = Op(sA?).

Bellec and Tsybakov (2016) show analogous results for the expected pre-
diction error E|| X (3 — Bo)||ln for the case of fixed design. We show such
results may be obtained for the expected ¢i-error, under almost identical
conditions. In particular, Theorem 1 presented below implies that the mean
{1-error, Eg, || B— Boll1, is up to a logarithmic factor of the same order as the
oracle error Eg, ||Bora — folli = O(s/v/n), where B4 is the oracle maximum
likelihood estimator (i.e. a maximum likelihood estimator applied with the
knowledge of true non-zero entries of 8y). Theorem 1 actually shows a more
general result since it considers also higher-order errors, namely the k-th
order error EBOHB — Bol|¥ for any fixed k € {1,2,...}.

We consider the situation when the errors ¢; are independent and sub-
Gaussian (with a universal constant) and the design X has independent
sub-Gaussian rows (with a universal constant). To this end, we recall a sub-
Gaussianity assumption on random variables and vectors (see Section 14 in
Biithlmann and van de Geer (2011)).

DEFINITION 2. We say that a random vector Z € R™ has sub-Gaussian
entries with constants K, Ko > 0 if

2 /72 .
EeZi/K <Ky, j=1,....,m.

We say that a random wvector Z € R™ is sub-Gaussian with constants
K, Ky > 0 if for all a € R™ such that ||a||2 = 1 it holds that

Eele" 2°/K* < [,

In our further analysis, we typically require that the sub-Gaussianity con-
dition as in Definition 2 is satisfied with universal constants K, Ko > 0. A
prime example of a sub-Gaussian random vector with a universal constant
is a Gaussian random vector with zero mean and covariance matrix Y that
satisfies Apax(Xo) = O(1). We formulate the conditions on the error and the
design in the following.
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(A1) Assume the linear model (4), where the errors ¢; are independent sub-
Gaussian random variables with universal constants and with Ee; = 0.
(A2) Assume that X is a random n X p matrix independent of € with inde-
pendent rows X i = 1, ..., n, with mean zero and with sub-Gaussian
entries with universal constants. We let ¥y := EX and suppose that

1/Amin(30) = O(1).

(A2*) Assume that X is a random nx p matrix independent of € with indepen-

dent sub-Gaussian rows X =1,....n, with universal constants,
with mean zero. We let ¥y := EX and suppose that 1/Anin(Xo) =
O(1).

Under conditions (A2) or (A2*) we denote the inverse covariance matrix
by O := Egl and by @9— we denote its j-th column (j =1,...,p).

THEOREM 1. Suppose that conditions (A1), (A2) are satisfied. Suppose
that ||Boll2 = O(1), sy/logp/n = o(1l) and let k € {1,2,...} be fized.
Consider the Lasso estimator j3 defined in (5) with a tuning parameter
A > ery/logp/n, where ¢ > 0 is a sufficiently large universal constant and
T > 1 satisfies 72 > 2klog((v/sA?)~')/logp. Then there erists a universal
constant C1 such that

(EgollB — Bollf)'/* < Crs.
Taking k£ = 1, under the conditions of Theorem 1 we obtain

Eg, |8 — Bolli < CrsA.

Theorem 1 can also be easily extended to fixed design, under a compat-
ibility condition (see Section 13) on the Gram matrix 33, which substitutes
the condition Amin(20) > L > 0, and under the condition ||| = O(1).

We comment on the conditions (A1), (A2) and ||Boll2 = O), [|Bollo =
o(y/n/logp) assumed in Theorem 1. Condition |5yl = o(y/n/logp) to-
gether with conditions (A1), (A2) was used to apply the high-probability
oracle results for Lasso as in Bithlmann and van de Geer (2011) to the
case of random design. Condition ||fp|l2 = O(1) can be justified under an
assumption on the boundedness of the “signal-to-noise ratio”. The “signal-
to-noise ratio” is defined as the ratio of the variance of the signal (observa-
tions) and the variance of the noise, i.e. Y ;- | varg,(Y;)/ > i, var(e;) = 1+
BES0B0 /02, where 02 = %Z?:l var(€;). Hence, under upper-boundedness
of 1/Amin(X0), the signal-to-noise ratio is up to a constant lower-bounded
by ||Bol|3/02. If we assume that the signal-to-noise ratio remains bounded
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and the variance of the noise o2 is bounded (as implied by condition (A1)),
then the fs-norm of By must also remain bounded.

Finally, the condition 72 > 2klog((sA?)~!)/logp only guarantees that
we choose sufficiently large regularization parameter \ > c74/logp/n by
choosing 7 large enough compared to the order k of the error that we want
to control. If p > n and A = ¢7/log p/n, the condition reduces to 7 > CVE
for some constant C' > 0. Then clearly, this condition means that the higher
order of error we want to control, the stronger regularization must be chosen.

8. The de-sparsified Lasso.

8.1. Methodology. As an initial estimator, we consider the Lasso esti-
mator (5). The Lasso estimator is well-understood in terms of prediction
and estimation error bounds, and was shown minimax optimal in terms
of the prediction error and /i-error. However, due to the inclusion of the
{1-penalty, the estimator is biased and its limiting distribution can accumu-
late a positive mass at zero (Knight and Fu (2000)). In view of statistical
inference, a de-sparsified or de-biased version of the Lasso was then consid-
ered (see Zhang and Zhang (2014), van de Geer et al. (2014), Javanmard
and Montanari (2014a), Javanmard and Montanari (2014a), Javanmard and
Montanari (2014b), Javanmard and Montanari (2015)), which was shown to
be asymptotically normal for estimation of B;-).

To construct the de-biased estimator, we further need to construct a sur-
rogate inverse of f), or in other words we need to construct an estimator
of the inverse covariance matrix Oy = X 1. We define @j as an estimate
of the column (9? obtained by solving the following program, that will be
referred to as nodewise regression (see van de Geer et al. (2014)). Recall
that X is the design matrix with rows X @ j=1,...,n. The columns of the
design matrix X will be denoted by X;,j =1,...,p, and by X_; we denote
the n x (p — 1) matrix obtained by removing the j-th column from X. For
j=1,...,p, we let

(6) 4j ==arg min [ X; — X_jv[ +2X]1v]1,
~yeRp—1

77 = 11X = X-53507 + Nl

and we denote the j-th column of the nodewise Lasso estimator by

A~

N . .  NT /A
(7) O; = (=1, —Vjj=1 L =Hjjt1s- - —Vip) /755

where \; < y/logp/n for j =1,...,p, uniformly in j. We denote the node-

wise Lasso estimator by © := (@1, ...,0p). The necessary Karush-Kuhn-
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Tucker conditions corresponding to the nodewise regression (obtained by re-
placing derivatives by sub-differentials) imply the condition |26, — €;]lco =
Op(/\j/f']z) (see van de Geer et al. (2014)), which will be needed later. We
now define the de-sparsified Lasso introduced in van de Geer et al. (2014),

(8) b:=pB+0"XT(Y — XB)/n,

and we let lA)j denote its j-th entry. The motivation for the definition (8)
comes from updating the initial Lasso estimator 3 by removing the bias due
to the ¢1-penalty. We briefly summarize the main results on b as derived in
van de Geer et al. (2014). The estimator lA)j can be shown to be asymptotically
linear with a remainder term of small order 1/4/n, in particular, under the
conditions (A1), (A2*) and

s = o(v/n/log p), max s; = o(v/n/logp)
J=1,..,p

it holds X
b— By =00XTe/n+ A,

where s; 1= H@?Ho and ||Alloe = 0op(1/4/n). Thus, after normalization by /n
and by the (estimated) standard deviation, asymptotic normality of entries
of b with zero mean and unit variance follows by the central limit theorem.
We now investigate the question of “regularity” and asymptotic efficiency
of this estimator.

We first show that the de-sparsified estimator Bj satisfies the strong asymp-
totic unbiasedness condition from Definition 1 in Section 6. We then show
that Z)j achieves the lower bound on the variance of any strongly asymptot-
ically unbiased estimator. Thus in this sense the de-sparsified estimator is
asymptotically efficient. In Section 8.3 we investigate the case of a random
Gaussian design matrix and in Section 8.4 the case of a fixed design matrix.

8.2. Strong asymptotic unbiasedness of the de-sparsified Lasso. We con-
sider estimation of linear functionals g(3) = ¢7 3, where £ € RP is a known
vector. We define an estimator of g(3) = ¢7'3 as a linear combination & of
the de-sparsified estimator b. This yields

(9) be == Tb=¢T3+TOXT(Y — XB)/n.

Then we have the following lemma, which shows strong asymptotic unbi-
asedness of b for estimation of 7R,

LEMMA 1.  Suppose that conditions (A1), (A2%) are satisfied, By € B(dy,)
where dy, = o(y/n/logp), max;s; < d,, ||(]1 = O(1) and ||Xo]lec = O(1).
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Let i)g be the estimator defined in (9) with tuning parameters of the Lasso
and nodewise regression A < \; < \/log p/n uniformly in j =1,...,p. Then
be is a strongly asymptotically unbiased estimator of T8 at fo.

8.3. Main results for random design. We derive lower bounds for the
variance of a strongly asymptotically unbiased estimator. We consider the
following conditions on the error distribution and the design matrix X.

(B1) Assume the linear model (4) with € ~ N(0, I).

(B2) Assume that X is a random n X p matrix independent of ¢ with in-
dependent rows X ~ N(0,%) for i = 1,...,n. Suppose that the
inverse covariance matrix Qg := X! exists, 1/Ampin(X0) = O(1) and

[Zolloe = O(1).

THEOREM 2. Suppose that conditions (B1), (B2) are satisfied. Suppose
that T,, is a strongly asymptotically unbiased estimator of g(B) at By €

B(d,) with a rate m,. Let h € RP satisfy h"Soh = 1 and By + h/\/m, €
B ( Bo, ﬁ) for a sufficiently large universal constant c. Assume moreover
that for some g(y) € RP it holds

(10) Vi (9(Bo + h/v/mz) = 9(Bo)) = kT §(Bo) + o(1).

Then
nvarg, (T,) > [" §(B0)]” — o(1).

Theorem 2 yields a lower bound [T §(5)]? — o(1) on the variance of
an estimator which is a strongly asymptotically unbiased estimator in a
direction h, such that Sy+h/,/m, remains within the model. By maximizing
[RT4(By)]? over all feasible h, we obtain the following corollary.

CorRoLLARY 1. If fo + ©03(80)/v/5(B0) €0 (Bo)ma € B (6o, =),
then the lower bound from Theorem 2 is maximized at the value

ho == ©09(60)/1/3(B0)T©0g (o),

and under the conditions of Theorem 2, we get and under the conditions of
Theorem 2, we get

nva‘rﬁo(Tn) > g(,@o)T@og(ﬂo) - 0(1)'
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DEFINITION 3. Let g be differentiable at By with derivative g(By). We
call

co == ©0(B0)/9(B0)" ©og(Bo)

the worst possible sub-direction for estimating g(fo).

The motivation for the terminology worst possible sub-direction in Def-
inition 3 is given by Corollary 1. The normalization by §(50)7 ©0g(Bo) is
arbitrary but natural from a projetion theory point of view.

As a special case, consider estimation of g(3) = 3; for some fixed value
of j € {1,...,p}. Then ¢g(B) = ej, the j-th unit vector in RP. Clearly,
©0g(Bo) = Boe; = 69 and g(60)"O0g(Bo) = €] Ope; = O, where 6
is the j-th column of ©y and @?j is its j-th diagonal element. It follows
that c(; = @9— / @?j is the worst possible sub-direction for estimating 3;. If

Bo+ @?/\/ 0Y,m, € B (50, ﬁ), then Corollary 1 implies the lower bound
varg, (T,,) > @?j/n +o(1/n).

REMARK 1. To establish the lower bound, it is crucial that the worst
possible sub-direction lies within the model. For illustration, consider the
situation with the parameter of interest being g(8) = B1. When ©Y is not
sufficiently sparse, we are not allowed to take the global maximizer h =
0Y/4/0Y, in the mazimum and the lower bound might thus become smaller.
In that case, the lower bound is given via a sparse approximation of the (non-
sparse) precision matriz. For a set M C {1,...,p} and a vector v € RP, we
denote vy as a p-dimensional vector with entries not in M set to zero. Then
we may write

ma hT61
X
Bo+h/\/mn€B(Boc/mm) hT Xoh
LT e1]?
> max max [TMil]
Mc{1,..p}: heRP:||hyslla<c,  hy, Yol

[M|=dn—Bollo  ||8;+hns//Mnl2<C

But if h := (Z%/LM)_IQ satisfies ||hll2 < ¢ and ||8Y; + h/\/Tin|l2 < C, then
the lower bound is

rhax S0 — o(1),
PN R PR L T

where E?M’M s the reduction of g obtained by keeping only columns and
rows belonging to the set M. If ©) has sparsity d, — ||Bol|o, then this lower



14 J. JANKOVA AND S. VAN DE GEER

bound coincides with (20)1_11 —o(1) as before. If ©Y is not sufficiently sparse,
then the lower bound is given via a sparse approximation of the precision
matriz. Finally, as will be seen in the following sections, without assuming
the sparsity condition on the worst possible sub-direction, we would not be
able to conclude asymptotic efficiency of the de-sparsified Lasso estimator.

Finally we show that the de-sparsified estimator l;j achieves the lower
bound on the variance. Thus the de-sparsified estimator is strongly asymp-
totically unbiased and has the smallest variance among all strongly asymp-
totically unbiased estimators. We assume Gaussianity of the error and the
design matrix, as the lower bounds have only been derived for this case.

THEOREM 3. Suppose that conditions (B1), (B2) are satisfied, By €
B(dy) with d,, = o (y/n/logp) and max;s; < d,,. Assume that ||£]|; = O(1).
Let 135 be the estimator defined in (9) with tuning parameters of the Lasso
and nodewise regression X =< A; < \/logp/n, uniformly in j = 1,...,p.
Then 135 is a strongly asymptotically unbiased estimator of €T3 at By. Let T
be any strongly asymptotically unbiased estimator of €T3 at By and assume

that By + ©0&/(ET00EN)Y? € B(Bo, ¢/+/n). Then it holds

> §700¢ + 0(1)7 var s, (be) = TO¢ + 0(1)_

T
varg, ( ) n n

To obtain the result of Theorem 3, we assumed that Go+60& /(€7 Ogén)l/?
€ B(fp,c/+/n), which guarantees that the worst possible sub-direction stays
within the model. Further we assumed that the sparsity in [y satisfies
s = o(y/n/logp) and that the sparsity in the rows of ©g is of small order
v/n/log p. Thus, to be able to claim asymptotic efficiency of the de-sparsified
Lasso, we not only require sparsity in 5y, but also sufficient sparsity in the
precision matrix. Note that the sparsity condition on ) is almost a necessary
condition as discussed in Section 8.6 below.

8.4. Main results for fized design. In this section, we assume that the
design matrix X is fixed (non-random). Recall that ¥ = X7 X/n is the
Gram matrix. The following theorem is an analogy of Theorem 2 for fixed
design.

THEOREM 4. Let X be a fized n X p matriz and suppose that condition
(B1) is satisfied. Let h € RP be such that hTSh = O(1) and By + h/ /M, €
B(Bo,c/\/my). Suppose that T, is a strongly asymptotically unbiased esti-
mator of g(B) at By in the direction h with rate m,,. Assume moreover that
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for some g(By) € RP it holds that

(11) Vi (9(Bo + h/v/mz) = 9(Bo)) = kT §(Bo) + o(1).

Then
nvarg, (T,) > [" §(B0)]” — o(1).

For fixed design, the matrix 3 is not invertible, and thus we cannot use the
reasoning as in Section 8.3. We can however try to remedy this by propos-
ing an approx1mate worst possible sub-direction. To this end, we may use
an estimator @ which acts as a surrogate inverse of > in a certain sense.
Such an estimate can be obtained in the same way as for the random de-
sign, using the nodewise regression (7). The necessary Karush-Kuhn-Tucker
conditions of the nodewise regression (obtained by replacing derivatives by
sub-differentials) again imply the condition ||[£0; —¢;]|o = Op();/ %]2) The
de-sparsified estimator can then be defined in the same way as for the ran-
dom design, as in equation (8).

We consider estimation of g(fp) := 5]0-, although one could further con-
sider estimation of linear functionals, similarly as for the random design.
Strong asymptotic unbiasedness of l;j for estimation of 3; then follows sim-
ilarly as in Lemma 1 (with g(8) = f;) for all 8 € B(d,), under d, =
o(y/n/logp), if the compatibility condition is satisfied for 3 with a uni-
versal constant and ||3]|s = O(1). For the definition of the compatibility
condition, see Definition 4 in Section 13 of the supplemental article Jankova
and van de Geer (2016b). We formulate the asymptotic efficiency of Bj for
g(8) := B; in the following theorem.

THEOREM 5. Assume that condition (B1) is satisfied and By € B(dy)
with d, = o(y/n/logp). Let j € {1,...,p} and let ©; be obtained using
the nodewise regression as in (7) with A\j < y/logp/n. Suppose that [y +

]/( jjn)1/2 € B(Bo,c/\/n), H@ llo = O(1), the compatibility condition is
satisfied for S with a universal constant and ||3||sc = O(1). Then Ej defined
in (8) using @ and with A < \/logp/n is a strongly asymptotically unbiased

estimator of ﬁj at By and for any strongly asymptotically unbiased estimator
T of Bj at By it holds

varg (1) 2 2, g 1) = 24200,

The condition By +©;/1/O;;n € B(d,) implies that ||©;o = O(d,,). To this
end, we refer to Lemma 12 in Section 14 of the supplemental article Jankova
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and van de Geer (2016b), which shows that sparsity in é)j constructed us-
ing nodewise regression is guaranteed under random design. The condition
||@j\|2 = O(1) replaces the eigenvalue condition we needed in the case of
random design.

8.5. Le Cam’s bounds. In this section, we provide an alternative ap-
proach, which makes another choice in the formulation of asymptotic ef-
ficiency. This approach is based on Le Cam’s arguments (see e.g. van der
Vaart (2000)) rather than the Cramér-Rao bounds, and it allows us to show
that the convergence of the de-sparsified estimator to the limiting normal
distribution with smallest possible variance is locally uniform in the under-
lying unknown parameter, and the asymptotic variance of the de-sparsified
estimator is smallest among the class of asymptotically linear estimators.
Furthermore, the result identifies the asymptotic bias of asymptotically lin-
ear estimators. A detailed comparison of the two approaches for deriving
the lower bounds is deferred to Section 11.

We consider the setting from Section 8.3, where the design matrix X is
random with the parameter of interest being g(3) = ;.

THEOREM 6. Assume that conditions (B1), (B2) are satisfied, By €
B(d,) with d,, = o(y/n/logp), ||®9||0 < dp, and Apax(X0) = O(1). Assume
that Bj is defined in (8) with tuning parameters X\ < X\; < y/logp/n. Then
for every 3, € B <Bo, ﬁ) 1t holds

n ZA) - ~n B
%&N(o,n.

Let T,, be an asymptotically linear estimator with an influence function lg,:
1 ¢ i i -

(12) Tn_ﬁ?:;;lﬁo(X()7Y())+0Pﬁo(n 1/2),

where Elg, (XD, YD) = 0 and var(lg, (XD, YD) =: Vi, < oco. Assume that

for allh € RP and i =1,...,n it holds

(13) Elg, (XD, Y e;h X0 — hj = o(1).

Then
Vi = 0%+ 0(1).
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8.6. Discussion of the conditions. We briefly discuss the conditions as-
sumed to obtain the above results. To establish asymptotic efficiency of the
de-sparsified estimator, we considered conditions analogous to the conditions
assumed in van de Geer et al. (2014). These include a sparsity condition on
the parameter [y of order o(y/n/logp), conditions on the covariance matrix
Anin(X0) = O(1), [|30]lec = O(1), sparsity of the precision matrix and a
Gaussianity assumption on the rows on the precision matrix. Unlike in van
de Geer et al. (2014), we assume Gaussianity of the design matrix and the
error; this condition was needed to derive the lower bounds. In addition to
the conditions from van de Geer et al. (2014), we also assume boundedness
of fo-norm of 5y, which follows if the signal to noise ratio is bounded as ar-
gued in Section 7. Condition (13) from Theorem 6 is a variant of asymptotic
unbiasedness which is known to be satisfied in many traditional settings
(see e.g. van der Vaart (2000)). The condition is discussed in more detail in
Section 10 below.

Our analysis requires the sparsity condition s = o(y/n/log p). This condi-
tion is essentially necessary in the linear regression setting for construction
of an asymptotically normal estimator, as argued in the following. First ob-
serve that if the (slightly weaker) condition s = O(y/n/log p) is not satisfied,
then there cannot exist an estimator T, of 5; € R and a sequence o,, = O(1)
such that

(14) \/E(Tn - 5;))/O-n ~ N(Ov 1)'

Suppose that there exists an estimator 7,, that satisfies (14). Then necessar-
ily /n(T,, — B?)/an = Op(1). By similar reasoning as in Ren et al. (2015),
we have under the conditions assumed the minimax rates for E|T,, — B;-)] of
order % + %. But then necessarily slogp/n = O(1/y/n), which gives
s = O(y/n/logp). This is only slightly weaker than the condition we require,

s = o(y/n/logp).

Furthermore, for simplicity of presentation, we assumed that the variance
of the noise is fixed at o. = 1. In general, we can include the parameter o,
as an unknown parameter in the model, and by orthogonality of the score
corresponding to this parameter and the score corresponding to 3, we can
easily extend the arguments. The noise variance will then appear in both
lower and upper bounds.

9. Gaussian graphical models. In this part, we consider efficient esti-
mation of edge weights in undirected Gaussian graphical models. Gaussian
graphical models have become a popular tool for representing dependen-
cies within large sets of variables and have found application in areas such
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as neuroscience, biology and climate data analysis. In particular, Gaussian
graphical models encode conditional dependencies between variables (nodes
in the graph) by including an edge between two variables if and only if
they are not independent given all the other variables. This corresponds to
the problem of estimation of the precision matrix of a multivariate normal
distribution, which we now introduce.

(C1) Assume that the n x p matrix X has independent rows X, i =
1,...,n which are N,(0, Xg)—distributed.

Denote the precision matrix by ©g := X7 ! where the inverse of ¥ is as-
sumed to exist. The matrix ©g € RP*P is unknown, but we assume bounds
on its row-sparsity (column-sparsity) s; := ||@2H0, where @2 is the j-th
column of the precision matrix.

9.1. Methodology. There have been several methods proposed for esti-
mation of the precision matrix in the high-dimensional setting when p > n
(see Friedman, Hastie and Tibshirani (2008), Meinshausen and Biihlmann
(2006)). These methods are based on regularization techniques and lead to
estimators that are biased. De-biasing was then studied similarly as in the
linear regression, and it was shown that de-biasing leads to estimators which
are asymptotically normal. For our further analysis, we consider the de-
sparsified nodewise Lasso estimator proposed in Jankova and van de Geer
(2016a). We show that this estimator is strongly asymptotically unbiased
and reaches the lower bound on the variance derived in the previous section.

To introduce the methodology, consider again the nodewise Lasso estima-
tor © = (0y4,...,0,) defined in (7). Define the de-sparsified nodewise Lasso
(see Jankova and van de Geer (2016a))

(15) T:=6+67-0636.

Furthermore, we write Tij = (:),-j + éji — @?2@] for i,5 = 1,...,p. The
method and its asymptotic properties were studied in Jankova and van de
Geer (2016a). The estimator éj can be shown to be asymptotically linear
with a remainder term of small order 1/4/n, in particular, under condition
(C1) and under max;j—i, ., s; = o(y/n/logp) it holds

T —09=-0l-%0)0 +A,

where [|Alloc = op(1/y/n). Thus, after normalization by /n and by the
(estimated) standard deviation, it follows that it is asymptotically standard
normal and minimax optimal (see Ren et al. (2015), Jankova and van de
Geer (2016a)). We investigate the question of “regularity” and asymptotic
efficiency of the proposed estimator.
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9.2. Strong asymptotic unbiasedness of the de-sparsified nodewise Lasso.
Suppose that the parameter © ranges over a parameter space T'C RP*P, We
then define the parameter set

G(dy,...,dy) = {©0e€T:0=07 6l <Cidj,j=1,...,p,
1/Am1n(@) S 027Amax(@) S 03}7

for some universal constants C,Cs,C3 > 0. We also need to readjust the
definition of a neighbourhood from (3); hence in this section we let

B(©,¢) :={0 €G(dy,...,dp) : |© - O|r <}

The following lemma shows that Tij is strongly asymptotically unbiased for
estimation of @?j.

LEMMA 2. Leti,j € {1,...,p}, assume that condition (C1) is satisfied
and O € G(di,...,dp) with max(d;,d;) = o(y/n/logp). Let Tij be defined
in (15), where éuéj are the i-th and j-th columns of the nodewise Lasso
estimator with tuning parameters \; < \; < y/logp/n. Then Tij s a strongly
asymptotically unbiased estimator for @gj.

9.3. Main results. We first derive an asymptotic lower bound for the
variance of T, when T, is strongly asymptotically unbiased. We restrict
our attention to estimation of linear functionals of the precision matrix Oy,
h(Bg) = tr(¥Oy), where ¥ € RP*P is a known matrix. We shall consider the
case when V is of rank one, say ¥ = 615% for some vectors &1,& € RP. This
corresponds to estimation of g(0g) = &7 ©g&s, where &1, & € RP are known
vectors.

Contrary to previous sections, the high-dimensional parameter is a matrix,
therefore instead of a vector direction h we shall write the capital letter H
to denote a matrix direction in RP*P,

THEOREM 7. Assume condition (C1), assume that ©¢ € G(di,...,dp)
where maxj—1__,d; = o(y/n/logp) and ©g + H/\/n € B(Og,c/\/n). Sup-
pose that T, is a strongly asymptotically unbiased estimator of g(0) = ¢1'0&;

at ©g € G(d1,...,dp) in the direction H := Oo(&165 + &61)0¢ /o, where
o? 1= &] ©g€1€] Opla + (£] Op&2)?.

Then it holds
vare, (T,)
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As a corollary, consider estimation of g(©¢) = @?j for some fixed (i,75) €
{1,...,p}% Then the worst sub-direction is given by H := (@9(@?)T +
@?(@?)T)/a where 02 := (@%)2 +®?i@?j and the corresponding lower bound
is ((@%)2 + @?Z-@gj)/n +o(1/n).

We now show that the de-sparsified estimator Tij reaches the lower bound
on the variance for the parameter of interest g(0g) = @?j.

THEOREM 8. Suppose that condition (C1) holds, ©g € G(di,...,dp)
where max(d;, d;) = o (v/n/logp). Suppose that ©g+ H/\/n € B(©g,c//n)
for H := (@g(@g)T + @?(@g)T)/a. Let Ty be defined in (15), where ©;, 0
are the i-th and j-th columns of the nodewise Lasso estimator with tuning
parameters \; < \j < \/logp/n. Then Tij s a strongly asymptotically un-
biased estimator of ©;; at ©q and for any strongly asymptotically unbiased
estimator T' of ©;; at ©q it holds

000 02 000 02
var@0 (T) 2 ®ZZ@]_] + (SU) + 0(1), Vareo(Tij) — @2263] + (Szy) + 0(1) )

The condition ©p+H/\/n € B(©g,c/+/n) for H = (@9(@2)T+®2(®9)T)/a
ensures that perturbation of ©g along the worst possible sub-direction H
lies within the model. This also implies that ||[Hgl|lo < 2C1dg,k =1,...,p,
which in turn implies that necessarily [|©%o = O(dy), H@?Ho = O(dy) for
k =1,...,p. Note that we only require sparsity in the ¢-th and j-th col-
umn of the precision matrix. Furthermore, we must have |H||r < c¢. This is
satisfied under the eigenvalue conditions noting that ||H||% = tr(HT H) and
10212 = O(1) for k=14, j.

9.4. Discussion of the conditions. We comment on the conditions used to
obtain the above results. The conditions under which we show asymptotic
efficiency only include eigenvalue conditions on the true precision matrix,
sparsity conditions on columns/rows of the precision matrix and Gaussianity
of the observations X® i = 1,...,n. These conditions are almost identical
to conditions in van de Geer et al. (2014) and Jankova and van de Geer
(2016a), with the exception of Gaussianity which was used for deriving the
lower bounds. In particular, the condition on row sparsity required is the
same as for the linear model: s = o(y/n/logp). In view of the results on
minimax rates for estimation of elements of precision matrices (which are
derived in Ren et al. (2015)), the condition s = o(y/n/log p) is necessary for
asymptotically normal estimation, which follows by similar reasoning as for
the linear regression.



EFFICIENCY BOUNDS FOR HIGH-DIMENSIONAL MODELS 21

10. Le Cam’s bounds for general models. In this section, we pro-
vide an extension to general non-linear models and a general parameter of
interest. This is achieved via adjustment of Le Cam’s arguments on asymp-
totic efficiency to the high-dimensional setting. Let X1, ... X be i.i.d.
with distribution Pg, ; : Bn0 € B where B is an open convex subset of R”.
We consider the parameter set

B(dyn) := {8 € B : [|Bllo < Cidn, [|B]l2 < Ca},

where C1,Cy = O(1) and d, is a known sequence that will be specified
later. Suppose that the parameter of interest is g(8,,0) for some function g :
B — R. Assume that for an estimator T}, of g(/,,0), we can show asymptotic
linearity: there exists a real-valued function /g, , on & (an influence function)
and some sequence 3, o such that

BnO Zlﬁno +0P5 o(n_l/2)7

where Py lg, , = 0 and the variance Vg, , = Pﬁn,ol%no < oo. Under the
conditions of the central limit theorem, the asymptotic linearity implies that

(16) V(T — g(Ba0))/ V"2 7 N (0, 1),

For asymptotically linear estimators, we thus have the “asymptotic variance”
Vo = Pﬁn,ol%n,o' We shall need some conditions on the differentiability of g
and the score function. Furthermore, we shall need a Lindeberg’s condition
related to the influence and score function. Assume that Pg is dominated
by some o-finite measure for all 5 in the parameter space and denote the
corresponding probability densities by pg. We denote the log-likelihood by

l3(x) :=log pg(x) and the score function by sg(z) := aegém) for all x € X.

(D1) (Differentiability of g) Suppose that for a given £, € B(Bn0, ﬁ) it

holds B
Vi(9(Bn) = 9(Bn0)) = 1" §(Bn0) + o(1),
where h = \/n(B, — Bn.o)-

(D2) (Differentiability of the score) Suppose that the score function 8 — sg
is twice differentiable and the second derivative satisfies ||33lcc < L
for some universal constant L > 0 and for all 8 € B(d,). Let Ig, , =
Pgmosﬁn’osgnyo and assume that Anax(Ig,,) = O(1), 1/Anin(Is,,) =
O(1) and

1.
(17) = > 8800+ Iguollo = Op(N),
i=1
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for some A > 0. Suppose that d,, = o(max{1/\,n'/3}).
(D3) (Lindeberg’s condition) Denote fg, ,(x) = lg, ,(x) + h'sg, ,(x) for
x € RP. Suppose that for all € > 0

. 2 o
(18) Jim Pg, o f5,01)75,  1>evn =0

and assume that Vg, , 1= Pﬁn,ol%no = O(1) and 1/Vp, , = O(1).

Condition (D1) is a differentiability condition on g; an analogous condition is
assumed in the first approach through Cramér-Rao bounds. Condition (D2)
is a differentiability condition on the score, which is used to obtain a Taylor
expansion of the likelihood. Furthermore, the condition (17) guarantees that

—isn 58,.0(X () is a good estimator of the Fisher information in supre-

mum norm. This can be verified e.g. for linear regression with A < \/log p/n.
Condition (D2) further assumes the sparsity d,, = o(max{1/\,n'/3}), which
guarantees that the likelihood ratio expansion approximately holds. Finally,
condition (D3) is a Lindeberg’s condition which is needed to conclude asymp-
totic normality of certain quantities, since in Theorem 9 below we do not
require any distributional assumption. This condition can be verified for
particular models.

THEOREM 9. Let g : B — R and suppose that for some fixed sequence
Bno € B(dy) it holds

(19) 5”0 Zlﬁno +0Pg 0( _1/2)7

where Pg, lg, , = 0. For some fized constant ¢ > 0, let Bn € B(Bno, ﬁ)

and denote h := /n(Byn — Bno). Suppose that conditions (D1), (D2) and
(D3) are satisfied. Then it holds

\/H(Tn - g(ﬂnyo + %)) - (Pﬁn,o (lﬁn,OhTSﬁn,O) - th(/Bn70)) B"v0+%
12 -~ N
ﬁn,O

0,1).

The result of Theorem 9 contains a bias term Ps, (I3, ,h” s, o) —h* §(Bn,0)
which depends on h. Now consider that the bias term in the result of the
theorem above vanishes, i.e. that the following condition on the score func-
tion sg, , and the function lg, , is satisfied: for every h € R” it holds that

(20) PBn,O (lﬁn,o hTSﬁn,O) - th(Bnyo) = O(]‘)
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The condition (20) is a variant of asymptotic unbiasedness which is known
to be satisfied in many traditional settings. If condition (20) is satisfied, then
the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality implies

(hT3(Bn0))? < Vi,oh" I, oh + o(V5/2 (W 15, ,h)'72).

Hence this implies a lower bound on the asymptotic variance Vj, , of an
asymptotically linear estimator as follows

(21)  Vao = (WT3(Bn0)? " Tg, oh + oV, ) (W T, o 1) '/?).

Assuming that the inverse of Ig, , exists, the right-hand side of (21) is

maximized at h = IB 9(Bn,0), provided that B0+ h/v/n € B(Bn,0,c/v/1).
Hence we obtain the following lower bound on the asymptotic variance

Vio = 9(Bn0) 151 0(Bn0) + o(Vs!2 (3(Bn.0) 15 9(Bn0)) /).

We summarize this simple claim in the lemma below.

LEMMA 3. Let T;, satisfy (19) with Vg, , = O(1),1/Amin(Ig,,) = O(1)
and for every h € RP it holds that

(22) Pﬁn O(ZBn,OhTSﬁn,O) - th(Bnyo) = 0(1)7
then if Bno + 1 ﬁno 9(Bno)/vn € B(Bn,o,c/\/n), it holds that
Voo 2 g(ﬂn,O)TIﬁnlo (Bn,0) + o(1).

Theorem 9 in conjunction with Lemma 3 gives the result summarized in
Corollary 2 below.

COROLLARY 2. Suppose that conditions of Theorem 9 and the condition
(22) are satisfied and that o + Iﬁ_n%og(ﬂn,o)/\/ﬁ € B(Bn,0,¢/\/n). Then

(23) VAT = g(Bao + h/Vm) V2 Y e (0,1),
where
Vano = 9(Bn0) 15, 9(Bno) + o(1).

The corollary implies that asymptotic efficiency is attained by an estima—
tor which is asymptotically linear with an influence function iz = g(ﬁ)TI 58,
provided that it satisfies the condition (22).

We have already shown how these results can be applied to the linear
regression setting in Section 8.5. We remark that the result of Theorem 9
is not directly applicable to Gaussian graphical models, where the unknown
parameter has overall sparsity ps, where s = o(y/n/logp).
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REMARK 2. The sparsity condition d, = o(n'/®) arises when consider-
ing Taylor expansion of the log-likelihood for general models. Hence, when
there is some special structure in the log-likelihood function, weaker sparsity
conditions might be possible. For instance, for linear regression setting, the
Hessian of the log-likelihood does not depend on the unknown parameter [,
hence in that case by inspection of the likelihood expansion in the proof of
Theorem 9, we see that the condition d, = o(y/n/logp) is sufficient.

11. Conclusions. In this paper we have proposed a framework for
studying asymptotic efficiency in high-dimensional models. We adopted a
semi-parametric point of view: we concentrated on one dimensional func-
tions of a high-dimensional parameter for which the lower bounds were
derived. The semi-parametric efficiency bounds we obtained correspond to
the efficiency bounds for parametric models. However, the treatment for
high-dimensional models required more elaborate analysis due to the mod-
els changing with n and assumed sparsity of the model.

We further considered construction of estimators attaining the lower bo-
unds. We showed that indeed construction of asymptotically efficient esti-
mator is possible: a de-sparsified estimator in linear regression and Gaussian
graphical models is asymptotically efficient for estimation of certain simple
functionals. Our analysis identified the theoretical conditions on the param-
eter sparsity and further conditions on the model under which asymptotic
efficiency may be shown.

Comparison of the two approaches. The analysis was done in two ways:
in the spirit of asymptotic Cramér-Rao bounds and Le Cam’s bounds (van
der Vaart (2000)). These are strongly related: both define a restricted set of
estimators which are in some sense asymptotically unbiased and claim lower
bounds for any estimator in this class.

However, the two lines of work are not directly comparable as they are
different results under different assumptions. Le Cam’s bounds give a lower
bound on asymptotic variance, while the Cramér-Rao bounds give a bound
on the wvariance of an estimator. We formulated Le Cam’s approach for a
general sparse model, while the Cramér-Rao bounds were only considered
for the linear regression and Gaussian graphical models. Apart from this, the
main results arising from the two approaches also present some differences
in the assumptions. For the Le Cam’s-type results, we assumed a stronger
sparsity condition of order d,, = o(n'/3/log p) because of the Taylor expan-
sion of the likelihood. However, for the linear regression setting, the sparsity
condition can be improved to d,, = o(y/n/log p), which is the same as in the
Cramér-Rao bounds. For Gaussian graphical models, Le Cam’s approach
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as formulated in this paper cannot be directly used, unlike the approach
through the Cramér-Rao bounds.

Ezxtensions. Our results on upper bounds are presented for the case when
the parameter of interest is a single entry of the high-dimensional parame-
ter or a linear combination with e.g. bounded ¢;-norm. It is interesting to
note some relations to literature on minimax rates. One question is whether
asymptotic efficiency can be attained e.g. for estimation of linear function-
als in linear regression when the linear combination £ is sparse. Our results
needed that ||€]|; remains bounded. Some recent works on high-dimensional
models further consider estimation of more complicated, non-sparse func-
tionals (in linear regression Cai and Guo (2015), for Gaussian sequence
models Collier, Comminges and Tsybakov (2015)). These results are how-
ever of a different nature. Consider for instance estimation of Y ?_; §; in
high-dimensional linear regression. In this case, the parametric rate cannot
be achieved (Cai and Guo (2015)) and thus it remains unclear what can be
said about “asymptotic efficiency”.

Furthermore, we have treated the case of a one-dimensional parameter of
interest, though the analysis might be extended to settings when the pa-
rameter of interest is higher-dimensional (of a fixed dimension). Finally, our
analysis considered particular examples of de-sparsified estimators, however,
other estimators which are in some sense equivalent to these de-sparsified
estimators are applicable.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

Supplement to “Semi-parametric efficiency bounds for high-
dimensional models”
(doi: 10.1214/00-AOASXXXXSUPP; .pdf). The supplementary material con-
tains proofs.
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SUPPLEMENT TO “SEMI-PARAMETRIC EFFICIENCY
BOUNDS FOR HIGH-DIMENSIONAL MODELS”

By JANA JANKOVA AND SARA VAN DE GEER

This supplement contains the proofs. Section 12 summarizes some
preliminary material on concentration of measure. Section 13 con-
tains the proofs of Section 7: Strong oracle inequalities for the Lasso.
Section 14 contains strong oracle inequalities for the nodewise Lasso.
Section 15 contains proofs for Section 8. Section 16 contains proofs
for Section 9: Gaussian graphical models. In Section 17 we give the
proofs for Section 10: Le Cam’s bounds for general models. Proofs for
Section 14 are deferred to Appendix A and some technical lemmas
are deferred to Appendices B and C.

12. Concentration inequalities for sub-exponential random vari-
ables. In this preliminary section, we recall some results on concentration
results for sub-exponential random variables (for the definition of a sub-
exponential random variable, see Section 14.2.1 in Bithlmann and van de
Geer (2011)). Lemma 4 below is a version of Lemma 14.13 in Biithlmann
and van de Geer (2011).

LEMMA 4. Let Zy,...,7Z, be independent random wvartables with values
in some (measurable) space Z and v1,...,7, be real-valued functions on Z
satisfying, for j =1,...,p,

Evj(Z) =0, EWZNWE <ppo Wi=1,....n

where My > 0 is a universal constant and K > 0.
Then there exists a universal constant Ms such that for all t > 0 we have
with probability at least 1 —e™™ that

LS

The following lemma is a version of Corollary 14.1 in Bithlmann and van de
Geer (2011).

)| < MyKt+ /2t +

2log(2p) | M2Klog(2p)
B .

max
7 7p n
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LEMMA 5. Assume the conditions of Lemma 4. Then for allm = 1,2, ...
1t holds

1« .
E(jmax ]EZVJ(ZZ)\ )
i=1

=1,....p

_ <\/210g(2p +em—1 —p) . MK log(2p + em—1 — p))m

n n

where My > 0 is a universal constant.

13. Proofs for Section 7: Strong oracle inequalities for the Lasso.
In this section we prove the oracle inequality for the Lasso as stated in
Theorem 1. We need the following preliminary Lemmas 6, 7 and 8. Lemma
6 below gives sufficient conditions under which the compatibility condition
is satisfied. Lemma 7 is a concentration result for sub-Gaussian random
variables as in Section 14 in Biihlmann and van de Geer (2011). Lemma 8 is
a version of Theorem 6.1 in Bithlmann and van de Geer (2011). Recall that
we denote ¥ := X7 X/n and Xy := EXTX/n. We recall the definition of
the compatibility condition (see Section 6.13 in Bithlmann and van de Geer
(2011)). Let S := {i : B; # 0} and let s = |S|. We denote by fs the vector
obtained from the vector g € RP by replacing entries corresponding to the
indices in S by zeros.

DEFINITION 4.  We say that a matriz Yo satisfies the compatibility con-
dition with a constant ¢ if

sBT %0
18513

LEMMA 6 (Corollary 6.8 in Bithlmann and van de Geer (2011)).  Suppose
that Amin(X0) > L for a universal constant L > 0. Then X satisfies the
compatibility condition with the constant L. Further suppose that s\ = o(1).
Then on the set Hf? —30)loo < A, for all n sufficiently large, S satisfies the

¢ = min{ Bsellr < 3HBSH1} > 0.

compatibility condition with the constant L/2.

LEMMA 7. Suppose that €;,1 = 1,...,n are sub-Gaussian random vari-
ables with a universal constant K1 and that X i = 1,...,n are inde-
pendent random vectors with sub-Gaussian entries, with a universal con-
stant Ko. Suppose that ¢; and X@ are independent fori=1,...,n and
logp/n = o(1). Then there exists a constant ¢1 such that for all T > 1

log(2
i <H€TX”°°/ near #) < ()"
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Proor. We apply Lemma 4 with v;(Z;) = €X;; for i = 1,...,n and
j=1,...,p. Then E¢; X;; = EX;;E(¢;| X;;) = 0, where we used independence
of ¢; and X . By sub-Gaussianity of ¢; and X;; and by the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality it follows

Ee\eiXiijax{Kth} Ee\ei\2/(2 max{Kth}z)—i-\Xij|2/(2max{K1,K2}2)
(Ee|5i|2/max{Kl,Kg}z)1/2(Ee\Xij|2/max{K1,K2}2)1/2

O(1).

IA A

Consequently, by Lemma 4 and since logp/n = o(1), there exists a constant
c1 such that for all 7 > 1

1 n

P | max —E €;Xij
j:17"'7p n.l
1=

n

- log<2p>> P

Finally, we give an oracle inequality for the Lasso. The proof may be found
in Bithlmann and van de Geer (2011).

LEMMA 8 (a version of Theorem 6.1 in Biihlmann and van de Geer
(2011)).  Consider the Lasso estimator (8 defined in (5) with a tuning pa-
rameter X > 2X\g. Suppose that s\ = o(1) and that Apin(Xo) > L for some
universal constant L > 0. Then on the set

T = {|[" Xloo/n < X0, |2 = Zoloo < Ao}

it holds )
16 — Boll1 < 16As/L.

We are now ready to prove Theorem 1.

PROOF OF THEOREM 1. First we summarize the oracle inequality for
the Lasso which holds with high probability. Let 77 := {[|¢/ X||oo/n <
Tc1y/logp/n} for some 7 > 1 and for some suitable constant ¢; > 0. By
Lemma 7, for the complementary set 7,° it holds that Pg,(7") < (2p)_72.
Let Tz := {||¥ — Y0 /|oe < 7c1y/logp/n}. Then by Lemma 4, taking ; ; (X *))
= e?(X(k)(X(k))T —Yo)ej for k= 1,...,n and i,j = 1,...,p, it follows
that Pg,(75) < (2p)~™". Denote T := Ti N T; then Pg,(T°) < 2(2p)""".
By Lemma 8, when A > 2)\g := 27¢1+4/logp/n, on the set T it holds that
16 — Bolly < 16Xs/L.
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We now proceed to show that the oracle inequality for the Lasso holds also
in expectation. The definition of 8 gives

1Y = X8I + Bl < lelln + All ol

Consequently, R
1811 < llella /X + 11Boll1-

Then, and by the triangle inequality
18 = Bolls < 11811 + 1Bolls < llellz /A + 211 Boll1,
and thus for any k € {1,2,...}
Esol|B = Bollt < Eg, (llell7/A + 21160ll1)".
Then by the inequality |z 4 y[F < 257 1(|z|* + |y|*), k > 1, it follows

Eso (lel2/A + 21801)" < Eg2 ((llell2/0)* + (2l1Bo]11)*)

By assumption, the random variables €1, ..., €, are sub-Gaussian with uni-
versal constants. This also implies that 1 " | var(e;?) = O(1). Hence by
Lemma 5 applied with v;(Z;) := ¢ — var(e;) (j =1,i=1,...,n) we have

B (el2) = O(( 3 var(e))) = 0(1),
=1

Next observe that by assumption we have ||5pll2 = O(1) and hence
1Bollt < (VlIBoll2)* < O(s*/2).
We can thus conclude that
Eay(lel2 /A + 2180l)* < 2 (Egy (el /A + Ego (260]10)*)
< O(sF2AR.
Hence we obtain a rough bound
(Eso I8 — Bollf)'/* = O(s'/2271).

On the set T we have the oracle bound 18 = Bolli = O(sA) and thus on
the set T, || — Boll¥ :AO(Sk)\k). Otherwise (so also on the set 7¢) we have
the rough bound Eg, ||3 — fo||¥ = O(s*/2A7F). Denote by 14 the indicator
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function of a set A. Then it follows using the bounds holding on 7 and T°¢
and by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

EgollB = Bolli = EgollB = Bolli17 + Ego 15 — Bolli17e

O(s*AF) + \/Eg, |8 — Boll3* v/ Epy L7

k)\k

IN

= 0

IN
S

)
(s°A%)
(s°2%)
(s"A")

I
QS

9

2k log(1/5A2)

where we used the assumption 72 > Tog s

which implies
O(sk/2)\—k)p—72/2 _ O(Sk)\k)
Hence we conclude that there exists a constant C; such that

(24) (Eg I3 = Bol5)/* = CrsA.
O

14. Strong oracle inequalities for the nodewise Lasso. In this
section, we derive a strong oracle inequality for the nodewise regression
estimator © of the inverse covariance matrix O defined in (7). These results
will be needed to show strong asymptotic unbiasedness and upper bounds on
the variance of the de-sparsified Lasso. The proofs may be found in Appendix
A. We require a sparsity condition on the inverse covariance matrix of the
covariates. To this end, denote the sparsity of the j-th row/column of the
matrix g by sj, i.e.

si = €7 llo-

First we remark that the paper van de Geer et al. (2014) shows that under
conditions (A1), (A2*) and s; = o(n/log p) it holds ||©; —@QHl = Op(sjAj).
We aim to show a stronger claim, E||@J - ®2H1 = O(s;A;). This is a more
difficult task than for the linear regression, since one has to make sure that
the estimate of one over the noise level, 1 /%]-2, does not blow up in expec-
tation. Moreover, for further results we shall need not only the result for
each 7 = 1,...,p but actually for the maximum over j = 1,...,p, that is,
an oracle bound for Emax;—;, _,[©; — @9\\'16, where k € {1,2,... }.

We introduce further notation; we let

0 : 2
)= E||X, — X_;
V; argygflglprll | J JVHn
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and

7} = E||X; = X_j70lz-
The following lemma is similar to Theorem 1 for the mean f;-error of the
Lasso, however, we consider the p Lasso estimators obtained from the node-

wise regression and derive an upper bound on the maximum mean fq-error,
where the maximum is taken over the p estimators.

LEMMA 9. Assume that condition (A2%) is satisfied, let k € {1,2,...}
be fired and assume that max;—1,__p,s;j\/logp/n=o0(1),j =1,...,p. Let ¥;

be defined as in (6) with tuning parameters \j = cy/logp/n,j = 1,...,p,
for some sufficiently large constant ¢ > 0. Then it holds that

[E max |45 —]l{]"/* = O( max s;);).

=1,..., )

The following lemma shows that the noise estimator ?]2 is a near-oracle
estimator of 7']-2 =1/ (99]-, and 1/ %3»2 is a near-oracle estimator of 1/ 7']-2.

LEMMA 10. Assume that condition (A2%) is satisfied, |||l = O(1),
max;—1,.pS;\/1ogp/n = o(l) and let k € {1,2,...} be fized. Let ¥;,j =
1,...,p be defined as in (6) with tuning parameters \; = cy/logp/n,j =
1,...,p, for some sufficiently large constant ¢ > 0. Then the following state-
ments hold

1) [Emaxjor,p |77 = 77 [FIYF = O(maxjo1,_p /5505),

% — 5"V = O(maxja,...p /552))-

2) [Emaxj—1__,

Combination of the results in Lemmas 9 and 10 gives the following result
for the mean /¢;-error of the nodewise regression estimator © defined in (7).

LEMMA 11.  Assume that condition (A2%) is satisfied, || Xollcc = O(1),
max;—1,.ps;\/1ogp/n = o(1) and let k € {1,2,...} be fized. Then for
@j,j =1,...,p defined in (7) with tuning parameters \j = c\/logp/n,j =
1,...,p, for some sufficiently large constant ¢ > 0, it holds

E max 6, — OI5* = O max s;A,).
Jj=1,...p J=1,...p
We note that the statements of Lemmas 9, 10, 11 would also hold for single
estimators for some fixed j (without taking the maximum over j). Then
the bounds would only depend on the tuning parameter for that particular
estimator and on the sparsity s;. We also give the following lemma for on
the sparsity in the nodewise Lasso estimator. It shows that under certain
conditions, the estimator 4; has sparsity of order s; with high probability.
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LEMMA 12.  Assume that condition (A2%) is satisfied, max; s;/logp/n =
o(1), Amax(30) = O(1). Let ; be defined as in (6) with a tuning parameter
Aj = cy/logp/n for some sufficiently large constant ¢ > 0. Then it holds
that

19illo = Op(s;).
15. Proofs for Section 8.2: The de-sparsified Lasso.

15.1. Proofs for Section 8.2: Strong asymptotic unbiasedness of the de-
sparsified Lasso.

PrOOF OF LEMMA 1. For the de-sparsified estimator 55 we have by sim-
ple algebra the equality

be — "B = 70X e/n+ €7 (20 — )T (B — Bo).
Consider any fy € B(dy,). First note that
Ep,tTOTXTe/n = BEg, (6707 XTe/n|X) = EETOT XTEg, (e| X)/n = 0.

We then have by the definition of 55, by the Hélder’s inequality and the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality
Eg(be —€760) = Epy& OXTe/n+EgET (50 —I)T(5 — fo)
=0
E o I€]111126 — I]|oo |8 = Bolln
€11 By 1520 — I]136)"* (Eg, |18 — Bol[F)/2.

By the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker conditions for 45,7 = 1,...,p (see van de Geer
et al. (2014)), we have

<
<

120 — Iflo < max \;/77.
7j=1,...,p
By Lemma 10 from Section 14 it follows that

(E[£6 —I%)"? < max Aj(Eg, max 1/(77)%)'/? = O( max \;).
7j=1,...,p 7j=1,...,p J=1,...,p
Next we apply Theorem 1. Conditions ||follo < dn, [|Boll2 = O(1), (A1),
(A2*) and sparsity d,, = o(1/n/log p) imply that conditions of Theorem 1 are
satisfied. Hence (Eg, |8 — Bo|7)"/? = O(s)). Hence, and since ||¢]; = O(1),
and using the last display we obtain that
Ep, (be — 7 fo) = O(sA max X;) = o(1/v/n),

=1,...
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where we used the sparsity condition s < d,, = o(y/n/logp). Thus we have
shown /n(Eg,(bs — 7 5y)) = o(1). But then there exists §,, — 0 such that

Vo0 (Eg, (be — €760) = o(1) (take e.g. 3, = /v/i(Eg,(be — £75p))) and
hence the estimator 55 is strongly asymptotically unbiased with a rate m,, :=

n/on,.

O

15.2. Proofs for Section 8.3: Main results for random design. Before
proving the statement of Theorem 2, we need auxiliary Lemmas 13, 14 and
15. Throughout this section, we denote by ¢ the probability density function
of a standard normal random variable.

LEMMA 13.  Let Z ~ N(0,1). Then for allt € R

E [etz—ﬂ/z —1- tZ]2 — e’ 142

Moreover, for 2t? < 1 we have

1
Eet’?” — ——
V1—2¢t2

Proor or LEMMA 13. By direct calculation

I

2
2 2 2
B [etZ t/2] 22— _ ot

EetZ—t2/2 1

and

EZetZ—12/2 _ yRetZ2—t2/2 _ ¢
The first result of the lemma follows immediately. The second result is also
easily found by standard calculations:

Ee!’Z” = /etQZng(z)dz = /gb(zv 1—2t?)dz = ﬁ
O

LEMMA 14.  Suppose that u € RP satisfies 2u” You < 1. Let Z = (X,
where Y = X +¢€, € ~ N(0,I) independent of X, and X ~ N(0,
Denote the corresponding probability density of Z by pg and let sg,(Z
XTe. Then it holds

W(Z) — s (Z ?
Eg, (pﬁo-i- (2) pﬁo( ) _ SBO(Z)TU> =(1— 2uT20u)—n/2 1 nuTEOu.
pﬁo(Z)

Y),
So).
):
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PRrOOF OF LEMMA 14. Denote the density of Y given X by pg,(-|X), i.e
fory = (y1,---,9n)

1 —(y— —
P8, (Y| X) : H(b T By) = (271)"/26 (y=XBo)" (y=XPo)/2

where ¢ is the standard normal density.
Given X, the random variable ¢ Xu is N(0, nuTEu)—distriAbuted. It follows
therefore from the first result of Lemma 13 with t? = nu” Yu that

Poot+u(Y — Xu[X) — pg, (V]X) s T, ?
( Pso(Y[X) 5(Z) > |X]

— Eem’ Su —1 - nulSu.

Es

0

Since (X)Ty ~ N(0,uTSou) for i = 1,...,n, we have by the second result
of Lemma 13

Eg, (X 0? _ ;‘
V1-=2uTYqu
Hence
Eg, [e"“Tiu —1—nu"Su] = (1 — 20" Su) ™2 — 1 — " Sou,

from which the result follows. O

LEMMA 15.  Suppose that nu’ You = o(1). Then
(1 —2u"Sou) ™% — 1 — nu"Sou = o(nu” Sou).
PROOF. Since nu’Ygu = o(1), we can use the following Taylor expansions

of log and exp

(1 - 2uTzou)—n/2 _ e—nlog(1—2uT20u)/2 _ enhTZlou—l—o(nhTEou)
1+ nhTSoh 4 o(nh™ Soh).

Hence
(1 —2uTSou) ™% =1 — nu"Sou = o(nu” Sou).

O

PROOF OF THEOREM 2. By assumption (10) on the differentiability of
g and by strong asymptotic unbiasedness of T;, at 5y and By + h/\/my, it
follows

WT4(Bo) = /mim (9(Bo + h//iim) — 9(80)) + o(1)
= v (BagnymnTn(Z) = By Tu(2)) + o(1),
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where Z := (X,Y). We denote probability density corresponding to Z by
pa, 1.e.

1
P, (X,Y) = L o~ (Y =XB0)T(Y=XB0)/2

Let s5,(Z) :== XTe. We may rewrite the expressions to obtain

Vi (BTl 2) = EayTa(Z)) + o(1)

_ /i / To(2) (Dg 1)y (2) — 3o (2))d2

PBo+h/ i (Z) = Ppo(Z)

=B @)
—(Z) —ps(Z
-~y 1i(2) (L 2P 2y

+ EBOTN(Z)SBO (Z)Th
=Eg,(Tn(Z) — 9(Bo)) %
Ppoth/ymn(Z) —Ppo(4) . T
(e (2)"h)
+ EBOTN(Z)SBO (Z)Th7

where we used that Eg,ss,(Z) =0, [ pgy(2)dz =1 and [ pgyip/ s, (2)dz =
1. Since the variance of T;, is O(1/n) by the definition of strong asymptotic
unbiasedness, then

Ego(Tn(2) = 9(0))* = var(Tn(2)) + [Esy(To(Z) — 9(B0))]”
O(1/n) 4+ o(1/n) = O(1/n).

By Lemmas 14 and 15 with u := h/\/m,, and since hTSoh =1,

Py (Z) —ps(Z) g T
EBO( = Snl(2) h/m) — o(n/mahTSoh)

= o(n/my).

Hence, multiplying by m,,

Psvrnsyin(Z) —p(Z) o NP
B (e w(27h) =)
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Consequently, and by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have the upper
bound

'EBO(Tn(Z) —g(50)) <pﬁo+h/\/m_n(z) — g, (Z)

Pgo (Z)/\/m_n

(Z) —paZ 2
< En(Tu(2) - 9(50))2\/ g (Lt Z(*"Z() /Lm_iﬁ @) _ #(2)7h)
= O (1/vm) o) = o(1).

Next observe that by the triangle inequality we have

= SBO(Z)Th> ‘

A7 9(Bo)| — lcovgy (T, € XR)| < |hT§(Bo) — covgy (Tn, €' Xh)| = o(1),
and hence and by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality it follows
K73(Bo)| < [eovey(Tn, € Xh)| + o(1)
\/Vargo (T},) \/V&I"BO (e’ Xh) + o(1).
vargy (L) + of1),

where we used that varg,(XTe) = nXy and hTSoh = 1. By the strong
asymptotic unbiasedness assumption on 7;,, we have varg,(75,) = O(1/n)
and thus taking squares of both sides of the last inequality we obtain

WL g(Bo)|? < nvarg, (Ty,) + 2v/ny/varg, (T,,)o(1) + o(1) < nvarg,(T;,) + o(1).
Ol

IN

IA

PrROOF OF THEOREM 3. To obtain the lower bound on the variance, we
apply Theorem 2 with h := 00&/1/ET0p¢ (note that for g(8) = ¢T3, the
condition on g is satisfied). Then by direct calculation, we see that the
condition hT¥oh = 1 is satisfied for this choice of h. Moreover, since By +
h/\/n € B(fo,c/+/n) by assumption, then it implies that also So+h//m, €
B(Bo,c/\/my). Thus by Theorem 2 follows the lower bound varg,(T") >

T
%ﬁo(l), for any strongly asymptotically unbiased estimator T' of 73y at

By with the rate m,,.

Next we turn to proving the upper bound. By assumptions of this theorem,
the conditions of Lemma 1 are also satisfied and thus Lemma 1 implies that
55 is strongly asymptotically unbiased at (. It remains to calculate the
variance of 135. Consider the following decomposition

be — €78y = €700 X e/n + €70 — 09) ' XTe/n+ 1(26 — DT (5 — By).
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Then one can show using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality that

(25) Vargo(lag) = varg, (700X e/n) + varg, €76 —09)"XTe/n)
+ varg, (€7 (320 = 1)"(53 - fo))

T L R e )

First note that as in the proof of Lemma 1, we have E¢70¢ X ¢/n = 0 and
hence
r1 = varg, (700X e/n) = Eg (E[(700X"¢/n)*|X])
= Eg,(008)T XTX/n0o¢) = ¢10¢¢/n.

For a random variable U, we have var(U) < EU? and hence by Holder’s
inequality and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

ro = varg, (ST((:) — GO)TXTe/n)
< Eg(€7(6 - 00) X e/n)?

. 2
< I ||© - ©o|| X7 e/nllZ
. a\ /2 19
< et (Balo-eof]})  EalxTermi)”
= O( max )\?s?logp/n):o(l/n),
7j=1,...,p

where we used the result of Lemma 11 and applied Lemma 4. For the re-
mainder r3 we have

rs < Egy(€7 (86— 1)T(B - o))’
< EIBE 156 — 112113 — oll
A 1/2 R 1/2
< e (Baol£6 - 11%) " (BaolB — Bolld)
= O( max )\?82/\2):0(1/71),

Jj=1,...p

where we used Lemma 10 and Theorem 1.
Thus using the above calculations and using (25) we conclude that

Vargo(i)g) = §T@0§/n +o(1/n).
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15.3. Proofs for Section 8.4: Main results for fized design.

PROOF OF THEOREM 4. The proof follows the same lines as the proof of
Theorem 2. The only difference is that we need to check the condition

= (Z) — pp,(Z 2
By, <P60+h/\/—n( ) — Do ( )—sBO(Z)Th> — ofn),

pﬁo(Z)/\/m_n

for fixed design, where pg,, Z and sg, are defined identically as in the proof of
Theorem 2. We denote u := h/,/m,,. Analogously as in the proof of Lemma
14 in Section 15.2, we obtain

T T T 2
— J’_l T T

= o(TXTXu) = o(nuTSu).
Then by the assumption h”'Sh = O(1) we obtain
o(nu"Su) = o(nhTSh/my) = o(h"Shn/my,) = o(n/my,).

Hence plugging in u = h/\/m,, and multiplying by m,, we obtain

2
E 0(pﬁWH”VWM(Z)__p%(Z)-—S&xszh> = o(n).

pﬁo(Z)/\/m_n
O

PROOF OF THEOREM 5. The lower bound follows by Theorem 4 (note
that g(f8) = f; and thus the condition on g is satisfied) applied with h :=

©,;/1/©;;. We only need to check that hT$h = O(1). By the assumption
Bo +©,/1/6;m € B(d,) we obtain that s; := [|0;]lo < d,,. Then

K'Sh = 01%6;/0;;
< 16711156, — ¢jlloe/Oj; + ©F ¢ /055
< O (Va7 = #llec) +1,
(26) < O(EA/F) +1=0(1) +1,

where we used the KKT condition for 4;, 1/732 = @jj < H(;)]Hg = O(1) and
sj < d,, = o(y/n/logp). This yields the lower bound ©,; 4 o(1).

Next we turn to proving the upper bound. Strong asymptotic unbiased-
ness of Bj follows similarly as in Lemma 1 under the assumptions gy € B(d,),
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dyp, = 0(y/n/logp), if & satisfies the compatibility condition with a universal
constant and 3y + (;)j/\/@jjn € B(fBo,c/\/n).
For the variance of
Bj - 5;) = (éj)TXTe/n + (2(:)] - ej)T(ﬁ — ,80),
we get (using that \éfﬁéj/é” — 1| = o(1) as derived in (26))
varg, (b) = ©]%0;/n+ O(E|S6; - ¢;1118 — foll})
= 0]%0;/n+O(||£6; — ¢[I2.Es18 — Boll})
= O]%0;/n+0(\/(77)*s*\?)
= ©jj/n+o(1/n),
where we used 1/7?2 = 0,;; <|0;]la = 0(1). O
15.4. Proofs for Section 8.5: Le Cam’s bounds.

PROOF OF THEOREM 6. We apply Theorem 9 from Section 10. In this
setting, we have asymptotic linearity of the de-sparsified Lasso (see van
de Geer et al. (2014)) with the influence function g (X;,Y;) = (@?)TX,-EZ-,
where @? is the j-th column of the precision matrix. We first show the bias
condition (22) is satisfied with the influence function lg. By direct calcula-
tion, for any h € RP we have

Pﬁo (lﬁohTSﬁo) - hTej - (G?)TEXW%X?}I - hj
= (ONTEX1X{E(e}|X1)h — hj = 0.

Therefore in this case the bias condition holds. Hence we can conclude by
Theorem 9 that the de-sparsified estimator

by — 3+ OTXT(Y — X3)/n
satisfies for every 3, € B (Bo, ﬁ)

n B - Bn By,
\F((E)?Jj)l/z & N 0.),

In addition, no asymptotically linear estimator satisfying the condition (22)
(here condition (13)) can have smaller asymptotic variance than @?j as fol-
lows by the lower bound on the asymptotic variance in Lemma 3 in Section
10, i.e.

Vi, = 9(80)" I3 4(80) + o(1) = ©; + o(1).
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16. Proofs for Section 9: Gaussian graphical models.

16.1. Proofs for Section 9.2: Strong asymptotic unbiasedness of the de-
sparsified nodewise Lasso.

PrOOF OF LEMMA 2. By the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker conditions correspon-
ding to the nodewise Lasso estimator, we have [|20; — €j]oo = O(\;/77).
Hence, and applying a version of Lemma 11 without the maximum over
j=1,...,p, we obtain

Ee,(Tij — 0f;) = Eey(6))" (X~ $0)0] +Ee,(0; — 67)7(£6] —¢))

=0
+ Eo, (26, — ei)T(éj - @?)
< (Ee,|l6: — OFI})"*(Ee, 569 — ¢;]1%,)"/
+ (Eo,lI26; — eil|%) "/ (Be, 16, — ©9[3)"/2
O(sidid;(Bo, 1/ (77)%)2) + O(s;Aidj(Ee, 1/ (72)2)1/?)
o(1/v/n).

IN

O

16.2. Proofs for Section 9.3: Main results. In this section we will give
the proof of Theorems 7 and 8. In the proof of Theorem 7, we use Lemma
20 which is stated and proved in Appendix B.

PRrROOF OF THEOREM 7. The proof is similar to the proof of Theorem 2.
By strong asymptotic unbiasedness of T}, at ©q in the direction H, it follows

THE = my (6 (00 + H/\/mn)és — £ 00&2)
= Vi (Beys a7y Tn(X) — By Ta(X)) +0(1)

Let so,(X) := —n(2 — Xo)/2. Denoting the probability density correspond-



16 J. JANKOVA AND S. VAN DE GEER

ing to X by pe, we may further rewrite the expressions to obtain
Vi, <E90+H/an(X) - E@OTn(X)>

_ / T () (P11 i () — Doy (2))d2

(X)) = pey (X
pe, (X)

B Poo+H/ /i (X) — pey (X)
- Ba,Tu(0) (P
+ Eo, Th(X)vec(H)Tvec(sg, (X))
= E@o(Tn(X) - 5{6052) X
Poviym (X) — Poy(X) — vec(H)Tvec(s
S (1 slsen (X))

+ E@OTn(X)VeC(H)TVeC(S@O (X)),

— vec(H) vec(se, (X))>

where in the last equality we used that Eg,se,(X) =0, [ pe,(z)dz =1 and
| Peg+H/ mrm(x)dx = 1. Since the variance of T, is O(1/n) by the definition
of strong asymptotic unbiasedness, then

Eo, (Tn(X) — €] 00£2))* = vare,(Tn(X)) + [Eeq (Tn(X) — & ©0)]”
= O(1/n)+o(1/n) = O(1/n).

We need to use Lemma 20 in Appendix B to conclude that the remainder is
small. Lemma 20 implies

p®O+H/m(X) — 1 —vec(H) vec(s m 2—0
E( Do, (X) 1 = vec(H)™v (@o(X))/\/_n> = o(5,).

Consequently, and by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have the upper
bound

Pog+H/ i (X) — Py (X)
peo(X)/y/Mn

e (T(X) - €l o) - voc(H) T vec(se, (X)) )|

< V/Eou (1n(X) - ] 00&2)? x

Poyi/yimz(X) — pey (X) i
X\/E9°< Poo (X)] /i vee(H)! (®°(X))>

= 0 (1/v/n) o(vm) = o(1).
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Thus we have
T HE = Eo, T (X )vec(H) T vec(se, (X)) + o(1).
Hence, because

€1 Héa| — |cov(Tn, vee(H) " vec(se, (X)))|
< \ngH& - COV(Tn,VGC(H)TVeC(S@O (X))
=o(1)

it follows using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality that

€T HE| = |cove, (T, tr(—n(S — Zo)H/2))| + o(1)

IN

Now we have

varg, (tr(n(X — $0)H/2)) = vare,(ntr(XH/2))
vare, (£ Oo X' X0p&)/o?

= n.
Hence we conclude

(€1 HE| < v/ny/vare, (Tn) + of1).
Plugging in H = 0¢(£1£2 + &¢7)00 /o we obtain

€T HE? = (6] 006167 ©ots + (6] ©0&2)?)? [o? = 0.

VVate (T vare, (—ntr((5 — X H/2)) + o(1).

nvarg, (&1 ©o X (XM)T0y&) /o
n(& ©0&1£3 Ooéa + (€1 ©p&2)?) /o

17

By the strong asymptotic unbiasedness assumption on T,,, we have varg,(1},)
= O(1/n) and thus taking squares of both sides of the last inequality we

obtain

1 ©061€3 0082 + (£ Op2)?
nvare, (Ty) + 2v/ny/vare, (Tn)o(1) + o(1)
nvare, (15,) + o(1).

IN A
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PrROOF OF THEOREM 8. To obtain the lower bound on the variance, we
apply Theorem 7 with H := (@?(@9)T + @9(@?)T) /o. Then by direct calcu-
lation, see that the condition tr(H”YXqH) = O(1) is satisfied for this choice
of H. Moreover, ©g + H/\/n € B(Oy,c/\/n) by assumption, but then also
©o+H/\/my € B(Og,c/\/my,). Hence by Theorem 7 follows the lower bound

varg, (1) > g%ii(l).

Next T;; is strongly asymptotically unbiased at ©g in every direction H such
that ©g + H/\/n € G(d1,...,dp), which follows by Lemma 2.
It remains to calculate the variance of Tj;. First we have that
- 1
vare, ((07)7 (% — £0)07) = ;Var@o((@?)TXlXip@?) = (0%67; +(67;)%) /n.
By basic calculations, it follows that
vare, (Tij) = (©%6Y; +(65)%)/n + O(Ee, ((56) — )T (6; — 69))?)
+ O(Ee, ((0i — 67)T (20 —¢)))?)
= (©00Y + (©%))/n + O(Ee, |60 — ei]% |6, ~ ©9I)
+ O(Ee,[|0i — ©7]17126; — e)[3).
_ 0 00 042
= (0;0;; +(0)7)/n
+O((Ee, 1267 — e;]1%)"/* (B, [0, — ©FI1)"?)
+ O((Ee,|0: — ©7[11)"/*(Ee, |26, — ¢;l|1)"?)

= (B5,6Y+(89)%)/n+ 02X (Ee, 1/(72)%)?)

7] 12777
+ O(s7AIN (Be, 1/(77)%)'/?

AT

= (05,0} +(09;)%)/n+o(1/n).

V]
U

17. Proofs for Section 10: Le Cam’s bounds for general models.
In this section we give the proof of Theorem 9, for which we need Lemma 16
below. Some technical results (contained in Lemmas 21 and 23) are stated
and proved in Appendix C.

LEMMA 16.  Assume the conditions of Theorem 9. Suppose that Z,, ~ Z,
where Z is a random vector with values in R%. Let X, = v(Zy,) and U, =
W(Z), where

ms vt = (T ) e (2 ) (0, Y],

Then the following statements hold.
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1. For any function f : R? — R which is bounded and continuous it holds
that
h_>m Ef(X,) —Ef(U,) = 0.

2. Let f be any bounded and continuous function f : R — R. Suppose
that
lim lim Emin(0, M — eV2) = 0.

M — o0 n—00

Then it holds that

lim Ef(Xn1)e™? —Ef(Up)e’? = 0.
PROOF OF LEMMA 16. We first prove the first statement. Let € > 0 and
let f:R? — R be continuous and bounded.
The map 9 is linear, i.e. ¥)(z) = Az + b for some A € R?*2? and b € R? (4,b
depending on n). Denote

o= ()

1

Observe that for any = € R?
|Az||3 = 2T AT Az = 2" DV Dz < Apax(DV D)2 2.

By Lemma 22 we have that Apax(DV D) = O(1) and [|b||2 = O(1). There-
fore, when ||z||2 = O(1), then

(27) |Az + bl]2 = O(1).

Take a compact rectangle R C R? not depending on n and such that P(Z ¢
R) <e.

Divide the rectangle R into a finite number of non-overlapping rectangles
of diameter at most §/L'/2, where L is a universal constant such that L >
Amax(DV D). By construction, the number of these rectangles, denote it NV,
does not depend on n. So we have R = U;VZIR]-, where each R; is a rectangle
of diameter at most 6/L/2.

For all 2,y € R; it holds that ||z — y|j2 < /L2 and thus

(28) lo(@) = @)z = 1A = y)ll2 < L'?||lz — yll2 < 6.

Note that by (27), there exists a compact set S not depending on n such
that ¢(R) C S for all n. The continuous function f is uniformly continuous
on the compact set S. Hence for the € there exists a d > 0 such that for all
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z,v € S it holds that if ||z — v||2 < 0 then |f(z) — f(v)| < €. But then since
for all z,y € R; we have that ¢(z),9(y) € S, we obtain by (28) and the
absolute continuity of f that

[f (W) = f(¥(y))] <e

for all n. Take a point x; from each set R; and define f, = Zﬁvzl f(W(z) 1R
Then |f(¢(z)) — fe(x)] < € for all z € R (and all n) and hence if f takes
values in [— K, K], we have the following upper bounds

(29) [Ef((2)) —Ef(Z2)| < e+2KP(Z ¢ R),

(30) \Ef(l/J(Zn)) - EfE(Zn)’ S €+ 2KP(Zn ¢ R)7

N
(31)  |Ef(Zn) —Ef(Z Z (Zn € Rj) — P(Z € Ry)||f (¥(x))].

Since Z,, ~ Z, for all j =1,..., N it holds
|P(Z, € R;) — P(Z € R;)| — 0.
Similarly,
|P(Z ¢ R)— P(Z, ¢ R)|=|P(Z € R)— P(Z, € R)| = 0.

Finally, by construction we have P(Z ¢ R) < e. We thus conclude that
the upper bounds (29), (30) and (31) can be made smaller than Ce for n
sufficiently large. The claim follows by combining the three upper bounds.

Next we prove the second statement. Denote g(z1,x2) = f(z1)e"2. We
write ¢ = gt — g, where g7 = max{g, 0} is the positive part and g~ :=
max{—g,0} is the negative part. We first prove for the positive part g* that
(32) lim Eg"(X,) —Eg"(U,) = 0.

n— o0

This will be achieved by first showing that

liminf B/ (X,)e 2 — Bf* (U)e" 2 0

n— oo
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and secondly showing that

limsup Ef (X, )e*2 —EfT(U,)e2 <0.

n—oo

Then combining the two gives (32).

First we prove that liminf, ., Ef*(X,)e*»2 —~Ef*+(U,)eV2 > 0. For every
M, since g% is non-negative, it holds that f*(z)e*? > f*(x)(e*2 AM), where
the symbol A denotes the minimum. Hence

EfH(Xn)eXr2 — EfF(Uy)e 2
> EfH(X,) (X2 A M) —Ef+ (U, )V
= [EfT(X,) (52 A M) —EfH(U,)(eV"2 A M)]
+ [EfF(Un) (72 A M) —EfF(Un)e]

We have f+(z)(e*2 A M) — ft(z)e*? = f*(x) min(0, M — e*2). Taking limes
inferior of both sides, it follows that

lim inf £ fH(X,)eXm2 —EfT(U,)el2
> lim inf[E FH(X) (X2 A M) —BfH(U,) (eV™2 A M)
+ liminf —EfT(U,) min(0, M — eV»2).

n—o0

For every fixed M, the function x — f¥(x)(e*?> A M) is bounded and con-
tinuous. We may thus apply the first result of the lemma to conclude

lim inf E (X)) (eX2 A M) —EfH(U,) (€2 A M) = 0.
Therefore, we have
(33) lim inf fH(X,)ex2 —EfT(U,)el2
> liminf —Ef*(Up) min(0, M — eUn2),
Next since |fT] < K we have
| — EfT(U,) min(0, M — eV"2)| < KEmin(0, M — eV2).
Then the assumption

lim lim Emin(0, M —eV"2) =0

mM—r00 N—00
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implies that also

lim liminf —EfT(U,,) min(0, M — eV»2)

m—

= — lim limsupEf"(U,) min(0, M — eV2) =0,
m—00 n

so we conclude that

(34) liminf Ef (X, )eXm? —RfH (U, )eV 2 > 0.
n— o0

Now we prove

limsupEf T (X, )e*m2 —EfH(U,)eY2 < 0.

n—oo

Similarly as before, since K — f* > 0 (K is an upper bound on f), we have
that

liminf B(K — f7(X,1))e’X2 —E(K — fH(Uy,1))eV?

n—oo

> lminfE(K — f7(X,0))(e¥* A M) = E(K — f*(Un))(e2 A M)
(35) + liminf E(K — FrU)) (Y2 A M) —E(K — fT(Upq))eV2.

By the the first part of the lemma, we have that for every fixed M it holds

lim inf E(K — R X)) (X2 AM) —E(K — fT(Un1))(eV2 A M) =0,

since the function (z1,x2) — (K — fT(z1))(e®2 A M) is bounded and con-
tinuous.
For the term in (35), we have since |[K — f| < 2K

| —E(K — fH(U,1)) min(0, M — eV»2)| < 2KEeY"2 min(0, M — eYn2).

Hence by the assumption lim,, o limy, 0o Emin(0, M — eV»2) = 0, we have
that
lim inf ~E(K — f(U,1)) min(0, M — V»2) = 0.

n—oo

Thus we conclude that

liminf B(K — f7(X,1))e*2 —E(K — fH(Up,1))eV™? > 0.

n—o0
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Now note that
lim inf B(K — FH(Xna))eXm2 —E(K — fT(Unq))elV?
= liminf -E FH(Xn)em2 + EfF (U, 1)el2
= —limsupEfH (X, 1)eXm2 —BfT(U,.1)eV2.

So in conclusion we have shown that
lim sup Ef—i_(*Xn,l)exn’2 - Ef—i_(Un,l)eUW2
n
<0 <liminfEf (X, 1)eXm2 —EfT (U, )eVm2.
n

This proves (32).
The same procedure can be used for the negative part f~ (since f~ is also
bounded and positive) to show that

lim Ef~(X,1)e 2 —Ef~ (Upy1)eV2 = 0.

n— oo

We then conclude that
lim Ef(Xn1)e*? — Ef(Una)e
< lim [Eff(X,q1)e 2 —EfT(U,1)e'2|

T n—oo

+ lim [Ef~(X,1)e 2 —Ef™ (Un1)eU2|

n—oo

=0.

PRrOOF OF THEOREM 9. We denote {3(z) := log ps(x) and

An =3 Ly oinyym(XD) =5, (XD,

i=1

Further for 0 <t < 1 denote g(t) := £((1 —t)5 + tSBy). Then by a two-term
Taylor expansion of g we have

9(1) ~ 9(0) = §(0) + i (D).

where 0 < ¢ < 1. Rewriting this from the definition of g gives

by Ly = U3y (B — Bo) + 558 — o) L35 — o),
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where 3 := (1 —1)8 + 8. Applying the above with 3 := B0 + h/\/n and
Bo = Bn,o we obtain

- "1 . AT 1,1 L
Ay ._Zﬁeﬁw(xw) ht 5h ;ZEB(X() h
i=1 i=1

where 3 := (1 —1)(Bn0 + h/\/1) +1Bno = Bno + (1 — #)h/y/n. We can then
write the decomposition of A,, as follows

1 o s ; I R
A = —nZhTégnyo(X())Jr§hTEZ€B(X()

- Zh%no SH Z(z (X — b5 (XO))h
=1

remsi
1 (1< :
(36) + 5h (;;%n,o(ﬂ))ﬂwﬁ,o))h

rems

1
—§hTI(ﬁn70)h.

We will now show that the remainders remy,rems converge in probability
to zero. First observe that since 5,0 + h/v/n € B(fn0, ﬁ), this implies

that ||h||2 < c and ||h]jp < 2s. Combining these two properties yields ||h||; <
V2sc = O(/3).

Regarding the first remainder we have for each j,k =1,...,p
i i 1 & i 2
_Z X( _EB O(X())) - EZ;(gﬁ(X())T(B_ﬁn,O))]}k,

where 8 = (1 — 1) + tB0. By assumption HEBHOO < L and hence using
Hoélder’s inequality

H%Z%(X“’)—é'gn@(X“))Hoo < H—Z 7 5(XD)]so 1B = Buolh
=1
< Lua — D/l = O(\/5/n).

Thus using Holder’s inequality, for the first remainder we get

7S 009) (X < 062 V) = o).

1=1
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For the second remainder we have using assumption [|2 7 | Eﬁn,o (X@) +
I(Bn0)lloo = Op(N) that

IA

1. :
IR~ D 3600 (X D) + Ig, 0l
i=1
= Op(sA) =op(1).

1< ;
AT 36,0 (XD) + 1(Bu0))hlloc
i=1

Hence collecting the results, from the decomposition of A,, we have
(37) A, = = f: Wlig (X)) — 1hTI(ﬂ 0)h +op(1)
n \/ﬁ — Bn,O 9 n, .

We introduce the following notation. Let

V.= ( Vﬁn,oT PBn,Og_‘an,O hTsﬁn,o) >
PBn,O (lﬁn,oh Sﬁn,o) h [(Bnyo)h

Furthermore, we denote the entries of the matrix V' by v;;,7,7 = 1,2.
The condition (D3) implies that for any fixed a € R? it holds for all € > 0

lim E(a”V~Y2(1g

n—o0

XLiary 120, (XO)ETsg, (XO)T[>evnaTa = 0

(XD), H7 55, (XO)T)? x

n,0

where we used that ||[V|e = O(1), which follows by Lemma 22. By the
Lindeberg’s central limit theorem we thus have by condition (38) for any
a € R? that

1 = _ i i
VnaTa Z 'V 1/2(lﬁn,o (X( ))7 hTSBn,o (X( )))T ~ N(07 1).
i=1

Hence, using the likelihood expansion (37) and by the asymptotic linearity
(19), we conclude that

aTV_1/2(\/ﬁ(Tn —9(Bno)), An+ %hTI(ﬁmo)h) ~ al'Z, where Z ~ N(0, I5).

Then by the Wold device we have

12 [ VUTh = 9(Bro)) '\ Bup N
Zn =V 12<An+%hTI(ﬂn,o)h No(0,1) ~ Z.
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Now let f: R — R be bounded and continuous. We may rewrite

E \/H(Tn - g(ﬁn,(])) — V12
Bnoth/vif Nem

- V(T = 9(Bno)) — ’012> An

= Egnyof < Nom €

= Eﬁn’of(Xn,l)esz’

where X,, := (X1, Xy,2) = ¢(Z,) for the function v given by
1/\/ 0 —
1/1(1’1,%2) — < /0U11 . ) |:V1/2(£1,$2)T+ < V12 >:| )

—U22/2

Similarly, define U,, as follows
Un = (Un,lyUnQ) = 1/1(2)

(7 oo )

__vi2 1 V12
= N \/Uvn 7 1o 1/ V11 .
-7 Vo U2

Since we know that Z,, ~» Z, we hope that in some sense X,, = ¥(Z,) is
close to U,, = ¥(Z). Note that the function 1 depends on n, so we cannot
directly apply the Portmanteau Lemma.

We aim to apply Lemma 16 with X,, = ¢/(Z,,) and U,, = ¥(Z) defined above
and with the function g(z1,z2) = f(x1)e™. By Lemma 23, we have that

lim lim E|min(0, M — eYn2)| = 0.

M —00 n—00

Hence we get by the second part of Lemma 16
lim Eg(X,) —Eg(U,) =0.

n—oo

Next we calculate Eg(U,,). We have

Es, ,9(Un) = Ef (Upa)e"™? = /2 f(u1) €™ fu, (u1, uz)du,
R

where fy denotes the density of a random variable Y. We use Lemma 21 to
obtain that fy, (u)e"2 = fy(u), where

0 L 7%
Y ~ N < 'U22/2 > 3 V12 U2121 .
V11
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Hence
Bon0(Us) = [ f () Sy u)du = B (Y0)

where Y ~ N(0,1). Hence for any bounded continuous function f we have
shown

lim [Eg p/ymf

n—o0

<\/5(Tn — 9(Bn,0)) — v12
V11
By the Portmanteau Lemma (note that Y in the above display does not
depend on n), we thus have
\/ﬁ(Tn - g(ﬂn,o)) — V12 ﬁn,Otil/\/ﬁN
V11
Therefore, by the differentiability assumption (D1) on g, we get
\/H(Tn - g(ﬁn,(] + h/\/ﬁ)) + th(ﬁnyo) - PBn,Olﬁn,OhTsﬁn,O B”,Otil/\/ﬁ./\/'
VBn,Ol/2

) “EF(Y)| =0,

(0,1).

0,1).

O

APPENDIX A: PROOFS FOR SECTION 14
Before proving Lemmas 9, 10, 11 and 12 we first recall a version of Theorem

2.4 from van de Geer et al. (2014). We denote n; := Xj—X_jV;),j =1,...,p.

THEOREM 10 (a version of Theorem 2.4 in van de Geer et al. (2014)).
Suppose that conditions (A2*) are satisfied and assume that s; logp/n =
o(1). Consider the nodewise regression estimator ©; and the corresponding
@-2 with \j = X > 7y/logp/n for j =1,...,p. Then for T > 1, on the set

T = {IX5millec/n < eri/logp/n,
HZA]_]-’_]- — Eo_j7_j||oo < cry/logp/n,
InFn;/n — 72| < er\/logp/n},
(where ¢ is some sufficiently large constant), we have the following claims
forj=1,...,p,

195 — ’Ygo'”l < Crsj\/logp/n, ’72]-2 - 7-].2‘ < Cry/sjlogp/n,
H(:)j — @?Hl < Crsjy/logp/n,

for some constant C'; > 0. Moreover, for some constant ¢c; > 0 we have

P(Tf) < er(2p)7
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PrROOF OF LEMMA 9. The proof of this lemma is essentially the same
as the proof of Theorem 1, but we need to make adjustments to obtain an
oracle bound for the expectation of the mazimum of ¢1-errors of p Lasso
estimators, i.e. we show an oracle bound for
(B max |17 — wlHYE
First we summarize the oracle inequality for the nodewise regression which
holds with high probability. Let n; := X; —X_]W;-) forj=1,...,p, thenn; is
a sub-Gaussian random vector with a universal constant, since Apax(©g) =
1/Amin(X0) = O(1). Under 1/Amin(X0) = O(1), one can check that for
some universal constant L > 0, it holds Amin(Z(i%_j) > L. Let T; be as
in Theorem 10. Then on 7 := ﬂ§:17} it holds maxj—1, ,[|%; — 7?“1 <
16)\] man:17___7p Sj/L.

We now proceed to show that the oracle inequality for the Lasso holds also
in expectation. We follows the steps of the proof of Theorem 1 to get

E max (lejl3/% +2hd )" < E max 27 ((lel3/4)" + @)

By Lemma 5 we have

E max (Jo[2)f = O()
o

=1,...

Next observe that by assumption on the eigenvalues of ©¢, we have H’Y?Hz =
O(1) and hence

01k SITIRY S k)2
715 < (max /s5lhflla)* < O( max 7).

Further steps again follow the steps of the proof of Theorem 1. Thus we
obtain

E max |19 —9flf = O(max siAp),

=1,...,

[ERES)

where we chose 7 sufficiently large (this is possible since k is fixed) so that

k/2\—k —72
max st/ 2\Thp /2 = O( max sf)\?)
j=l..p 7 J=1,...p

Hence we conclude that

(38) (B max |19 —ylID)""* = Of

=1,..

max S;j\;).
J=L.p



EFFICIENCY BOUNDS FOR HIGH-DIMENSIONAL MODELS 29

PrOOF OF LEMMA 10. Before proving statements 1) and 2) of the lemma,
we first prove that Emax;j—; __, 1/(%]2)k = O(1). Throughout the proof, we
use the notation

Ljr= (=91, — V-1 L =Fjj+1s s —Vjip)-
Proof of Emax;_;__,1/(7?)F = O(1):

J

We first show the rough bound Emax;—; ., ﬁ = O(pnk/2). First observe
that for each j = 1,...,p it holds for ¢t > 0 ’

P(#?<t) = PITSD; + N4 < t)
< PETSL; <t AN <t)

Using the following lower bound

|
M

Ly sr; 3 = 2555+ S

51— 25T A A S

555 = 21%5-slloo s 11 + A7 £—j- 5%
i — 285t/ A;

i (1 =2t/X;),

(VAR AVARR AV
M>

5
5

we obtain that

~

PITSE; <t AN|Flh <t) < PS50 —2t/X) <t AN < )
< P(Z5(1=2t/0) < t).

Next we use concentration results for 2”- around its mean under the sub-
Gaussianity assumption on X. For ¢ < A;/4 it holds that 1 —2t/\; > 1/2
and thus

P(3;(1—2t/)\) <t) = P <2jj —-x% <2t— 2%) :

For 0 <t < \;/4 and n sufficiently large it holds that 2t — E?j < 0 (by the
minimal eigenvalue condition on ¥y) and thus

P(3i(1—2t/\) <t) = P (ijj —- %0 <2t — 2%)

3 0 0
< P <|Ejj — X5l > 2t - Ejj|)
< e—c(E?j—%)\/n/logpn
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for some constant ¢ > 0. Hence collecting the above inequalities, we have so
far shown that for any 0 < ¢ < A;/4 and n sufficiently large it holds

(39) P2 < t) < (B2 vaTor,
Then by rewriting the expectation as an integral
L ~ ~2\k
Ejiri?'}ip (72)k = /0 P(jg%?.}.(,pl/(%) > x)dz

j
= / ‘max pP(l/(%jz)k > x)dx
0 ,7:1,,17
1

= p [ max P(l/(f'f)k>a:)da:
0 J=Ll...p

/9"
+ p/ ‘max P(l/(%]?)k > x)dx
1 jzlvvp

+ p/ max P(l/(%jz)k > x)dx
(g /4)~F I=Lop

< p4p(y/4)h +p/ P(1/(32) > 2)dz
(g /4)

ii
Next we calculate an upper bound on 7.

i :/ PO/ > o)de = / P(1/72 > 2V/¥)de
Nj/o7k (A /a~F

= /(A o P(#? <z Y)da
J

Now we can use the bound (39) since z=! < \;/4. Using the bound and by
standard calculations, we obtain

B P(f'j2 <z Nde < B e~ e(Bh=2/z)/n/logpn g, o(1).
(/97 (/97

Hence we obtain the rough bound

Ejgll?.b.}.(,p (@T)k =0 <p ()\j/4)_k> = O(pnk/2/(10gp)k/2)-

Define, for 7 > 1 and j = 1,...,p, the sets
T = {IXInjllec/n < er/logp/n,
15— = 52 _jlloe < em/logp/n,
I} 15/n = 73 loe < em/logp/n},
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(where c is some sufficiently large constant). Then by Theorem 10, on 7 =
ﬂ;’:l’]} we have maxj—1__, 1/(%]2)k < (O, for some constant C,. > 0. But
then and by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

1 1 1
E max — = E max ——17+E max ——17
i=1ep (77)F i=1ep (77)F LS v (77)* T

O(1) + 1/O(pnk/2)\/2p(2p) ™/ = O(1),

IN

where we chose 7 sufficiently large.
Proof of part 1) First we show that E(ff)k = O(1). We have

7= 11X = XAl + Al
= TTS0;/n+ All350h
< DS IT IS oo + Asl151-

Hence by basic calculations

~ ~ k
E max (3¢ < B max (I35 )0 + A015501
Jj=1,...p Jj=1,...p
< 27E max [(I51R1E])* + (111"
We have
E max [5]f < E max (I3 =%+ Ihdll)*

Jj=1l,...p Jj=1,...p
< E max 247 (14 — 0l + I091)
- k/2
= 0(s;"7).

Hence

N - k
E max (7)* < E max [|[T5]71Z]le + X155k
Jj=1,...p J=1,...p

= 0O(s%h).

J

Hence, by Theorem 10, on 7 we have that max;—q,_ ., ?]2 = O(1), hence it

follows

E max (%jz)k:E max (%f)le—i—E max (f'jz)lec =0(1).
j:17"'7p j:17"'7p j: 7"'7p
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We have under 1/Anin (09) = O(1) that Tj2 = 1/@9]- = O(1) and hence

E max |T —TJ2|k O(E max (%j»z)k—l—(T»z)k) =0(1).
J=L.p J=L.p

We can then apply the same procedure as before to get

E max |7' —T; 2k — B max |T —T; |k17——|—E max |7' —7; 21k e
J=Leup j=1,...p =1,.
= max /S;\j).
(j:17"'7p ‘] ‘7)
Proof of part 2) First we have
1 1 :
E ‘Imax 5 T 3
j=1,...p J Tj
~2 2k
T4 — T4
<E max |J J

- ~2\k (+2\k
J=1.p (Tj ) (Tj )

< max 1/(r?) \/Ejn%ax 72 — 7 !2k\/E max_1/(72)%

Jj=1,...p yeesP =1,..,p

Using that Emax;j—i ., 1/(7}2)2’c = O(1) and Part 1), we obtain the claim.
U

ProOOF OoF LEMMA 11. For some 7 > 0 and each j = 1,...,p define the
sets

T = {IX5mille/n < er\/logp/n,
HE—L EO] ]”oo <cr V 10gp/n
In) m;/n — 77 |leo < em\/log p/n},

By Theorem 10, when \; > ¢74/log p/n uniformly in j, we have on the set
NY_,7; that

A 0 2
]IIE%X’;D”@] @]”1 CTjn%?,)ipS] js ]H}?X’p’] T; ‘ C rqax \VSjiAG,

for some C'; > 0. Next we rewrite

E max |6, - 6}|F =E max [6; - 6f1r +E max [6; - 6Y|[f1re.
Jj=1,...p Jj=1,...p Jj=1,...p



EFFICIENCY BOUNDS FOR HIGH-DIMENSIONAL MODELS 33
Then
E max [6; - ©f}
Jj=1,...p
. 0. /22 0 A2 211k
<E max {[1%; —5lli/75 + 11511/ = /7]
<E max 27 (115 =)l /7DF + (W17 = 1/72)"]

Jj=1,...p

where in the last display we used Lemmas 9 and 10.
O

PROOF OF LEMMA 12. Let n; := X —X_j’y;). The Karush-Kuhn-Tucker
corresponding to the optimization problem (6) give

S + NiZ = XTm/n,

where Z], = sign(9;,) if 45, # 0 and Zyz € [-1,1] otherwise, fori =1,...,p.
Rearranging them, we obtain

(40) E(lj,—j(’AYj - ’Y?) + )‘ij = Xzﬂlj/” + (E(lj,—j - 2—j7—j)(’AYj - ’YJO')~
Firstly,

152555 = ADI3 < Amax(5%; )IX—(55 =D

+ Amax(52; - )IA5 = BIRNE = Zolloo-

Secondly,

12, =S5 = 0o < 15255 = Syl llis — 2l
Denote §; := [|¥;]lo. On the set

T = {I1X5mi /nllee < 20, I(ZL5—5 = S5 B — 1)l < Ao},
we have

1N Zi+ X mi/n+ (52 — 2525 — )

p

= Z NiZji+ Ximj+el (5255 =2 5@ — I
i=1

> (\j —2X0)%s.
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Combining the above observations, we obtain
Amax (B2 )X (35 = D + Amax(E25 )55 = T = Zollo
= HE(lj,—j(;Yj - ’Y?)H%
== AZj+ XTmi/n+ (3% 5 -5 -)E — )3
> (A — 2X0)%5.
Hence on the set T,

A Amax(g(lj,—j)HX—j(;Yj - ’Y?)”% + Amax(z(ij,_j)”'% - ’Y?”%Hz - Z0”00

%= (N — 2X0)?2

Finally, taking Ao := ¢y/log p/n for some ¢ > 0 sufficiently large and taking
A > 3\ and under the assumption Apax(2p) = O(1), we obtain

8; = Op(sj)-

APPENDIX B: ADDITIONAL PROOFS FOR SECTION 16

In this section we give Lemma 20 and its proof, but we need the following

auxiliary Lemmas 17, 18, 19.

LEMMA 17. Let x ~ N(0,,%0) and let ©g = Xy*. Then for any t € R
and A € RP*P such that ©y — 2t A is symmetric and positive definite it holds

E eth Az _ det(®0) 12
o det(0g — 2tA)

Proor orF LEMMA 17. By direct calculation, we obtain

E ethAx _ det((ao)l/ze—%xT@oxethAxd:E
o0 re  (2m)P/2

/ det(©0)'/2 1.7 (0-2ta)ey,
re  (2m)P/2
_ / det(©g)'/2det(0 — 2tA)'/? — 1T (©0—2tA)z .,
me  (27)P/2det(©g — 2tA)1/2
det(0g)1/2
det(6g — 2tA)1/2°
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LEMMA 18.  Suppose that ©¢ + H/\/m,, is a symmetric positive definite
matriz. Let pe, be the joint density of the random sample x1, ..., x,, where
each x; is an N'(0,0,")-distributed random vector. Then it holds

2
Fo, (W —1—ntr((8 - EO)H/\/m_n)>

pe, ()
det(©g + H/\/my)" det(©y) n/2 = T
- -1 "' [,
det(6g)" det(©g + 2H) * ; var(e; Hz;)
—2ntr[((6g + H) ™' — X0)H].
Proor oF LEMMA 18. The density is given by
det((ao)n/2 15 2TOgx;
p@o(xla'”axn):We 2 2ui=1"; 20
For simplicity of notation, denote U := H//m,,. Then we have
poy+u(r) | _ det(Oo + U)/2emz X o Un ]
Pos (@) det(0)"7

The score function is given by se, () = n(2 — $g)/2. Let

7 = vec(U)Tvec(so, (z)) = tr(n(X — 3o)U) = Z el Uz; — ntr(SeU).
i=1

First observe that
n n
Eeo,Z% = V&I‘(Z el Uz = Z var(z! Uz;).
i=1 i=1
We have

(1)

n/2,—2 30 2TUx, 2
_ Ee, (det(@o—l—U) e 2 1 _1_2)

det(@o)”/2
- det(©g + U)"™
n det(@o)"
o det(©p + U)n/?
det(@o)"/2
det(0q + U)"™/?
-2
det(@o)"/2

EGOe_Z?:l Z‘zTUxi + 1 +E@022 +

1 n T .
Eg,e™2 2i=1%i U%_i_QE@OZ

1 T
Eo, Ze ™ 7 2i=1 % Ui,
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Using Lemma 17, since ©g+ U/2 is a symmetric positive definite matrix, we
obtain

g (Perv(@ | P det(©@+U)" ([ det(O) "/2+1
%\ pey () det(@g)"  \det(Og + 20)
+ Z vare, (z! U;)
i=1
det(0 + U)"/? < det(©y) >"/2
det(©g)"/2 det(©9 + U)
det (g + U)™/? iy o TUL
-2 Eo. Z Zi:l Ty UZq
det(@o)"/2 @O e 2
_det(©o +U)" [ det(99) \"? .
~ det(6g)" det(©g + 2U)
+ Z varg, (z! Ux;)
=1
det(0q + U)"™/? i Ty
— Ee, Ze ™2 2i=1%: Ui |
det(@o)"/2 @O e 2

i

Next we calculate i. We have again by Lemma 17

- . - det(©9) \"?
E tZ _ ntr(ZoU)tE 30 2l Uz _ —ntr(SoU)t )
O =€ O0€ ‘ det(9 — 2tU)

Since !4 < eZ for t < 0 and Eg,e? < oo, we can interchange differentiation
and integration below to obtain

E@()Zetz _ E@Q (etZ)/ _ (E@Oetz)/-

Hence
E@O ZetZ — (EQO etZ)/
_ e—ntr(ZoU)t det(@()) "2 %
det(@o — QtU)
(41) n [tr((©g — 2tU)'U) — tx(SoU)]

Finally, taking ¢t = —1/2 in (41), we obtain

i = — 2ntr[((Qg + U) ™' — Xo)U].
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Hence
g (Peoru(@) | \' _ det(©o+U)" [ det(Oy) v .
%\ e, (2) det(69)"  \ det(®g 1 20)
+ Z vare, (2] Uz;)
i=1

— 27”Lt1"[((@0 + U)_l — Eo)U]

This finishes the proof.

LEMMA 19. Let 0 < =6, — 0 and let a,b = O(1). Then

<1 + ﬁ(b\/‘% ﬁ))n —1=0(5).

ProoOr OF LEMMA 19.

<1 + a5 > . 1 _ enlog(lﬁ-m) o 1
VbV + /)

— en[\/ﬁ(b%+\/ﬁ)+o<\/ﬁ(b%+ﬁ))] 1

Next
and

VbV + y/n)

Hence, and using that e* — 1 = o(z) for  — 0, we obtain

= 0(d).

e"[ﬁ(b\(}g+ﬁ)+o<ﬁ(b%+ﬁ)>]—l = 0(9).

LEMMA 20. Let pe, be the joint density of the random sample X1, ..., Xy,
where each X; is an N'(0,0,1)-distributed random vector. Let H := ©y(£,£5
+&61)0¢ /0. Then

(p@()—i-H/\/mn (:E)
Eo, | —————
Poq (33)

2
1= tr(se, (O VT ) = OG,).
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PrOOF OF LEMMA 20. We apply Lemma 18 with

H = 0y(6,67 + &0y /0,

where 02 = £10%,¢10%, + (€70%,)?. To apply Lemma 18, we need
to show that ©¢ + H/\/m, is a symmetric, positive definite matrix (for
n sufficiently large). This can be seen as follows. First note that H :=
Qo (6165 +626T)0¢ /o is symmetric and Og is symmetric and hence the sym-
metry of the sum follows. Next we look at positive definiteness.

For any u € RP we have by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

w'Hu = ul0¢(1e] + &60)00u/o

< 2\/£;f®0£1uT®ou\/é’g@oﬁguT@ou/a < Apmax (©)uT u.
Thus
u'Ogu + uTHu/\/mn uT'Oou — (’)(Amax(@o)uTu)/\/mn

>
> [Amin(©0) — O(1)/y/my] uu.

This shows that the matrix O+ H//m,, is positive definite for n sufficiently
large. But then we can apply Lemma 18 which gives

2
Ee, (M . tr(seo<X>H>/¢m—n)

P, ()
_ det(©9+U)" ( det(0y) )"/2 -
det(O9)" )

det(©g + 2U

7

n
+ Z vare, (2] Uz;)
i=1

—2ntr[((©g + U)~ ! — 2)U].

1)

Now we calculate the terms 1, i, ii1.
1.) Calculation of i.

First we calculate 7. Observe that since H is of rank 2 it follows

i = det(Qg + H/\/mp) = det[0g + Op(£1€1 + £61)00/ (20 /M)
= (1+£&{O©0&2/(20/my))*det(Oy).
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And hence
det(6¢ + H/\/my)" < det(©y) )n/z
det(0g)" det(©¢ + 2H/\/m_n)
= (1+ 5{9052/(20\/m_n))2:|n
(1+ &7 0082/ (0 /M)

2.) Calculation of ii.
The following property holds: if Y ~ N5(0, S), then it holds
var(Y1Ys) = S11892 + S%,.
Further observe that since ©gz; ~ N (0,0() we obtain
vare, (] Hai/\/my,) = vare, (£l Qozixl ©0el) /(0% my)
= (006185 Ooka + (€] O02)?) /(07 mn) = 1/my.
Thus
it = n/my,.
3.) Calculation of iii.

Finally, by inversion of a sum of a matrix with another matrix of rank 2, we
get (we omit the calculations)

i = wl((©0 + /i)~ So) /] = 0.

mnp

By Lemma 18 and the above calculations of 4, i, 777 it then follows

T 2
Eo, (p@;g/—{g” 1~ (s, (O )
_ (£7©0&2)?/(4a®my) \"

- (1 1 +2§1T@o§2/<omn>> !

For the first term, by Lemma 19 we have that I = O(4,,). Hence we conclude
that

p@o+H/\/m7(ﬂf) 1 (s — ?
Boy (PN 1 — tn(s0, (X)) VT
= 0(6,) + O <ﬂ> = O(6,).

Mn
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APPENDIX C: ADDITIONAL PROOFS FOR SECTION 17

In this section, we give Lemmas 21, 23.
LEMMA 21. Let Z € R? be N (u, X)-distributed, where
M:<M1 >72:<0’11 012 >
M2 012 022
Suppose that iy = —092/2. Let Y € R? be N'(u + a, X)-distributed, with
(2)
a= )
022
Let ¢z be the density of Z and ¢y be the density of Y. Then we have the
following equality for all z = (21, 22) € R?:
¢z(2)e” = oy (2).

PRrROOF OF LEMMA 21. The density of Z is

1 1 Ty—1
— —5(—w) 27 (z—p)
Z) = e 2 .
¢2(7) o7 /det(2)
It holds that
¥ la = (0,1)T.

Then
1

1 1
E(z—,u)TE_l(z—,u) = 5(z—,u—a)TE_l(z—,u—a)+aTE_1(z—,u) - EaTE_la.

We also have

_ 1 _ 1 1
a'y 1(z—,u)—§aTE Yo = (0, 1)T(z—,u)—§(0, Dla= 2= H2—50m = 22

O

LEMMA 22. Let u and X be defined as follows

__vi2 1 V12
= VU11 E — /11
_vp )0 U g, |
2 V011

Suppose that Vg = O(1),1/Vg = O(1) and Amax(Ig) = O(1). (The relation-
ship between these quantities and the v;;’s is given in the proof of Theorem
9). Then

I3 =0@1) and  Apax(E) = O(1).
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PRrROOF. First observe that
viy = (Bslgh’sp)® < Egl3Es(h”ss)?
— VBhEBSBSgh < VgAmax(Egsgsg)hTh.

Then by assumption AmaX(EgSgsg) = O(1), V3 = O(1) and since hTh =
O(1), we have that (Eglgh?sz)? = O(1). Also observe that vy = hTIgh <
Amax(Ig)hTh = O(1) by assumption Apax(I5) = O(1).

Then, and by 1/V3 = O(1), it follows that

l1ll3 = via/vi1 + 5y /4 = (Pslgh”s3)? /Vs + (T Igh)? /4 = O(1).

We proceed to check that the eigenvalues of 3 are bounded. We have

1+ vy VD

A2 = B E—
where D = (1—|—’U22)2—4(U22—’U%2/’L)11) = (1—2122)2—1—4’[)%2/2111. Clearly, D > 0,
and as above, one sees that D = O(1). Hence also Apax(2) = O(1). O

LEMMA 23.  Suppose that

_ V12 1 V12
U ~ N VU11 V11
n Y ’ V12 V99 .
2 V11

Suppose that Vg = O(1),1/Vg = O(1), Amax(Ig) = O(1) and h € ©. (The
relationship between these quantities and the v;;’s is given in the proof of
Theorem 9).

Then it holds that

lim lim Emin(0, M — eYn2) = 0.

M — 00 n—00

Proor or LEMMA 23. We have
Emin(0, M — eVn2) = / / min(0, M — e™)oy, (z)dx

= / M — e" ¢y, (x)dx
—oo Jlog M
= MPUpgz>logM)— P(Y,2 >logK),

where we applied Lemma 21 and denoted

0 L 7%
Y ~ N < '022/2 > 3 V12 U2121 .
V11
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Thus we have )
P(Ypa > log M) < e” (082772,

and

P(Uy,2 >1log M) = P(Up + via//v11 > log M + via/\/v11)
< e—(logM+u12/\/m)2/2_

Now observe that

vly = (Eplgh”sp)® < EslEEs(h”s5)”
— VBhEBSBSgh < VgAmax(Egsgsg)hTh.

Then by assumption AmaX(EBSBSg) = O(1), Vg = O(1) and since hTh =
O(1), we have that (Elgh?sz)? = O(1). Hence v15 = O(1). We also have by
the assumption 1/Vg = O(1) that 1/\/vi; = O(1). Hence we can conclude
that vio/ v/v11 < L for some constant L > 0. Now without loss of generality,
choose M such that log M > 2L. Then we have log M +wvi2/,/v11 > log M /2.
Thus we obtain

E min(0, M — eUn2) MP(Upza >log M) — P(Y,,5 > log K)
Me—(og M+via/\/or)?/2 | —(log M)?/2

Me—(0gM)*/8 | ~(log M)?/2.

IN A

Finally, taking the limits we obtain

lim lim Emin(0, M —e"2) < lim lim Me—(loaM)?/21 o—~(log M)*/8 _
M —o00 n—r00 M —r00 n—00

O
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