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Several new methods have been recently proposed for performing valid inference after
model selection. An older method is sampling splitting: use part of the data for model
selection and the rest for inference. In this paper we revisit sample splitting combined
with the bootstrap (or the Normal approzimation). We show that this leads to a simple,
assumption-free approach to inference and we establish results on the accuracy of the
method. In fact, we find new bounds on the accuracy of the bootstrap and the Normal
approzimation for general nonlinear parameters with increasing dimension which we
then use to assess the accuracy of regression inference. We define new parameters that
measure variable importance and that can be inferred with greater accuracy than the usual
regression coefficients. Finally, we elucidate an inference-prediction trade-off: splitting
increases the accuracy and robustness of inference but can decrease the accuracy of the
predictions.

“Investigators who use [regression] are not paying adequate attention to the connection - if any -
between the models and the phenomena they are studying. ... By the time the models are deployed,
the scientific position is nearly hopeless. Reliance on models in such cases is Panglossian ...”

—David Freedman

1 Introduction

We consider the problem of carrying out assumption-free statistical inference after model selection
for high-dimensional linear regression. This is now a large topic and a variety of approaches have
been considered under different settings — an overview of a subset of these can be found in Dezeure
et al. (2015). We defer a detailed discussion of the literature and list of references until Section 1.1.

In this paper, we will use linear models but we do not assume that the true regression function is
linear. We show the following:

1. Inference based on sample splitting followed by the bootstrap (or Normal approximation)
gives assumption-free, robust confidence intervals under very weak assumptions. No other
known method gives the same inferential guarantees.

2. The usual regression parameters are not the best choice of parameter to estimate in the
weak assumption case. We propose new parameters, called LOCO (Leave-Out-COvariates)
parameters, that are interpretable, general and can be estimated accurately.

3. There is a trade-off between prediction accuracy and inferential accuracy.



4. We provide new bounds on the accuracy of the Normal approximation and the bootstrap to the
distribution of the projection parameter (the best linear predictor) when the dimension increases
and the model is wrong. We need these bounds since we will use Normal approximations or
the bootstrap after choosing the model. In fact, we provide new general bounds on Normal
approximations for nonlinear parameters with increasing dimension. This gives new insights
on the accuracy of inference in high-dimensional situations. In particular, the accuracy of
the Normal approximation for the standard regression parameters is very poor while the
approximation is very good for LOCO parameters.

5. The accuracy of the bootstrap can be improved by using an alternative version that we call the
image bootstrap. However, this version is computationally expensive. The image bootstrap is
discussed in the appendix.

6. We show that the law of the projection parameter cannot be consistently estimated without
sample splitting.

We want to emphasize that we do not claim that the LOCO parameter is optimal in any sense. We
just aim to show that there exist alternatives to the usual parameters that, when the linear model
is not true, (i) are more interpretable and (ii) can be inferred more accurately.

Problem Setup and Four (Random) Parameters that Measure Variable Importance

We consider a distribution-free regression framework, where the random pair Z = (X,Y) € R? x R
of d-dimensional covariates and response variable has an unknown distribution P belonging to a
large non-parametric class Q,, of probability distributions on R%t!. We make no assumptions on the
regression function z € R? — p(z) = E[Y|X = z] describing the relationship between the vector of
covariates and the expected value of the response variable. In particular, we do not require it to be
linear.

We observe D,, = (Z1,...,%Zy), an i.i.d. sample of size n from some P € Q,,, where Z; = (X;,Y;), for
i=1,...,n. We apply to the data a procedure w,, which returns both a subset of the coordinates
and an estimator of the regression function over the selected coordinates. Formally,

Dy, v wn(Dy) = (§ ﬁg) :

where S , the selected model, is a random, nonempty subset of {1,...,d} and ﬁg is an estimator of
the regression function z € R% — E [Y|X 5= a:g] restricted to the selected covariates S, where for
zeRY x5=(zj,j € S) and (X,Y) ~ P, independent of D,,.

The model selection and estimation steps comprising the procedure w, need not be related to
each other, and can each be accomplished by any appropriate method. The only assumption we
impose on wy, is that the size of the selected model be under our control; that is, 0 < |§ | <k, for a
pre-defined positive integer k < d where k£ and d can both increase with sample size. For example,
S may be defined as the set of k covariates with the highest linear correlations with the response



and jig may be any non-parametric estimator of the regression function over the coordinates in

S with bounded range. Although our framework allows for arbitrary estimators of the regression
function, we will be focussing on linear estimators: fig(r) = B;r rg, where B\ is any estimator of the
of the linear regression coefficients for the selected variables — such as ordlnary least squares on
the variables in S. In particular, ﬁ g may arise from fitting a sparse linear model, such as the lasso
or stepwise-forward regression, in which case estimation of the regression parameters and model
selection can be accomplished simultaneously with one procedure.

It is important to emphasize that, since we impose minimal assumptions on the class Q,, of data
generating distribution and allow for arbitrary model selection and estimation procedures w,,, we will
not assume anything about the quality of the output returned by the procedure wy. In particular,
the selected model S needs not be a good approximation of any optimal model, however optimality
may be defined. Similarly, jig may not be a consistent estimator of the regression function restricted

to S. Instead, our concern is to provide statistical guarantees for various criteria of significance
for the selected model S, uniformly over the choice of w, and over all the distributions P e .
We will accomplish this goal by producing confidence sets for four random parameters in R, each
providing a different assessment of the level of statistical significance of the variables in S from a
purely predictive standpoint. All of the random parameters under consideration are functions of the
data generating distribution P, of the sample D,, and, therefor, of its size n and, importantly, of the
model selection and estimation procedure w,. Below, (X,Y") denotes a draw from P, independent
of the sample D,,. Thus the distribution of (X,Y) is the same as their conditional distribution given
D,,.

e The projection parameter (g. The linear projection parameter Sz is defined to be the
vector of coefficients of the best linear predictor of Y using Xg:

b= argmincy [0V 57
BERS

where E(x y) denote the expectation with respect to the distribution of (X,Y). The terminology
projection parameters refers to the fact that X Tﬂg is the projection of Y into the linear
space of all random variables that can be obtained as linear functions of Xg. For a through
discussion and an analysis of the properties of such parameters see Buja et al. (2015). More
generally, this type of quantities are also studied in Lee et al. (2016); Taylor et al. (2014);
Berk et al. (2013); Wasserman (2014). Note that the projection parameter is well-defined even
though the true regression function p is not linear. Indeed, it is immediate that

Bg=%3'ag (1)

where ag = (ag(j): j € 9), o 3(j) = E[Y X5(j)] and ¥g = E[XngA]. We remark that the
regression projection parameter depends only on the selected model S, and not any estimate

fig of the regression function on the coordinates in S that may be implemented in w,,.

e The LOCO parameters 75 and ¢g. Often, statisticians are interested in g as a measure
of the importance of the selected covariates. But, of course, there are other ways to measure
variable importance. We now define two such parameters, which we refer to as Leave Out



COuwariate Inference — or LOCO — parameters, which were originally defined in Lei et al. (2016)
and are similar to the variable importance measures used in random forests. The first LOCO
parameter is 75 = (y5(j) : j € S), where

vﬁﬁzEme—@mX%ﬂﬂY—@X§@4. (2)

In the above expression, Bg is any estimator of the projection parameter Sg and S (j) and

Bg(j) are obtained by re-running the model selection and estimation procedure after removing

the j*" covariate from the data D,,. To be clear, for each j € wS, S (7) is a subset of size k of
{1,...,d} \ {j}. Notice that the selected model can be different when covariate X; is held
out from the data, so that the intersection between 5 (7) and S can be quite smaller than
k —1. The interpretation of yg(j) is simple: it is the increase in prediction error by not having
access to X (j) (in both the model selection and estimation steps). Of course, it is possible to
extend the definition of this parameter by leaving out several variables from S at once without
additional conceptual difficulties.

The parameter 75 has several advantages over the projection parameter fg: it is more
interpretable since it refers directly to prediction error and we shall see that the accuracy of
the Normal approximation and the bootstrap is much higher. Indeed, we believe that the
widespread focus on fg is mainly due to the fact that statisticians are used to thinking in
terms of cases where the linear model is assumed to be correct.

The second type of LOCO parameters that we consider are the median LOCO parameters

o5 = (¢5(j) : j € S) with
¢5(j) = median | [Y — Bg(j)X§| — v - 31Xl |, )

where the median is over the conditional distribution of (X,Y") given D,,. Though one may
simply regard ¢g as a robust version of vg, we find that inference for ¢z will remain valid
under weaker assumptions that the ones needed for vg. Of course, as with vg, we may leave
out multiple covariate at the same time.

e The prediction parameter pg. It is also of interest to obtain an omnibus parameter that
measures how well the selected model will predict future observations. To this end, we define
the future predictive error as

pg=Exy|lv - BIXgl], (4)

where Eg is any estimator the projection parameters 3.

Remarks.

1. The LOCO and prediction parameters do not require linear estimators. For example we can
define

v5(J) = Exyy

Y - ﬁﬁ(j)(X§(j))| — Y — 1ig(X3)| ]a jes,
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where [ig is any regression estimator restricted to the coordinates in S and ﬁg(j) is the
estimator obtained after performing a new model selection process and then refitting without
covariate j € S. Similarly, we could have

ps=Exy IV - is(Xg)l |,

for an arbitrary estimator jig. For simplicity, we will focus on linear estimators, although our
results about the LOCO and prediction parameters hold even in this more general setting.

2. It is worth reiterating that the projection and LOCO parameters are only defined over the
coordinates in S , the set of variables that are chosen in the model selection phase. If a variable
is not selected then the corresponding parameter is set to be identically zero and is not the
target of any inference.

There is another version of the projection parameter defined as follows. For the moment, suppose
that d < n and that there is no model selection. Let 3, = (X" X)™'X" p1,, where X is the n x d design

matrix, whose columns are the n vector of covariates X1, ..., Xy, and i, = (un(1), ..., mn(n)) 7,
with u, (i) = E[Y;|X1,...,X,]. This is just the conditional mean of the least squares estimator
given X7i,...,X,. We call this the conditional projection parameter. The meaning of this parameter

when the linear model is false is not clear. It is a data dependent parameter, even in the absence of
model selection. Buja et al. (2015) have devoted a whole paper to this issue. Quoting from their

paper:

When fitted models are approximations, conditioning on the regressor is no longer
permitted ... Two effects occur: (1) parameters become dependent on the regressor
distribution; (2) the sampling variability of the parameter estimates no longer derives
from the conditional distribution of the response alone. Additional sampling variability
arises when the nonlinearity conspires with the randomness of the regressors to generate
a 1/y/n contribution to the standard errors.

Moreover, it is not possible to estimate the distribution of the conditional projection parameter
estimate in the distribution free framework. To see that, note that the least squares estimator
can be written as B\(]) = Y., w;Y; for weights w; that depend on the design matrix. Then
Vr(BG) = B()) = > wie; where ¢; = Y; — pi,,(4). Thus, for each j € {1,...,d} we have that
\/E(B(j) — B(4)) is approximately ~ N(0,72), where 72 = 3. w?o?, with 02 = Var(e;| X1,. .., Xy).
The problem is that there is no consistent estimator of 72 under the nonparametric models we are
considering. Even if we assume that a? is constant (an assumption we avoid in this paper), we still
have that 72 = 02}, w? which cannot be consistently estimated without assuming that the linear
model is correct. Again, we refer the reader to Buja et al. (2015) for more discussion. In contrast,
the projection parameter § = ¥ ' is a fixed functional of the data generating distribution P and
is estimable. For these reasons, we focus in this paper on the projection parameter rather than the
conditional projection parameter.



Goals and Assumptions

Our main goal is to provide statistical guarantees for each of the four random parameters of variable
significance introduced above, under our distribution free framework. For notational convenience, in
this section we let g be any of the parameters of interest: B3, vg, ¢g or pg.

We will rely on sample splitting: assuming for notational convenience that the sample size is 2n, we
randomly split the data Dy, into two halves, D; , and Ds,. Next, we run the model selection and
estimation procedure w, on Dy ,, obtaining both S and ,U@ (as remarked above, if we are concerned

with the projection parameters, then we will only need S ). We then use the second half of the
sample Dy 5, to construct an estimator g and a confidence hyper-rectangle Cg for 03 satisfying the
following properties:

Concentration : limsup sup sup IP’(Hgg —0glloc > 7n) — 0 (5)
Nn—00 wnEWn PEQn

. . : . . . . N /\,.\ > _
Coverage validity (honesty) hnni 1£f . nuel)gv y Plenén Pl e Cg) 21—« (6)

Accuracy : limsup sup sup IP(V(@:S:) >e€,) =0 (7)
Nn—00 wpEWn PEQ,
where a € (0, 1) is a pre-specified level of significance, W, is the set of all the model selection and
estimation procedures on samples of size n, r, and €, both vanish as n — oo and v is the size
of the set (length of the sides of the rectangle) where we recall that k = | S| is non-random. The
probability statements above take into account both the randomness in the sample D,, and the
randomness associated to splitting it into halves.

Remark. The property that the coverage of 65 is guaranteed uniformly over the entire class Q,
is known as (asymptotic) honesty (Li, 1989). Note that the confidence intervals are for random
parameters (based on half the data) but the uniform coverage, accuracy and concentration guarantees
hold marginally.

The statistical guarantees listed above assure that both é\g and C'\g are robust with respect to the
choice of w,. We seek validity over all model selection and estimation rules because, in realistic
data analysis, the procedure w,, can be very complex. In particular, the choice of model can involve:
plotting, outlier removal, transformations, choosing among various competing models, etc.. Thus,
unless we have validity over all w,,, there will be room for unconscious biases to enter. Note that
sample splitting is key in yielding uniform coverage and robustness.

The confidence sets we construct will be hyper-rectangles. The reason for such choice is two-fold.
First, once we have a rectangular confidence set for a vector parameter, we immediately have
simultaneous confidence intervals for the components of the vector. Secondly, recent results on high
dimensional normal approximation of normalized sums by Chernozhukov et al. (2013, 2014) have
shown that central limit theorems for hyper-rectangles have only a logarithmic dependence on the
dimension.



Depending on the target parameter, the class Q,, of data generating distributions on R4t for the
pair (X,Y) will be different. We will provide details on each such case separately. However, it
is worth noting that inference for the projection parameters calls for a far more restricted class
of distributions than the other parameters. In particular, we find it necessary to impose uniform
bounds on the largest and smallest eigenvalues of the covariance matrices of all k¥ marginals of the d
covariates, as well as bounds on the higher moments of X and on the mixed moments of X and
Y. We will further assume, in most cases, that the distribution of the pair (X,Y) in [—A, AJ%+L,
for some fixed A > 0. Such compactness assumptions are stronger than necessary but allow us to
keep the statement of the results and their proofs simpler. In particular, they may be replaced with
appropriate tail or moment bounds and not much will change in our analysis and results.

Although we have formulated the guarantees of honest validity, accuracy and concentration in
asymptotic terms, all of our results are in fact obtained as finite sample bounds. This allow us to
derive consistency rates in n with all the relevant quantities, such as the dimension d, the size of
the selected model k, and the variance and eigenvalue bounds needed for the projection parameters
accounted for in the constants (with the exception of A, which we keep fixed). As a result, our
results remain valid and are in fact most interesting when all these quantities are allowed to change
with n.

1.1 Related Work

The problem of inference after model selection has received much attention lately. Much of the
work falls broadly into three categories: inference uniformly over selection procedure, inference with
regard to a particular debiased or desparsified model, and inference conditional on model selection.
A summary of some of the various methods is in Table 1. We discuss these approaches in more
detail in Section 4.

The uniform approach includes POSI (Berk et al., 2013), which constructs valid inferential procedures
regardless of the model selection procedure by maximizing over all possible model selections. This
method assumes Normality and a fixed, known variance, as well as being computationally expensive.
The idea is built upon by later work (Bachoc et al., 2014, 2016), which extend the ideas to
other parameters of interest and which allow for heteroskedasticity, non-normality, and model
misspecification.

Most other approaches focus on a particular model selection procedure and conduct inference for
selections made by that procedure. This includes the literature on debiased or desparsified regularized
models, for example Buhlmann (2013), Zhang and Zhang (2014), Javanmard and Montanari (2014),
Bithlmann and van de Geer (2015), Dezeure et al. (2016), Zhang and Cheng (2017), van de Geer
et al. (2014), Nickl and van de Geer (2013). This work constructs confidence intervals for parameters
in high dimensional regression. These can be used for the selected model if a Bonferroni correction
is applied. However, these methods tend to assume that the linear model is correct as well as a
number of other assumptions on the design matrix and the distribution of errors.

A separate literature on selective inference has focused on inference with respect to the selected
model, conditional on the event of that model’s selection. This began with Lockhart et al. (2014),



Method Parameter Assumptions Accuracy Computation Robust

Debiasing True 3 Very Strong  1/y/n Easy No
Conditional Projection Strong Not known Easy No
Uniform Projection Strong \/k/in NP hard Yes
Sample Splitting Projection Weak VE32log ky/logn/n Easy Yes
Sample Splitting LOCO None log(kn)/n Easy Yes

Table 1: Different inferential methods. ‘accuracy’ refers to the size of sides of the confidence
set. ‘robust’ refers to robustness to model assumptions. The term ‘Very Strong’ means that the
linear model is assumed to be correct and that there are incoherence assumptions on the design
matriz. ‘Strong’ means constant variance and Normality are assumed. ‘Weak’ means only iid and
invertible covariance matriz (for the selected variables). ‘None’ means only #id or #id plus a moment
assumption.

but was developed more fully in Lee et al. (2016), Fithian et al. (2014), and Taylor et al. (2014).
Further works in this area include Tibshirani et al. (2015), Xiaoying Tian (2015), Loftus and Taylor
(2015), Markovic and Taylor (2016), Tibshirani et al. (2016), Markovic et al. (2017). In the simplest
version, the distribution of \/n(8(j) — B(j)) conditional on the selected model has a truncated
Gaussian distribution, if the errors are Normal and the covariates are fixed. The cdf of the truncated
Gaussian is used as a pivot to get tests and confidence intervals. This approach requires Normality,
and a fixed, known variance. While the approach has broadened in later work, the methods still
tend to assume fixed design and a known, parametric structure to the outcome.

There have been several additional approaches to this problem that don’t fall in any of these broad
categories. While this is a larger literature than can be addressed completely here, it includes early
work on model selection Hurvich and Tsai (1990) and model averaging interpretations Hjort and
Claeskens (2003); the impossibility results of Leeb and Pétscher (2008), Buja et al. (2015) on random
X and model misspecification; methods based on resampling or sample splitting (Chatterjee and
Lahiri, 2011, 2013; Efron, 2014; Wasserman and Roeder, 2009; Meinshausen et al., 2009); stability
selection (Meinshausen and Biithlmann, 2010; Shah and Samworth, 2013); the conformal inference
approach of Lei et al. (2016); goodness-of-fit tests of Shah and Biihlmann (2018); moment-constraint-
based uniform confidence sets (Andrews and Guggenberger, 2009); Meinshausen (2015) on inference
about groups of variables under general designs; Belloni et al. (2011) in the instrumental variable
setting; Belloni et al. (2015) on post-selection inference for Z-estimators, and the knockoffs approach
of Barber et al. (2015) and later Candes et al. (2016). Although they are not directed at linear
models, Wager et al. (2014) and Mentch and Hooker (2016) address similar problems for random
forests.

Sample Splitting. The oldest method for inference after model selection is sample splitting: half
the data D; are used for model fitting and the other half D, are used for inference.!

Thus S = wy,(D1). The earliest references for sample splitting that we know of are Barnard (1974),
Cox (1975), Faraway (1995) Hartigan (1969), page 13 of Miller (1990) Moran (1973), page 37 of

! For simplicity, we assume that the data are split into two parts of equal size. The problem of determining the
optimal size of the split is not considered in this paper. Some results on this issue are contained in Shao (1993).



Mosteller and Tukey (1977) and Picard and Berk (1990). To quote Barnard: “ ... the simple idea of
splitting a sample in two and then developing the hypothesis on the basis of one part and testing it

on the remainder may perhaps be said to be one of the most seriously neglected ideas in statistics
”

To the best of our knowledge there are only two methods that achieve asymptotically honest coverage:
sample splitting and uniform inference. Uniform inference is based on estimating the distribution of
the parameter estimates over all possible model selections. In general, this is infeasible. But we
compare sample splitting and uniform inference in a restricted model in Section 3.

1.2 OQutline

In Section 2 we introduce the basic sample splitting strategies. In Section 3 we compare sample
splitting to non-splitting strategies. Section 4 contains some comments on other methods. In
Section 5 we report some numerical examples. In Section 6 we establish a Berry-Esseen bound
for regression with possibly increasing dimension and no assumption of linearity on the regression
function. Section 7 contains concluding remarks. Extra results, proofs and a discussion of another
version of the bootstrap, are relegated to the Appendices.

1.3 Notation

Let Z = (X,Y) ~ P where Y € R and X € R%. We write X = (X(1),...,X(d)) to denote the
components of the vector X. Define ¥ = E[XX "] and a = (a(1), ..., a(d)) where a(j) = E[Y X (j)].
Let 0 = vec(X) and ¢ = ¢(P) = (0,a). The regression function is p(z) = E[Y|X = x]. We use
v to denote Lebesgue measure. We write a,, =< b, to mean that there exists a constant C' > 0
such that a,, < Cb,, for all large n. For a non-empty subset S C {1,...,d} of the covariates Xg
or X(S) denotes the corresponding elements of X: (X(j) : j € S) Similarly, 35 = E[XgX ]
and ag = E[Y Xg]. We write @ = 7! and w = vec(f) where vec is the operator that stacks a
matrix into one large vector. Also, vech is the half-vectorization operator that takes a symmetric
matrix and stacks the elements on and below the diagonal into a matrix. A ® B denotes the
Kronecker product of matrices. The commutation matrix K, , is the mn x mn matrix defined by
Kpnvec(A) = vec(AT). For any k x k matrix A. vech(A) denotes the column vector of dimension
k(k + 1)/2 obtained by vectorizing only the lower triangular part of k& x k matrix A.

2 Main Results

We now describe how to construct estimators of the random parameters defined earlier. Recall that
we rely on data splitting: we randomly split the 2n data into two halves Dy, and Da,. Then, for a
given choice of the model selection and estimation rule w,,, we use Dj ,, to select a non-empty set of
variables S C {1,...,d} where k = |5| < n. For the LOCO and prediction parameters, based on
Dy, we also compute Bg, any estimator of the projection parameters restricted to S. In addition,



for each j € §, we further compute, still using D1, and the rule wy, Bg(j), the estimator of the

projection parameters over the set S (4)- Also, for [ = 1,2, we denote with Z;,, random subset of
{1,...,2n} containing the indexes for the data points in Dj,.

2.1 Projection Parameters

In his section we will derive various statistical guarantees for the projection parameters, defined in
(1). We will first define the class of data generating distributions on R4+ for which our results hold.
In the definition below, S denotes a non-empty subset of {1,...,d} and Ws = (vech(XsXJ), XsY).

Definition 1. Let POYS be the set of all probability distributions P on R with zero mean,
Lebesgue density and such that, for some positive quantities A, a,u,U,v and v,

1. the support of P is contained in [—A, A]7H;
mingg:. |gj<k} Amin(2s) > v and max(g. |sj<k} Amax(Xs) < U, where Xg = Ep[XsXJ];

mings. |sj<k} Amin(Varp(Ws)) = v and max(s. |sj<k} Amax(Varp(Ws)) < v.

e e

min{U,v} > n, for a fized n > 0.

The first compactness assumption can be easily modified by assuming instead that Y and X are
sub-Gaussian, without any technical difficulty. We make such boundedness assumption to simplify
our results. The bound on the smallest eigenvalue of X g, uniformly over all subsets S is natural: the
projection parameter is only well defined provided that g is invertible for all S, and the closer Xg is
to being singular the higher the uncertainty. The uniform condition on the largest eigenvalue of Xg
in part 2. is used to obtain sharper bounds than the ones stemming from the crude bound U < Ak
implied by the assumption of a compact support (see e.g. Theorem 1 below). The quantities v and
T in part 3. are akin to 4th moment conditions. In particular, one can always take 7 < A%k? in the
very worst case. Finally, the assumption of zero mean is imposed out of convenience and to simplify
our derivations, so that we need not to be concerned with an intercept term. As remarked above, in
all of our results we have kept track of the dependence on the constants a,u, U, v and 7, so that we
may in fact allow all these quantities to change with n (but we do treat A as fixed and therefore
have incorporate it in the constants). Finally, the assumption that tU and v are bounded from zero
is extremely mild. In particular, the parameter 7 is kept fixed and its value affect the constants in
Theorems 1, 2 and 4 (the matrix Bernstein inequality (see Lemma 25)).

Remark. Although our assumptions imply that the individual coordinates of X are sub-Gaussians,
we do not require X itself to be a sub-Gaussian vector, in the usual sense that, for each d-dimensional
unit vector 6, the random variable " X is sub-Gaussian with variance parameter independent of 6
and d.

Recall that the projection parameters defined in (1) are



where S is the model selected based on D1, (of size no larger than k) and
=E[YX(S)] and Xg=E[X(S)X(5)']. (9)

We will be studying the ordinary least squares estimator B\g of S5 computed using the sub-sample
Dy, and restricted to the coordinates S. That is,

~ o~

g = 2§I&§ (10)
where, for any non-empty subset S of {1,...,d},
N 1 .
— > YiXi(S) and Sg=- > Xi(9Xi(S)". (11)
. n .
1€12.n i€1an

Since each P € POLS has a Lebesgue density, E is invertible almost surely as long as n > k > |S |.
Notice that ﬁs is not an unbiased estimator of ﬁs , conditionally or unconditionally on D3 ,,.

In order to relate BS to (g, it will first be convenient to condition on S and thus regard Oz as
a k-dimensional deterministic vector of parameters (recall that, for simplicity, we assume that
|S | < k), which depends on some unknown P € PO%S. Then, 55 is an estimator of a fixed parameter
Bs =B S( ) computed using an i.i.d. sample D5 ,, from the same distribution P € POLS | Since all

our bounds depend on S only through its size k, those bounds will hold also unconditionally.

For each P € PO'S| we can represent the parameters Yig = Yg(P) and «
vectorized form as

b =g = (8, P) = [ vech(2g) ] R, (12)

an
S
where b = @ Similarly, based on the sub-sample D5 ,, we define the n random vectors

vech(X;(S)X:(S)T) by
VI/’L' = o R ) 7 ns
[ Y Xi(9) R, e

and their average

=g = ZW (13)

’LEI2 n

It is immediate to see that Ep[¢)] = ¢, uniformly over all P € POLS.

We express both the projection parameter Sz and the least square estimator Bg as non-linear
functions of 1 and 1), respectively, in the following way. Let g: R® — R* be given by
z = [ 1 ] — (math(z1)) "z, (14)

T2

where 1 and x5 correspond to the first k(k + 1)/2 and the last k& coordinates of x, respectively, and
math is the inverse mapping of vech, i.e. math(z) = A if and only if vech(A) = z. Notice that g is

well-defined over the convex set
{ { Vecl;(Z) ] Y eClxe Rk}

11



where C,‘: is the cone of positive definite matrices of dimension k. It follows from our assumptions

that, for each P € P,?LS, 1 is in the domain of ¢g and, as long as n > d, so is 12, almost surely. Thus,
we may write

Bs=g(tg) and Bg=g(g).

This formulation of S5 and Bg is convenient because, by expanding each coordinate of g(zZ) separately
through a first-order Taylor series expansion around ¢, it allows us to re-write Bg — Bg as a linear
transformation of 12 — 9 given by the Jacobian of g at 1, plus a stochastic reminder term. Since
12 — 1 is an average, such approximation is simpler to analyze that the original quantity B\g — Bg
and, provided that the reminder term of the Taylor expansion be small, also sufficiently accurate.
This program is carried out in detail and greater generality in a later Section 6, where we derive
finite sample Berry-Esseen bounds for non-linear statistics of sums of independent random vectors.
The results in this section are direct, albeit non-trivial, applications of those bounds.

Concentration of Bg

We begin by deriving high probability concentration bonds for E§ around fSz. When there is no
model selection nor sample splitting — so that S is deterministic and equal to {1,...,d) — our results
yield consistency rates for the ordinary least squares estimator of the projection parameters, under
increasing dimensions and a misspecified model. An analogous result was established in Hsu et al.
(2014), where the approximation error u(x) — ' 3 is accounted for explicitly.

Theorem 1. Let

B, — k Ulogk:—l—logn

u2 n

and assume that max{B,,uB,} — 0 as n — oo. Then, there exists a constant C' > 0, dependent on
A and n only, such that, for all n large enough,

sup  sup ||Bg — B5l < OBy, (15)
wn€Wn PePOLS

with probability at last 1 — %
Remarks.
1. It is worth recalling that, in the result above as well as in all the result of the paper, the

probability is with respect to joint distribution of the entire sample and of the splitting process.

2. For simplicity, we have phrased the bound in Theorem 1 in an asymptotic manner. The result
can be trivially turned into a finite sample statement by appropriately adjusting the value of
the constant C' depending on how rapidly max{B,,uB,} — 0 vanishes.

3. The proof of the above theorem relies namely an inequality for matrix norms and the vector
and matrix Bernstein concentration inequalities (see Lemma 25 below).
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4. Theorems 21 and 1 can be easily generalized to cover the case in which the model selection
and the computation of the projection parameters are performed on the entire dataset and not
on separate, independent splits. In this situation, it is necessary to obtain a high probability
bound for the quantity

mgXHﬁs - Bsll

where the maximum is over all non-empty subsets of {1,...,d} of size at most k and Eg =

S—1~ . . k .- .
b 51045 (see Equation 11). Since there are less than (%) such subsets, an additional union

bound argument in each application of the matrix and vector Bernstein’s inequalities (see
Lemma 25) within the proofs of both Theorem 21 and 1 will give the desired result. The rates
so obtained will be then worse than the ones from Theorems 21 and 1 which, because of the
sample splitting do not require a union bound. In particular, the scaling of k& with respect to
n will be worse by a factor of klog %. This immediately gives a rate of consistency for the
projection parameter under arbitrary model selection rules without relying on sample splitting.
We omit the details.

Confidence sets for the projection parameters: Normal Approximations

We will now derive confidence intervals for the projection parameters using on a high-dimensional
Normal approximation to Sg. The construction of such confidence sets entails approximating the
dominant linear term in the Taylor series expansion of BS — Bg by a centered Gaussian vector in RS
with the same covariance matrix I'g (see (56) in Section 6). The coverage properties of the resulting
confidence sets depend crucially on the ability to estimate such covariance. For that purpose, we
use a plug-in estimator, given by
. _ AT AT

where 17§ = %/\Z?:l[(m - 12)(1/1/Z - &)T] is the b x b empirical covariance matrix of the W;’s and t}}?
k x b matrix Gg is the Jacobian of the mapping g, given explicitly below in (109), evaluated at .

The first confidence set for the projection parameter based on the Normal approximation that we
propose is an L ball of appropriate radius centered at Sg:

~

Cs={Ber: 18- Fyllo< 2}, (17)

where %, is a random radius (dependent on D, j, ) such that
~1/2 ~
P (ITY Qllw <) = o, (18)
with @) a random vector having the k-dimensional standard Gaussian distribution and independent

of the data.

In addition to the Ly ball given in (17), we also construct a confidence set for 85 to be a hyper-
rectangle, with sides of different lengths in order to account for different variances in the covariates.
This can be done using the set

Cs =T, (19)

jes

13



where

C(j) = |Bs(h) = 2ayon)

s B5(7) + 2ay(21)

with fg given by (16) and z,/(or) the upper 1 — a/(2k) quantile of a standard Normal variate.
Notice that we use a Bonferroni correction to guarantee a nominal coverage of 1 — a.

Theorem 2. Let 6’§ and ég the confidence sets defined in (17) and (19), respectively. Let
Up = u — Koy, (20)

where

KgmzCA\/kUlng—HOgn,
n

with C = C(n) > 0 the universal constant in (104). Assume, in addition, that n is large enough so
that uy, is positive. Then, for a C > 0 dependent on A only,

R CE Co)>1—a-— C(Am + Apo+ An,g) (21)
and ~

nf Pelg(fm P(BeCq)>1—a~— C(An,l +Apa+ An,g), (22)
where

A= 1 2k?(log kn)") 1/6 k4% log® nlog k
n,l — ﬁ n ) n,2 \[ nu6 ;

o\ 1/3 5 1/6 » 2 5/2
Ap3 = (Uv> <v2 R logn log4 k) and Ay 3 =min {An,?)a z u lngLn log k} .

uSut n v u3 2
A few remarks are in order.

1. The coverage probability is affected by three factors: the term A, 1, which bounds the approx-
imation error stemming from the high dimensional Berry-Esseen theorem (see Theorem 27);
the term A, 2, which is a high probability bound on the size of the reminder term in the
Taylor series expansion of 85 around Bg and can therefore be thought of as the price for the
non-linearity of the projection parameter, and the terms A,, 3 and Amg, which are due to the
fact that the covariance of the estimator is unknown and needs to be also estimated, leading
to another source of error (the bootstrap procedure, described below, implicitly estimates this
covariance).

2. In terms of dependence of k on n, all other things being equal, the covariance term Ag,,
exhibit the worst rate, as it constrain k to be of smaller order than n'/5 in order to guarantee
asymptotic coverage of ég This same term also contains the worst dependence on u, the
uniform bound on the smallest eigenvalue of all covariance matrices of the form g, for
S c{l,...,d} with 0 < S < k. Thus, the dependence of the rates on the dimension and on
the minimal eigenvalue is overall quite poor. While this is, to an extent, unavoidable, we do
not know whether our upper bounds are sharp.

14



. The reasons for replacing u by the smaller term u,, given in (20) are somewhat technical, but
are explained in the proof of the theorem. Assuming a scaling in n that guarantees that the
error terms Aj ,, Ag, and Ag,, are vanishing, such modification is inconsequential and does
not affect the rates.

. The coverage rates obtained for the LOCO and prediction parameters below in Section 2.2 are
significantly faster then the ones for the projection parameters, and hold under less restrictions
on the class of data generating distributions. We regard this as another reason to prefer the
LOCO parameters.

. Interesting, the covariance error term Egm for confidence set C~'§ is no worse than the corre-

sponding term for the set GA, suggesting that using hyper-rectangles in stead of hyper-cubes
may be a better choice.

. The quantity ¥ can of be order k2 in the worst case, further inflating the terms A3, and ﬁgm.
. As a function of sample size, there is a term of order n=1/¢ in A1, and A3z ;. The exponent
1/6 comes from the Berry-Esseen bound in Section 3. Chernozhukov et al. (2014) conjecture
that this rate is optimal for high-dimensional central limit theorems. Their conjecture is based
on the lower bound result in Bentkus (1985). If their conjecture is true, then this is best rate
that can be hoped for in general.

. The rates are slower than the rate obtained in the central limit theorem given in Portnoy
(1987) for robust regression estimators. A reason for such discrepancy is that Portnoy (1987)
assumes, among the other things, that the linear model is correct. In this case, the least
squares estimators is conditionally unbiased. Without the assumption of model correctness
there is a substantial bias.

. If we assume that the covariates are independent then the situation gets dramatically better.
For example, the term A, 5 is then O(1/y/n). But the goal of this paper is to avoid adding
such assumptions.

We now consider the accuracy of the confidence set given by the hyper-rectangle 5§ from Equation

(19) by deriving an upper bound on the length of the largest side of max._z C(j). Similar rates can

jeS

be obtained for length of the sides of the hyper-cube confidence set ég given in (17).

Corollary 3. With probability at least 1 — %, the mazimal length of the sides of the hyper-rectangle
Cg is bounded by

for a constant C > 0 depending on A only, uniformly over all P €

5/2
o logk [ k - /logn_i_ﬁE ,
n \ udu? n ut

POLS.

Confidence sets for the projection parameters: The Bootstrap

The confidence set in (17) based on the Normal approximation require the evaluation of both the
matrix I'g and the quantile ¢, in (18), which may be computationally inconvenient. Similarly the

hyper-rectangle (19) requires computing the diagonal entries in fg Below we show that the paired
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bootstrap can be deployed to construct analogous confidence sets, centered at Bg, without knowledge
of f g

Throughout, by the bootstrap distribution we mean the empirical probability measure associated to
the sub-sample D3, and conditionally on D, and the outcome of the sample splitting procedure.

We let B% denote the estimator of the projection parameters Sg of the form (8) and arising from an

i.i.d. sample of size n drawn from the bootstrap distribution. It is important to point out that B%
is well-defined only provided that the bootstrap realization of the covariates (X7,..., X)) is such
that the corresponding k-dimensional empirical covariance matrix

LS X E)T

iEIZ,n

is invertible. Since the data distribution is assumed to have a d-dimensional Lebesgue density, this
occurs almost surely with respect to the distribution of the full sample D,, if the bootstrap sample
contains more than k distinct values. Thus, the bootstrap guarantees given below only holds on such
event. Luckily, this is a matter of little consequence, since under our assumptions the probability
that such event does not occur is exponentially small in n (see Lemma 23 below).

For a given a € (0, 1), let fz be the smallest positive number such that
P (VallBs — Bgll < |Pan) 2 1 - 0
Next, let (%V;f,j € S) be such that
P (ValB5) - Bs() < T, [ Do) 21— av
By the union bound, each tN;“ can be chosen to be the largest positive number such that

P (ValBs0) - Bs() > T,

(0%
D2,n> S E .

Consider the following two bootstrap confidence sets:

~

. - _ * ~ - _ # _
§Z{BERS:HB—B§IIOOS\%} and cgz{BeRS:|ﬁ<j>—ﬁg(j>|sjﬁ,vjeS} (23)

It is immediate to see that 6’% and 5% are just the bootstrap equivalent of the confidence sets of
(17) and (19), respectively.
Theorem 4. Let

Up=0—Kin, Upn=0+Kin, u,=u—Ky, and U,=U+ Ka,,

where

and Ko, = CA\/ g logk +logn

n

log b 4 logn
n

K, =CA*\|bv
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with C = C(n) > 0 the constant in (104). Assume that n is large enough so that vy, =v — K1, and
up, =u — Ky, are both positive. Then, for a constant C = C(A) > 0,

wnnelii;vn Peigg;Ls P(ﬁg € C%) >l-a-C (AZ,I + A:L,z + An,?)) ) (24)

where CE; is either one of the bootstrap confidence sets in (23),

. 1 (k*2(logkn)") 1/6 . U, [k'W,log*nlogk
n,l — \//LTn n ) n,2 — \/ﬁ nug

and Ay 3 s as in Theorem 2.

Remark. The term A, 3 remains unchanged from the Normal approximating case since it arises
from the Gaussian comparison part, which does not depend on the bootstrap distribution.

Remark. It is important that we use the pairs bootstrap — where each pair Z; = (X;,Y;), i = Zo p,
is treated as one observation — rather than a residual based bootstrap. In fact, the validity of the
residual bootstrap requires the underlying regression function to be linear, which we do not assume.
See Buja et al. (2015) for more discussion on this point. In both cases, the Berry-Esseen theorem
for simple convex sets (polyhedra with a limited number of faces) with increasing dimension due
to Chernozhukov et al. (2013, 2014) justifies the method. In the case of g we also need a Taylor
approximation followed by an application of the Gaussian anti-concentration result from the same
reference.

The coverage rates from Theorem 4 are of course no better than the ones obtained in Theorem 2,
and are consistent with the results of El Karoui and Purdom (2015) who found that, even when the
linear model is correct, the bootstrap does poorly when k increases.

The coverage accuracy can also be improved by changing the bootstrap procedure; see Section 8.

Remark. Our results concern the bootstrap distribution and assume the ability to determine
the quantities f:’; and (t?k, j € 5) in Equation (23). Of course, they can be approximated to an
arbitrary level of precision by drawing a large enough number B of bootstrap samples and then by
computing the appropriate empirical quantiles from those samples. This will result in an additional
approximation error, which can be easily quantified using the DKW inequality (and, for the set CN%,
also the union bound) and which is, for large B, negligible compared to the size of the error bounds
obtained above. For simplicity, we do not provide these details. Similar considerations apply to all
subsequent bootstrap results.

The Sparse Case

Now we briefly discuss the case of sparse fitting where k& = O(1) so that the size of the selected
model is not allowed to increase with n. In this case, things simplify considerably. The standard
central limit theorem shows that

V(B — B) ~ N(0,T)
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where I' = 37 1IE[( — BT X)2]£~!. Furthermore, I' can be consistently estimated by the sandwich
estimator I' = £71A5! where A = n~'X" RX, Xij = Xi(j), R is the k x k diagonal matrix with
Ri=(Yi— X 6) . By Slutsky’s theorem, valid asymptotic confidence sets can be based on the
Normal distribution with T in place of T (Buja et al. (2015)).

However, if k is non-trivial relative to n, then fixed k asymptotics may be misleading. In this case,
the results of the previous section may be more appropriate. In particular, replacing I' with an
estimate then has a non-trivial effect on the coverage accuracy. Furthermore, the accuracy depends
on 1/u where u = A\pin(X). But when we apply the results after sample splitting (as is our goal),
we need to define u as u = min| S|<k Amin(2s). As d increases, u can get smaller and smaller even
with fixed k. Hence, the usual fixed k£ asymptotics may be misleading.

Remark: We only ever report inferences for the selected parameters. The bootstrap provides
uniform coverage over all parameters in 5. There is no need for a Bonferroni correction. This is
because the bootstrap is applied to || Bjé - BgHoo However, we also show that univariate Normal
approximations together with Bonferroni adjustments leads valid hyper-rectangular regions; see
Theorem 19.

2.2 LOCO Parameters

Now we turn to the LOCO parameter vg € RS where S is the model selected on the first half of
the data. Recall that j* coordinate of this parameter is

1500) = Exy |[Y = B, X5 = 1Y = B3 Xg]| D1

)

where Bg € RS is any estimator of 8z, and Bg . is obtained by re-computing the same estimator

on the set of covariates S (j) resulting from re- -running the same model selection procedure after
removing covariate X;. The model selections S and 5(j) and the estimators B 5 and BS( ) are all
computed using half of the sample, Dy .

In order to derive confidence sets for v we will assume that the data generating distribution belongs
to the class P/, of all distributions on R?*! supported on [~ A, A]4T!, for some fixed constant A > 0.
Clearly the class PLOCO is significantly larger then the class PO considered for the projection
parameters.

A natural unbiased estimator of V5 - conditionally on Dy, — is

1

1€1an

with (8;,7 € Zy,,) independent and identically distributed random vectors in RS such that, for any
t €Ty, and j €S,
(= |y, — 8L (S| —
5i(7) = |v: = B, X:(8G))|

i(9)|. (25)



X, obtained by considering only the coordinates in S.

To derive a CLT for ﬁg we face two technical problem. First, we require some control on the
minimal variance of the coordinates of the §;’s. Since we allow for increasing k and we impose
minimal assumptions on the class of data generating distributions, it is possible that any one variable
might have a tiny influence on the predictions. As a result, we cannot rule out the possibility
that the variance of some coordinate of the §;” vanishes. In this case the rate of convergence in
high-dimensional central limit theorems would be negatively impacted, in ways that are difficulty
to assess. To prevent such issue we simply redefine 75 by adding a small amount of noise with
non-vanishing variance. Secondly, we also need an upper bound on the third moments of the
coordinates of the 9;’s. In order to keep the presentation simple, we will truncate the estimator
of the regression function by hard-thresholding so that it has bounded range [—7, 7] for a given
7 > 0. Since both Y and the coordinates of X are uniformly bounded in absolute value by A, this
assumption is reasonable.

Thus, we re-define the vector of LOCO parameters vg so that its §*™ coordinate is

75(7) = Ex v ‘Y —lr (BET*(J')X%))’ - ‘Y —tr (§§X§>

+ eé(j)] ; (26)

where € > 0 is a pre-specified small number, £ = (£(5),7 € §) is a random vector comprised of
independent Uniform(—1, 1), independent of the data, and ¢, is the hard-threshold function: for
any ¥ € R, t-(z) is z if |z| < 7 and sign(z)7 otherwise. Accordingly, we re-define the estimator 7g
of this modified LOCO parameters as

- 1

iEIQ,n

where the §;’s are random vector in R® such that the jth coordinate of §; is

Yi—t- (BL, X:(5()) | -

Vi~ tr (Yi- Bgxu(9)) [+ e6i(i), e 8,

Remark. Introducing additional noise has the effect of making the inference conservative: the
confidence intervals will be slightly wider. For small ¢ and any non-trivial value of yg(j) this will
presumably have a negligible effect. For our proofs, adding some additional noise and thresholding
the regression function are advantageous because the first choice will guarantee that the empirical
covariance matrix of the d;’s is non-singular, and the second choice will imply that the coordinates
of 75 are bounded. It is possible to let ¢ — 0 and 7 — 0o as n — oo at the expense of slower
concentration and Berry-Esseen rates. For simplicity, we take € and 7 to be fixed but we will keep
explicit track of these quantities in the constants.

Since each coordinate of 75 is an average of random variables that are bounded in absolute value by
20(A+7)+e€ and E H§|D1n] = 7g, a standard bound for the maxima of k bounded (and, therefore,
sub-Gaussian) random variables yields the following concentration result. As usual, the probability
is with respect to the randomness in the full sample and in the splitting.
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Lemma 5.

log k + logn 1
sup  sup P<||vs—ws||oo_< <A+T>+e>\/2gg) >1- -
wn€Wn PePLOCO n n

Proof. The bound on [|5g —gl|oc holds with probability at least 1— - cond1t1onally on Dy 5, and the
outcome of data splitting, and uniformly over the choice of the procedure wy, and of the distribution
P. Thus, the uniform validity of the bound holds also unconditionally. [ |

We now construct confidence sets for vg. Just like we did with the projection parameters, we
consider two types of methods: one based on Normal approximations and the other on the bootstrap.

Normal Approximation

Obtaining high-dimensional Berry-Esseen bounds for ﬁ§ is nearly straightforward since, conditionally
on Dy, and the splitting, 7z is just a vector of averages of bounded and independent variables
with non-vanishing variances. Thus, there is no need for a Taylor approximation and we can apply
directly the results in Chernozhukov et al. (2014). In addition, we find that the accuracy of the
confidence sets for this LOCO parameter is higher than for the projection parameters.

Similarly to what we did in Section 2.1, we derive two approximate confidence sets: one is an
Lo ball and the other is a hyper-rectangle whose ;' side length is proportional to the standard
deviation of the j™ coordinate of 7yg- Both sets are centered at 7.

Below, we let a € (0, 1) be fixed and let

1 — N
== (6i—75) (6: - 79) (28)
=1

3

be the empirical covariance matrix of the J;’s. The first confidence set is the L, ball

~

Dg={y eR*: 7= Fglloe <}, (29)

where tAa is such that
P (HZnHoo < ta) =1-q
with Z,, ~ N(0, 5 g)- The second confidence set we construct is instead the hyper-rectangle
Dz =) D)), (30)
j€S

S50i.d)
D2

where, for any j € S, D(j) = [ﬁg( ) — tja,ws( )+tj o], with %\j@ = Za/2k

The above confidence sets have the same form as the confidence sets for the projection parameters
(65) (68). The key difference is that for the projection parameters we use the estimated covariance
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of the linear approximation to Bg, while for the LOCO parameter 7g we rely on the empirical
covariance (28), which is a much simpler estimator to compute.

In the next result we derive coverage rates for both confidence sets.

Theorem 6. There exists a universal constant C > 0 such that

. . ~ 1
wnlgigvn PG;DIELIJECO P ('7§ < D§> >1—a=C(Bin+Ean) - n’ (31)
and 1
where
2(A log nk)T\ /6
By = 2t e (Lot ) (33)
€ n
N3 (210g 2k)2/3
E2,n = §2/3 ’ (34)
=~ . N, Za/ 2k)
E3, = min< Ey,,, ( 2 + log(2k) + 2) (35)
and

4logk + 2logn
- .

N, = (2(A+7) +¢€)? \/ (36)

Remark. The term E; ,, quantifies the error in applying the high-dimensional normal approximation
to g — g, given in Chernozhukov et al. (2014). The second error term Eg,, is due to the fact that

Y5 is unknown and has to be estimated using the empirical covariance matrix 5 g- To establish Eg
we use the Gaussian comparison Theorem 28. We point out that the dependence in e displayed in
the term E,;, above does not follow directly from Theorem 2.1 in Chernozhukov et al. (2014). It
can be obtained by tracking constants and using Nazarov’s inequality Theorem 26 in the proof of
that result. See Theorem 27 in Section 13 for details.

The accuracy of the confidence set (30) can be easily established to be of order O <\ / k’f/“), a fact
made precise in the following result.
Corollary 7. With probability at least 1 — %, the mazimal length of the sides of the hyper-rectangle

5,1 1s bounded by
log k 4logk + 21 1/2
0(2(A+T)+6)\/Og <1+ (41og +1/20gn) >7
n n

for a universal constant C > 0, uniformly over all P € PLOCO,
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The Bootstrap

We now demonstrate the coverage of the paired bootstrap version of the confidence set for yg given
above in (29).

The bootstrap distribution is the empirical measure associated to the n triplets {(X;, Y, &),7 € Ton}
and conditionally on Dy ;. Let ﬁjé denote the estimator of the LOCO parameters (26) of the form
(27) computed from an i.i.d. sample of size n drawn from the bootstrap distribution. Notice that
E [ﬁi
S
that

(X;,Y3,&),1 € Igm] =7g. For a given a € (0,1), let t* be the smallest positive number such

P (Vals — sl <%

Next, let (%v;f,j € S) be such that

(X, Vi, &) i € Iz,n) >1—a.

P (VaF5() = 50) < . ¥5|(X0, Vi &) i € Tow ) = 1= a

In particular, using the union bound, each t~;‘ can be chosen to be the largest positive number such
that

i~ L TR . o
P (VAl30) ~ 350) > F. | (X0, i &),i € Ton ) < -
Consider the following two bootstrap confidence sets:
Di={~eR5: ||y 74 B e RS: | »-ﬁ|<ﬁ\+ (37)

Theorem 8. Using the same notation as in Theorem 6, assume that n is large enough so that
€n = V€2 — Ny, is positive. Then there exists a universal constant C > 0 such that the coverage of
both confidence sets in (37) is at least

1
1—OZ—C< T,n+E27n+n>a

where

. 2A+T) 4 ey ((bgnk)?)l/a.

Y=
i €n n

2.3 Median LOCO parameters

For the median loco parameters (¢g(j),j € S) given in (3) finite sample inference is relatively
straightforward using standard confidence intervals for the median based on order statistics. In
detail, for each j € S and i € Ty n, recall the definition of 6;(j) in (25) and let §(1y(j) < ... < 0 (4)
be the corresponding order statistics. We will not impose any restrictions on the data generating
distribution. In particular, for each j € S , the median of 0;(j) needs not be unique. Consider the
interval
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where

zz[g— Zlog(%fﬂ and u:ng glog<2(f>J (38)

and construct the hyper-cube
n
Ey=Q)E;. (39)
jes
Then, a standard result about confidence sets for medians along with union bound implies that Eg
is a 1 — « confidence set for the median LOCO parameters, uniformly over P,.

Proposition 9. For every n,

. . - AA > _ .
w8y, 9P, 105 € B5) 2 1 e o

Remark. Of course, if the median of d;(j) is not unique, the length of the corresponding confidence
interval does not shrink ad n increases. But if the median is unique for each j € S, and under
addition smoothness conditions, we obtain the maximal length the side of the confidence rectangle

Eg is of order O (« /k’g’“glog") with high probability.

Theorem 10. Suppose that there exists positive numbers M and n such that, for each j € g, the
cumulative distribution function of each 6;(j) is differentiable with derivative no smaller than M at
all points at a distance no larger than n from its (unique) median. Then, for all n for which

1 1 2k log 2k
—+y/z—log| — | +1/ °8 nSnM,
n 2n o 2n

the sides of E‘g have length uniformly bounded by

2 l_{_ il 2k . log 2kn
M \n o e\ 2n ’

with probability at least 1 — %

2.4 Future Prediction Error

To construct a confidence interval for the future prediction error parameter pg consider the set

Fg= [55 — 228/, DS + zaj2s/Vn

where 2,/ is the 1 — /2 upper quantile of a standard normal distribution,

1 1 R o
pg = E Z ZA“ 82 = ﬁ Z(AZ — p§)2, and AZ = |YZ — B;\—XZ(S)|,VZ S 1-27”.
i€Iy 4 1€1y
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For any P, let 02 = 02(P) = Varp(A1) and p3, = p3n(P) = Ep [|A1 — Ep[41]]*]. Then, by the

n
one-dimensional Berry-Esseen theorem:

. -~ H3n
inf PlpgeFs)>1—a—0 ’ .
wn €EWn, <pS S) B (O’n\/ﬁ>

In order to obtain uniform coverage accuracy guarantees, we may rely on a modification of the
target parameter that we implemented for the LOCO parameters in Section 2.2 and redefine the
prediction parameter to be

pg=E [|Y - tT(B\gX(g))| + 65] ,

where ¢, is the hard-threshold function (for any = € R, t-(z) is x if |x| < 7 and sign(z)7 otherwise)
and ¢ is independent noise uniformly distributed on [—1,1]. Above, the positive parameters 7 and e
are chosen to ensure that the variance of the A;’s does not vanish and that their third moment does
not explode as n grows. With this modification, we can ensure that 02 > €2 and 3" < (A + 7+ 6)3
uniformly in n and also s < 4(A + 7 + €)?, almost surely. Of course, we may let 7 and ¢ change
with n in a controlled manner. But for fixed choices of 7 and € we obtain the following parametric
rate for pg, which holds for all possible data generating distributions:

~ 1
inf PlpgeFz)>1—a—-C|—
wnlIelVVn (pS < S) B @ <\/ﬁ> ’

for a constant dependent only on A, 7 and €. Furthermore, the length of the confidence interval is
parametric, of order ﬁ

3 Prediction/Accuracy Tradeoff: Comparing Splitting to Uniform In-
ference

There is a price to pay for sample splitting: the selected model may be less accurate because only
part of the data are used to select the model. Thus, splitting creates gains in accuracy and robustness
for inference but with a possible loss of prediction accuracy. We call this the inference-prediction
tradeoff. In this section we study this phenomenon by comparing splitting with uniform inference
(defined below). We use uniform inference for the comparison since this is the any other method we
know of that achieves (6). We study this use with a simple model where it is feasible to compare
splitting with uniform inference. We will focus on the many means problem which is similar to
regression with a balanced, orthogonal design. The data are Yi,...,Ys, ~ P where Y; € RP. Let
B=(B(Q),...,8(D)) where 8(j) = E[Y;(5)]- In this section, the model P, is the set of probability
distributions on R? such that max; E|Y (j)|> < C and min; Var(Y (j)) > ¢ for some positive C and
¢, which do not change with n or D (these assumptions could of course be easily relaxed). Below,
we will only track the dependence on D and n and will use the notation < to denote inequality up
to constants.

To mimic forward stepwise regression — where we would choose a covariate to maximize correlation
with the outcome — we consider choosing j to maximize the mean. Specifically, we take

S=w,...,Ys) = argmax Y (j) (41)
J
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where Y (j) = (1/2n) 327", Yi(j). Our goal is to infer the random parameter Bg. The number of
models is D. In forward stepwise regression with k steps and d covariates, the number of models is
D = d*. So the reader is invited to think of D as being very large. We will compare splitting versus
non-splitting with respect to three goals: estimation, inference and prediction accuracy.

Splitting: In this case we take Let Dy, ={i: 1 <i<n}and Dy, ={i: n+1<i<2n}. Then
S=w(,...,Y,) = argmax Y (j) (42)

J
where Y (j) = (1/n) >_1; Yi(j). The point estimate and confidence interval for the random parameter

Bg are
2n

~ 1 ~
»Bgz n Z Yi(S)
1=n-+1
and

65; = [Bg - 320(/2/\/%7 §§ + Sza/Q/\/ﬁ]

where s2 =n~! EanH(YZ(’?) - B§)2

Uniform Inference (Non-Splitting). By “non-splitting” we mean that the selection rule and
estimator are invariant under permutations of the data. In particular, we consider uniform inference
which is defined as follows. Let 3(s) = (2n) ™1 >", Y;(s) be the average over all the observations. Let

S = argmax, 3(s). Our point estimate is S5 = 5(S5). Now define
F(t) = P(sup v2n|B(s) — B(s)| < t).

We can consistently estimate F), by the bootstrap:

~

E(t) = ]P’(sgp\/% B*(s) = B(s)| < tV1,..., Yan).

A valid confidence set for g is R={p: ||/ — EHOO <t/v2n} where t = ﬁn_l(l — a). Because this
is uniform over all possible models (that is, over all s), it also defines a valid confidence interval for
a randomly selected coordinate. In particular, we can define

C'\g = [B\g —t/V2n, Bg +t/V2n]
Both confidence intervals satisfy (6).

We now compare Bg and ég for both the splitting and non-splitting procedures. The reader should

keep in mind that, in general, S might be different between the two procedures, and hence S5 may
be different. The two procedures might be estimating different parameters. We discuss that issue
shortly.

Estimation. First we consider estimation accuracy.
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Lemma 11. For the splitting estimator:

sup E|Bg — fg| < n~V/2. (43)
PeP,

For non-splitting we have

(44)

~ log D
inf sup E|Bg — Bg| = ek
B PeP, n

The above is stated for the particular selection rule S = argmax, BS, but the splitting-based result
holds for general selection rules w € W, so that for splitting

sup sup E[Bg — B5| xn~'/? (45)
weW, PEP,,
and for non-splitting
~ log D
inf sup sup E|Bz — Bg| = ok (46)
B wEWs, PEP, n

Thus, the splitting estimator converges at a n~1/2 rate. Non-splitting estimators have a slow rate,
even with the added assumption of Normality. (Of course, the splitting estimator and non-splitting
estimator may in fact be estimating different randomly chosen parameters. We address this issue
when we discuss prediction accuracy.)

Inference. Now we turn to inference. For splitting, we use the usual Normal interval 6§ =

[35 — 2za8//n, Bg + za8/+/n] where s? is the sample variance from Ds,,. We then have, as a direct
application of the one-dimensional Berry-Esseen theorem, that:

Lemma 12. Let 6§ be the splitting-based confidence set. Then,

. = c
Plélgn P(BgeCq) =1—a— N (47)
for some c. Also, R
sup E[v(Cg)] < n~1/2 (48)
PePy,

where v is Lebesgue measure. More generally,

~

c
inf inf P(B5 s)=1l—-a—— 4
weW, PEP, (95 € C5) “T (49)
for some ¢, and R
sup sup E[v(Cg)] = n=1/2 (50)

weWn PEP,
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Lemma 13. Let C‘g be the uniform confidence set. Then,

) Sy c(log D)” 1/6
Plé%n P(geCs)=1—-a— <n (51)
for some c¢. Also,
~ log D
sup Ep(Cg)] = |/ —==. (52)

PePay, n

The proof is a straightforward application of results in Chernozhukov et al. (2013, 2014). We thus
see that the splitting method has better coverage and narrower intervals, although we remind the
reader that the two methods may be estimating different parameters.

Can We Estimate the Law of 3 (5)? An alternative non-splitting method to uniform inference
is to estimate the law Fb, of \/%(BS — Bg). But we show that the law of \/%(B\S — Bg) cannot be
consistently estimated even if we assume that the data are Normally distributed and even if D is
fixed (not growing with n). This was shown for fixed population parameters in Leeb and Potscher
(2008). We adapt their proof to the random parameter case in the following lemma.

Lemma 14. Suppose that Yi,...,Ys, ~ N(B,I). Let ¥, (B8) = P(V 2n(35 — Bg) <t). There is no
uniformly consistent estimator of ¥, (B).

Prediction Accuracy. Now we discuss prediction accuracy which is where splitting pays a price.
The idea is to identify a population quantity 6 that model selection is implicitly targeting and
compare splitting versus non-splitting in terms of how well they estimate 6. The purpose of model
selection in regression is to choose a model with low prediction error. So, in regression, we might
take 6 to be the prediction risk of the best linear model with k terms. In our many-means model, a
natural analog of this is the parameter § = max; 5(j).

We have the following lower bound, which applies over all estimators both splitting and non-splitting.
For the purposes of this lemma, we use Normality. Of course, the lower bound is even larger if we
drop Normality.

Lemma 15. Let Yy,...,Y, ~ P where P = N(B,1), Y; € RP, and B € RP. Let § = max; B(j).

Then 5 los D
inf sup E[(6—0)?] > e,
0 B n

To understand the implications of this result, let us write

B(S) — 6 = B(S) — B(S) + B(S) — 0. (53)
L1 Lo

The first term, L1, is the focus of most research on post-selection inference. We have seen it is small
for splitting and large for non-splitting. The second term takes into account the variability due to
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Risk

Figure 1: Horizontal axis: the gap By — B(2). Blue risk: risk of splitting estimator. Black line: risk
of non-splitting estimator.

model selection which is often ignored. Because L; is of order n=/2 for splitting, and the because

the sum is of order \/log D/n it follows that splitting must, at least in some cases, pay a price by
have Lq large. In regression, this would correspond to the fact that, in some cases, splitting leads to
models with lower predictive accuracy.

Of course, these are just lower bounds. To get more insight, we consider a numerical example.
Figure (1) shows a plot of the risk of 3(S) = Y (S) for 2n (non-splitting) and n (splitting). In this
example we see that indeed, the splitting estimator suffers a larger risk. In this example, D = 1, 000,
n = 50, and f = (a,0,...,0). The horizontal axis is a which is the gap between the largest and

second largest mean.

To summarize: splitting gives more precise estimates and coverage for the selected parameter than
non-splitting (uniform) inference. But the two approaches can be estimating different parameters.
This manifests itself by the fact that splitting can lead to less precise estimates of the population
parameter 6. In the regression setting, this would correspond to the fact that splitting the data can
lead to selecting models with poorer prediction accuracy.
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4 Comments on Non-Splitting Methods

There are several methods for constructing confidence intervals in high-dimensional regression. Some
approaches are based on debiasing the lasso estimator (e.g., Zhang and Zhang, 2014; van de Geer
et al., 2014; Javanmard and Montanari, 2014; Nickl and van de Geer, 2013, See Section 1.1). These
approaches tend to require that the linear model to be correct as well as assumptions on the design,
and tend to target the true S which is well-defined in this setting. Some partial exceptions exist:
Bithlmann and van de Geer (2015) relaxes the requirement of a correctly-specified linear model,
while Meinshausen (2015) removes the design assumptions. In general, these debiasing approaches
do not provide uniform, assumption-free guarantees.

Lockhart et al. (2014); Lee et al. (2016); Taylor et al. (2014) do not require the linear model to
be correct nor do they require design conditions. However, their results only hold for parametric
models. Their method works by inverting a pivot.

In fact, inverting a pivot is, in principle, a very general approach. We could even use inversion in
the nonparametric framework as follows. For any P € P and any j define ¢(j, P) by

P(v/n|Bs(j) — Bs(5)| > t(j, P)) = .

Note that, in principle, ¢(j, P) is known. For example, we could find ¢(j, P) by simulation. Now let
A={PeP: n|Bs(j) — Bs(j)| <t(j,P)}. Then P(P € A) > 1 — o for all P € P. Write 3;(S) =
f(P,Zy,...,2Zy). Let C={f(P,Z1,...,Zy,): P e A}. It follows that P(5;(S) € C) > 1 — « for all
P € P. Furthermore, we could also choose t(j, P) to satisfy P(v/n|Bs(j) — Bs()] > t(j, P)|En) = o
for any event FE, which would given conditional confidence intervals if desired.

There are two problems with this approach. First, the confidence sets would be huge. Second, it is
not computationally feasible to find ¢(j, P) for every P € P. The crucial and very clever observation
in Lee et al. (2016) is that if we restrict to a parametric model (typically they assume a Normal
model with known, constant variance) then, by choosing E,, carefully, the conditional distribution
reduces, by sufficiency, to a simple one parameter family. Thus we only need to find ¢ for this
one parameter family which is feasible. Unfortunately, the method does not provide confidence
guarantees of the form (6) which is the goal of this paper.

Berk et al. (2013) is closest to providing the kind of guarantees we have considered here. But as
we discussed in the previous section, it does not seem to be extendable to the assumption-free
framework.

None of these comments is meant as a criticism of the aforementioned methods. Rather, we just
want to clarify that these methods are not comparable to our results because we require uniformity
over P. Also, except for the method of Berk et al. (2013), none of the other methods provide any
guarantees over unknown selection rules.
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5 Numerical Examples

In this section we briefly consider a few illustrative examples. In a companion paper, we provide
detailed simulations comparing all of the recent methods that have proposed for inference after
model selection. It would take too much space, and go beyond the scope of the current paper, to
include these comparisons here.

We focus on linear models, and in particular on inference for the projected parameter S5 and the
LOCO parameter g of Section 2.1 and Section 2.2, respectively. The data are drawn from three
distributions:

Setting A Linear and sparse with Gaussian noise. A linear model with 3; ~ U[0,1] for j =1,...,5
and f; = 0 otherwise.

Setting B Additive and sparse with t-distributed noise. An additive model with a cubic and a
quadratic term, as well as three linear terms, and t¢5-distributed additive noise.

Setting C Non-linear, non-sparse, t-distributed noise. The variables from Setting B are rotated
randomly to yield a dense model.

In Settings A and B, n = 100 (before splitting); in Setting C n = 200. In all Settings p = 50

)
~

and the noise variance is 0.5. The linear model, 8z is selected on D by lasso with A chosen using

10-fold cross-validation. For v5(j), Bg( j) is estimated by reapplying the same selection procedure
to Dy with the j' variable removed. Confidence intervals are constructed using the pairs bootstrap
procedure of Section 2 with a = 0.05.

Figure 2 shows typical confidence intervals for the projection parameter, g, and the LOCO
parameter, g, for one realization of each Setting. Notice that confidence intervals are only
constructed for j € S. The non-linear term is successfully covered in Setting B, even though the
linear model is wrong.

Figure 3 shows the coverage probability for Setting B as a function of n, holding p = 50 fixed. The
coverage for the LOCO parameter, 7g is accurate even at low sample sizes. The coverage for g is
low (0.8-0.9) for small sample sizes, but converges to the correct coverage as the sample size grows.
This suggests that 85 is an easier parameter to estimate and conduct inference on.

6 Berry-Esseen Bounds for Nonlinear Parameters With Increasing Di-
mension

The results in this paper depend on a Berry-Esseen bound for regression with possibly increasing
dimension. In this section, there is no model selection or splitting. We set d = k and S = {1,...,k}
where k < n and k can increase with n. Later, these results will be applied after model selection
and sample splitting. Existing Berry-Esseen results for nonlinear parameters are given in Pinelis
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Figure 2: Typical confidence intervals for the projection parameter (left) and the LOCO parameter
(right) for Settings A, B, and C. Blue indicates the true parameter value, and green indicates the
point estimate from Dy. Note that the parameters are successfully covered even when the underlying
signal is non-linear (X1 in Setting B) or dense (Setting C).
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Figure 3: Joint coverage probability of the intervals for Bg and g in Setting B, as sample size n
varies with p = 50 held fized. The coverage for vg is accurate even at low sample sizes, while the
coverage for Bg converges more slowly.

and Molzon (2016); Shao et al. (2016); Chen and Shao (2007); Anastasiou and Reinert (2014);
Anastasiou and Ley (2015); Anastasiou and Gaunt (2016). Our results are in the same spirit but we
keep careful track of the effect of dimension and the eigenvalues of X, while leveraging results from
Chernozhukov et al. (2013, 2014) on high dimensional central limit theorems for simple convex sets.

We derive a general result on the accuracy of the Normal approximation over hyper-rectangles
for nonlinear parameters. We make use of three findings from Chernozhukov et al. (2014, 2015)
and Nazarov (2003): the Gaussian anti-concentration theorem, the high-dimensional central limit
theorem for sparely convex sets, and the Gaussian comparison theorem,reported in the appendix as
Theorems 26, 27 and 28, respectively. In fact, in the appendix we re-state these results in a slightly
different form than they appear in the original papers. We do this because we need to keep track of
certain constants that affect our results.

Let W1y, ...,W, be an independent sample from a distribution P on R? belonging to the class P, of
probability distribution supported on a subset of [~ A, A]?, for some fixed A > 0 and such that

v=inf Apin(V(P))) and T = sup Apax(V(P))) > 1,
PEPn PEPy,

where V(P) = Ep[(W; —)(W; — ) T]. We allow the class P, to change with n, so that b, v and T —
but not A — are to be regarded as functions of n, although we do not express such dependence in
our notation for ease of readability. Notice that, in the worse case, v can be of order b.

Remark. The assumption that v > 1 is made out of convenience and is used in the proof of
Lemma 24 in the Appendix. Our results remain valid if we assume that v is bounded away from 0
uniformly in n, i.e. that v > 7 for some > 0 and all n. Then, the term 1 would then appear as
another quantity affecting the bounds. We have not kept track of this additional dependence.
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Let g = (g1,...,9s) : R® = R?® be a twice-continuously differentiable vector-valued function defined
over an open, convex subset S,, of [~A, A]® such that, for all P € P,,, ¢ = (P) = E[W;] € S,,. Let
1Z = @(P) = % >, W; and assume that 1//1\ € S, almost surely, for all P € P,,. Finally, set 0 = g(1)
and 0 = g(1). For any point 1 € S, and j € {1,..., s}, we will write G;(¥) € R® and H; (1)) € Rb*®
for the gradient and Hessian of g; at 1, respectively. We will set G(7)) to be the s x b Jacobian

matrix whose j*™ row is G (¢)).

Remark The assumption that {b\ belongs to S, almost surely can be relaxed to hold on an event of
high probability, resulting in an additional error term in all our bounds.

~

To derive a high-dimensional Berry-Esseen bound on g(¢) — g(¢) we will study its first order Taylor
approximation. Towards that end, we will require a uniform control over the size of the gradient
and Hessian of g. Thus we set

B = sup max [|G;(4(P))|| and H = sup max ||H;(®)lop (54)
PePnJ:Lu-,S YES, Jj=1,...,s

where || H;(1)]|op is the operator norm.

Remark. The quantity H can be defined differently, as a function of P, and not S,,. In fact, all
that is required of H is that it satisfy the almost everywhere bound

dt < H, (55)

op

1 o~
max [ (40(P) — (1= 03(P)

for each P € P,, (see (88) below). This allows us to establish a uniform bound on the magnitude of
the reminder term in the Taylor series expansion of g(zz;) around ¢(¢), as detailed in the proof of
Theorem 16 below. Of course, we may relax the requirement that (55) holds almost everywhere to
the requirement that it holds on an event of high probability. This is indeed the strategy we use

when in applying the present results to the projection parameters in Section 2.1.

-~

The covariance matrix of the linear approximation of g(v) — g(¢), which, for any P € P,, is given
by
I =T(4(P), P) = G (P))V(P)G((P))T, (56)

plays a crucial role in our analysis. In particular, our results will depend on the smallest variance of
the linear approximation to g(¢) — g(¢):

o= inf min GJ(W(P)V(P)G;((P)) (57)

With these definitions in place we are now ready to prove the following high-dimensional Berry-Esseen
bound.

Theorem 16. Assume that Wy, ..., W, is an i.i.d. sample from some P € Py, and let Z,, ~ N(0,T).
Then, there exists a C > 0, dependent on A only, such that

sup sup|P(VAllf = 6l|oo <€) = (|| Zal oo < 8)] < C(Ap1 + Anz2), (58)
PePy, t>0
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where

_9 7\ 1/6
A= 1 [(v°b(log2bn) (59)
—=2
1 [buH (logn)?logb
An,2=\/ (logn)logb. (60)
a n

Remarks The assumption that the support of P is compact is made for simplicity, and can be
modified by assuming that the coordinates of the vectors W; have sub-exponential behavior. Notice
also that the coordinates of the W;’s need not be independent.

The proof of Theorem 16 resembles the classic proof of the asymptotic normality of non-linear
functions of averages by the delta method. First, we carry out a coordinate-wise Taylor expansion
of 6 around #. We then utilize a a high-dimensional Berry-Esseen theorem for polyhedral sets
established in Chernozhukov et al. (2014) (see Lemma 24 below for details) to derive a Gaussian
approximation to the linear part in the expansion, resulting in the error term A,, ;. Finally, we bound
the reminder term due to the non-linearity of the function g with basic concentration arguments
paired with the Gaussian anti-concentration bound due to Nazarov (2003) (see Theorem 26 in the
Appendix), thus obtaining the second error term A,, . Throughout, we keep track of the dependence
on v and ¢ in order to obtain rates with a leading constant dependent only on A (assumed fixed)
but not on any other term that may vary with & or b.

Asymptotically honest confidence sets: Normal approximation approach

We now show how to use the high-dimensional central limit theorem Theorem 16 to construct
asymptotically honest confidence sets for . We will first to obtain a consistent estimator of the
covariance matrix I' = G(1)V (¥)G(¢)) " of the linear approximation to § — 6. In conventional
fixed-dimension asymptotics, we would appeal to Slutzky’s theorem and ignore the effect of replacing
I with a consistent estimate. But in computing Berry-Esseen bounds with increasing dimension
we may not discard the effect of estimating I". As we will see below, this extra step will bring an
additional error term that must be accounted for. We will estimate I' with the plug-in estimator

L=G)VGE), (61)

where V = % Sy WZ-WZ-T — @zﬁ is the empirical covariance matrix. Below, we bound the element-

wise difference between I' and T. Although this is in general a fairly weak notion of consistency in
covariance matrix estimation, it is all that is needed to apply the Gaussian comparison theorem 28,
which will allow us to extend the Berry-Esseen bound established in Theorem 16 to the case when I

is estimated.
— 1 logb+1
R, :max{HBm/b Og”,B%/zﬁw}. (62)
n n

Lemma 17. Let
There exists a C > 0 dependent on A only such that

sup P (max [P0 - 10| = on, ) < 2
n
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Now we construct the confidence set. Let @ = (Q(1),...,Q(s)) be i.i.d. standard Normal variables,
independent of the data. Let Z = I'Y/2Q and define #,, by

P(||Z]loc > ta|T) = a. (64)
Finally, let R
. ~ t
= 5 — O] < —= 1.
C, {HGR 116 — 8]0 < ﬁ} (65)

Theorem 18. There exists a C > 0, dependent only on A, such that

1
inf IP’(G S Rn) =l-a-C <An,1 + An,2 =+ An,3 + ) ) (66)
Pep n
where 13
N,/ °(21log 25)2/3
An,S = g2/3 . (67)

Remark. The additional term A, 3 in the previous theorem is due to the uncertainty in estimating
I', and can be established by using the comparison inequality for Gaussian vectors of Chernozhukov
et al. (2015), keeping track of the dependence on ¢?; see Theorem 28 below.

In addition to Lo balls, we can also construct our confidence set to be a hyper-rectangle, with side
lengths proportional to the standard errors of the projection parameters. That is, we define

jES
where

C(j) = |Bs(j) - Zo/(25) .

’ BS(]) + Ra/(2s)

with T given by (16) and z, /(25) the upper 1 — a/(2s) quantile of a standard normal variate. Notice
that we use a Bonferroni correction to guarantee a nominal coverage of 1 — . Also, note that
Za)(25) = O(V/1og s), for each fixed a.. The coverage rate for this other confidence set is derived in
the next result.

Theorem 19. Let

~ N?’l (67 S
B = min{ B0, S22 (/3 Tog(2s) 4 2) ). (69)

QZ

There exists a C > 0, dependent only on A, such that

- ~ 1
inf P > (1 — — A A JAN — .
Jnf PO Co) 2 (1—a) = C(Ana + Ana+ Bug+ )
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Asymptotically honest confidence sets: the bootstrap approach

To construct the confidence set (65), one has to compute the estimator [ and the quantile Z,, in (64),
which may be computationally inconvenient. Similarly, the hyper-rectangle (68) requires computing
the diagonal entries in I'.

Below we rely on the bootstrap to construct analogous confidence sets, centered at 5, which do not
need knowledge of L. We let 12* denote the sample average of an i.i.d. sample of size n from the
bootstrap distribution, which is the empirical measure associated to the sample (W7y,...,W,). We
also let 6% = g(q/b\*)

For a fixed a € (0, 1), let tAZ be the smallest positive number such that
P (\/ﬁH@* — 9 g?;‘(wl,...,wn)) >1-a.
and let (f;‘»,j =1,...,s) be such that
P (\/ﬁ|§*(]’) —0(j) < ?;f,v]"(wl, . Wn)) >1-a.

By the union bound, each t~;‘ can be chosen to be the largest positive number such that

(Wl,...,Wn)) <2

S

P (Vale* () - BG) > T,

Consider the following two bootstrap confidence sets:

i *
[0}

~ —~ t ~ ~ ~
C;;:{eeRS:He—a”oog } and C’,’;:{HERS:W(j)—Q(j)]g],VjeS} (70)

vn vn

Theorem 20. Assume the same conditions of Theorem 16 and that and zZ and 15* belong to Sy,

almost surely. Suppose that n is large enough so that the quantities o2 = o? — OR,, > 0 and

v, = v — CT, are positive, where C' is the larger of the two constants in (63) and in (104) and

= /bﬁlogb—i- logn.
n

Also set v, =v + CT,,. Then, for a constant C' depending only on A,

~ 1
inf POeCH)>1—a—-C|A AT JANS -1, 71
A OecC;) > a < e A A n> (71)
where
_ 7\ 1/6 ) 9
« 1 (v,b(log2bn) « _ 1 [bv,H (logn)*logb
n,1 — \/m n ) n,2 — o, n s
and Ay, 3 is given in (67). Similarly,
~ 1
inf P(HEC;)Z1—04—C<A;‘11—|—A;2—|—An73+>. (72)
pPePy, ’ ? n
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Remark. The assumption that 121\ and 15* are in S, almost surely can be relaxed to a high
probability statement without any issue, resulting in an additional bound on the probability of the
complementary event.

Remark. The proof of the theorem involves enlarging the class of distributions P,, to a bigger
collection P} that is guaranteed to include the bootstrap distribution (almost surely or with high
probability). The resulting coverage error terms are larger than the ones obtained in Theorem 18
using Normal approximations precisely because P is a larger class. In the above result we simply
increase the rates arising from Theorem 18 so that they hold for P} without actually recomputing
the quantities B, H and ¢? in (54) and (57) over the new class P;. Of course, better rates may be
established should sharper bounds on those quantities be available.

Remark. The error term A, 3 remains the same as in Theorem 18 and Theorem 19 because it
quantifies an error term, related to the Gaussian comparison Theorem 28, which does not depend
on the bootstrap distribution.

7 Conclusions

In this paper we have taken a modern look at inference based on sample splitting. We have also
investigated the accuracy of Normal and bootstrap approximations and we have suggested new
parameters for regression.

Despite the fact that sample splitting is on old idea, there remain many open questions. For
example, in this paper, we focused on a single split of the data. One could split the data many times
and somehow combine the confidence sets. However, for each split we are essentially estimating a
different (random) parameter. So currently, it is nor clear how to combine this information.

The bounds on coverage accuracy — which are of interest beyond sample splitting — are upper
bounds. An important open question is to find lower bounds. Also, it is an open question whether
we can improve the bootstrap rates. For example, the remainder term in the Taylor approximation

of \/ﬁ(ﬁ/\(]) —B(j)) is .
- (1 _ 0
2n//6 Hi(1—t)y+t)ddt

where § = \/ﬁ({b\ —1)). By approximating this quadratic term it might be possible to correct the
bootstrap distribution. Pouzo et al. (2015) has results for bootstrapping quadratic forms that could
be useful here. In Section 8 we saw that a modified bootstrap, that we called the image bootstrap,
has very good coverage accuracy even in high dimensions. Future work is needed to compute the
resulting confidence set efficiently.

Finally, we remind the reader that we have taken a assumption-free perspective. If there are reasons
to believe in some parametric model then of course the distribution-free, sample splitting approach
used in this paper will be sub-optimal.
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8 Appendix 1: Improving the Coverage Accuracy of the Bootstrap for
the Projection Parameters

Throughout, we treat S as a fixed, non-empty subset of {1,...,d} of size k and assume an i.i.d.
sample (Z1,...,Z,) where Z; = (X;,Y;) for all i, from a distribution from POLS,

The coverage accuracy for LOCO and prediction parameters is much higher than for the projection
parameters and the inferences for Sg are less accurate if k is allowed to increase with n. Of course,
one way to ensure accurate inferences is simply to focus on g or ¢g instead of Sg. Here we discuss
some other approaches to ensure coverage accuracy.

If we use ridge regression instead of least squares, the gradient and Hessian with respect to 3 are
bounded and the error terms are very small. However, this could degrade prediction accuracy. This
leads to a tradeoff between inferential accuracy and prediction accuracy. Investigating this tradeoff
will be left to future work.

Some authors have suggested the estimator Bg = igl&g where is is a block diagonal estimator of
Y. If we restrict the block size to be bounded above by a constant, then we get back the accuracy
of the sparse regime. Again there is a tradeoff between inferential accuracy and prediction accuracy.

The accuracy of the bootstrap can be increased by using the image bootstrap as we now describe.
First we apply the bootstrap to get a confidence set for vg. Let

H, = {d)si s — s lloo < fa }

= n
where t}, is the bootstrap quantile defined by P (tr) =1—« and

F*(t) = P(Vnl[0h — ¥sllo <t] Z1,- .\ Zn).

Since ¥g is just a vector of moments, it follows from Theorem 27 Theorem K.1 of Chernozhukov
et al. (2013) and the Gaussian anti-concentration (Theorem 26) that, for a constant C' depending
on A only,

C [ (logk)T\Y®
sup |P<weHn>—<1—a>\s<(°g )) | (73)
PEP,(?LS (479 n
In the above display a, = y/a — C % and is positive for n large enough, and

< inf in V. Wi(7))-
“= P617I>1,?LS je?ll,l..r.l,d} arp(Wi(3))

Notice that a is positive since a > v, where v is given the definition 1 of PSLS. However, a
can be significantly larger that v. The term C+/log kn appearing in the definition of a,, is just a
high probability bound on the maximal element-wise difference between V and V, valid for each
P e POLS,
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Next, recall that g = ¢g(1s). Now define

We call C), the image bootstrap confidence set as it is just the nonlinear function g applied to the
confidence set H,,. Then, by (73),

1/6
inf P(BeCy)>1—a—C <log’“> .
PeP},

an n

In particular, the implied confidence set for 3(j) is

Cj=| inf g(¢), sup g(v)

YEH, YeHy, ] ‘

Remarkably, in the coverage accuracy of the image-bootstrap the dimension k enters only logarithmi-
cally. This is in stark contrast with the coverage accuracy guarantees for the projection parameters
from Section 2.1, which depend polynomially in k and on the other eigenvalue parameters.

The image bootstrap is usually avoided because it generally leads to conservative confidence sets.
Below we derive bounds on the accuracy of the image bootstrap.

Theorem 21. Let u, be as in (20) and assume that k > u2. Then, for each P € POYS, with
probability at least %, the diameter of the image bootstrap confidence set Hy, is bounded by

Ck3/2 /logk + logn

where C > 0 depends on A only.

Remark. The assumption that ¥ > u2 is not necessary and can be relaxed, resulting in a slightly
more general bound.

Assuming non-vanishing u, the diameter tends uniformly to 0 if k(log k)'/3 = o(n'/?). Interestingly,
this is the same condition required in Portnoy (1987) although the setting is quite different.

Currently, we do not have a computationally efficient method to find the supremum and infimum.
A crude approximation is given by taking a random sample 1, ..., N from H, and taking

a(j) ~ mjing(wj% b(j) = mjaxg(%)-

Proof of Theorem 21. We will establish the claims by bound the quantity H ,/3\,5* — BSH uniformly

over all g € H,.
Our proof relies on a first order Taylor series expansion of of ¢ and on the uniform bound on the
norm of the gradient of each g; given in(78). Recall that, by conditioning on D; ,, we can regard S
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and fg as a fixed. Then, letting G(z) be the |S| x b-dimensional Jacobian of g at  and using the
mean value theorem, we have that

HBS - 55“ = H </01 G((1—t)ys + ut@s)df> (s — s)

S ‘

1
/0 G((1— t)ibs + tps) dt

‘1#5 —wsH

To further bound the previous expression we use the fact, established in the proof of Lemma 17,
that [|ihs — g < Ck\/% with probability at least 1/n, where C' depends on A, for each
P ¢ POLS. Next,

1 ~
/0 G((1—t)vs + tg)dt

< sup |G (11—t + ths)

op te(071)

o S Sup ]G (1= 0s 465

where G; (%) is the j*" row of G(1/), which is the gradient of g; at 1. Above, the first inequality relies
on the convexity of the operator norm and the second inequality uses that the fact that the operator
norm of a matrix is bounded by the maximal Euclidean norm of the rows. For each P € P9 and
each t € (0,1) and j € S, the bound in (113) yields that, for a C' > 0 depending on A only,

HG<1—t)¢s+t¢s)H <C (ﬁ A1> ,

’LLt (7

where u; > (1 — ) Amin(Xs) + t/\min(flg). By (104) in Lemma 25 and Weyl’s theorem, and using the
fact that © > u,, on an event with probability at lest 1 — &

HG (1_t)ws+t1$s)H <C <‘/f+1) < C\u/f’

un Un n

where in the last inequality we assume n large enough so that k > u2. The previous bound does
not depend on ¢, j or P. The result now follows. [

9 Appendix 2: Proofs of the results in Section 2

In all the proofs of the results from Section 2, we will condition on the outcome of the sample
splitting step, resulting in the random equipartition Z; ,, and Z3 5, of {1,...,2n}, and on D; ,. Thus,
we can treat the outcome of the model selection and estimation procedure w,, on Dj, as a fixed.
As a result, we regard S as a deterministic, non-empty subset of {1,...,d} of size by k < d and
the projection parameter BS as a fixed vector of length k. S1m11ar1y, for the LOCO parameter
Vg, the quantities BS and [35 ) for j € S which depend on D;,, also become fixed. Due to the
independence of Dy ,, and D3, all the probabilistic statements made in the proofs are therefore
referring to the randomness in Ds ;,, only. Since all our bounds will depend on D, through the

cardinality of S , which is fixed at k, the same bounds will hold uniformly over all possible values
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taken on by D1, and Z; ;, and all possible outcomes of all model selection and estimation procedures
wy, € Wy, run on Dy 5. In particular, the bounds are valid unconditionally with respect to the joint
distribution of the entire sample and of the splitting outcome.

Also, in the proof C' denotes a positive positive that may depend on A only but not on any other
variable, and whose value may change from line to line.

Proof of Theorem 1. As usual, we condition on Dj, and thus treat S as a fixed subset of
{1,...,d} of size k. Recalling the definitions of g and fg given in (10) and (1), respectively, and
dropping the dependence on S in the notation for convenience, we have that

185 - 85l = | (S -3 a+ =" @-a)
& L
<|E == na+ <@ - al
op u
=Ty 4+ T5.

By the vector Bernstein inequality (103),

1
6~ af < 04y T,

with probability at least 1 — % and for some universal constant C' (independent of A). Since the
smallest eigenvalue of 3 is bounded from below by u, we have that

T < Cl /klogn'
U n

in the term Ty we write S=3 + F and assume for the moment that

To bound Hi_l -1

op
| E]lopllZ " op < 1 (Which of course implies that || EX"!||op < 1). Since E is symmetric, we have,

by formula 5.8.2 in Horn and Johnson (2012), that

Ex—1
= 2+ B =5, < I8 el

IR == Top
H — |EZ|op

op
which in turn is upper bounded by

1% = 3llop
1= 1% = Ellop I~ lop

=713,

The matrix Bernstein inequality (104) along with the assumption that U > n > 0 yield that, for a
positive C' (which depends on 7),

~ 1 1
15— Sllp < Cayfa8R e,

with probability at least 1 — 1. Using the fact that ||[£7![op < L and the assumed asymptotic

scaling on B, we see that ||S71E||op < 1/2 for all n large enough. Thus, for all such n, we obtain
that, with probability at least 1 — %,

ko[ oght1
Ty <204, [pB 18T
u n
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since ||a|| < AV almost surely. Thus we have shown that (15) holds, with probability at least
1-— % and for all n large enough. This bound holds uniformly over all P € PO™S, [

Proof of Theorem 2. In what follows, any term of the order % are absorbed into terms of
asymptotic bigger order.

As remarked at the beginning of this section, we first condition on D;, and the outcome of the
sample splitting, so that S is regarded as a fixed non-empty subset S of {1,...,d} of size at most
k. The bounds (21) and (22) are established using Theorem 18 and Theorem 19 from Section 6,
where we may take the function g as in (14), s =k, b= % and ¢ = 95 and QZS, as in (12) and
(13), respectively. As already noted, ¢ is always in the domain of g and, as long as n > d, so is QZ,
almost surely. A main technical difficulty in applying the results of Section 6 is to obtain good
approximations for the quantities o, H and B. This can be accomplished using the bounds provided
in Lemma 22 below, which rely on matrix-calculus. Even so, the claims in the theorem do not
simply follow by plugging those bounds in Equations (59), (67) and (69) from Section 6. Indeed,
close inspection of the proof of Theorem 16 (which is needed by both Theorems 18 and 19) shows
that the quantity H, defined in (54), is used there only once, but critically, to obtain the almost
everywhere bound in Equation (88). Adapted to the present setting, such a bound would be of the
form

dt < H,
P

jES o

max /01 HH] ((1 ~ t)s(P) + mZS(P))

almost everywhere, for each S and P € POYS, where 15 = ¢5(P) and JS = 125(P) are given in
(12) and (13), respectively. Unfortunately, the above inequality cannot be expected to hold almost
everywhere, like we did in Section 6. Instead we will derive a high probability bound. In detail,
using the second inequality in (78) below we obtain that, for any ¢ € [0,1], S, j € S and P € POYS,

|1, (= s(ry + ebs(P) | < 05

op

where Uy = Apin(tXg + (1 — t)ig) > tAmin(Xs) + (1 — t))\min(is) and the constant C is the same as
in (78) ( the dependence L5 and Sg on P is implicit in our notation). Notice that, unlike in (54) in
the proof of Theorem 16, the above bound is random. By assumption, Amin(Xs) > w and, by (104)
in Lemma 25 and Weyl’s theorem, )\min(is) > u, with probability at least 1 — % for each P € P,.
Since u, < u, we conclude that, for each S, j € S and P € 73,? LS

dt <C ﬁ
p

37
un

max/ol HH] ((1 — t)s(P) + mZS(P))

jes

(0]

on an event of probability at least 1 — % The same arguments apply to the bound (95) in the proof
Lemma 17, yielding that the term X,,, given in (62), can be bounded, on an event of probability at
least 1 — % and using again Lemma 22, by

k5/2 /logn
va n s (75)

for each P € PSLS and some C' > 0 dependent on A only. (In light of the bounds derived next in

Lemma 22, the dominant term in the bound on X, given in (63) is HBv blofbn, from which (75)
follows. We omit the details).
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Thus, for each P € POYS, we may now apply Theorems 18 and 19 on event with probability no
smaller than 1 — %, whereby the term H is replaced by C u% and the terms B and & are bounded as
in Lemma 22. !

Lemma 22. For any j € S, let Bs(j) = ejTB§ = g;(v) where e; is the j** standard unit vector.
Write o = ag and ) = Zgl and assume that k > u®. The gradient and Hessian of g; are given by

¢l =l ([-(eTe ) @29 9f)D, (76)
and
Hj = D, A; Dy, (77)
respectively, where
Aj = % ((Ib ©e VH+H' (I, ® ej)) ,
and
(QoQ ) |0wa  Tk@veeli)| + (Ie ® (T @ 1))G{(Q2 Q) O]
H= )

{ -(QeQ) Olﬁxk}

and Dy, is the modified duplication matriz defined by D1y, = 1), with iy, the vector consisting of the
subset of ¥ not including entries that correspond to the upper diagonal entries of . Assume that
k> u?. Then,

[ — k
B = sup max||G;(¢(P))] < C\uc, H =max sup [|Hj(¢(P))llop <C- 5,  (78)

PepPQLS ] I pepQLs

_ ; vaT s VY
7=l miny[G,VG] = )

where C' > 0 depends on A only.

and

Remark. The assumption that k > u? is not actually needed but this is the most common case
and it simplifies the expressions a bit.

Proof of Corollary 3. The maximal length is of the sides of én is

D)) P50id) +[80.5) = TG,
< 2max z,/(2x) .
n jes n

2max 2o/ (2k)
j€s

By Lemma 17 and Equation (75), the event that

= k3/2 k2logn
r',z—r',l}<c 7
max [F(G,0) = TG0 < Oy =

max



holds with probability at least 1 — % and for each P € POYS | where C' > 0 depends on A only. Next,
letting G = G(¢)g) and V' = Vg, we have that, for each j € S and P € POLS,

. _ k_
F§(.77.7) = G]VG;F < HGJ'HQ)\maX(V) < B2U < CEU

where G; denotes the 4" row of G and, as usual, C' > 0 depends on A only. The second inequality
in the last display follows from property 3. in Definition 1 and by the definition of B in (54), while
the third inequality uses the first bound in Equation (78). The result follows from combining the
previous bounds and the fact that z, k) = O (Viogk). O

Proof of Theorem 4. We condition on D;, and the outcome of the sample splitting. The
claimed results follows almost directly from Theorem 20, with few additional technicalities. The
first difficulty is that the least squares estimator is not always well-defined under the bootstrap
measure, which is the probability distribution of n uniform draws with replacement from D5 ,,. In
fact, any draw consisting of less than d distinct elements of D ,, will be such that the corresponding
empirical covariance matrix will be rank deficient and therefore not invertible. On the other hand,
because the distribution of Dj , has a Lebesgue density by assumption, any set of d or more points
from D, will be in general position and therefore will yield a unique set of least squares coefficients.
To deal with such complication we will simply apply Theorem 20 on the event that the bootstrap
sample contains d or more distinct elements of D ;,, whose complementary event, given the assumed
scaling of d and n, has probability is exponentially small in n, as shown next.

Lemma 23. For d < n/2, the probability that sampling with replacement n out of n distinct objects
will result in a set with less than d distinct elements is no larger than

exp {—W} . (80)

Remark. The condition that d < n/2 can be replaced by the condition that d < cn, for any
ce (0,1 —e ).

Thus, we will assume that the event that the bootstrap sample contains d or more distinct elements
of Dy ;. This will result in an extra term that is of smaller order than any of the other terms and
therefore can be discarded by choosing a larger value of the leading constant.

At this point, the proof of the theorem is nearly identical to the proof of Theorem 20 except for
the way the term Ag is handled. The assumptions that n be large enough so that v, and u,
are both positive implies, by Lemma 25 and Weyl’s theorem, that, for each P € P,?LS and with
probability at least 1 — % with respect to the distribution of D5 ,,, the bootstrap distribution belongs
to the class P} of probability distributions for the pair (X,Y’) that satisfy the properties of the
probability distributions in the class PO™S with two differences: (1) the quantities U, u, v and ©
are replaced by Uy, uy,, v, and U, respectively, and (2) the distributions in P} need not have a
Lebesgue density. Nonetheless, since the Lebesgue density assumption is only used to guarantee
that empirical covariance matrix is invertible, a fact that is also true for the bootstrap distribution
under the event that the bootstrap sample consists of d or more distinct elements of Ds ,,, the bound

on the term Ajz established in Theorem 20 holds for the larger class P, as well.
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Next, Lemma 22 can be used to bound the quantities @ and B for the class P}. As for the bound

on H, we proceed as in the proof of Theorem 2 and conclude that, for each non-empty subset S of
{1,...,d} and P € P},

dt < —u
op — k"

ma [ (0= 0wy +15(P)

JjES

on an event of probability at least 1 — %, where C' is the constant appearing in the second bound
in (78). Thus, we may take %u% in lieu of H and then apply Theorem 20 (noting that the high

probability bound in the last display holds for each P € P} separately).

Proof of Theorem 6. As remarked at the beginning of this appendix, throughout the proof all
probabilistic statements will be made conditionally on the outcome of the splitting and on D1 .

Thus, in particular, S is to be regarded as a fixed subset of {1,...,d} of size k.

Let Z, ~ N(0, f]g), with f]g given in 28. Notice that f]g is almost surely positive definite, a
consequence of adding extra noise in the definition of v and 7. Then, using Theorem 2.1 in
Chernozhukov et al. (2014), there exists a universal constant C' > 0 such that

swp [PO/iRASG) ~ 9G] < 13,V € §) ~ BZa(i)| < 17,95 € B)| < CBan,  (8)
t=(t;,jES)ERS

where Eq ,, is given in (33). By restricting the supremum in the above display to all t € ]R*_STr with
identical coordinates, we also obtain that

sup|[P(v1[[75 — glloe < 1) = B(|Zulloo < 1)| < OB (52)
>

In order to show (31) and (32), we will use the same arguments used in the proofs of Theorem 18
and Theorem 19. We first define &,, to be the event that

~

max [S5(6,5) - ©5(,9)| < No, (83)
’L?]

where N, is as in (36). Each entry of f]g — ¥ is bounded in absolute value by (2(A +7) + €)?,

and therefore is a sub-Gaussian with parameter (2(A + 7) 4 €)*. Using a standard derivation for
bounding the maximum of sub-Gaussian random variables we obtain that P(ES) < % The bound
(31) follows from the same arguments as in the proof Theorem 18: combine the Gaussian comparison
Theorem 28 with (82) and notice that €/v/3 is a lower bound on the standard deviation of the
individual coordinates of the d;’s. In particular, the Gaussian comparison theorem yields the
additional error term CEg,, + % given in (34), for some universal positive constant C. Similarly,
(32) can be established along the lines of the proof of Theorem 19, starting from the bound (81).
In this case we pick up an additional error term C’Egm + % of different form, shown in (35), where
C > 0 is a different universal constant.

Since all the bounds we have derived do not depend on Dy, the outcome of the splitting and w,,
the same bounds therefore hold for the joint probabilities, and uniformly over the model selection
and estimation procedures. The above arguments hold for each P € PLOCO. O
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Proof of Corollary 7. Following the proof of Corollary 3, for each P € and on the event

&y given in (83) (which has probability at leas 1 — 7) we have that

2 $.0.9) 250i.4) + [£0:9) = 20.4)
max z, /2 \| ———— < 2max z,/(2k
/(2k) n LAt “a/(2k) n
JES jes
20A4+7)+€)2+ N,
S (R e

The claimed bound follows from the definition of N,, as in (36). O

Proof of Theorem 8. All the probabilistic statements that follow are to be understood conditionally
on the outcome of the sample splitting and on Dy ,,. Thus, Z 5, S BS and, for each j € S ,BS are
to be regarded as fixed, and the only randomness is with respect to the joint marginal dlsAtrlbutlon
of Dy, and (&;,7 € Iy ), and two auxiliary independent standard Gaussian vectors in RS, Z; and
Z, independent of everything else.

Let ﬁ% € RS denotes the vector of LOCO parameters arising from the bootstrap distribution
corresponding to the empirical measure associated to the n triplets {(X;,Y;,&),i € Zopn}.

Next,

P (Vg = Aslloo < ) = P(VAlAE = Aglloo < B 1(Xi, Yis ), € Tom ) — (A1 + Az + A3),

where
Ar = sup [P (ValAs = 15lloe < ) = P(1Z ]l < )],
Ay = sup|[P(| Zl|oe <) — P(1Z]l00 < 1)
t>0
and
A5 = sup [P(Val[35 ~ Fglloo < (X1, Yi, &), € o )~ P(1 7]l < 1),
t>
with Z = 21/2Z and Z = 557,

Then, A; < CE;,, by (82) and Ay < CEy,, + %, by applying the Gaussian comparison Theorem 28
on the event &, that (83) holds, whereby P(£5) < 1 as argued in the proof of Theorem 6. Finally
the bound on Aj follows from applying Theorem 2.1 in Chernozhukov et al. (2014) to the bootstrap
measure, conditionally on (X;,Y;, &), € Zop, just like it was done in the proof of Theorem 6. In
this case, we need to restrict to the even &, to ensure that the minimal variance for the bootstrap
measure is bounded away from zero. To that end, it will be enough to take n large enough so that
€, is positive and to replace € with €,. The price for this extra step is a factor of %, which upper
bounds P(ES). Putting all the pieced together we arrive at the bound

A3 < CEf, +

o1



Finally notice that Eq, < Efn since ¢, < €.

The very same arguments apply to the other bootstrap confidence set 5’;, producing the very same
bound. We omit the proof for brevity but refer the reader to the proof of Theorem 20 for details.

All the bounds obtained so far are conditionally on the outcome of the sample splitting and on Dy,
but are not functions of those random variables. Thus, the same bounds hold also unconditionally,
for each P € PLOCO,

0

Let F, ; denote the empirical cumulative distribution function of {0;(j),i € Ty ,} and Fj the
true cumulative distribution function of §;(j). Thus, setting 5, = [/n and S, = u/n, we see
that 0y(j) = Fn_;(ﬂl) and 6, (j) = Fn_;(ﬂu) and, furthermore, that Fnj(Fn_Jl»(Bl)) = [ and

F(;j (6u)) = Buy. In particular notice that §; is smaller than % - log ( ) by at most 1/n
and, similarly, 3, is larger than 2 5+ log( ) by at most 1/n.
By assumption, the median p; = Fj_l(l /2) of 6;(j) is unique and the derivative of F} is larger than

M at all points within a distance of n from p;. Thus, by the mean value theorem, we must have
that, for all € R such that |z — p;| <7,

M|z — pj| < |Fj(z) — Fj(py)]-
As a result, if
|Fj(2) = Fj(uy)| < Mn, (84)

it is the case that |z — p;| <7, and therefore, that |z — p;| < W By the DKW inequality
and the union bound, with probability at least 1 — 1/n,

log 2kn
2n

max [|Fy,j — Fjlleo < (85)

JjeS

| B (0 (5)) = Fj (8 ()| < \/M
J((S(U( 1)) =Py <1/24 — +\/log72k AL] L1 +\/10g72k

using (84), we conclude that, on the event (85) and provided that + + \/ log ( —k )+ \/ log2kn — ) \f

iy — 8 ()] < ( ,—log Qk log2k:n>

Similarly, under the same conditions,

Thus, for any j € §,

Since




The claim now follows by combining the last two displays. Notice that the result holds uniformly
over all j € S and all distributions satisfying the conditions of the theorem. [J

10 Appendix 3: Proof of the results in Section 3

Proof of Lemma 11. The upper bounds are obvious. The lower bound (44) is from Section
4 in Sackrowitz and Samuel-Cahn (1986). We now show (46). Let 3 = g(Y) be any estimator
where Y = (Y7,...,Y,). Given any Y and any w(Y), B provides an estimate of B(J) where
J =w(Y). Let w; be such that w;(X) = j. Then define B=(gY,uwr(Y)),...,9(Y,wp(Y))). Let
wo(Y) = argmax; [3(j) — B(j)|. Then E[|B(J) — B(J)|] = E[||8 — Bllx]. Let Py be multivariate
Normal with mean (0, ...,0) and identity covariance. For j = 1,..., D let P; be multivariate Normal
with mean p; = (0,...,0,a,0,0) and identity covariance where a = y/log D/(16n). Then

inf sup sup E[|B(J) — B(J)|] > inf sup E[B(J) — B(J)]]
B8 wewWw, PeP, B PeM
= inf sup E[||5 — f]]oo]
B PeM

where J = wo(Y) and M = {Py, P1,...,Pp}. It is easy to see that

log D
KL(Py, P;) <
(Po. Fy) < <6,

where KL denotes the Kullback-Leibler distance. Also, ||pj — px||oo > a/2 for each pair. By Theorem
2.5 of Tsybakov (2009),

N

inf sup E[|[1 — plloc] =
B PeM
which completes the proof. [

Proof of Lemma 14. We use a contiguity argument like that in Leeb and Potscher (2008). Let
Zy,...,Zp ~ N(0,1). Note that B(j) £ B(j) + Z,//n. Then

Yn(B) = P(Vn(B(S) — B(S)) < t) = > _P(/n(B(j) - BG)) <t, BG) > max )

= 3" Plmax Z,+ Va(a(s) = B0)) < Z; <1) = 3 #(4))
J

J
where ® is the d-dimensional standard Gaussian measure and

Ay = {max z, + Va(8(s) - B7) < Z; <},

Consider the case where § = (0,...,0). Then

Yn(0) = D(I)(m;?f{ Zs < Zy < t) =0b(0).
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Next consider 3, = (a/4/n,0,0,...,0) where a > 0 is any fixed constant. Then

w(ﬁn) = Q((?i’f( Zs) —a<Z1< t)

D
+ Z@(max{Zl +a,Zo,. .., Zj717Zj+17 RN ZD} < Zj < t)
j=2
= b(a).

Suppose that @n is a consistent estimator of v,,. Then, under Py, zzn = b(0). Let P, = N(fp,I)
and Py = N(0,I). It is easy to see that Pj'(A,) — 0 implies that P} (A,) — 0 so that P, and Py
are contiguous. So, by Le Cam’s first lemma (see, e.g. Bickel et al., 1998), under P,, we also have

that ¢y, TN b(0). But b(0) # b(a), which contradicts the assumed consistency of Uy, O

Proof of Lemma 15. Let Py = N(MO,%ID), where 9 = 0, and for j = 1,...,D let P; =
N (s, %I p), where p; is the D-dimensional vector with 0 entries except along the 4 coordinate,

which takes the value cloiD, where 0 < ¢ < 1. Consider the mixture P = % ZjD:1 P;. Then,

letting 0; and 6 be the largest coordinates of 11; and g respectively, we have that ||6; —60o||? = %

for all j. Next, some algebra yields that the y? distance between Py and the mixture P = % Zle P;

is %eCIOgD - %, which vanishes as D tends to co. Since this is also an upper bound on the squared

total variation distance between Py and P, the result follows from an application of Le Cam Lemma
(see, e.g. Tsybakov, 2009). OJ

11 Appendix 4: Proof of the results in Section 6

Proof of Theorem 16. For ease of readability, we will write G; and G instead of G;(¢) and G(v),
respectively. Throughout the proof, C will indicate a positive number whose value may change from
line to line and which depends on A only, but on none of the remaining variables.

For each j € {1,...,s}, we use a second order Taylor expansion of @\j to obtain that
6, = 0; + GJ (& — ) + iaTAja, vje{l,...s}
where § = /n(¢) — 1) and Aj= fo ((1 = ) + th)dt € RP®. Hence,
\/ﬁ(e -0 =vnv—-v)+R (86)
where v = Gy, UV = GJ and R is a random vector in R® whose ;' coordinate is

—N [/ Hi((1—t) +t¢)dt}

By Lemma 24 below, there exists a constant C' > 0, depending on A only, such that

1 /%b(log 2bn) )1/6
sup su UV—Vlleo <t olloo <) < C—« | —————— , 87
sup SU[P(VAID vl < ) = B(1Zullc < 1) < O (20 (57)
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where Z, ~ N4(0,T").

Now we bound the effect of remainder R in (86). First, by assumption (see Equation 54), we have
that, almost everywhere,

sup [[H;((1 —w)y + ud)lop < H, (88)
u€(0,1]
from which it is follows that R
o = 2\/ﬁ I
with the inequality holding uniformly in P,. Next, consider the event &, = {ﬁ;\\%Q < en} where
b@ﬁQ(lo n)?
en=0C %, (89)

for a sufficiently large, positive constant C to be specified later. Thus, since § = \/ﬁ(zz — ), we

have that
oo HIOIP
&) =P (m = n

~ 2¢,
P — —
(Hw vl > = )

P (HszH > c\/vbloi’L)

1

IN

, (90)

3

where in the third identity we have used the definition of €, in (89) and the final inequality inequality
follows from the vector Bernstein inequality (105) and by taking the constant C' in (89) appropriately
large. In fact, the bound on the probability of the event £ holds uniformly over all P € P,,.

Next, for any ¢t > 0 and uniformly in P € P,

P(v/n|0 = 0]loo < 1) = P(Vnl|0 — Ol < t, &) +P(Vnll0 — 0|0 < ¢, E5)
<P(VnllD — v]|oo < t+€,) +P(E)
= P(|| Zulloo < t + €n) + O <b<lg2bn>

Vv

where the inequality follows from (86) and the fact that ||R||e« < €, on the event &, and the
second identity from the Berry-Esseen bound (87). By the Gaussian anti-concentration inequality
of Theorem 26,

n

1/6
) + P& (91)

B([|Zal oo <t + €n) < B Zulloo < t) + Z(/210gb +2).
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Using the previous inequality on the first term of (91), we obtain that

P(Valld — Ollos < ) < P(|Zalloc < 1) +C +P(E)

1 (9%b(log2bn)” 1/6
21 )+ — | —m——
—(\/2logb + —i—\[( "

1 (9%b(log2bn)” 1/6
\/21 )+ — | —m——
ot +f< " > |

where in the second inequality we have used the fact that P(€5) < 2 by (90) and have absorbed this
lower order term into higher order terms by increasing the value of C. By a symmetric argument,
we have

P(|[Znllc <t) +C

P(Vnllf = Olloo < ) > P(|| Znlloc < 1) —

1 (v%b(log2bn)” 1/6
\/21 )+ — | —m—— .
osb +f< n >

The result now follows by bounding €, as in (89). O

The following lemma shows that the linear term /n(v — v) in (86) has a Gaussian-like behavior
and is key ingredient of our results. It is an application of the Berry-Esseen Theorem 27, due to
Chernozhukov et al. (2014). The proof is in Section 12.

Lemma 24. There exists a constant C > 0, depending on A only, such that

1
sup sup[P(v[[7 — lloo < 1) ~ B(||Zulloo < 1)] < O <
t

72b(log 2bm)7 ) 1/6
PeP Vv 7

n

(92)
where Z, ~ N(0,T").

Proof of Lemma 17. Throughout the proof, we set G = G(3), where 1) = 9 (P) for some P € Py,
and G = G(¢)) where ¢ = ¥(P) is the sample average from an i.i.d. sample from P. Recall that
the matrices I’ and T are given in Equations (56) and (61), respectively. For convenience we will
suppress the dependence of T and @, and of I' and G on v and v, respectively.

Express [—T as

(G-—Q)WVGT+GV(G-G) +(G-)V(GE-a) +
G-V -G +GV-V)G-G)+GV -G + G-V -VTG-a)".

The first, second and sixth terms are dominant, so it will be enough to compute high-probability
bounds for (G — G)VGT and G(V — V)GT.

We first bound (é —G)VG'. Forany j and [ in {1,...,s} and using the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality,
we have that R R R
(G5 = G3) VGT | £ Auax(V)IIG; = G5B < TBIG; ~ Gy, (93)

by the definition of B (see Equation 54), where we recall that G denotes the j' row of G.

56



It remains to bound the stochastic term max; ||é\¥J — Gj||. Towards that end, we will show that, for
some constant C' dependent on A only,

P (max IG, — Gy|| < CH bk’i"> >1-1/n. (94)
J

Indeed, by a Taylor expansion,

1
éj—Gj_(J—w)T/o Hy(1= ) +td)dt for all j € {1,...,5},

so that

~ ~ 1 A~
e |Gy — G| < o= Pl max | [ (1 = )+ )
J J 0

op
Since the coordinates of 121\ are bounded in absolute value by A, the bound (103) implies that, for
some positive constant C' dependent on A only, P (||1/p\— Y|l < Cy/b(log n)/n)) >1—1/n, for all

P € POLS. We restrict to this event. By convexity of the operator norm || - ||op and our assumption,
we have that

/1 Hy(1— ) +t)dt|| <, (95)
0

max
J

op

yielding the bound in (94). Combined with (93), we conclude that on an event of probability at

least 1 —1/n, max;; |I'(j,1) — I'(j,1)] X X,. This bound holds uniformly over P € P,.

As for the other term G(V — V)G, we have that, by (104) in Lemma 25,

. . logh +1
max |G (V = V)G | < BV = Vop < OB 182 2081,
-]’

with probability at least 1 — %, where C' depends only on A and we have used the fact that
max; |G (¢(P))||? < B? uniformly over P € P,.

Thus, by a union bound, the claim holds on an event of probability at least 1 — % O

Proof of Theorem 18. Let Z, ~ N(0,T) and recall that Z, ~ N(O,f). Using the triangle
inequality, we have that

P(0 € Cy) = P(v/0]|0 = 0|oo < Ta) > P(|| Zn]]oo < Ta) — A1 — As,

where R
Ar = sup IP(v/n[10 = Olloc <) = P(|| Znlloc < 1)
and R
Ay = sup [P(|| Zn||oc < 1) = P([|Zn]loc < 1)I-
t>0
Now

P(||Zns0 < Ta) = E[P(||Zn]|oc < TaD)] =1 — o,
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by the definition of #,. Theorem 16 implies that A; < C (A1 + Az ), where C depends on A only.
To bound Ay, consider the event &, = {max; IT —T'| < CR,,}, where the constant C' is the same
as in Lemma 17. Then, by the same Lemma, P(£,) > 1 — 1/n, uniformly over all P in P,. Next,
we have that

Ao <& [sup [P 20l < 0) = P Z o < ¢80 + PCED)
>

where E[; £, denotes expectation restricted to the event &,. By the Gaussian comparison Theorem 28
the term inside the expected value is bounded by A, 3. O

Proof of Theorem 19. For j =1,...,s, let v; = /I'j;, 7 = \/ j.; and t = Zqa/(25)7; We use

the same arguments and notation as in the proofs of Theorem 16 and Lemma 24. Thus, let &, be

T 2
the event that H'\“}“ < €y, where % is an upper bound on || R||s, with R the reminder in the

Taylor series expansion (86) and €, as in (89). Then, P (£) < n~! (see equation 90).
Next, for each ¢ € R%* and any Jacobian matrix G = G(¢(P)), with P € Py, let
P(G,t) = {x e RY: vz <1, Wy € V(G)} , (96)
where V(G) is defined in the proof of Lemma 24. Then, for any positive numbers (¢}, ..., t})
W@ —v)| <tj=1,...,s ifandonlyif +/n(¥—v) e P(G,1),

where the coordinates of t € R?® are as follows: for j = 1,...,s, to_1 = ty = e f nE

Consider now the class of subsets of R® of the form specified in (96), where ¢ ranges over the positive
vectors in R?® and G ranges in {G()(P)), P € P,}. This is a class comprised by polytopes with at
most 2s faces in R?. Thus, using the same arguments as in the proof of Lemma 24, we obtain that

2b(log 2bm)7\ /6
) L o)

n

sup ‘IP’(\/E\Vj—Vj| St]yvj) —P(|Zn,;] Stj,V])‘ <C— (
t=(t1,...,ts) ERY. Vv

for some C' > 0 depending only on A, where Z,, ~ N(0,I"). Using the above display, and following
the same arguments as in the proof of Theorem 16, we have that

P(Vnl0; — 0] <1;,V5) = B(v/nld; — 0;] <#,j; £.) + P(v/nl; — 0;] <5,V &)
< P(Vnlvj — vj] <+ en, Vi) + P(ES)
1 (%blog2bn)"\® 1
<v (log n>> .

ED(|Zn:j| Stj+€navj)+cﬁ n

1 (v%b(log 2bn)7> 1/6
\/210g +2) +< :
Vv

n

(|an\<t],Vj )+ C .

where in the second-to-last inequality we have used the fact that P(ES) < % and in the last inequality
we have applied the Gaussian anti-concentration inequality in Theorem 26 (and have absorbed the
term into higher order terms by increasing the value of C'). A similar argument gives

72b(log 2bn)7> Y 6]

n

P(vn|0; — 0] < 1;,V5) > P(|Zn | < 1;,V5) — [ (v/21ogb + 2) +\1f<
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To complete the proof, we will show that
1 N,z s
(20| < 2035 ) 2 (1= @) = = in { O, 20129 (/2T Tog(2s) +2) | (99

Let Z, ~ N(0,T). By the Gaussian comparison Theorem 28,
P(| Znj| < 2ay(20)73:¥3) = P(1Znj| < 2a)2)75:V5) — I 21— a— 1T
where

1

T<E| swp [B(1Zl < 15,95) ~ B Zinl < 6D Fa| +B(F) < Oyt =

t=(t1,...,ts)ERS,

In the al/a\ove expression the constant C' is the same as in Lemma 17 and F,, is the event that
{max; |I' = T'| < CR,}, which is of probability at least 1 — %, again by Lemma 17. This gives the
first bound in (98).

To prove the second bound in (98) we let 2, = C mf:l 5 where C' is the constant in Lemma 17, and
then notice that, on the event F,,
AN O e ] O e
Vi =il = % — = — < E,.
7 + ’Y]’ Vj min; %;

Thus,

P (|Zn,j| < za/(2s):y\javj) -P (|Zn,j‘ < Za/(Qs)’Yjan) +P (|Zn,j| < za/(2s)'7j>vj)
P(|Z,,| < Za/(2s):y\j7\v/j;‘rn) —P(|Zn;| < Za/(zs)%vj) + P (| Zy;] < Za/(Qs)’Yj,Vj)
P (|Zn,j| < Za/(ZS):Y\javj;Fn) - P (’Zn,]’ < Za/(2s)7j7vj) + (1 - 04)7

P (|Zn | < Za)(25) 755 VI) =

AVARLY,

where in the last step we have used the union bound. Next,

P (1Z0,j] < 2ay25)75: Y35 Fn) 2 P (1Zn3] < Zay(25)(0j = En)s V53 Fn) 2 P (1Zng] < 2ay(26) (75 — En), V5) —P (Fr) -
Thus,

P (1 Zn 5] < Zaj@s)7i:¥3) = (1 — @) = P(F5) + P (1 Znj] < Zaj2s)(Vi = En)s Vi) = P (1 Znj] < Zay2s)%55 Vi)

>(1—a)-— 1 _ Ena/(z) <\/2+log (2s) —|—2>

n min; v;

since, by the Gaussian anti-concentration inequality of Theorem 26,

\_ana s
P (1Zn | < za/(20)(% — Zn) ¥5) = B (1Zn ] < 2oy Vi) > ———L2) (\/2 + log(2s) + 2)

min; y;

The result follows by combining all the above bounds and the fact that ¢ = minpep, min; I'(j, ).
As usual, we have absorbed any lower order term (namely %) into higher order ones. [J
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Proof of Theorem 20. Let Z,, ~ N(0,I') where I' = GVGT and Ty ~ N(0, F) where we recall
that T = GVG'T, G = G(w) and V =n~! Yo (W — w)(W w) Take &, to be the event that

.77

where C' is the larger of the two constants in (63) and in (104). Then, by Lemma 17 and Lemma 25,
P(&,) > 1 — 2/n, uniformly over all the distributions in P,. By the triangle inequality,

P(0 € C) = P(Vnll0 — 0]l <) > P(V/l|0" = 0l]oc < Bl(W1,..., Wa)) — (A1 + Az + A3), (99)
where

Ay = supP (Vilf = 0o < t) = P(| Zulloc < 1),

t>0

4z = sup [P Zullso < 1)~ B(|Zull < 1)
t>

and

Ag = sup [P(1Zalloo < ¢ =P (VRIID" = Blloe < t[(W1,..., W2))|.
t>0

Since, by definition, P(y/7||6* — 8]|o < £5|(W1,...,Wy)) > 1 —a, it follows from (99) that, in order
to establish (71) we will need to upper bound each of the terms A;, Ay and Az accordingly. The
term A; has already been bounded by C(A1, + Az ) in the earlier Theorem 16. For Ay we use the
Gaussian comparison Theorem 28 as in the proof of Theorem 18 restricted to the event &, to conclude
that As < CA, 3+ % Finally, to bound As, one can apply the same arguments as in Theorem
16, but restricted to the event &,, to the larger class of probability distributions P;; differing from
Pn only in the fact that v is replaced by the smaller quantity v, > 0 and T by the larger quantity

Up =0+ C"I In particular, the bootstrap distribution belongs to P;. In detail, one can replace
¥ and with w, and w with w* and, similarly, T" with T and T with ['* = G(w ) (w*) , where
V* is the empirical covariance matrix based on a sample of size n from the bootstrap distribution.
The assumption that n is large enough so that v, and ag are positive ensures that, on the event

&y of probability at least 1 — 2/n, min; \/A '(j,7) > /a? — CX,, > 0 and, by Weyl’s inequality, the

minimal eigenvalue of V is no smaller than v — C7,, > 0. In particular, the error terms A% na and
A} 5 are well-defined (i.e. positive). Thus we have that

2
A3 <C (AL +A%,) + o (100)

where the lower order term % is reported to account for the restriction to the event &,. The result

now follows by combining all the bounds, after noting that A, < AJ, and Ay, < AF .

To show that the same bound holds for the coverage of 5; we proceed in a similar manner. Using
the triangle inequality, and uniformly over all the distributions in P,

P(0 € Cy) = P(v/nlf; — 0;] < 5., ¥j)
ZP(\/EW* 9|<t]aavj (leaWn))i(A1+A2+A3)
> (1—a)— (A1 + A2 + A3),
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where

Al = sup
t=(t1,00rts) ERS.

P (Vild — 051 < 3,95) = B(1Znsl < 1;,%5)]

Ap=  sup |B(1Zug] 1) = P(Zagl < 5,%5)].
t= (tl, o )GRS
and
A3: sup P(‘2n7]’§tj,VJ)—P<\/ﬁ‘§;k—§]‘ Stj,Vj‘(Wl,...,Wn)> ‘

t=(t1,...,ts)ERY

The term A; is bounded by C(Aq, + As,,), as shown in the first part of the proof of Theorem 19.
The Gaussian comparison Theorem 28 yields that Ay < CA, 3 + 2 To bound the term As, we
repeat the arguments used in the first part of the proof of Theorem 19, applied to the larger class
Py, and restricting to the event &,. As argued above, we will replace ) with 1/) and ¢ with 1!1* and,
similarly, I" with [ and T’ with T'*. The assumption that n is large enough guarantees that, with
probability at least 1 — %, both v, and o2 are positive. Thus, the right hand side of (100) serves as
an upper bound for the current term As as well. The claimed bound (72) then follows. [J

12 Appendix 5: Proofs of Auxiliary Results

Proof of Lemma 23. Let Z be the number of objects that are not selected. Then E[Z] =
n (1 — %)n < 2. Next, by the bounded difference inequality,

2
P(|Z —E[Z]| > t) < 2 2,

which implies that

P(Z >n—d) Sexp{—(n_d_nz(i_l/n)ny}.

The claim (80) follows immediately, since n > % and (1 — %)n <elforalln=1,2,....

O

Proof of Lemma 24. Let 1 be an arbitrary point in S, and G' = G(¢)) € R**? be the corresponding
Jacobian. Recall that, for j = 1,..., s the j® row of G is the transpose of G;=G (1/1) the gradlent

of gj at Y. Let V = V(G) = {v1,...,v25}, where for j = 1,2,...,s, we define vy;_1 = HG;II and
Ugj = —% For a given t > 0 and for any Jacobian matrix G = G(w), set
J
P(G,t) = {:U eR’: vz <tV € V(G)} , (101)
where, for j =1,...,s, t2j_1 =t3; = ||C§jH'

Recalling that v = GlZ, we have that

V@ —-v)| <t ifand only if Vn(h — ) € P(G,1).
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Similarly, if Z, ~ Ny(0,V) and Z,, = GZ, ~ Ny(0,T)

| Znllso <t ifand only if  Z, € P(G,1).

Now consider the class A of all subsets of R® of the form specified in (101), where ¢ ranges over the
positive reals and G ranges in {G(¢)(P)), P € P}. Notice that this class is comprised of polytopes
with at most 2s facets. Also, from the discussion above,

sup sup [P ([[V(® ~ 1)l < 1) ~ B(|Zllso < 0)] = sup [B(/A(F ) € 4) ~ B(Z, € 4)].
PeP, t>0 AcA (102)

The claimed result follows from applying the Berry-Esseen bound for polyhedral classes, Theorem 27
in the appendix, due to Chernozhukov et al. (2014) to the term on the left hand side of (102). To
that end, we need to ensure that conditions (M1’), (M2’) and (E1’) in that Theorem are satisfied.

For each i = 1,...,n, set W; = (Wix,.. .,Wi,gs) = ((W; — ) "v,v € V(G)). Condition (M1’) holds
since, for each [ =1,...,2s,
E [Wfl} > min ) Voy = Amin(V),

where V' = Cov[W]. Turning to condition (M2’), we have that, for for each [ = 1,...,2s and
k=12,

E |[Wial?*| <E [jo] (Wi - 0)PIWi - vl)*]
<E[jof W, - 0] (24v5)"
<% (2A\/5)k ,
where the first inequality follows from the bound [v;" (W; — ¥)| < ||W; — 1| (as each v, is of unit

norm), the second from the fact that the coordinates of W; are bounded in absolute value by A and
the third by the fact that v is the largest eigenvalue of V.

Thus we see that by setting B,, = v (2A\/l;), condition (M?2’) is satisfied (here we have used the

fact that 7 > 1). Finally, condition (E1’) is easily satisfied, possibly by increasing the constant in
the term B,,.

Thus, Theorem 27 gives

~

sup |P(Vn(9 — ) € A) — P(Zy € A)‘ <C
AcA

1 <v2b(log 2bn)7> 1/6
)\min(v) n ’

and the result follows from (102), the fact that the choice of G = G(¢) is arbitrary and the fact
that Apin(V(P)) > v for all P € P, by assumption. [J
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Lemma 25. Let Xi,...,X,, be independent, mean-zero vectors in RP, where p < n, such that
maxi—1. n || Xillco < K almost surely for some K > 0 with common covariance matriz ¥ with
Amax(2) < U. Then, there exists a universal constant C > 0 such that

1
p (
n
Letting 5= %Z;;l XiXZ-T, if U >n >0, then there exists a C' > 0, dependent on n only, such that

~ 1 1
P (HE — Ylop < CK\/pUW> >1- -, (104)

n

>x

i=1

1 1
< CK pog”> >1- -, (103)
n

n

n n

Proof of Lemma 25. Since || X;|| < K,/p and E [HXZH?] < Upforalli=1,... n, Proposition 1.2

in Hsu et al. (2012) yields that
< \/@—F \/8@105.{71%—
n n

1 n
]P’(n Z;X

Equation (103) follows by bounding E [||X;||?] with K?p instead of Up.

AK 1
VP logn> >1- -, (105)
3n n

Next, we prove (104). We let < denote the positive semi-definite ordering, whereby, for any p-
dimensional symmetric matrices A and B, A < B if and only if B — A is positive semi-definite. For
each i = 1,...,n, the triangle inequality and the assumptions in the statement yield the bound

[XxT 2| < UKl + A (5) < K2+ U,
op
Similarly, ||E [(X;X,")?] — E|lop < K?pU for each i = 1,...,n, since
E {(XiXZT)Q} 2 <E [”XZ-H?XZXZT] < K%py. < K%pUT,

with I, the p-dimensional identity matrix. Thus, applying the Matrix Bernstein inequality (see
Theorem 1.4 in Tropp, 2012), we obtain that

- 1 log2n 2
P <Hz — Slop < \/21(2pr (K% +0) >1- (106)

S |-

log p + log 2n
n

The bound (104) follows from choosing C' large enough, depending on 7, and using the fact that

p<n. O

Remark. From (106), by using the looser bounds

|xixT - =

<2K? and E [(XZ-XZ-T )2] — 3% < K%,
op

one can obtain directly that

= 1 1 1
PQ@—EWPSCK%MOMT;%”>21—H, (107)
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for some universal constant C' > 0. Clearly, the scaling in p is worse.

Proof of Lemma 22. T hrouAghout, we drop the dependence on S in our notation and assume
without loss of generality that S = {1,...,k}. We refer the reader to Magnus and Neudecker (2007)

«
where o = vec(X) and w = vec(Q2). The dimension of both ¢ and ¢ is b= k? + k. For 1 < j < n, let

B = gi(¥) = e Qa,

for a comprehensive treatment of matrix calculus techniques. Recall that ¢ = [ Z } and £ = [ v ] ,

where e; is the 7 elements of the standard basis in R™. Then, we can write

with f(1)) = ¢ € R® and g(¢) = e;—Qoz € R.

Using the chain rule, the derivative of g;(¢) is

. _ _ T T Q0 0
Dgy() = Dol () =] [ (T wn) Eror] | TOFE P,
where p p
w 2 (6
E= [Ikz Okzxk] =5 € RFX0 and F — [kakz Ik} = © REXD,

Carrying out the calculations, we have that

(@Ten)e[ 07 )= (0 en) [ne ona]| 000 )]

= [— (aT ®Ik) (Q®0) kak}

and

Qo0 0] Q20 0
QF[ 0 IJ‘Q[O’“’“Q I’“H 0 Ik]

= Q[kak2 Ik} = [kakQ Q}
Plugging the last two expressions into the initial formula for Dg;(v)) we obtain that
D) =e ([~ (a7 © 1) (@©Q) O] + [Opsz D)
=/ ([-(eTen)@ea) a]). (108)
The gradient of g; at v is just the transpose of Dg;(v). Thus, the Jacobian of the function g is
Gi

B/ dv=G=| : |. (109)
Gy
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Next, we compute Hg;(1), the b x b Hessian of g; at . Using the chain rule,
dvee( [~ (aT @ L) (@0 Q) Q)
dip ’

where the first matrix is of dimension b x kb and the second matrix is of dimension kb x b. Then,

Hg;(¥) = D(Dg;(¥)) = (I, ® ¢, )

dvee([-(aT o L) (@0Q) Q) _dleTen)@en) y
w B o - (110)
dy

The derivative at the bottom of the previous expression is

dQ  dQdx

i —(QVNE=—(Q@ D[z Oy = [— (Q®Q) Okzxk]

The top derivative in (110) is more involved. By the product rule,

d(a"®I;) (Q® Q)
dyp

The first derivative in the last expression is

dla’ @ I)
dyp

d(Q® Q)
dy

= ((Q ®0)® Ik) + (IkQ ® @' ® Ik))

dla" ®I;) da' ® I}) do
— — =z ® K16 ® It)(I I)F
d?ﬁ da v (Ix @ Ky @ Ii) (I, ® vec(I}))

= (I @ vee(I))F = (I @ vee(Iy)) [ Ogpz 1]

= 0k3><k:2 Ik & VGC(I]@)} y

where K, ; is the appropriate commutation matrix and the third identity follows since Kj, 1 = I},
and, therefore, (I, ® K ® I;) = Iys. Continuing with the second derivative in (110),

d®Q)  dQ®Q)dods

) Q  dSdy
=-JOQ®Q) [Ikz Okzxk} = —J[Q®Q ; Okm],

~J(Q®Q)E

where
J= [(Ik®Q)®Ik2} (Ik®Kk,k®Ik) (Ikz ®Vec(Ik)) + [Ikz ®(Q®Ik)} (Ik®Kk,k®Ik) (Vec(Ik)®Ikz>.

To see this, notice that, by the product rule, we have

J= d(ﬂdg 8 _d@e IZ)Q(I’“ ) _ [(Ik ®Q) @ Ikz] d(ng I [Ik2 ®(Q® I;c)} d(l’zlg Y.
Next,
d(QQ® Iy)

=t — (Ik ® Ky ® Ik) <Ik2 ® Vec(Ik)) - (Ikz ® Kkk> (Ik @ vec(I) ® Ik)
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and

d(I ® Q)

k= (Ik ® Kpi ® Ik) (vec([k) ® Ik2> - (Kkk ® Ik2> (Ik ® vec(I) ® Ik).

The formula for J follows from the last three expressions. Notice that J is matrix of size k* x k2.
T
Finally, plugging the expressions for %ﬁ(&?@m and % in (110) we get that the Hessian Hg; (1))
is
1
5 <(Ib®€jT)H+HT(Ib®ej)> (111)

where

() @11 |0y Ir@vec(Ip)| + (L2 ® (o' @11) ) J|QR@Q  Op2yp
H =
[—Q@Q 0k2><k2:|
(112)

So far we have ignored the facts that X is symmetric. Account for the symmetry, the Hessian of
g9;(¥) is .

Dy, Hg;(¥) Dy,
where Dy, is the modified duplication matrix such that Dy = 1, with v, the vector comprised by

the sub-vector of 1 not including the entries corresponding to the upper (or lower) diagonal entries
of 3.

We now prove the bounds (78) and (79). We will use repeatedly the fact that o1(A®B) = 01(A)o1(B)
and, for a vector x, oq(x) = ||z||. For notational convenience, we drop the dependence on 1), since
all our bounds hold uniformly over all ¢ € S,,. The first bound in (78) on the norm of the gradient
of g; is straightforward:

Gl < llesll x o (|- (a" @ ) (@ Q) )

< (llall x 1) + o1(2))

A2VE 1
< — 11
2 T (113)
gcif,
u

since 1(Q) < 1, |la|| < \/A%r(X) < A%V, and we assume that k > u?.

Turning to the second bound in (78), we will bound the largest singular values of the individual
terms in (111). First, for the lower block matrix in (112), we have that

([0 Q  Op]) =01(2© Q) =0{(Q) = 1/u”.
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Next, we consider the two matrix in the upper block part of (112). For the first matrix we have that

o1 ((Q ©Q® )0, e 1o Vec(Ik)D - [Ok3><k2 0® vec(Q)]) (114)

Q ® vec(Q))
Joi(vec(2))

7
o1 (
=01(Q
vk
w2’

o1(vec(Q2)) = [|Q[|r =

k
> o) < Vo (Q) = ‘f
=1

The identity in (114) is established using the following facts, valid for conformal matrices A, B, C,
D and X:

e (A®B)(C®D)=AC® BD ,with A=Q, B=Q® I}, C = I} and D = vec(Q2), and
e AXB = C is equivalent to (B' ® A) vec(X) = vec(C), with B=C=Q and X = A = I;.

We now bound o <[Ik,2 @a @] J[Q®Q Okzxk]>, the second matrix in the upper block in
(112). We have that

o1(J) <201 ((Iy @ Q@ L) (Ix @ K ® L) (L2 @ vec(Iy,))
= 201 ()| Lk ||
= 2Vkoy (),

since o1 (Ky ) = 1. Hence, using the fact that o1([[;2 ® o' ® I};]) = ||]],
k
o1 ([Ik2 wal @] J[Q®Q okzxk]) < 2V||al|of (@) < 2VAU =,

since ||a|| < vV AUk. Thus, we have obtained the following bound for the largest singular value of
the matrix H in (112):
1 VE _k
) <O+ 7+ )

where C' is a positive number depending on A only. Putting all the pieces together,

o1(Hj) = o (;((Ib ®e)H+H (I ® ej))>

<oi((ly®ej)H)
< o1(Iy)or(ej)o1(H)
1 +@ k)

<CO(5+25+=

w2 o ud/’
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Whenever u < vk, the dominant term in the above expression is u% This gives the bound on H in
(78). The bound on ¢ given in (79) follows from (76). Indeed, for every P € POLS

in,/G;,VGT > in [|G .
min |/ Gj ]_\/Emij ill

Then, using (76),
1
min |G| = min [[Q]] = Amin(2) = 7,
J J U
where ; denotes the j*® row of €.

The final value of the constant C' depends only on A and U, and since U < A, we can reduce the
dependence of such constant on A only.

O

13 Appendix 6: Anti-concentration and comparison bounds for maxima
of Gaussian random vectors and Berry-Esseen bounds for polyhedral
sets

Now we collect some results that can be are derived from Chernozhukov et al. (2015), Chernozhukov
et al. (2014) and Nazarov (2003). However, our statement of the results is slightly different than
in the original papers. The reason for this is that we need to keep track of some constants in the
proofs that affect our rates.

The following anti-concentration result for the maxima of Gaussian vectors follows from Lemma A.1
in Chernozhukov et al. (2014) and relies on a deep result in Nazarov (2003).

Theorem 26 (Anti-concentration of Gaussian maxima). Let (X1...,X,) be a centered Gaussian
vector in RP with ajz = IE[XJQ] >0 forall j =1,...,p. Moreover, let 0 = mini<;<,0;. Then, for
anyy = (Y1,...,Yp) €ER? and a >0

P(X; <yj+a,Vj) —P(X; <y;,Vj) <

(\/@+2>.

SEES

The previous result implies that, for any ¢ > 0 and y = (y1,...,Yp) € Rﬁ_,

(V210820 +2)

P(|1X;| <yj+a,Vj) = P(1X;| < y;,V5) <

SEES

and that, for any y > 0,

P(max | X;| <y +a) — P(max |X;] <y) <
J J

(vV21og2p+2).

Qe
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The following high-dimensional central limit theorem follows from Proposition 2.1 in Chernozhukov
et al. (2014) and Theorem 26. Notice that we have kept the dependence on the minimal variance
explicit.

Theorem 27 (Berry-Esseen bound for simple convex sets). Let X1, ..., X, be independent centered
random vectors in RP. Let SX = ﬁ S Xi and, similarly, let SY = %Z?:l Y;, where Yi,..., Y,
are independent vectors with Y; ~ N,(0,E[X;X,"]). Let A be the collection of polyhedra A in RP of
the form

A= {:L'GRd: UTazgtU,UEV(A)}

where V(A) C RP is a set of m points of unit norm, with m < (np)? for some constant d > 0, and
(ty: v € V(A)) is a set of m positive numbers. For eachi=1,...,n let

Xi= (Xit,. o, Xom) | = (UTXZ‘,’U c WA)) .

Assume that the following conditions are satisfied, for some By, > 1 and o > 0:

(M1°) n=1Y" | E [)Z?J > o2, forallj=1,...,m;
(M2°) n=t3°" | E [|)~(Z-j]2+k] <BE forallj=1,...,m and k =1,2;

(E1’) E [exp (\)?Z,”/Bn)} <2, fori=1,...,nand k=1,2.

Then, there exists a constant C' > 0 depending only on d such that

sup |IP>(S7)L( € A)—P(SY e A)| < ¢ <

g

AcA g

B2log” (pn)\ /°
e

Finally, we make frequent use the following comparison theorem for the maxima of Gaussian vectors.
Its proof can be established using arguments from the proof of Theorem 4.1 in Chernozhukov et al.
(2014) — which itself relies on a modification of Theorem 1 from Chernozhukov et al. (2015) — along
with the above anti-concentration bound of Theorem 26. As usual, we have kept the dependence on
the minimal variance explicit.

Theorem 28 (Gaussian comparison). Let X ~ N,(0,Xx) and Y ~ N,(0,Xy) with

A= H;%X|EX(.77 k) - EY(j? k)’

Let 0 = max{min; Xx(j, ), min; Xy (4, j)}. Then, there exists a universal constant C > 0 such
that

A1/3 21 1/3
sup |[P(X <t)—P(Y <t)|<C ( ;fp)
teRP z
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Remark. The above result further implies that

A1/3(2 10gp)1/3
o273 ’

sup [P([[Xlloo <) = P([V oo <#)| < 2C
t>
which corresponds to the original formulation of the Gaussian comparison theorem of Chernozhukov

et al. (2015).

14 Appendix 7: The Procedures
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Boot-Split

INpUT: Data D = {(X1,Y1),...,(Xan, Ya,)}. Confidence parameter o. Constant e (Section 2.2).
OvutpuUT: Confidence set C§ for B5 and DgA for vg.

1. Randomly split the data into two halves D, and Do ,.

2. Use Dy, to select a subset of variables S. This can be forward stepwise, the lasso, or any
other method. Let k = |§|

3. Write Dy, = {(X1,Y1),...,(X,,Y,)}. Let P, be the empirical distribution of Dy ,.

4. For fg:

(a) Get Bg from Dy, by least squares.

i. Draw (X7,Y7"),...,(X},Y>) ~ P,. Let B% be the estimator constructed from the
bootstrap sample

ii. Repeat B times to get 651, e ,B%B.
iii. Define %, by
1 B
= 1(VallBs, = Bl > Ta) = o
b=1

(b) Output: 6% ={BeRF: |8 - BgHoo < tAa/\/ﬁ}

5. For ~g:
(a) Get Bg from D; . This can be any estimator. For j € S let Y5(g) = LS 7 where
ri = (6:;(4) + €&(9)), 6:(J) = |Yi — X | —1Y; — ﬂ X;| and &(j) ~ Unif(—1,1). Let
= (A5() : j€9).
i. Draw (X7,Y7),. (X;'{,er) ~ P,.

ii. Let 7g(j )—121 LT Let’ysf('ys(]): jed).

iii. Repeat B times to get 751""’753

iv. Define u, by

B
1 o ~ ~
= > 1(ValAg, = Aslle > i) = o

b=1

(b) Output: ﬁg = {15 €R*: ||lvg — Vzlloo < Ua/v/n}-

Figure 4: The Boot-Split Algorithm.
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Normal-Split

InpuT: Data D = {(X1,Y1),...,(Xon, Y2,)}. Confidence parameter a. Threshold and variance
parameters 7 and € (only for vg).
OvutpuT: Confidence set @g for B3 and f)g for vg.

1. Randomly split the data into two halves D1, and Dy ,.
2. Use Dy, to select a subsAet of variables S. This can be forward stepwise, the lasso, or any
other method. Let k = |5].
3. For fg:
(a) Get Bg from Dy, by least squares.
(b) Output ég = ®j€§C(j) where C(j) = Bg(]) + Za/(gk)\/fn(j,j) where T' is given by
(16).
4. For vg:
(a) Get B\g from D; . This can be any estimator. For j € S let 7¥g(j) = %Z?:l r; where
ri = (i) +e&(), 6i5) = |Yi — tr (BL X)) |=[vi =t (BIX: ) | and &) ~ Unif(~1,1).
Let 75 = (5(j) : j € S).

(b) Output Dg = @5 D(j) where D(j) = F5(j) £ 221 £(J, ), with £(j, j) given by (28).

Figure 5: The Normal-Split Algorithm.
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Median-Split

InpuT: Data D = {(X1,Y7)

g ..
X

OutpruT: Confidence set E§.

., (Xan, Ya,,)}. Confidence parameter .

1. Randomly split the data into two halves D, and Do ,.

2. Use Dy, to select a subset of variables S. This can be forward stepwise, the lasso, or any
other method. Let k = |S]|.
3. Write Dy, = {(X1,Y1),...,(Xn,Yy)}. For (X;,Y;) € Dy, let

Wi(j) = 1Y = B3 Xi| = |¥; = B Xil,

4. Let W(1y(j) < -+ < W,y (4) be the order statistics and let E(j) = [W—p)(4)s Win—p,+1)(J)]

where
2k 2k
k1:ﬁ+ nlog | — |, kzzﬁ— nlog | — ).
2 « 2 «

5. Let Bg = ®;cs E()).

Figure 6: The Median-Split Algorithm.
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