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Abstract

We investigate the asymptotic distributions of coordinates of regression M-estimates
in the moderate p/n regime, where the number of covariates p grows proportion-
ally with the sample size n. Under appropriate regularity conditions, we estab-
lish the coordinate-wise asymptotic normality of regression M-estimates assuming
a fixed-design matrix. Our proof is based on the second-order Poincaré inequality
(Chatterjee, 2009) and leave-one-out analysis (El Karoui et al., 2011). Some relevant
examples are indicated to show that our regularity conditions are satisfied by a broad
class of design matrices. We also show a counterexample, namely the ANOVA-type
design, to emphasize that the technical assumptions are not just artifacts of the
proof. Finally, the numerical experiments confirm and complement our theoretical
results.

1 Introduction

High-dimensional statistics has a long history (Huber, 1973; Wachter, 1976, 1978) with
considerable renewed interest over the last two decades. In many applications, the re-
searcher collects data which can be represented as a matrix, called a design matrix and
denoted by X € R"*P as well as a response vector y € R™ and aims to study the connec-
tion between X and y. The linear model is among the most popular models as a starting
point of data analysis in various fields. A linear model assumes that

y=XB"+e, (1)

where $* € RP is the coefficient vector which measures the marginal contribution of each
predictor and e is a random vector which captures the unobserved errors.

The aim of this article is to provide valid inferential results for features of 8*. For
example, a researcher might be interested in testing whether a given predictor has a
negligible effect on the response, or equivalently whether 87 = 0 for some j. Similarly,
linear contrasts of 5* such as 37 — 5 might be of interest in the case of the group
comparison problem in which the first two predictors represent the same feature but are
collected from two different groups.

An M-estimator, defined as

Blp) = axgmin =" ply; — 2T 5) )
=1
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where p denotes a loss function, is among the most popular estimators used in practice
(Relles, 1967; Huber, 1973). In particular, if p(z) = z2, 3(p) is the famous Least Square

Estimator (LSE). We intend to explore the distribution of 3(p), based on which we can
achieve the inferential goals mentioned above.

The most well-studied approach is the asymptotic analysis, which assumes that the
scale of the problem grows to infinity and use the limiting result as an approximation.
In regression problems, the scale parameter of a problem is the sample size n and the
number of predictors p. The classical approach is to fix p and let n grow to infinity. It
has been shown (Relles, 1967; Yohai, 1972; Huber, 1972, 1973) that 3(p) is consistent in
terms of Lo norm and asymptotically normal in this regime. The asymptotic variance
can be then approximated by the bootstrap (Bickel & Freedman, 1981). Later on, the
studies are extended to the regime in which both n and p grow to infinity but p/n
converges to 0 (Yohai & Maronna, 1979; Portnoy, 1984, 1985, 1986, 1987; Mammen,
1989). The consistency, in terms of the Lo norm, the asymptotic normality and the
validity of the bootstrap still hold in this regime. Based on these results, we can construct

a 95% confidence interval for fy; simply as Bj(p) + 1.96\/@(@ (p)) where \/fa\r(ﬁj(p)) is

calculated by bootstrap. Similarly we can calculate p-values for the hypothesis testing
procedure.

We ask whether the inferential results developed under the low-dimensional assump-
tions and the software built on top of them can be relied on for moderate and high-
dimensional analysis? Concretely, if in a study n = 50 and p = 40, can the software built
upon the assumption that p/n ~ 0 be relied on when p/n = .8? Results in random matrix
theory (Marcenko & Pastur, 1967) already offer an answer in the negative side for many
PCA-related questions in multivariate statistics. The case of regression is more subtle:
For instance for least-squares, standard degrees of freedom adjustments effectively take
care of many dimensionality-related problems. But this nice property does not extend to
more general regression M-estimates.

Once these questions are raised, it becomes very natural to analyze the behavior
and performance of statistical methods in the regime where p/n is fixed. Indeed, it will
help us to keep track of the inherent statistical difficulty of the problem when assessing
the variability of our estimates. In other words, we assume in the current paper that
p/n — k > 0 while let n grows to infinity. Due to identifiability issues, it is impossible to
make inference on §* if p > n without further structural or distributional assumptions.
We discuss this point in details in Section 2.3. Thus we consider the regime where
p/n — k € (0,1). We call it the moderate p/n regime. This regime is also the natural
regime in random matrix theory (Marcenko & Pastur, 1967; Wachter, 1978; Johnstone,
2001; Bai & Silverstein, 2010). It has been shown that the asymptotic results derived
in this regime sometimes provide an extremely accurate approximations to finite sample
distributions of estimators at least in certain cases (Johnstone, 2001) where n and p are
both small.

1.1 Qualitatively Different Behavior of Moderate p/n Regime

First, 3(p) is no longer consistent in terms of Ly norm and the risk E||3(p) — 8*|? tends to
a non-vanishing quantity determined by «, the loss function p and the error distribution
through a complicated system of non-linear equations (El Karoui et al., 2011; El Karoui,
2013, 2015; Bean et al., 2012). This Lo-inconsistency prohibits the use of standard
perturbation-analytic techniques to assess the behavior of the estimator. It also leads to
qualitatively different behaviors for the residuals in moderate dimensions; in contrast to
the low-dimensional case, they cannot be relied on to give accurate information about the
distribution of the errors. However, this seemingly negative result does not exclude the
possibility of inference since B(p) is still consistent in terms of Loy, norms for any v > 0
and in particular in L., norm. Thus, we can at least hope to perform inference on each
coordinate.

Second, classical optimality results do not hold in this regime. In the regime p/n — 0,
the maximum likelihood estimator is shown to be optimal (Huber, 1964, 1972; Bickel &



Doksum, 2015). In other words, if the error distribution is known then the M-estimator
associated with the loss p(-) = —log f.(-) is asymptotically efficient, provided the design
is of appropriate type, where f.(-) is the density of entries of e. However, in the moderate
p/n regime, it has been shown that the optimal loss is no longer the log-likehood but
an other function with a complicated but explicit form (Bean et al., 2013), at least
for certain designs. The suboptimality of maximum likelihood estimators suggests that
classical techniques fail to provide valid intuition in the moderate p/n regime.

Third, the joint asymptotic normality of 3 (p), as a p-dimensional random vector, may
be violated for a fixed design matrix X. This has been proved for least-squares by Huber
(1973) in his pioneering work. For general M-estimators, this negative result is a simple
consequence of the results of El Karoui et al. (2011): They exhibit an ANOVA design
(see below) where even marginal fluctuations are not Gaussian. By contrast, for random
design, they show that B (p) is jointly asymptotically normal when the design matrix is
elliptical with general covariance by using the non-asymptotic stochastic representation
for B(p) as well as elementary properties of vectors uniformly distributed on the uniform
sphere in RP; See section 2.2.3 of El Karoui et al. (2011) or the supplementary material
of Bean et al. (2013) for details. This does not contradict Huber (1973)’s negative result
in that it takes the randomness from both X and e into account while Huber (1973)’s
result only takes the randomness from e into account. Later, El Karoui (2015) shows that
each coordinate of B (p) is asymptotically normal for a broader class of random designs.
This is also an elementary consequence of the analysis in El Karoui (2013). However, to
the best of our knowledge, beyond the ANOVA situation mentioned above, there are no
distributional results for fixed design matrices. This is the topic of this article.

Last but not least, bootstrap inference fails in this moderate-dimensional regime. This
has been shown by Bickel and Freedman (1983) for least-squares and residual bootstrap
in their influential work. Recently, El Karoui and Purdom (2015) studied the results
to general M-estimators and showed that all commonly used bootstrapping schemes,
including pairs-bootstrap, residual bootstrap and jackknife, fail to provide a consistent
variance estimator and hence valid inferential statements. These latter results even apply
to the marginal distributions of the coordinates of B(p) Moreover, there is no simple,
design independent, modification to achieve consistency (El Karoui & Purdom, 2015).

1.2 Our Contributions

In summary, the behavior of the estimators we consider in this paper is completely dif-
ferent in the moderate p/n regime from its counterpart in the low-dimensional regime.
As discussed in the next section, moving one step further in the moderate p/n regime is
interesting from both the practical and theoretical perspectives. The main contribution
of this article is to establish coordinate-wise asymptotic normality of B (p) for certain fized
design matrices X in this regime under technical assumptions. The following theorem
informally states our main result.

Theorem (Informal Version of Theorem 3.1 in Section 3). Under appropriate conditions
on the design matriz X, the distribution of € and the loss function p, as p/n — « € (0,1),
while n — oo,

B;(p) — EB;(p)
Var(8;(p))

where drv (-, +) is the total variation distance and L(-) denotes the law.

max dry | £ ,N(0,1) | =0(1)

1<j<p

It is worth mentioning that the above result can be extended to finite dimensional
linear contrasts of B . For instance, one might be interested in making inference on 57 — 53
in the problems involving the group comparison. The above result can be extended to
give the asymptotic normality of Bl — ,32.

Besides the main result, we have several other contributions. First, we use a new
approach to establish asymptotic normality. Our main technique is based on the second-
order Poincaré inequality (SOPI), developed by Chatterjee (2009) to derive, among many



other results, the fluctuation behavior of linear spectral statistics of random matrices.
In contrast to classical approaches such as the Lindeberg-Feller central limit theorem,
the second-order Poincaré inequality is capable of dealing with nonlinear and potentially
implicit functions of independent random variables. Moreover, we use different expansions
for /3 (p) and residuals based on double leave-one-out ideas introduced in El Karoui et al.
(2011), in contrast to the classical perturbation-analytic expansions. See aforementioned
paper and follow-ups. An informal interpretation of the results of Chatterjee (2009) is
that if the Hessian of the nonlinear function of random variables under consideration is
sufficiently small, this function acts almost linearly and hence a standard central limit
theorem holds.

Second, to the best of our knowledge this is the first inferential result for fixed (non
ANOVA-like) design in the moderate p/n regime. Fixed designs arise naturally from an
experimental design or a conditional inference perspective. That is, inference is ideally
carried out without assuming randomness in predictors; see Section 2.2 for more details.
We clarify the regularity conditions for coordinate-wise asymptotic normality of S(p)
explicitly, which are checkable for LSE and also checkable for general M-estimators if the
error distribution is known. We also prove that these conditions are satisfied with by a
broad class of designs.

The ANOVA-like design described in Section 3.3.4 exhibits a situation where the
distribution of Bj(p) is not going to be asymptotically normal. As such the results of
Theorem 3.1 below are somewhat surprising.

For complete inference, we need both the asymptotic normality and the asymptotic
bias and variance. Under suitable symmetry conditions on the loss function and the error
distribution, it can be shown that 3(p) is unbiased (see Section 3.2.1 for details) and
thus it is left to derive the asymptotic variance. As discussed at the end of Section 1.1,
classical approaches, e.g. bootstrap, fail in this regime. For least-squares, classical results
continue to hold and we discuss it in section 5 for the sake of completeness. However,
for M-estimators, there is no closed-form result. We briefly touch upon the variance
estimation in Section 3.4.2. The derivation for general situations is beyond the scope of
this paper and left to the future research.

1.3 Outline of Paper

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: In Section 2, we clarify details which
are mentioned in the current section. In Section 3, we state the main result (Theorem
3.1) formally and explain the technical assumptions. Then we show several examples of
random designs which satisfy the assumptions with high probability. In Section 4, we
introduce our main technical tool, second-order Poincaré inequality (Chatterjee, 2009),
and apply it on M-estimators as the first step to prove Theorem 3.1. Since the rest of the
proof of Theorem 3.1 is complicated and lengthy, we illustrate the main ideas in Appendix
A. The rigorous proof is left to Appendix B. In Section 5, we provide reminders about the
theory of least-squares estimation for the sake of completeness, by taking advantage of its
explicit form. In Section 6, we display the numerical results. The proof of other results
are stated in Appendix C and more numerical experiments are presented in Appendix D.

2 More Details on Background

2.1 Moderate p/n Regime: a more informative type of asymp-
totics?

In Section 1, we mentioned that the ratio p/n measures the difficulty of statistical infer-
ence. The moderate p/n regime provides an approximation of finite sample properties
with the difficulties fixed at the same level as the original problem. Intuitively, this regime
should capture more variation in finite sample problems and provide a more accurate ap-
proximation. We will illustrate this via simulation.



Consider a study involving 50 participants and 40 variables; we can either use the
asymptotics in which p is fixed to be 40, n grows to infinity or p/n is fixed to be 0.8,
and n grows to infinity to perform approximate inference. Current software rely on low-
dimensional asymptotics for inferential tasks, but there is no evidence that they yield more
accurate inferential statements than the ones we would have obtained using moderate
dimensional asymptotics. In fact, numerical evidence (Johnstone, 2001; El Karoui et al.,
2013; Bean et al., 2013) show that the reverse is true.

We exhibit a further numerical simulation showing that. Consider a case that n = 50,
€ has i.i.d. entries and X is one realization of a matrix generated with i.i.d. gaussian
(mean 0, variance 1) entries. For x € {0.1,0.2,...,0.9} and different error distributions,
we use the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (KS) statistics to quantify the distance between the
finite sample distribution and two types of asymptotic approximation of the distribution
of B1(p).

Specifically, we use the Huber loss function puyper,x With default parameter £ = 1.345
(Huber, 2011), i.e.

_f ia? lz] < k
PHuber,k(x) = k |1’| . %k) |£E| > k

Specifically, we generate three design matrices X(©, X(1) and X®: X©) for small sample
case with a sample size n = 50 and a dimension p = nk; X for low-dimensional
asymptotics (p fixed) with a sample size n = 1000 and a dimension p = 50x; and X ()
for moderate-dimensional asymptotics (p/n fixed) with a sample size n = 1000 and a
dimension p = nk. Each of them is generated as one realization of an i.i.d. standard
gaussian design and then treated as fixed across K = 100 repetitions. For each design
matrix, vectors € of appropriate length are generated with i.i.d. entries. The entry
has either a standard normal distribution, or a t3-distribution, or a standard Cauchy
distribution, i.e. ¢;. Then we use € as the response, or equivalently assume g* = 0,
and obtain the M-estimators 3(®, 31, 32 Repeating this procedure for K = 100 times
results in K replications in three cases. Then we extract the first coordinate of each
estimator, denoted by { BA,(COE K, {B,ili Py {B,ﬂ}ﬁil Then the two-sample Kolmogorov-
Smirnov statistics can be obtained by

n ~ ~ n ~ ~
KS;, = \/;Hl:ilx |F£O) (x) - F?’(Ll) (1})‘7 KS, = \/;ngx |F7§0) (1‘) — F7(1,2) (IZ?)|,

where F,ST) is the empirical distribution of {B,(H K . We can then compare the accuracy
of two asymptotic regimes by comparing KS; and KSs. The smaller the value of KS;, the
better the approximation.

Figure 1 displays the results for these error distributions. We see that for gaus-
sian errors and even t3 errors, the p/n-fixed/moderate-dimensional approximation is uni-
formly more accurate than the widely used p-fixed/low-dimensional approximation. For
Cauchy errors, the low-dimensional approximation performs better than the moderate-
dimensional one when p/n is small but worsens when the ratio is large especially when
p/n is close to 1. Moreover, when p/n grows, the two approximations have qualita-
tively different behaviors: the p-fixed approximation becomes less and less accurate while
the p/n-fixed approximation does not suffer much deterioration when p/n grows. The
qualitative and quantitative differences of these two approximations reveal the practical
importance of exploring the p/n-fixed asymptotic regime. (See also Johnstone (2001).)

2.2 Random vs fixed design?

As discussed in Section 1.1, assuming a fixed design or a random design could lead to
qualitatively different inferential results.

In the random design setting, X is considered as being generated from a super pop-
ulation. For example, the rows of X can be regarded as an i.i.d. sample from a dis-
tribution known, or partially known, to the researcher. In situations where one uses
techniques such as cross-validation (Stone, 1974), pairs bootstrap in regression (Efron &
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Figure 1: Axpproximation accuracy of p-fixed asymptotics and p/n-fixed asymptotics:
each column represents an error distribution; the x-axis represents the ratio s of the di-
mension and the sample size and the y-axis represents the Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistic;
the red solid line corresponds to p-fixed approximation and the blue dashed line corre-
sponds to p/n-fixed approximation.

Efron, 1982) or sample splitting (Wasserman & Roeder, 2009), the researcher effectively
assumes exchangeability of the data (z7,y;)" ;. Naturally, this is only compatible with
an assumption of random design. Given the extremely widespread use of these techniques
in contemporary machine learning and statistics, one could argue that the random de-
sign setting is the one under which most of modern statistics is carried out, especially
for prediction problems. Furthermore, working under a random design assumption forces
the researcher to take into account two sources of randomness as opposed to only one
in the fixed design case. Hence working under a random design assumption should yield
conservative confidence intervals for 5.

In other words, in settings where the researcher collects data without control over the
values of the predictors, the random design assumption is arguably the more natural one
of the two.

However, it has now been understood for almost a decade that common random design
assumptions in high-dimension (e.g. z; = ©1/2z; where z;;'s are i.i.d with mean 0 and
variance 1 and a few moments and ¥ “well behaved”) suffer from considerable geometric
limitations, which have substantial impacts on the performance of the estimators consid-
ered in this paper (El Karoui et al., 2011). As such, confidence statements derived from
that kind of analysis can be relied on only after performing a few graphical tests on the
data (see El Karoui (2010)). These geometric limitations are simple consequences of the
concentration of measure phenomenon (Ledoux, 2001).

On the other hand, in the fixed design setting, X is considered a fixed matrix. In this
case, the inference only takes the randomness of ¢ into consideration. This perspective
is popular in several situations. The first one is the experimental design. The goal is
to study the effect of a set of factors, which can be controlled by the experimenter, on
the response. In contrast to the observational study, the experimenter can design the
experimental condition ahead of time based on the inference target. For instance, a one-
way ANOVA design encodes the covariates into binary variables (see Section 3.3.4 for
details) and it is fixed prior to the experiment. Other examples include two-way ANOVA
designs, factorial designs, Latin-square designs, etc. (Scheffe, 1999).

Another situation which is concerned with fixed design is the survey sampling where
the inference is carried out conditioning on the data (Cochran, 1977). Generally, in order
to avoid unrealistic assumptions, making inference conditioning on the design matrix
X is necessary. Suppose the linear model (1) is true and identifiable (see Section 2.3 for
details), then all information of 5* is contained in the conditional distribution £(y|X) and
hence the information in the marginal distribution £(X) is redundant. The conditional




inference framework is more robust to the data generating procedure due to the irrelevance
of L(X).

Also, results based on fixed design assumptions may be preferable from a theoretical
point of view in the sense that they could potentially be used to establish corresponding
results for certain classes of random designs. Specifically, given a marginal distribution
L(X), one only has to prove that X" satisfies the assumptions for fixed design with high
probability.

In conclusion, fixed and random design assumptions play complementary roles in
moderate-dimensional settings. We focus on the least understood of the two, the fixed
design case, in this paper.

2.3 Modeling and Identification of Parameters

The problem of identifiability is especially important in the fixed design case. Define
B*(p) in the population as

B*(p) = argmin — Y " Ep(y; — =] B). (3)
perr M7
One may ask whether 5*(p) = S* regardless of p in the fixed design case. We provide
an affirmative answer in the following proposition by assuming that €; has a symmetric
distribution around 0 and p is even.

Proposition 2.1. Suppose X has a full column rank and €; £ —e¢; for all i. Further
assume p is an even convex function such that for anyi=1,2,... and a # 0,

2 (Eplei — 0) + Ep(e; + ) > Ep(ey). (4)

Then B*(p) = B* regardless of the choice of p.

The proof is left to Appendix C. It is worth mentioning that Proposition 2.1 only
requires the marginals of € to be symmetric but does not impose any constraint on the
dependence structure of e. Further, if p is strongly convex, then for all o # 0,

1

5 (p(z = a) +p(z +a)) > p(z).

As a consequence, the condition (4) is satisfied provided that ¢; is non-zero with positive
probability.

If € is asymmetric, we may still be able to identify 8* if ¢; are i.i.d. random variables.
In contrast to the last case, we should incorporate an intercept term as a shift towards
the centroid of p. More precisely, we define a*(p) and 8*(p) as

n

(0" (0). 8" (0)) = argmin * > Ep(y; — o — 27 5).
a€R,feRrr T S

Proposition 2.2. Suppose (1,X) is of full column rank and €; are i.i.d. such that

Ep(er — «) as a function of a has a unique minimizer o(p). Then *(p) is uniquely

defined with 5*(p) = 6* and a*(p) = a(p).

The proof is left to Appendix C. For example, let p(z) = |z|. Then the minimizer of
Ep(e1 —a) is a median of €1, and is unique if ¢; has a positive density. It is worth pointing
out that incorporating an intercept term is essential for identifying 8*. For instance, in
the least-square case, 5*(p) no longer equals to 5* if Ee; # 0. Proposition 2.2 entails that
the intercept term guarantees 8*(p) = 8*, although the intercept term itself depends on
the choice of p unless more conditions are imposed.

If ¢;’s are neither symmetric nor i.i.d., then $* cannot be identified by the previous
criteria because 5*(p) depends on p. Nonetheless, from a modeling perspective, it is
popular and reasonable to assume that ¢;’s are symmetric or i.i.d. in many situations.
Therefore, Proposition 2.1 and Proposition 2.2 justify the use of M-estimators in those
cases and M-estimators derived from different loss functions can be compared because
they are estimating the same parameter.



3 Main Results

3.1 Notation and Assumptions

Let 2] € R'? denote the i-th row of X and X; € R"*! denote the j-th column of X.
Throughout the paper we will denote by X;; € R the (4,7)-th entry of X, by Xj; €
R™* (=1 the design matrix X after removing the j-th column, and by x?m e R'*(-1)

the vector 7 after removing j-th entry. The M-estimator B(p) associated with the loss
function p is defined as

Blp) = argmlanp e — i f) = argmmfzp ek — . (6= B7)) ()

BERP BERP

We define ¢ = p’ to be the first derivative of p. We will write 3 (p) simply 3 when no
confusion can arise.

When the original design matrix X does not contain an intercept term, we can simply
replace X by (1, X) and augment 3 into a (p+ 1)-dimensional vector (o, 37)7. Although
being a special case, we will discuss the question of intercept in Section 3.2.2 due to its
important role in practice.

Equivariance and reduction to the null case
—Ep;

Var;?)

is identifiable as discussed in Section 2.3, we can assume §* = 0 without loss of generality.

In this case, we assume in particular that the design matrix X has full column rank. Then
yr = € and

Notice that our target quantity is invariant to the choice of 8*, provided that 5*

Bfargmmfz,o er — 1 ).

BERP

Similarly we define the leave-j-th-predictor-out version as

Py = argmin - Z plex =i 5)6)-
Based on these notations we define the full residuals Ry as
Ri=e—atB, k=12...,n
and the leave-j-th-predictor-out residual as
Tk [j] = €k — xg[j]ﬁ[j], k=12....,n, j=1,...,p.
Three n x n diagonal matrices are defined as
D = diag(¢'(Re))f=y, D = diag(y"(Re))f_y,  Dpy) = diag(¢' (re 1))ier- (6)

We say a random variable Z is o2-sub-gaussian if for any A € R,

2252

EeM <e 2

In addition, we use J, C {1,...,p} to represent the indices of parameters which are
of interest. Intuitively, more entries in J,, would require more stringent conditions for the
asymptotic normality.

Finally, we adopt Landau’s notation (O(-),0(-), Op(+),0p(+)). In addition, we say a, =
Q(by,) if b, = O(ay) and similarly, we say a,, = Qp(b,) if b, = Op(an). To simplify the
logarithm factors, we use the symbol polyLog(n) to denote any factor that can be upper
bounded by (logn)? for some ~ > 0. Similarly, we use m to denote any factor

that can be lower bounded by Toan)™ for some v > 0.

’Y



3.2 Technical Assumptions and main result

Before stating the assumptions, we need to define several quantities of interest. Let

T T
)\+:)\max (X X>7 A~ = Amin (X X)
n

n

be the largest (resp. smallest) eigenvalue of the matrix XTTX Let e; € R™ be the i-th
canonical basis vector and

hio £ (W(r1 ), 0rap))’s i 2 (L= Dy Xy (X5 Dy X)) ™ X e
Finally, let

|hf0X| max | 7,1, 2X|
hjollz "isnigedn [hjailz |7

Ac = max { max
JE€JIn

Qj = COV(hj’())

Based on the quantities defined above, we state our technical assumptions on the design
matrix X followed by the main result. A detailed explanation of the assumptions follows.

A1l p(0) = ¥(0) = 0 and there exists positive numbers Ky = (m), K, Ky =
O (polyLog(n)), such that for any x € R,

L] = L < g

Ko <¢'(z) < Ky, e e

A2 ¢; = u;(W;) where (Wq,...,W,) ~ N(0,I,x,) and u; are smooth functions with
[4illoo < 1 and ||uf||eo < c2 for some c1,ca = O(polyLog(n)). Moreover, assume

min; Var(ﬁi) =2 (m )

A3 \s = O(polyLog(n)) and A_ = (m)

. xTQ;x;
A4 minjey, t]r(Q]j)J = <polyL0g(n))

A5 EAY = O (polyLog(n)).

Theorem 3.1. Under assumptions Al — A5, as p/n — k for some k € (0,1), while
n — 0o,

max dTV L ﬂj Eﬂ]

N©.1) | =o(1),
Var(3;)

where drv (P, Q) = sup 4 |P(A) — Q(A)| is the total variation distance.

We provide several examples where our assumptions hold in Section 3.3. We also
provide an example where the asymptotic normality does not hold in Section 3.3.4. This
shows that our assumptions are not just artifacts of the proof technique we developed,
but that there are (probably many) situations where asymptotic normality will not hold,
even coordinate-wise.

3.2.1 Discussion of Assumptions

Now we discuss assumptions Al - A5. Assumption Al implies the boundedness of the
first-order and the second-order derivatives of 1. The upper bounds are satisfied by most
loss functions including the Lo loss, the smoothed L; loss, the smoothed Huber loss,
etc. The non-zero lower bound K implies the strong convexity of p and is required for
technical reasons. It can be removed by considering first a ridge-penalized M-estimator



and taking appropriate limits as in El Karoui (2013, 2015). In addition, in this paper we
consider the smooth loss functions and the results can be extended to non-smooth case
via approximation.

Assumption A2 was proposed in Chatterjee (2009) when deriving the second-order
Poincaré inequality discussed in Section 4.1. It means that the results apply to non-
Gaussian distributions, such as the uniform distribution on [0, 1] by taking u; = ®, the
cumulative distribution function of standard normal distribution. Through the gaussian
concentration (Ledoux, 2001), we see that A2 implies that €; are c?-sub-gaussian. Thus
A2 controls the tail behavior of €;. The boundedness of u; and u are required only for the
direct application of Chatterjee’s results. In fact, a look at his proof suggests that one can
obtain a similar result to his Second-Order Poincaré inequality involving moment bounds
on u}(W;) and uf (W;). This would be a way to weaken our assumptions to permit to have
the heavy-tailed distributions expected in robustness studies. Since we are considering
strongly convex loss-functions, it is not completely unnatural to restrict our attention to
light-tailed errors. Furthermore, efficiency - and not only robustness - questions are one
of the main reasons to consider these estimators in the moderate-dimensional context.
The potential gains in efficiency obtained by considering regression M-estimates (Bean
et al., 2013) apply in the light-tailed context, which further justify our interest in this
theoretical setup.

Assumption A3 is completely checkable since it only depends on X. It controls the
singularity of the design matrix. Under A1l and A3, it can be shown that the objective
function is strongly convex with curvature (the smallest eigenvalue of the Hessian matrix)

lower bounded by (2 ( ) everywhere.

PolyLoa()

Assumption A4 is controlling the left tail of quadratic forms. It is fundamentally
connected to aspects of the concentration of measure phenomenon (Ledoux, 2001). This
condition is proposed and emphasized under the random design setting by El Karoui et
al. (2013). Essentially, it means that for a matrix Q; ,which does not depend on Xj, the
quadratic form X Q;X; should have the same order as tr(Q;).

Assumption A5 is proposed by El Karoui (2013) under the random design settings. It
is motivated by leave-one-predictor-out analysis. Note that A¢ is the maximum of linear
contrasts of X, whose coefficients do not depend on Xj;. It is easily checked for design
matrix X which is a realization of a random matrix with i.i.d sub-gaussian entries for
instance.

Remark 3.2. In certain applications, it is reasonable to make the following additional
assumption:

A6 p is an even function and €;’s have symmetric distributions.

Although assumption A6 is not necessary to Theorem 3.1, it can simplify the result. Under

assumption A6, when X is full rank, we have, z'fi denotes equality in distribution,

B — B* = argmin — € —xln) = argmin — —€ +
g m an ) = argm Zp )

d .
,argmlnnineler n) =pg*—p.

neRrp

This implies that B 18 an unbiased estimator, provided it has a mean, which is the case
here. Unbiasedness is useful in practice, since then Theorem 3.1 reads

maxdpy | £ ﬁj B

N(0,1) | = o(1).
Te Var(3;)

For inference, we only need to estimate the asymptotic variance.

10



3.2.2 An important remark concerning Theorem 3.1

When J, is a subset of {1,...,p}, the coefficients in J¢ become nuisance parameters.
Heuristically, in order for identifying 37 , one only needs the subspaces span(X,) and
span(X jc) to be distinguished and X, has a full column rank. Here X, denotes the
sub-matrix of X with columns in J,. Formally, let

. 1 B
DS gXi(I — Xy (X7 X o)™ X7 )X,
where A~ denotes the generalized inverse of A, and
5‘-{- = /\max (iJn) ) 5\— = >\min (i}Jn) .

Then 3 J, characterizes the behavior of X, —after removing the effect of X .. In partic-
ular, we can modify the assumption A3 by

A3* X\, = O(polyLog(n)) and A_ = Q (m)

Then we are able to derive a stronger result in the case where |J,,| < p than Theorem 3.1
as follows.

Corollary 3.3. Under assumptions A1-2, A4-5 and A3* as p/n — K for some Kk €
(0,1),
S mA
m‘ftlxdTV L Py Z BB ,N(0,1) | =o0(1).
e n A
! Var(f3;)

It can be shown that /N\+ < Ay and A > A_ and hence the assumption A3* is weaker
than A3. It is worth pointing out that the assumption A3* even holds when X§ does not

have full column rank, in which case 37 is still identifiable and B J,, 1s still well-defined,

although 8%. and B Je are not; see Appendix C-2 for details.

3.3 Examples

Throughout this subsection (except subsubsection 3.3.4), we consider the case where
X is a realization of a random matrix, denoted by Z (to be distinguished from X).
We will verify that the assumptions A3-A5 are satisfied with high probability under
different regularity conditions on the distribution of Z. This is a standard way to justify
the conditions for fixed design (Portnoy, 1984, 1985) in the literature on regression M-
estimates.

3.3.1 Random Design with Independent Entries

First we consider a random matrix Z with i.i.d. sub-gaussian entries.

Proposition 3.4. Suppose Z has i.i.d. mean-zero o®-sub-gaussian entries with Var(Z;;) =

72 > 0 for some o = O(polyLog(n)) and 7 = Q (Wog(n))’ then, when X is a re-

alization of Z, assumptions A3-A5 for X are satisfied with high probability over Z for
Jn=A{1,...,p}.

In practice, the assumption of identical distribution might be invalid. In fact the
assumptions A4, A5 and the first part of A3 (Ay = O (polyLog(n))) are still satisfied with
high probability if we only assume the independence between entries and boundedness of
certain moments. To control A_, we rely on Litvak et al. (2005) which assumes symmetry
of each entry. We obtain the following result based on it.

11



Proposition 3.5. Suppose Z has independent o?-sub-gaussian entries with

Zi; &

7Z1'j, Var(Zij) > 7'2
for some 0 = O (polyLog(n)) and 7 = 2 (m) , then, when X is a realization of Z,
assumptions A3-A5 for X are satisfied with high probability over Z for J, = {1,...,p}.

Under the conditions of Proposition 3.5, we can add an intercept term into the design
matrix. Adding an intercept allows us to remove the mean-zero assumption for Z;;’s. In
fact, suppose Z;; is symmetric with respect to p;, which is potentially non-zero, for all 4,
then according to section 3.2.2, we can replace Z;; by Z;; — p; and Proposition 3.6 can
be then applied.

Proposition 3.6. Suppose Z = (1,2) and Z € R™ @Y has independent o2-sub-
gaussian entries with

~ d ~ ~
Zij — nj = pj — Zij,  Var(Zy) > 7
for some o = O (polyLog(n)), 7 = (m) and arbitrary p;. Then, when X is a

realization of Z, assumptions A3*, A4 and A5 for X are satisfied with high probability
over Z for J, ={2,...,p}.

3.3.2 Dependent Gaussian Design

To show that our assumptions handle a variety of situations, we now assume that the
observations, namely the rows of Z, are i.i.d. random vectors with a covariance matrix
Y. In particular we show that the Gaussian design, i.e. z; i N(0,X), satisfies the
assumptions with high probability.

Proposition 3.7. Suppose z; tr N(0,X) with Amax(X) = O (polyLog(n)) and Apmin(Z) =
Q (m) , then, when X is a realization of Z, assumptions A3-AS5 for X are satisfied
with high probability over Z for J, = {1,...,p}.

This result extends to the matrix-normal design (Muirhead, 1982)[Chapter 3], i.e.
(Zij)i<n,j<p is one realization of a np-dimensional random variable Z with multivariate
gaussian distribution

vec(Z) 2 (2F, 28, 2D) ~ N(O,A®Y),

rTn

and ® is the Kronecker product. It turns out that assumptions A3 — A5 are satisfied if
both A and ¥ are well-behaved.

Proposition 3.8. Suppose Z is matriz-normal with vec(Z) ~ N(0,A ® ¥) and
1
>\m X A 7)\m x(2) = 0 lyL s )\Inin A a)\min )= ——— .
o) () = O (poly L))« Ain(A). i) = 2 (s

Then, when X is a realization of Z,assumptions A3-A5 for X are satisfied with high
probability over Z for J, ={1,...,p}.

In order to incorporate an intercept term, we need slightly more stringent condition
on A. Instead of assumption A3, we prove that assumption A3* - see subsubsection 3.2.2
- holds with high probability.

the conditions of Proposition 3.8. Further assume that
max; (A

)il
)il

Then, when X is a realization of Z, assumptions A3*, A/ and A5 for X are satisfied
with high probability over Z for J, ={2,...,p}.

Proposition 3.9. Suppose Z contains an intercept term, i.e. Z = (1, Z) and Z satisfies
1
1 = © (polyLog(n)) . (7)

(SIS BN

i
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When A = I, the condition (7) is satisfied. Another non-trivial example is the ex-
changeable case where A;; are all equal for 7 # j. In this case, 1 is an eigenvector of A and

hence it is also an eigenvector of Az, Thus A=21is a multiple of 1 and the condition
(7) is satisfied.

3.3.3 Elliptical Design

Furthermore, we can move from Gaussian-like structure to generalized elliptical models
where z; = (;XV/22; where {Gi,Zij:i=1,...,n;j =1,...,p} are independent random
variables, Z;; having for instance mean 0 and variance 1. The elliptical family is quite
flexible in modeling data. It represents a type of data formed by a common driven factor
and independent individual effects. It is widely used in multivariate statistics (Anderson
(1962); Tyler (1987)) and various fields, including finance (Cizek et al., 2005) and biology
(Posekany et al., 2011). In the context of high-dimensional statistics, this class of model
was used to refute universality claims in random matrix theory (El Karoui, 2009). In
robust regression, El Karoui et al. (2011) used elliptical models to show that the limit
of HBH% depends on the distribution of {; and hence the geometry of the predictors. As
such, studies limited to Gaussian-like design were shown to be of very limited statistical
interest. See also the deep classical inadmissibility results (Baranchik, 1973; Jureckova &
Klebanov, 1997). However, as we will show in the next proposition, the common factors ¢;
do not distort the shape of the asymptotic distribution. A similar phenomenon happens
in the random design case - see El Karoui et al. (2013); Bean et al. (2013).

Proposition 3.10. Suppose Z is generated from an elliptical model, i.e.
Zij = GiZij,

where (; are independent random variables taking values in [a,b] for some 0 < a < b < o0
and Z;; are independent random variables satisfying the conditions of Proposition 3.4 or
Proposition 3.5. Further assume that {¢; : i = 1,...,n} and {Z;; : i =1,...,n;j =
1,...,p} are independent. Then, when X is a realization of Z, assumptions A3-A5 for
X are satisfied with high probability over Z for J, ={1,...,p}.

Thanks to the fact that (; is bounded away from 0 and oo, the proof of Proposition
3.10 is straightforward, as shown in Appendix C. However, by a more refined argument
and assuming identical distributions (;, we can relax this condition.

Proposition 3.11. Under the conditions of Proposition 3.10 (except the boundedness of
¢i) and assume (; are i.i.d. samples generated from some distribution F, independent of
n, with

P(G>t) <crem™,

for some fized c1,co,a > 0 and F~1(q) > 0 for any q € (0,1) where F~1 is the quantile
function of F and is continuous. Then, when X is a realization of Z, assumptions A3-A5
for X are satisfied with high probability over Z for J, ={1,...,p}.

3.3.4 A counterexample

Consider a one-way ANOVA situation. In other words, let the design matrix have exactly
1 non-zero entry per row, whose value is 1. Let {k;}7; be integers in {1,...,p}. And
let X;; = 1(j = k;). Furthermore, let us constrain n; = |[{i : k; = j}| to be such that
1 <nj; <2|p/n]. Taking for instance k; = (¢ mod p) is an easy way to produce such a
matrix. The associated statistical model is just y; = €; + 5. .

It is easy to see that

B =argmin Y p(y; — B;) = argmin > p(e; — (B — B;)) -
BER =i BER ki=j

This is of course a standard location problem. In the moderate-dimensional setting we
consider, n; remains finite as n — co. So f3; is a non-linear function of finitely many
random variables and will in general not be normally distributed.

13



For concreteness, one can take p(x) = |z|, in which case Bj is a median of {y; } {i:k,—j}-
The cdf of Bj is known exactly by elementary order statistics computations (see David
and Nagaraja (1981)) and is not that of a Gaussian random variable in general. In fact,
the ANOVA design considered here violates the assumption A3 since A_ = min;n;/n =
O (1/n). Further, we can show that the assumption A5 is also violated, at least in the
least-square case; see Section 5.1 for details.

3.4 Comments and discussions
3.4.1 Asymptotic Normality in High Dimensions

In the p-fixed regime, the asymptotic distribution is easily defined as the limit of £(3) in
terms of weak topology (Van der Vaart, 1998). However, in regimes where the dimension
p grows, the notion of asymptotic distribution is more delicate. a conceptual question
arises from the fact that the dimension of the estimator B changes with n and thus there
is no well-defined distribution which can serve as the limit of £(3), where £(-) denotes
the law. One remedy is proposed by Mallows (1972). Under this framework, a triangular
array {W, ;,j=1,2,...,p,}, with EW,, ; =0, EW2 . =1, is called jointly asymptotically
normal if for any determlmstlc sequence a, € RP» w1th ||anH2 =1,

Pn
> aniWa i | = N(0,1).
Jj=1

When the zero mean and unit variance are not satisfied, it is easy to modify the definition
by normalizing random variables.

Definition 3.12 (joint asymptotic normality).

{W,, : W,, € RPr} is jointly asymptotically normal if and only if for any sequence
{an : a, € RPn},

( al (W, — EW,)

— N(0,1).
al Cov(Wy)ay,

The above definition of asymptotic normality is strong and appealing but was shown
not to hold for least-squares in the moderate p/n regime (Huber, 1973). In fact, Huber
(1973) shows that 3 is jointly asymtotically normal only if

max(X (XTX)"'XT);; — 0.

When p/n — k € (0,1), provided X is full rank,

B—)I{>O.
n

max(X (X7 X)Xy, ; > %tr(X(XTX)*lXT) =
1
In other words, in moderate p/n regime, the asymptotic normality cannot hold for all
linear contrasts, even in the case of least-squares.

In applications, however, it is usually not necessary to consider all linear contrasts but
instead a small subset of them, e.g. all coordinates or low dimensional linear contrasts
such as Bf — 5. We can naturally modify Definition 3.12 and adapt to our needs by
imposing constraints on a,. A popular concept, which we use in Section 1 informally,
is called coordinate-wise asymptotic normality and defined by restricting a, to be the
canonical basis vectors, which have only one non-zero element. An equivalent definition
is stated as follows.

Definition 3.13 (coordinate-wise asymptotic normal).

14



{W,, : W,, € RPr} is coordinate-wise asymptotically normal if and only if for any
sequence {jn : jn € {1,...,Pn}},

W”ajn — EW"ijn - N(O, 1)
Var(Wn,jn)
A more convenient way to define the coordinate-wise asymptotic normality is to intro-
duce a metric d(-, ), e.g. Kolmogorov distance and total variation distance, which induces
the weak convergence topology. Then W, is coordinate-wise asymptotically normal if and

only if
maxd | £ Wi —EWn; ,N(0,1) | = o(1).
J Var(W, ;)

3.4.2 Discussion about inference and technical assumptions

Variance and bias estimation

To complete the inference, we need to compute the bias and variance. As discussed in
Remark 3.2, the M-estimator is unbiased if the loss function and the error distribution are
symmetric. For the variance, it is easy to get a conservative estimate via resampling meth-
ods such as Jackknife as a consequence of Efron-Stein’s inequality; see El Karoui (2013)
and El Karoui and Purdom (2015) for details. Moreover, by the variance decomposition
formula,

Var(3;) = E [var(ﬁjm] + Var {]E(BJ\X)} >E [Var(,@ﬂX)} ,

the unconditional variance, when X is a random design matrix, is a conservative estimate.
The unconditional variance can be calculated by solving a non-linear system; see El Karoui
(2013) and Donoho and Montanari (2016).

However, estimating the exact variance is known to be hard. El Karoui and Purdom
(2015) show that the existing resampling schemes, including jacknife, pairs-bootstrap,
residual bootstrap, etc., are either too conservative or too anti-conservative when p/n is
large. The challenge, as mentioned in El Karoui (2013); El Karoui and Purdom (2015),
is due to the fact that the residuals {R;} do not mimic the behavior of {¢;} and that
the resampling methods effectively modifies the geometry of the dataset from the point
of view of the statistics of interest. We believe that variance estimation in moderate
p/n regime should rely on different methodologies from the ones used in low-dimensional
estimation.

Technical assumptions

On the other hand, we assume that p is strongly convex. One remedy would be adding
a ridge regularized term as in El Karoui (2013) and the new problem is amenable to anal-
ysis with the method we used in this article. However, the regularization term introduces
a non-vanishing bias, which is as hard to be derived as the variance. For unregularized M-
estimators, the strong convexity is also assumed by other works (El Karoui, 2013; Donoho
& Montanari, 2016). However, we believe that this assumption is unnecessary and can
be removed at least for well-behaved design matrices. Another possibility, for errors that
have more than 2 moments is to just add a small quadratic term to the loss function, e.g.
Ar?/2 with a small \. Finally, we recall that in many situations, least-squares is actually
more efficient than ¢;-regression (see numerical work in Bean et al. (2013)) in moderate
dimensions. This is for instance the case for double-exponential errors if p/n is greater
than .3 or so. As such working with strongly convex loss functions is as problematic
for moderate-dimensional regression M-estimates as it would be in the low-dimensional
setting.

To explore traditional robustness questions, we will need to weaken the requirements
of Assumption A2. This requires substantial work and an extension of the main results
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of Chatterjee (2009). Because the technical part of the paper is already long, we leave
this interesting statistical question to future works.

4 Proof Sketch

Since the proof of Theorem 3.1 is somewhat technical, we illustrate the main idea in this
section.

First notice that the M-estimator B is an implicit function of independent random
variables €1, ..., €,, which is determined by

LS wale —mif) =0, (8)
i=1

The Hessian matrix of the loss function in (5) is £ X7 DX = DyA_I, under the notation
introduced in section 3.1. The assumption A3 then implies that the loss function is
strongly convex, in which case B is unique. Then B can be seen as a non-linear function
of ¢’s. A powerful central limit theorem for this type of statistics is the second-order
Poincaré inequality (SOPI), developed in Chatterjee (2009) and used there to re-prove
central limit theorems for linear spectral statistics of large random matrices. We recall
one of the main results for the convenience of the reader.

Proposition 4.1 (SOPI; Chatterjee, 2009). Let # = (#4, ..., #5) = (ur(W1), ..., un(Wy))
where W; "% N(0,1) and ||uf]lso < c1, v |lo < c2. Take any g € C*(R™) and let Vg,

Vg and V2g denote the i-th partial derivative, gradient and Hessian of g. Let

2

- 4 1 1
Ko = (EZ [Vig(#)] ) k= (EIVg)2)T, w2 = (EIV9(#)5p) T,
i=1
and U = g(#). If U has finite fourth moment, then

U—-EU 2\/3(6102/430 -+ Ci’lﬁllliQ)
i (e (2L o) « 2 )

From (8), it is not hard to compute the gradient and Hessian of Bj with respect to e.
Recalling the definitions in Equation (6) on p. 8, we have

Lemma 4.2. Suppose 1) € C%(R"™), then

9B _
ae—; =el (X"DX)"'X"D (9)
05 = GT diag(el (X" DX)'XTD)G (10)
OeDeT J

where e; is the j-th cononical basis vectors in RP and
G=I-XX"DX)'X"D.

Recalling the definitions of K;’s in Assumption Al on p. 9, we can bound kg, k1 and
ko as follows.

Lemma 4.3. Let koj, k15, k2 defined as in Proposition 4.1 by setting # =€ and g(#') =

Bj- Let

M; =E[e (X" DX) " X" D? ||, (11)
then
K2 K2 K4 K \*
2 1 4 1 4 2 1
K.<7.M,, H,Si, K/‘Si' — M.
YT KAL) T Y T (nKoA)?T T T (nKgAa_)s <K0> !
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As a consequence of the second-order Poincaré inequality , we can bound the to-
tal variation distance between f; and a normal distribution by M; and Var(f;). More
precisely, we prove the following Lemma.

Lemma 4.4. Under assumptions A1-A3,

E
maxdry | £ ﬁj ﬂj
! Var(§;)
Lemma 4.4 is the key to prove Theorem 3.1. To obtain the coordinate-wise asymptotic

normality, it is left to establish an upper bound for M; and a lower bound for Var(Bj).
In fact, we can prove that

maxj(nsz)é
N(0,1) | =0, [ ——————=— - polyLog(n) | .

n - min; Var(8;)

Lemma 4.5. Under assumptions A1 - AJ5,

polyLog(n) . - 1
max M; =0 < - , min Var(5;) o polyLog(n)

Then Lemma 4.4 and Lemma 4.5 together imply that

maxdry | £ w ,N(0,1) :O(W):o(l).
! \/ Var(8;) ns

Appendix A, provides a roadmap of the proof of Lemma 4.5 under a special case where
the design matrix X is one realization of a random matrix with i.i.d. sub-gaussian entries.
It also serves as an outline of the rigorous proof in Appendix B.

4.1 Comment on the Second-Order Poincaré inequality

Notice that when g is a linear function such that g(z) = """, a;z;, then the Berry-Esseen
inequality (Esseen, 1945) implies that

i (E (W—EW) N, 1)> S Zihalel
Var(W) (Z?=1 af)i

where
dxc(F,G) = sup |F(z) — G(x)].

On the other hand, the second-order Poincaré inequality implies that

W — EW W —EW (i a)® )
o (& (et ) o) <o (et ) o) < S

This is slightly worse than the Berry-Esseen bound and requires stronger conditions on
the distributions of variates but provides bounds for TV metric instead of Kolmogorov
metric. This comparison shows that second-order Poincaré inequality can be regarded as
a generalization of the Berry-Esseen bound for non-linear transformations of independent
random variables.

5 Least-Squares Estimator

The Least-Squares Estimator is a special case of an M-estimator with p(z) = 235 Because
the estimator can then be written explicitly, the analysis of its properties is extremely
simple and it has been understood for several decades (see arguments in e.g. Huber
(1973)[Lemma 2.1] and Huber (1981)[Proposition 2.2]). In this case, the hat matrix
H = X(XTX)71XT captures all the problems associated with dimensionality in the
problem. In particular, proving the asymptotic normality simply requires an application
of the Lindeberg-Feller theorem.

It is however somewhat helpful to compare the conditions required for asymptotic
normality in this simple case and the ones we required in the more general setup of
Theorem 3.1. We do so briefly in this section.
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5.1 Coordinate-Wise Asymptotic Normality of LSE
Under the linear model (1), when X is full rank,
BLS — ﬂ* 4 (XTX)ilXT€7

thus each coordinate of BLS is a linear contrast of € with zero mean. Instead of assumption
A2, which requires ¢; to be sub-gaussian, we only need to assume max; Ele;|? < oo, under
which the Berry-Essen bound for non-i.i.d. data (Esseen, 1945) implies that
3. — B* (XTx\-1xT|3 'XTX71XTOO
v (e[ B8 v | < B0 (XA
Var(5;) llej (XTX)TIXTZ — fle; (XTX) 71Xl

This motivates us to define a matrix specific quantity S;(X) such that

5 ) 2 JT XX
&) = erxTxyixT,

(12)

then the Berry-Esseen bound implies that max;e s, S;(X) determines the coordinate-wise
asymptotic normality of 555,

Theorem 5.1. If Emax; |¢;|® < oo, then

Ele;|?
< i ax 5;(X),

max d M,N(O,l) <A-—oo
jE€Tn Var( ﬁLs,j) (Eei)z =

where A is an absolute constant and dk(-,-) is the Kolmogorov distance, defined as

dic (F, G) = sup |F(z) — G(z)].

It turns out that max,ec, S;(X) plays in the least-squares setting the role of A¢ in
assumption A5. Since it has been known that a condition like S;(X) — 0 is necessary
for asymptotic normality of least-square estimators (Huber (1973)[Proposition 2.2]), this
shows in particular that our Assumption A5, or a variant, is also needed in the general
case. See Appendix C-4.1 for details.

5.2 Discussion

Naturally, checking the conditions for asymptotic normality is much easier in the least-
squares case than in the general case under consideration in this paper. In particular:

1. Asymptotic normality conditions can be checked for a broader class of random
design matrices. See Appendix C-4.2 for details.

2. For orthogonal design matrices, i.e XTX = cld for some ¢ > 0, S;(X) = %
jll2

Hence, the condition S;(X) = o(1) is true if and only if no entry dominates the
j —th row of X.

3. The ANOVA-type counterexample we gave in Section 3.3.4 still provides a counter-
example. The reason now is different: namely the sum of finitely many independent
random variables is evidently in general non-Gaussian. In fact, in this case, S;(X) =

\/% is bounded away from 0.

Inferential questions are also extremely simple in this context and essentially again dimension-

independent for the reasons highlighted above. Theorem 5.1 naturally reads,

B — Bj
oy/ei (XTX) e

18

4 N(0,1). (13)



Estimating o is still simple under minimal conditions provided n — p — oo: see Bickel
and Freedman (1983)[Theorem 1.3] or standard computations concerning the normalized
residual sum-of-squares (using variance computations for the latter may require up to 4
moments for ¢;’s). Then we can replace ¢ in (13) by & with

where Ry = yr — zgﬁ and construct confidence intervals for 5 based on 6. If n — p does
not tend to oo, the normalized residual sum of squares is evidently not consistent even in
the case of Gaussian errors, so this requirement may not be dispensed of.

6 Numerical Results

As seen in the previous sections and related papers, there are five important factors that
affect the distribution of 3: the design matrix X, the error distribution £(e), the sample
size n, the ratio x, and the loss function p. The aim of this section is to assess the
quality of the agreement between the asymptotic theoretical results of Theorem 3.1 and
the empirical, finite-dimensional properties of /3’(,0) We also perform a few simulations
where some of the assumptions of Theorem 3.1 are violated to get an intuitive sense of
whether those assumptions appear necessary or whether they are simply technical artifacts
associated with the method of proof we developed. As such, the numerical experiments
we report on in this section can be seen as a complement to Theorem 3.1 rather than
only a simple check of its practical relevance.

The design matrices we consider are one realization of random design matrices of the
following three types:

(i.i.d. design) : X;; "&" F,

(elliptical design) : X;; = QXU, where X}j e N(0,1) and ¢; ESE O ™ addition,
{¢;} is independent of {X;;};

(partial Hadamard design) : a matrix formed by a random set of p columns of a nxn
Hadamard matrix, i.e. a n X n matrix whose columns are orthogonal with entries
restricted to £1.

Here we consider two candidates for F' in i.i.d. design and elliptical design: standard
normal distribution N (0, 1) and t-distribution with two degrees of freedom (denoted ts).
For the error distribution, we assume that € has i.i.d. entries with one of the above two
distributions, namely N(0,1) and t5. The t-distribution violates our assumption A2.

To evaluate the finite sample performance, we consider the sample sizes n € {100, 200,400, 800}
and k € {0.5,0.8}. In this section we will consider a Huber loss with &k = 1.345 (Huber,

1981), i.e.
1.2 <k
P(.’E) = { 2 2 ‘LL’| -

kr— 5 |z >k

k = 1.345 is the default in R and yields 95% relative efficiency for Gaussian errors in
low-dimensional problems. We also carried out the numerical work for L;-regression, i.e.
p(x) = |z|. See Appendix D for details.

6.1 Asymptotic Normality of A Single Coordinate

First we simulate the finite sample distribution of Bl, the first coordinate of B For each
combination of sample size n (100,200,400 and 800), type of design (i.i.d, elliptical and
Hadamard), entry distribution F' (normal and t3) and error distribution £(e) (normal
and t2), we run 50 simulations with each consisting of the following steps:

(Step 1) Generate one design matrix X;
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(Step 2) Generate the 300 error vectors ;

(Step 3) Regress each Y = € on the design matrix X and end up with 300 random samples
of 31, denoted by 39), o A%soo);

(Step 4) Estimate the standard deviation of 3; by the sample standard error sd;

(Step 5) Construct a confidence interval ) = B%k) —1.96 - S/(\i, ng) + 1.96 - sAd} for each
k=1,...,300;

(Step 6) Calculate the empirical 95% coverage by the proportion of confidence intervals
which cover the true 8; = 0.

Finally, we display the boxplots of the empirical 95% coverages of Bl for each case in
Figure 2. It is worth mentioning that our theories cover two cases: 1) i.i.d design with
normal entries and normal errors (orange bars in the first row and the first column), see
Proposition 3.4; 2) elliptical design with normal factors ¢; and normal errors (orange bars
in the second row and the first column), see Proposition 3.10.

We first discuss the case x = 0.5. In this case, there are only two samples per
parameter. Nonetheless, we observe that the coverage is quite close to 0.95, even with a
sample size as small as 100, in both cases that are covered by our theories. For other cases,
it is interesting to see that the coverage is valid and most stable in the partial hadamard
design case and is not sensitive to the distribution of multiplicative factor in elliptical
design case even when the error has a to distribution. For i.i.d. designs, the coverage
is still valid and stable when the entry is normal. By contrast, when the entry has a to
distribution, the coverage has a large variation in small samples. The average coverage
is still close to 0.95 in the i.i.d. normal design case but is slightly lower than 0.95 in the
i.i.d. to design case. In summary, the finite sample distribution of Bl is more sensitive
to the entry distribution than the error distribution. This indicates that the assumptions
on the design matrix are not just artifacts of the proof but are quite essential.

The same conclusion can be drawn from the case where Kk = 0.8 except that the
variation becomes larger in most cases when the sample size is small. However, it is
worth pointing out that even in this case where there is 1.25 samples per parameter, the
sample distribution of 81 is well approximated by a normal distribution with a moderate
sample size (n > 400). This is in contrast to the classical rule of thumb which suggests
that 5-10 samples are needed per parameter.

6.2 Asymptotic Normality for Multiple Marginals

Since our theory holds for general J,,, it is worth checking the approximation for multiple
coordinates in finite samples. For illustration, we consider 10 coordinates, namely Bl ~
310, simultaneously and calculate the minimum empirical 95% coverage. To avoid the
finite sample dependence between coordinates involved in the simulation, we estimate the
empirical coverage independently for each coordinate. Specifically, we run 50 simulations
with each consisting of the following steps:

(Step 1) Generate one design matrix X;
(Step 2) Generate the 3000 error vectors ;

(Step 3) Regress each Y = € on the design matrix X and end up with 300 random samples
of 5; for each j = 1,...,10 by using the (300(j — 1) + 1)-th to 300j-th response
vector Y

(Step 4) Estimate the standard deviation of Bj by the sample standard error sAdj for
j=1,...,10;

(Step 5) Construct a confidence interval I](.k) = B](k) —1.96 - sAdj,B](-k) +1.96 - sAdJ} for
each j=1,...,10and k =1,...,300;

20



Coverage of ﬁl (k=0.5) Coverage of ﬁl (k=0.8)

normal t(2) normal t(2)
1.00 1.00- . -
H H 1 M H M H H T ' H 1 ' 1
H . H : H ' ' H '
0.951—— 1 1 . - + 0.95——+ 3 : + . : i +—
oDy iy PO PO B y YT P T IHE
090 + 4ot 7 L og0- Lot 7 e
1.00 1.00
o : o H H . .
=) ' ' N H H T o H '
0.95 1 n 4 4 e x i 4o G095 + + 4 * -+ i i
[ . = 7] ! A 1 | =
> © > H ©
o o
O 0.90 O 0.90- i
1.00 1.00-
I 1 B I g
T T T T
0.95——}—!—!—1—_ " 2 1 E E —g 0.95—7—’—?—?—_ & 1 1+ ¥ = } —IS
3 = 3
) o
0.90 a8 0.90- A
100 200 400 800 100 200 400 800 100 200 400 800 100 200 400 800
Sample Size Sample Size
Entry Dist. normal - +- t(2) -=- hadamard Entry Dist. normal -+ - t(2) -=- hadamard

Figure 2: Empirical 95% coverage of 3 with x = 0.5 (left) and k£ = 0.8 (right) using
Huber; 345 loss. The x-axis corresponds to the sample size, ranging from 100 to 800;
the y-axis corresponds to the empirical 95% coverage. Each column represents an error
distribution and each row represents a type of design. The orange solid bar corresponds
to the case F' = Normal; the blue dotted bar corresponds to the case F' = to; the red
dashed bar represents the Hadamard design.

(Step 6) Calculate the empirical 95% coverage by the proportion of confidence intervals
which cover the true 3; = 0, denoted by C}, for each j =1, ..., 10,

(Step 7) Report the minimum coverage minj<,;<10 Cj.

If the assumptions A1l - A5 are satisfied, min;<;<19 C; should also be close to 0.95 as
a result of Theorem 3.1. Thus, mini<;<19 C; is a measure for the approximation accuracy
for multiple marginals. Figure 3 displays the boxplots of this quantity under the same
scenarios as the last subsection. In two cases that our theories cover, the minimum
coverage is increasingly closer to the true level 0.95. Similar to the last subsection,
the approximation is accurate in the partial hadamard design case and is insensitive
to the distribution of multiplicative factors in the elliptical design case. However, the
approximation is very inaccurate in the i.i.d. to design case. Again, this shows the
evidence that our technical assumptions are not artifacts of the proof.

On the other hand, the figure 3 suggests using a conservative variance estimator, e.g.
the Jackknife estimator, or corrections on the confidence level in order to make simulta-
neous inference on multiple coordinates. Here we investigate the validity of Bonferroni
correction by modifying the step 5 and step 6. The confidence interval after Bonferroni
correction is obtained by

I]('k) = |:Bj<k) — Z1-a/20 " SAdjvﬁAJ(‘k) + Z1-a/20 - SAdJ' (1)

where o = 0.05 and z, is the y-th quantile of a standard normal distribution. The
proportion of k£ such that 0 € IJ(-k) for all 7 < 10 should be at least 0.95 if the marginals
are all close to a normal distribution. We modify the confidence intervals in step 5 by
(14) and calculate the proportion of k such that 0 € I](k) for all j in step 6. Figure 4
displays the boxplots of this coverage. It is clear that the Bonferroni correction gives the
valid coverage except when n = 100, x = 0.8 and the error has a to distribution.
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Figure 3: Mininum empirical 95% coverage of 31 ~ B1o with x = 0.5 (left) and k = 0.8
(right) using Huber; 345 loss. The x-axis corresponds to the sample size, ranging from
100 to 800; the y-axis corresponds to the minimum empirical 95% coverage. Each column
represents an error distribution and each row represents a type of design. The orange
solid bar corresponds to the case F' = Normal; the blue dotted bar corresponds to the
case F' = to; the red dashed bar represents the Hadamard design.

7 Conclusion

We have proved coordinate-wise asymptotic normality for regression M-estimates in the
moderate-dimensional asymptotic regime p/n — x € (0,1), for fixed design matrices
under appropriate technical assumptions. Our design assumptions are satisfied with high
probability for a broad class of random designs. The main novel ingredient of the proof
is the use of the second-order Poincaré inequality. Numerical experiments confirm and
complement our theoretical results.
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Figure 4: Empirical 95% coverage of Bl ~ Blo after Bonferroni correction with x = 0.5
(left) and x = 0.8 (right) using Huber; 345 loss. The x-axis corresponds to the sample size,
ranging from 100 to 800; the y-axis corresponds to the empirical uniform 95% coverage
after Bonferroni correction. Each column represents an error distribution and each row
represents a type of design. The orange solid bar corresponds to the case F' = Normal,
the blue dotted bar corresponds to the case F' = to; the red dashed bar represents the
Hadamard design.
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APPENDIX

A Proof Sketch of Lemma 4.5

In this Appendix, we provide a roadmap for proving Lemma 4.5 by considering a special
case where X is one realization of a random matrix Z with i.i.d. mean-zero o2-sub-
gaussian entries. Random matrix theory (Geman, 1980; Silverstein, 1985; Bai & Yin,
1993) implies that Ay = (14 +/k)% +0,(1) = Op(1) and A = (1 —/k)2 +0,(1) = Q,(1).
Thus, the assumption A3 is satisfied with high probability. Thus, the Lemma 4.4 in p. 16
holds with high probability. It remains to prove the following lemma to obtain Theorem
3.1.

Lemma A.l. Let Z be a random matriz with i.i.d. mean-zero o2-sub-gaussian entries
and X be one realization of Z. Then under assumptions A1 and A2,

max M; =0, (polyLog(n)) , min Var(Bj) =Q, <1> ,

1<5<p n 1<j<p n - polyLog(n)

where M; is defined in (11) in p.16 and the randomness in o,(-) and Op(-) comes from
Z.

A-1 Upper Bound of M;

First by Proposition E.3,
A =0,(1), A =Q,(1).

In the rest of the proof, the symbol E and Var denotes the expectation and the variance
conditional on Z. Let Z = D2Z, then M; = IE||6JT(ZTZ)_1ZTHOO. Let H; = I —
Z[J—](Z[?] Z[ﬂ)—lZg], then by block matrix inversion formula (see Proposition E.1), which
we state as Proposition E.1 in Appendix E.

-~ o~ -~ —1
S 7Tz, 777 7
ZTZ 7lzT: ~1 ~1 ~1 ~[1] < ~1 >
72 (Zﬁzl 22 Zpy
S S ( 1 =21 Zyy(
ZT(I — H\)Z,

This implies that 5 5
Ml == Ef (A—l)

Since ZT'DZ/n = KoA_I, we have

-1

1 T (7T 7\—1 T (7T -1 1 T(ZTDZ) 1
- =€ (L Z e1=e; (£ DZ €1 = —¢€ e <
ZT(I— H))Z 1(Z72) e = er( JTa=ga n 'S nKoA

and we obtain a bound for M; as

E|Z{(I - H)low _ E|ZTD2(I - H)|l

M; < -
b= nKoA_ nKoA_
Similarly,
E|ZFD3(I — H)|lo EIZID3(I - D221 (211D Z;)7 ;1 D?)|
M, < = . (A2
nKoA_ nKoA_
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The vector in the numerator is a linear contrast of Z; and Z; has mean-zero i.i.d. sub-
gaussian entries. For any fixed matrix A € R"*", denote Ay by its k-th column, then
AT Z; is 0?|| Ag||3-sub-gaussian (see Section 5.2.3 of Vershynin (2010) for a detailed dis-
cussion) and hence by definition of sub-Gaussianity,

2

P(|ALZ;| = o||Ag]2t) < 2e7 7.
Therefore, by a simple union bound, we conclude that

+2

P(|ATZ}| 0 > 0 max [Ak|l2t) < 2ne”=.

Let t = 2y/logn,

P(||ATZJ-||OO > 20m}3x||AkH2\/1ogn) < g =o(1).
n
This entails that
XH%MOAﬁymume%mQ@wmwpm@mmy (A-3)

with high probability. In M, the coefficient matrix (I — H j)D% depends on Z; through
D and hence we cannot use (A-3) directly. However, the dependence can be removed by
replacing D by Dy; since r; ;) does not depend on Z;.

Since Z has i.i.d. sub-gaussian entries, no column is highly influential. In other words,
the estimator will not change drastically after removing j-th column. This would suggest
R; = r; ;). It is proved by El Karoui (2013) that

(polyLog(n)) |

sup |R; — 7 51| = Op NG

3V

It can be rigorously proved that

~ polyLog(n)
127 DU = )l = 12 Dy (1 - )| = 0, (P22 )

1
where H; = I — D[?]Z[j](z[j;]
Dy (I — H,) is independent of Z; and

D[j]Z[j])_lZ[?]Dé.]; see Appendix A-1 for details. Since
Dy (I = Hj)llop < [ Dyjillop < K1 = O (polyLog(n)),

it follows from (A-2) and (A-3) that

polyLog(n
T

n

In summary,

M, 0, (PLE). (A1)

n

A-2  Lower Bound of Var(5;)
A-2.1 Approximating Var(,@’j) by Var(b;)
It is shown by El Karoui (2013)! that

1 N;
B~ b= :

Vn &
IEl Karoui (2013) considers a ridge regularized M estimator, which is different from our setting.
However, this argument still holds in our case and proved in Appendix B.

(A-5)
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where
N‘ZLZZ“W?”' 1) g.zlzT(D. — D11 Z11( X5 D X 151) "1 25 D) Z;
1= /n EARAAVIARER A AN ¥ IR VA Pl VIRt 1~ 1)) 3
i=1
It has been shown by El Karoui (2013) that

A olyLog(n
mjaij —bj| =0, (pyg()) .

n

Thus, Var(Bj) ~ Var(b;) and a more refined calculation in Appendix A-2.1 shows that

| Var(B;) — Var(b;)| = O, (polyling(n)) .

n2
It is left to show that

Var(b;) = Q, (M) . (A-6)

A-2.2 Bounding Var(b;) via Var(N;)
By definition of b;,

Var(b;) = 0, (p‘ﬂﬂ;"g(m> s Var (ZJ) — 0, (polyLog(n))

As will be shown in Appendix B-6.4,

Var(§;) = 0, <plng<n>> |

n
As a result, §; ~ E¢; and
N; N; Var(N;)
Var J) ~ Var (J) = —2
(fj E¢; (EE;)?

As in the previous paper (El Karoui, 2013), we rewrite £; as

[ 3 T 1,7 N3 \N3
& = 2 DI = Dpyy 25\ (X Dy X))~ 2 D)) Dy 2

The middle matrix is idempotent and hence positive semi-definite. Thus,
1
§ < ;ZJTD[J-]ZJ- < K1Ay = Oy (polyLog(n)) .
Then we obtain that
Var(N;) QO < Var(N;) )
(E¢&;)? P\ polyLog(n) } ’
and it is left to show that

Var(N;) = Q, <p01yL1mg(n)> . (A7)

A-2.3 Bounding Var(N;) via tr(Q;)
Recall the definition of N; (A-5), and that of @); (see Section 3.1 in p.8), we have

1
Var(N;) = —~Z] Q;Z;

Notice that Z; is independent of r; ;) and hence the conditional distribution of Z; given
@; remains the same as the marginal distribution of Z;. Since Z; has i.i.d. sub-gaussian
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entries, the Hanson-Wright inequality (Hanson & Wright, 1971; Rudelson & Vershynin,
2013; see Proposition E.2), shown in Proposition E.2, implies that any quadratic form of
Z;, denoted by Z]TQij is concentrated on its mean, i.e.

Z]Q;Zj ~ By, 2] Q; Z; = (BZ})) - tr(Q;).

As a consequence, it is left to show that

(@) =9 (o ) (A-8)

A-2.4 Lower Bound of tr(Q;)
By definition of @,

Z Var(¢(r4,15))
To lower bounded the variance of w(ri7[j]), recall that for any random variable W,
1
Var(W) = 51E(W - W2 (A-9)

where W’ is an independent copy of W. Suppose g : R — R is a function such that
l¢'(z)] > ¢ for all z, then (A-9) implies that

L\D\ﬁw

Var(g(W) = 5B(g(IV) — g(W))? >

In other words, (A-10) entails that Var(W) is a lower bound for Var(g(W)) provided
that the derivative of g is bounded away from 0. As an application, we see that

Var(w(m,[j])) > Kg Vaf(ﬁ,[j])

E(W —W")? = ¢* Var(W). (A-10)

~

and hence
n

tr(Q,) > Kj Z Var(r; ;).
i=1
By the variance decomposition formula,

Var(r; 1) = E (Var (r; (j|eqs))) + Var (E (i ]€))) > E (Var (ri, ] €qa) ) »

where €(;) includes all but i-th entry of e. Given €(;), 7;[; is a function of ;. Using (A-10),
we have

Ori ;)| Ori gy |
Var(r; jile)) = inf [—=2| - Var(e|eq;)) > inf |—=2| - Var(e;).
€4 i € €;
This implies that
aTi 5] 2
Var(r; ;) > E (Var (r; (j]€1)) = Einf |—=2| - min Var(e;).
€ 6i 1
Summing Var(r; ;) over i = 1,...,n, we obtain that
Orij

(@) = Zvar(ri,[j]) >E (Z iIelf

7

2
> - min Var(e;).

€

It will be shown in Appendix B-6.3 that under assumptions A1-A3,

EZI ¢|? =Q, (polyLOg(n)> . (A-11)

This proves (A-8) and as a result,

PN p——)

j n - polyLog(n)

7[1]
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B Proof of Theorem 3.1
B-1 Notation

To be self-contained, we summarize our notations in this subsection. The model we
considered here is

y=XB"+e
where X € R"*? be the design matrix and € is a random vector with independent entries.
Notice that the target quantity 6]\;7[&8] is shift invariant, we can assume 3* = 0 without
ar j

loss of generality provided that X has full column rank; see Section 3.1 for details.

Let 7 € RYP denote the i-th row of X and X; € R™*! denote the j-th column
of X. Throughout the paper we will denote by X;; € R the (¢,7)-th entry of X, by
X € R(=1XP the design matrix X after removing the i-th row, by Xy € R™*(P=1) the
design matrix X after removing the j-th column, by X ;) € R(=Dx(=1) the design
matrix after removing both i-th row and j-th column, and by z; ;; € R (1) the vector

x; after removing j-th entry. The M-estimator B associated with the loss function p is
defined as

. 1 <&
[ = arg min — pler — L p). B-12
min -3 les — L) (B-12)

Similarly we define the leave-j-th-predictor-out version as
. 1< T
q = argmin — €r — Ty 118)- B-13
Bij = arg min k;ﬂ( k= Tk )P) (B-13)

Based on these notation we define the full residual Ry, as
Ri=en—atB, k=1,2,...,n (B-14)
the leave-j-th-predictor-out residual as
Th,[j] = €k — x;ﬂ[j],@’[j], k=1,2,....n, j € J,. (B-15)
Four diagonal matrices are defined as
D = diag(¢'(Ry)), D = diag(¢"(Ry)), (B-16)

Dy = diag(¢/(ri. (7)), Dyj) = diag(e)” (i, 13)))- (B-17)
Further we define G and G;) as
G=1-X(X"DX)"'X"D, Gy =1I-Xy(X[Dy X))~ X[ Dy (B-18)

Let J,, denote the indices of coefficients of interest. We say a €]aq, az[ if and only if a €
[min{aj, as}, max{a,as}]. Regarding the technical assumptions, we need the following

quantities
XTx XTx
)\+ = Amax ( ) ’ A~ = Amin ( ) (B'lg)
n n

be the largest (resp. smallest) eigenvalue of the matrix XTTX Let e; € R™ be the i-th
canonical basis vector and

hjo = (w(ﬁ,m), e 7¢(7“n,[j]))T, hjii= G[j;]ei- (B-20)
Finally, let
hT X; hT, . X;
Ao = max max| 7.0 J|, max M , (B-21)
i€ |hjol Ci<nger |hjal
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Q; = Cov(hj). (B-22)

We adopt Landau’s notation (O(:),o(-),Op(:),0p(-)). In addition, we say a, = Q(b,) if
b, = O(ay,) and similarly, we say a, = Q,(b,) if b, = Op(ay,). To simplify the logarithm
factors, we use the symbol polyLog(n) to denote any factor that can be upper bounded

by (logn)? for some 7 > 0. Similarly, we use m to denote any factor that can be

lower bounded by Toa v for some v > 0.

)'v
Finally we restate all the technical assumptions:

A1l p(0) = ¥(0) = 0 and there exists Ky = Q( Ky, Ky = O (polyLog(n)),

such that for any z € R,

polyLog( ) > ’

d "(x
Ko <¢'(z) < K, ’(\/ 1/1/(93))‘ _ @ < Ky;
f” V' (x)
A2 ¢; = uw;(W;) where (Wq,...,W,) ~ N(0,I,x,) and u; are smooth functions with
[4illoo < €1 and ||uf]|ee < c2 for some c1,ca = O(polyLog(n)). Moreover, assume

: _ 1
min; Var(e;) = (polyLog(n))'

A3 Ay = O(polyLog(n)) and A_ = Q (m)

. X7Q, X,
A4 minjey, tjr(ij)] = (polyLOg(n))

A5 EAR = O (polyLog(n)).

B-2 Deterministic Approximation Results

In Appendix A, we use several approximations under random designs, e.g. R; ~ 7; ;). To
prove them, we follow the strategy of El Karoui (2013) which establishes the deterministic
results and then apply the concentration inequalities to obtain high probability bounds.
Note that B is the solution of

)= — Zw

we need the following key lemma to bound ||81 — B2||2 by [|f(51) — f(B2)]|2, which can be
calculated explicily.

Lemma B.1. [El Karoui (2018), Proposition 2.1] For any 1 and B2,
181 = Bolly < 7o=—[1£(B1) = F(Ba)ll, -

Proof. By the mean value theorem, there exists v; €]e; — x;fﬁh € — x?&[ such that
Ples — i Br) — (e — ) B2) = o' (i) - o] (B2 — Bh).

Then

1o

22 YWzl (B = B)

i=1

1£(B1) = F(B2)ll, =

2

= II]lIl( Z¢ Vz ;T > Hﬁl 62||2

> KoA— |51 —le\z~
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Based on Lemma B.1, we can derive the deterministic results informally stated in
Appendix A. Such results are shown by El Karoui (2013) for ridge-penalized M-estimates
and here we derive a refined version for unpenalized M-estimates. Throughout this sub-
section, we only assume assumption A1l. This implies the following lemma,

Lemma B.2. Under assumption A1, for any x and y,

[9(@)] < Kilal, [V (@) =V ()] < Kalo—yl,  [¢/(2)—¢'(y)] < 2/ EK1 Kalz—y| £ Kylz—yl.

To state the result, we define the following quantities.

n

1 1
ngm{%mmM%%Mﬂﬁ,enzpwx (B-23)

i=1
U ! ix Evy(e;)
== i €5
27 0 n et

The following proposition summarizes all deterministic results which we need in the proof.

Z i(1p(e;) — B (e;)) (B-24)

Proposition B.3. Under Assumption Al,
(i) The norm of M estimator is bounded by

IWb_ 7 (U +Uo);

KoA_

(ii) Define b; as

where
1 & 1 _
Nf:;ﬁ§:Xﬁ¢Wmmv @*:ngU%r—DmﬁhﬂX@Dme)1XﬁDmﬁX
1=1
Then

1 V2K,
b . A
maxlbj| < o5 s A VE,

(iii) The difference between 3; and b; is bounded by
1 2K7 Ko\ T

max|ﬁjfb\< A E.
i no R
(iv) The difference between the full and the leave-one-predictor-out residual is bounded
by
1 [ 2K?K3\, . T? 2K
max max [R; —r; ;)| < —= <137+ &+ — \[ AL VE .
jEdn v\ Kdaz K3
Proof. (i) By Lemma B.1,
1/ (0)]l2

180 < 5 175) ~ FOlle = 2,

since /3 is a zero of f(8). By definition,

szw €i) sz — E¢(e)) szﬂzw €i).

This implies that
1F(O)]l; < U + Uo.
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(ii) First we prove that
§ = KoA—. (B-25)
Since all diagonal entries of Dy is lower bounded by Kg, we conclude that

XDy X
)‘min n > K())\,.

Note that &; is the Schur’s complement (Horn & Johnson, 2012, chapter 0.8) of

m, we have
n XTpyx\) 1
-1 _ T (4]
which implies (B-25). As for N;, we have
_ XThio _ lhjolly X hio (B-26)

N = .
Tovn v holl,
The the second term is bounded by A by definition, see (B-21). For the first term,
the assumption Al that ¢'(z) < K implies that

ple) = p0) = [ vty [ 5 vy = 50 (o)

Here we use the fact that sign(y(y)) = sign(y)

Z?:lw(ria[j])QS\/ﬁ. Z?:lp(ri,[j]).
n

n

p(x) =
Recall the definition of hj g, we

obtain that

170l

vn

Since B[j] is the minimizer of the loss function Y " | p(e; — xzj[j],é’[j]), it holds that

1 n 1 n
_ o) < = N = &.
n ;p(rub]) =5 ;p(Q) &

Putting together the pieces, we conclude that
(B-27)

IN;| < V2K, - AcVE.

By definition of b;,
1 V2K,
bi| < — - AcVE.
‘ J| — \/ﬁ KO)\— Cf
(iii) The proof of this result is almost the same as El Karoui (2013). We state it here for
the sake of completeness. Let by € R? with
(b5); = b, (by)y) = By — by (X[ Dy X))~ X Dy X (B-28)
where the subscript j denotes the j-th entry and the subscript [j] denotes the sub-
vector formed by all but j-th entry. Furthermore, define v; with
()i ==L () = XDy X))~ X Dy X (B-29)
Then we can rewrite BJ- as
(by); = =bi(v;)5:  (by)i = By — b (Vi)1y-
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By definition of B[ﬂ’ we have [f(B[j])][j] = 0 and hence

£ (b)) = £ (b)) — [F (B = %Z%U] |:¢(€i — ) by) — (e — ] 1;,85) | -
- (B-30)

By mean value theorem, there exists v; ; €]e; — 27 by, €; — x?[j]ﬁm[ such that

Pe; — alby) — (e — a1 By)) = ¥ (vij) (@] 8y — ! by)
=" (vi,g) (@ 18 — 271y (bs)y) — Xagby)
=¢'(viy) - bj - |2 1 (X[ Dy X ) T X[ Dy X — X

Let
dij = ' (vig) =¥ (riy) (B-31)
and plug the above result into (B-30), we obtain that

sz b+ (@' (ri) +dig) - b - {x;{[j} (X Dy X))~ X Dy X — Xij}
Z¢ i, 51)%0, 1) [ ol (X D X)) ™ X Di X —Xi]}
- ; d; gy, 5 (2; 5 (X[ Dy Xig) ™ Xy Dy X — Xig)
=b % {X[ngm A (XG Dy X)) ™ Xy D X *X[?]Dmxj}
iidam,m E?

1 n
- <z; daﬂa[j]ﬁ) %)

Now we calculate [f(bj)];, the j-th entry of f(b;). Note that

1 « -
:*E X;0(e; — 21 b;
ni ﬂ/)(e €Z; J)

1 n ) i
_ ZXM# rz qu T[4 z [ i 5] (X[]]D[j]X[ ]) X[j]D[ ]X XZ]}
+ bj . (n ZdZ,Jle‘T?) Vi
1=1

1 1 r 1 1 )
ZﬁNﬁba"(an Dy X157 (X D1y X))~ X [j]Xj_EZ;w/(Ti,[j])Xij

1 n
+b; - (n ;di,jxmx?> ¥
1 1< -
= ﬁNj —bj &b | ;dz’,sz‘j% gl
1 & .
= bJ . g Z di,injSL’i Y
i=1
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where the second last line uses the definition of b;. Putting the results together, we

obtain that
- 1 <&
f(bj) =b;- <n Zdzﬁz%T) Y
i=1

This entails that

1F(By)l2 < byl ~max [di ] - A - [l (B-32)

Now we derive a bound for max; |d; j|, where d; ; is defined in (B-36). By Lemma
B.2,

\dij| = [ (Vi) — ' (ri)| < Kalvij — ri 7] = Kl ;18 — f byl.

By definition of Bj and hj 14,

T A 1vT

&) 1By — byl = [bj] - [ (X G Dy X ) ™ X Dy X5 — X
=bj] - lef (1 = X;(X ['1D[j1Xm) X0 D) X
=[bj] - |1} 1 X5 < b - Ac gl (B-33)

where the last inequality is derived by definition of Ag, See (B-21). Since hj1,
is the i-th column of matrix I — D[J]X[j](X[ ]D[J]X[j]) 1xT . its Ly norm is upper

[J]’
bounded by the operator norm of this matrix. Notice that

T 1T 3
I — D X (X Dy X))~ Xy = D

1 T = 1
[ (I — DX (X Dy X i)~ X 1Dm) Dy

The middle matrix in RHS of the displayed atom is an orthogonal projection matrix
and hence

1
T —1yT 3 -3 Ky \*?
17 = Dy X X500 X)Xl < 10l 105 e < (52 ) T (B-0)
Therefore,

1
K 2
T —1vT 1
mac [ hj1,0ll2 < max |1 — Dy X1 (X5 Dijy Xin) ™ Xjpllop < (Ko> ;o (B-39)
K
max |d; ;| < Kzy/ = - |bj| - Ac. (B-36)
(2 KO
As for vy;, we have

XTDX
KMH%@Sﬂ<7ﬁ>%

:(’Yj?' J n] Iy 71'6]( 7]

and thus

X/ Dy Xy
)(’Yj)[j]JFQ%'] n] = ()

n

Recall the definition of v; in (B-37), we have

XTI Dia X
1 <> 4] 1
(W) <Jn> (%)) = — X5 Dy Xy (X[ Dy X))~ X[ D X

and .
Dy X) 1 -
Y (6l = ’ﬁXjTDmXU](X[g]Dme) 'X[ Dy X
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As a result,

Ko)\ [R71E:

I'De? LxT p3\p2
X D) (T = Dy Xy (XE Dy X)) X5 DD X,
\\D@]Xj||2 ; o

S HI D[J]X[j](X[j]D[j]X[j]) XD

1

-

MPGXe  KXGIE e

n o n
where T is defined in (B-23). Therefore we have

Ky
KoA_

15l < T. (B-37)

Putting (B-32), (B-36), (B-37) and part (ii) together, we obtain that

~ K K
[f(bs)ll2 < Ay -] K3\/ 1AC\b & VK;\

K,
<
SA g (KO)\ CLE K3\/ oo KOA,

_ l 2K2K3)\+T A3
n KB)\Z
By Lemma B.1,
.- 3) — f(bs; 1 2K2K3), T

Ko)\_ KO/\_ n K(Z)l/\%

Since Bj — b; is the j-th entry of B — f)j, we have

1 2K?K3A\.T

1Bi = b3 < 1B = Bylla < - AL e
K§A2

(iv) Similar to part (iii), this result has been shown by El Karoui (2013). Here we state
a refined version for the sake of completeness. Let b; be defined as in (B-28), then

R = ri )| = |2 B — a8l = 127 (B = by) + by — a1 By
< laill2 - 1|3 = byll2 + |27b; — gc J]|
Note that ||z;||, < y/nT’, by part (iii), we have
| 2KH, T

iz 18— byllz < —= AL E. B-38
a1 Byl < 255 0 (B-35)
On the other hand, similar to (B-36), by (B-33),
- 1 fK
o7 b Byl < \/ bl Ao < = e : Ag.fe. (B-39)

Therefore,

1 [ 2K2K3\, T? 2
IRi—ri,[mg(l‘““ﬁA?’ ey V2 pp JE)
Vi gaaz KEA_
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B-3 Summary of Approximation Results

Under our technical assumptions, we can derive the rate for approximations via Proposi-
tion B.3. This justifies all approximations in Appendix A.

Theorem B.4. Under the assumptions A1 - A5,

(1)

(i)
max || < |Bll2 = Ors (polyLog(n));

(iii)
polyLog(n)
bi| =072 | ———=—2 | ;
max |b| L( N

(iv)
Jrréax\ﬁ]—b|— L2 (pcﬂy[;:g(n));
“ B polyLog(n)
Jrré%i(max|R — 75 = Ope2 <\/ﬁ) .

Proof. (i) Notice that X; = Xe;, where ¢; is the j-th canonical basis vector in R?, we

have ) .
X X'X
G _ XX,y

n 7on -

Similarly, consider the X7 instead of X, we conclude that

€T 2 XXT
|| nH < >\max <7’L> = )\+~

Recall the definition of T in (B-23), we conclude that
T < y/Ay+ = O (polyLog(n)) .

(ii) Since €; = u;(W;) with ||u}||c < ¢1, the gaussian concentration property (Ledoux,
2001, chapter 1.3) implies that €; is c?-sub-gaussian and hence Ele;|¥ = O(cl) for
any finite £ > 0. By Lemma B.2, |9(¢;)| < Ki|e;| and hence for any finite &,

Ely(e)]" < KiElei|* = O(c}).

By part (i) of Proposition B.3, using the convexity of 2% and hence ("7“’)4 < “4;b4,
R 8
ElBlz € 7o (Kor )7 E(U + Up)* < W(E(ﬂ +Up).
Recall (B-24) that U = ||2 Y1) z:i(v(e;) — Eo(e)) |,
2
1
Ut = (U = — Hz:lfr i — Ey(e:) (¥ (er) — Eg(er))
2
n4 lewzll —E(ei)® + Y [a] x| — E¢(ei))(¢(eir) — Egp(eir))

i#£i!
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{szll —Ed(e))! + Y @lalwo® + laill3 s 13) (4 (e:) —Ep(e) (i) — Eer))®

i#£4!

+ > el @] o] - () — B(e)) ($(en) — Biblen)) (1h(er) — Eib(er)) ((enr) —Eww))}

others

Since 1(e;) — E(€;) has a zero mean, we have

E(y(e:) — Ev(e:)) (W (err) — Ep(ewr)) ((er) — Bap(er)) (P(er) — Ep(err)) = 0
for any (i,4") # (k, k') or (K',k) and i # i’. As a consequence,

1(2 s [4E (4 (er) — Eaples))*

-
+) @l zol3 + zil3lls 13)EW(e) — Ei(e)*E(w(er) — Ew(em)?)
itd!
(Z |z 3B (&) — Eap(e))* + 3> llal3]lwir [3E( (e )—Ew<ei>>2E<w(ea)—Ewm))?)-
i#£i!

: : : 4 atb\4 o~ a*4b*
For any i, using the convexity of 2%, hence (*32)* < %=

, we have
E(¢(e;) — Byp(ei))* < 8E ((er)* + (Eyp(ei))?) < 16Ep(e;)* < 16 m?XE¢(€z‘)4-

By Cauchy-Schwartz inequality,

E(u(e) - Ev(ei))” < Bp(ei)® < VEO(e)" < | fmaxEap(ei)".
Recall (B-23) that ||z;]|3 < nT? and thus,
EU* < % (16n 2T + 3n2 - n2T4) . mfiXEw<6i)4
< % - (1603 4 3n*)T* m?wa(ei)4 = O (polyLog(n)) .

On the other hand, let u” = (E¢(e1),...,E¢(en)), then ||u]|3 = O(n - polyLog(n))
and hence by definition of Uy in (B-24),

IIMTXHQ_ TXXT) ||u||2
Uy = \/ XXTu < - Ay = O (polyLog(n

In summary, .
E[33 = O (polyLog(n)).

(iii) By mean-value theorem, there exists a, € (0,z) such that

pla) = p(0) + wip(0) + v (a).

By assumption A1l and Lemma B.2, we have

where K3 is defined in Lemma B.2. As a result,
K\ B
Ep() < (2) Eel® = 0(cl9).
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Recall the definition of € in (B-23) and the convexity of %, we have
s 1y 8 16
EE® < - ZEp(ei) = O(¢;°) = O (polyLog(n)) . (B-40)
Under assumption A5, by Cauchy-Schwartz inequality,
E(AcVE)? = EALE < \/EAL - VEE? = O (polyLog(n)) .

Under assumptions Al and A3,

V2K
Koh_

= O (polyLog(n)).

Putting all the pieces together, we obtain that

IyL
mew|__OL2<P0y<wﬁﬂ>.
jEJ \/ﬁ
(iv) Similarly, by Holder’s inequality,
E(ALE)? = EASE? < (EAS)T - (EE%)* = O (polyLog(n)),

and under assumptions Al and A3,

2K12K3/\+T

= O (polyLog(n)) .
KiAE

Therefore,

5 olyLog(n
memf_%,zch2<pyg<>>.
J€JIn

n

(v) Tt follows from the previous part that
E(AZ - VE)? = O (polyLog(n)) .

Under assumptions Al and A3, the multiplicative factors are also O (polyLog(n)),
ie.

2K K3\ T2 V2K

25— = O (polyLog(m)),  —5—

KiAZ KA

= O (polyLog(n)) .

Therefore,

lyL
max max R, — 1] = Ope (pygU) .
Jj€EIn 1 \/rﬁ

B-4 Controlling Gradient and Hessian
Proof of Lemma 4.2. Recall that B is the solution of the following equation

—Zojﬂ/} i —xlB) =0. (B-41)

Taking derivative of (B-41), we have

XD (I XS@) =0= % = X"DX)"'XTD.
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This establishes (9). To establishes (10), note that (9) can be rewritten as

op

(XTDhx)== 5T

=XTD. (B-42)
Fix k € {1,--- ,n}. Note that

OR: _ 0ei _ r B

= = 2(XTDX)"'XTD.
aek 8€k 8ek (Z k) i ( )

Recall that G =T — X(XTDX) ' XT D, we have

OR;
aﬁk

= el Gey, (B-43)

where e; is the i-th canonical basis of R™. As a result,

oD

9 D diag(Gey). (B-44)
Taking derivative of (B-42), we have
oD _ 9B op oD
XT—x" 4+ (XTDhx =xT=
Oei, 0T + )8ek86T Oey,
o T 179D T —1yT
=(X'"DX)"" X" — (I-X(X"DX)"X"'D
:>86k86T ( ) Oy, ( ( ) )
B

= (XTDX)"'XTDdi
:>86k36T ( ) diag(Gey)G,

where G = I — X(XTDX)"'XTD is defined in (B-18) in p.30. Then for each j €
{1,---,p} and k € {1,...,n},

9B,
aGkaeT

= el (XTDX)' X" D diag(Gey,)G = e} G” diag(el (X" DX)"'XTD)G

where we use the fact that a” diag(h) = b” diag(a) for any vectors a,b. This implies that

dB;
OeOeT

= G diag(e] (X" DX)'XTD)G

Proof of Lemma 4.3. Throughout the proof we are using the simple fact that ||a||, <
llal|,. Based on it, we found that

HejT(XTDX)—leD%

< "e?(XTDX)_IXTD% i

:\/eJT(XTDX)—1XTDX(XTDX)—1ej
1

T(XTDX) te; < — .
_]( ) J (’I’LKo)\_>5

(B-45)

)
o0

Thus for any m > 1, recall that M; = E‘ e?(XTDX)_lXTD%

E He}”(XTDX)—leD%

m—1
<E He}“(XTDX)—leD% ‘ : HejT(XTDX)*XTD%
oo 2
M
(nKOA )‘nL 1 °

< (B-46)
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We should emphasize that we cannot use the naive bound that
m 1
<

E HeT(XTDX)—leD% <—
J 2 7 (nKgA_)2

"< E [ (XTDx)"'xT D

_0 polyLog(n)
o NG

since it fails to guarantee the convergence of TV distance. We will address this issue after
deriving Lemma 4.4.
By contrast, as proved below,

(B-47)

— Hef(XTDX)—leD%‘

T, T Tk _ N polyLog(n) 1
Hej(X DX)'XTD OC_OP(MJ)—OP< - < (B-48)

Thus (B-46) produces a slightly tighter bound

=Opm (pdy}:ff(n)) :

n2m

He]T(XTDX)*XTD%

It turns out that the above bound suffices to prove the convergence. Although (B-48)
implies the possibility to sharpen the bound from n="%m ton!

we do not explore this to avoid extra conditions and notation.

using refined analysis,

e Bound for xg;
First we derive a bound for k¢;. By definition,

~ 4 N 2 ~ 2
0B; 0B; 08;
2 _
wo =B per| <E |aT ‘aT
4 0 2
By Lemma 4.2 and (B-46) with m = 2,
a5, | 2 KM
E 9B, g]EHe-T(XTDX)*lXTD% K=
0eT - J 00 ('n,KO/\_)E

On the other hand, it follows from (B-45) that

2

33' T(vT —1yvT ]2 T(yT —1yT i K
86—; = |lef (XT"DX)"'XTD||; < K1 - Hej (X'DX)"'X'TD= s nRo (B-49)
2
Putting the above two bounds together we have
KZ
Koy < ———— - M;. (B-50)
(TLK())\_)Q
e Bound for xy;
As a by-product of (B-49), we obtain that
a6 || K?
4 _ J 1
Hlj =E aeiT ) ~ m (B—51)

e Bound for xy;

Finally, we derive a bound for k3;. By Lemma 4.2, k; involves the operator norm
of a symmetric matrix with form GT MG where M is a diagonal matrix. Then by the
triangle inequality,

HGTMGHOP < [ M]lop - HGTGHop = [|M]fop - HGHip'
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Note that ) ) ) )
D:GD 2 =1-D:X(X"DX)"'XTD2

is a projection matrix, which is idempotent. This implies that

|ptept

= s (D%GD*%) <1

op
Write G as D~2(D2GD~2)D2, then we have

K,

G HD" 2
Gl < KO

.HD%GD—%
op

.HD%

<

Returning to kg, we obtain that

- 4
K, —EHGleag( T(xXTox)XTD)E|

IA

4
T T —15T 1 8
E( T (XTDX)"'X DHOO~||G||OP>

E (|l x"px) 1 x7D|" K\
ej( ) - Fo

T T 1vT i 11 Kl !
=E( T(XTDX)'X DaD*zDH ><)

IN

Ky
Assumption A1 implies that

1
R; L
vi, B g ¢ hence [|D~4 D)oy < Ko,
VR

Therefore,

~ 14 4
eJT(XTDX)—leD%D—%DH < K} [eF(x"DXx)"'x"D*
o0

oo

By (B-46) with m = 4,

K4 K \*
4 < 2 _ (2L g B-52
Koj = (n/\,)% (Ko j ( )

Proof of Lemma 4.4. By Theorem B.4, for any j,
EB} <E||B|l3 < oo.

Then using the second-order Poincaré inequality (Proposition 4.1),

maxdry | £ BJ ES; ,IN(0,1) O<Clcmoj+0§/€1jﬁ2j>

Var($)) Var(5;)
Mf + Mf (RM2)% + (nM?)3
— ni ns 1 — J _ J 8 . 1 .
Var(3) - polyLog(n) < Var() po yLOg(n)>

It follows from (B-45) that nM? = O (polyLog(n)) and the above bound can be simplified
as

23
max drv | £ ﬂj EBJ ,N(,1) ] =0 ((nZW]) - polyLog(n ))
e var(3,) nVar(fs)
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Remark B.5. If we use the naive bound (B-47), by repeating the above derivation, we

polyLog(n) ) O(Boriosto)

obtain a worse bound for kg ; = O( and kg = , in which case,

max dTV L BJ Eﬁj ,N(O, 1) =0 (pOIYLO%(n)> .
JETn Var(ﬁj) n Var(f;)

However, we can only prove that Var(Bj) = Q(). Without the numerator (nM )%, which

n
will be shown to be O(n~spolyLog(n)) in the next subsection, the convergence cannot be
proved.

B-5 Upper Bound of A;

As mentioned in Appendix A, we should approximate D by Dj;) to remove the functional

dependence on X; . To achieve this, we introduce two terms, M ](1) and M ](2), defined as

MY =E(e] (XTDX) ' XTD} ). M =E(le (XTD};)X) ' XTDE )-

We will first prove that both |M; — M ;1)| and | M ;1) -M ;2)| are negligible and then derive

an upper bound for M ](2).

B-5.1 Controlling [M; — M")|
By Lemma B.2,

1D — Dé‘]“oo < Kymax|R; —ri[;)| £ KoR;,
and by Theorem B.4,

polyLog(n)
IE’R? =0 ( .

vn
Then we can bound |M; — M;1)| via the fact that ||a|| < |la||, and algebra as follows.
1 _ 1 1
M; — M| < E(||ef (XTDX) T XT(D? = D2))oo)

1 1
< (] (XTDX) " XT(D} - D} )l)

< BT (XTDX) X7(D - DhIR)

= \/E(ejT(XTDX)—lXT(Dé 22X (XTDX) le;).

[ ]

By Lemma B.2,

IV (Ri) — /' (ri )] < Ka|Ri — 13 )] < K2Ry,

thus

1 332 2152 K3 o
(DF — D))? < KFR3T < 32 RID

This entails that

_1
My — MY| < KoK ® \/E(R? T (XTDX)"'XTDX(XTDX) le;)

- KQKO_%\/E R2.eT(XTDX) ;)

\FKO\K \/? (polyLog( )>.
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B-5.2 Bound of [M" — M|
First we prove a useful lemma.
Lemma B.6. For any symmetric matric N with ||Nllop < 1,
N2
(I=(I+N))? = e
(1= [INlop)?

Proof. First, notice that
I-(I+N)'=I+N-I){+N)"'=N{I+N)!

and therefore
(I —(I+N)™1)? =N+ N)72N.

Since ||N|lop < 1, I + N is positive semi-definite and

1

(I+N)?=2— I
(1 - ||]\/v||0p)2
Therefore,
(I+N)2N < N?
NUI+N)"N= ———.
(1 - ||NHOP)2

O

We now back to bounding |M](1) — M;2)|. Let A; = XTD;;X, B; = XT(D - D)) X.
By Lemma B.2,
1D = Dyjilloc < Kzmax|[Ri —ri )| = K3R;

and hence
|Bjllop < K3R;j - nA+I £ nm;.
where 1; = K3A; - R;. Then by Theorem B.4.(v),
polyLog(n
E(nj) =0 <U> :

n

Using the fact that ||a|| . < [/al|,, we obtain that

(1) (2) T g—1+vyT
|Mj —Mj |§E(||ejA X D2

LG~ % (Aj + B; )" 1XTD2]||00)

< \/E(neTA,lXTDé] — ¢T(A; + B))'XTDZ |I2)

= \/]E A +B ) )XTD[]]X(AJ_l — (A] +Bj)_1)€j]

= \/E (Aj + Bj) YA (A7 = (4 + Bj)~L)ey]
The inner matrix can be rewritten as

(A7 = (A + By) DA (AT = (4 + B) ™)

_1 _1 _1 _L _
JRAGATE(I—(I+ A 2BjAS?) 1)Aj

1
2

-3 -3 —3\—1
—ATH(I - (14 A B AT )Y
)

A
—ATE(I = (I+ A; ByA; #)71)24A; . (B-53)

N|=

Let N; = A, 2B;A; %, then

_1 _1 _1 _1 ;5
[Njllop < 14; 2 llop - 1Bjllop - |14; 2 [lop < (nEoA-)" % - nmj - (nKoA-) "2 KO’A_~
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On the event {n; < $KoA_}, || Njllop < 3. By Lemma B.6,
(I—(I+N;)"")? <4N?.
This together with (B-53) entails that

el (A7' — (Aj + Bj) A (A7 — (A + B)) ey = e A2 (I — (I +N;)7)?A;?

J

1

<4l AJENJA Pe; = el A7 BiAT B AT ey < ||A7 B AT BAT op

Since A; = nKoA_I, and || Bj||op < nn;, we have

- _ - _ 1 1
147" By AT By AT low < 1145 2 - 1By < 3 - sy -0

Thus,

- - - _ KoX_
E Bf(Aj - (Aj +Bj) 1)Aj(Aj - (Aj +Bj) 1)6]- -1 (’I]j S 02 ):|

Eif = 0 (polyLog(n)) .

1
T A4—1 —1 -1
SE [ej Aj BjAj BjA]’ ej] S E . (K())\,)S : ' TLQ

€j

On the event {n; > %Ko)\_}, since nKoA_I = A; < nK1 41T and A; + B; = nKoA_1,

le] (A7 — (Aj + By) " A; (A7 = (A4 + B;) eyl
<nKi\; - \e?(Ajl — (Aj + B;j) "¢
<nKi Ay - (2le] Aj2es] + 2]e) (A; + Bj) 2eyl)
KA, 1 4K A,

T (nKoA-)2 o (KoA-)?
This together with Markov inequality implies htat

E [emf = (A5 + By) DA (A7 = (A + By) e - 1 (’71‘ g KO;_H

1 4K\, KoA_
<—._ 7t ply > 20702
S0 (Kor )2 <”7> ) >

1 4K\, 4 ,
<= } 2
=0 (Bor_ )2 (Koa_)2 i

polyLog(n)
n2

Putting pieces together, we conclude that

MY — M| < \/]E [e] (A7" = (Aj + Bj) ") A; (A7 — (A5 + Bj) Y]

< \/]E |:ef(Aj1 —(Aj + B)) " DA(AT = (A4 + By) ey - T (m >

Ko\

)

+ \/IE |:€?(Aj_1 — (A + Bj) ) A;(A7 = (Aj + Bj)Ne; - 1 (773' <

o (patesta)),

n

B-5.3 Bound of MJ@)

Similar to (A-1), by block matrix inversion formula (See Proposition E.1),
1

ok
X5 D

T3
XTDE (I~ Hy)D

(I — Hj)

T/vT 1yvT s
R
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1
where Hj = D[E]X[J] (X[T]D[J]X[J]) X D[z]

have
XTD[2](I H, )D[ 1 X =ng > nA_.
As for the numerator, recalling the definition of h;; ;, we obtain that

Tk T 1
Xng-}(IHj)IIOOH =X} (I = Dy X5 (X[ Dy X))~ X)) - Dy

o0

T T -
< VE Han (I = Dy X5y (X[ Diyn X))~ Xpyp)

= \/Kl m?X’th,l,in| S \/KlAcm?Xth,Li”Q.

1
Ki\?
max[|fj,1,l2 < (Ko>

Ky
VKo

Putting the pieces together we conclude that

’ oo

As proved in (B-35),

This entails that

||XTD2

LI - H))w <

- A¢ = Op (polyLog(n)) .

T .
MJ@) SE”X DG](I_ Hj)lloo _0 (polyLog(n)) .

nA_ n

B-5.4 Summary

Based on results from Section B.5.1 - Section B.5.3, we have

M =0 <p01yLog<n)> |

n

Note that the bounds we obtained do not depend on j, so we conclude that

max M; — O (polyLog(rl)) ,
Jj€In n

B-6 Lower Bound of Var(3;)
B-6.1 Approximating Var(Bj) by Var(b;)
By Theorem B.4,

5 lyL IvL
maxE(B; — b;)* = O (poyog(n)) , maX]Eb? =0 (poyog(n)) )

J n? J n

Using the fact that
B} =05 = (B — b+ ;)" — b7 = (B; — b;)* +2(B; — b))y,

we can bound the difference between EBJQ and IEb? by

|EAZ — Eb?| = E(B; — bj)? + 2[E(B; — bj)bj| < E(B; — bj)* + 2/ E(B; Eb? =

Similarly, since |a® — b2| = |a — b| - |a + b] < |a — b|(|a — b] + 2b]),

nz22

. ~ . 1
|(EB;)* — (Eb;)*| < E|B; — b - (E|/Bj = bj| + 21E|bj|) =0 (poyL?g(n)) :

46

Recall that &; > KoA_ by (B-25), so we
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Putting the above two results together, we conclude that

polyLog(n))

nz

| Var(B;) — Var(b;)| = O ( (B-54)

Then it is left to show that

Var(b;) = (n-pc)l;Log(n)> '

B-6.2 Controlling Var(b;) by Var(N;)
Recall that

where

Then

2 2
nVar(h;) = E (Nﬂ' - IENj> _ (Nj —EN; | EN; ]ENj) .
j &j &j &j

Using the fact that (a +b)% — (2a? — b?) = £ (a +2b)? > 0, we have
1 (N; —EN;\” EN; _N;\° .1
nVar(b;) > ~E <H> _E ( i E]> 220 I, (B-55)
2 S & & 2

B-6.3 Controlling I;

The Assumption A4 implies that

_ Lyt x. — o [ B(Cov(hio))
Var(N;) = EXJ Q;X; = (npolyLog(n) ) .

It is left to show that tr(Cov(h;))/n = Q (m). Since this result will also be used

later in Appendix C, we state it in the following the lemma.

Lemma B.7. Under assumptions A1 - A3,

tr(Cov(y(hjo))) - K¢ (n—p+1\> | B 1
ARz g () e = ()

Proof. The (A-10) implies that
Var(y(rq ;7)) > Kg Var(r; (j)- (B-56)

Note that r; ;) is a function of ¢, we can apply (A-10) again to obtain a lower bound for
Var(r; ;7). In fact, by variance decomposition formula, using the independence of ¢;s,

Var(r; 1) = E (Var (r; j|eqs))) + Var (E (i y1]e))) > E (Var (ri ]e))) »

where €(;) includes all but the i-th entry of e. Apply A-10 again,

oy |2
Var (ri’m‘e(i)) > inf Tali) - Var(e;),
€4 €;
and hence 9
or; 1
Var(r; ;) > E Var (r; (j|e;)) > Einf % - Var(e;). (B-57)
€ €;
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Now we compute 8:9;“] . Similar to (B-43) in p.40, we have

Oy, 5]
aei

= ¢f Gpjjex, (B-58)
where GT;) is defined in (B-18) in p.30. When k =1,

or;
Tl = T Gyyje; = f Dy DE Gy Dy Dijei = e DE Gy Dy e (B-59)

De; 1“0 mez

By definition of G},

-

1 1
Gy Dy =1 — Djy Xy (X[ Dy X)X D

D 1) (]

(4] ]

Let X[]] = D[ ]X[J] and H; = X ( []X[]]) X ~[7;] Denote by X(i),[j] the matrix X[J]
after removing i-th row, then by block matrix inversion formula (See Proposition E.1),

ei Hyei = & 1;) (X{o ;3 X0 + T Tig) ' &

=& <(X< 5 XK. -

(7]

X8 X @)~ Eam @, (X5, [j]X(n,m)‘l) i

1+ 77 (XL Ko 1) - Fars Tiu]
i[5\ (4), [5] 7 (4), 4] i,[4]
_ CHe (i), [J]X(i),[j])flfu[j] .
L+ xz‘T,[j] (X(i),[j]X(iHj])_1551‘-,[3']
This implies that
eTD[%]G[j]Di%e,- =el(I - Hj)e; = L
K3 ] ] K3 ~ ~
’ ! L3715 (X8 X an0) ™ Ea)
B 1
1+ef D X (X8 P X))~ X[]Dmez
- 1
14+ Kjte! D 2 X (XTS5 X ) T X DE e
B 1
1+ Ko (D) - ef Xy (XG) 1 X o) " X e
- 1
T 1+ KalKlefX[j] (Xg;)7[j]X(i),[j])_1X§]ei
> Ko L . (B-60)

- Ky 1—|—e X[J]( ()[]X(Z)’[j])_lX[j;]el
Apply the above argument to H; = X|; (X[:g.] X[j])_lX[?], we have

1
L+ el X0 (X (X))~ Xe

e (I — Xp) (X5 X))~ X es

Thus, by (B-56) and (B-57),

K} B
Var((ri 1)) > Ki(% el (1 - X1 (X[Q;]X[j]) 1X§])ei]2.
Summing ¢ over 1,...,n, we obtain that

tr(Cov(hjo)) _ K§ :
% = Kg — Z I X[j [j ]X[J]) 1X[]])€Z} mianar(ei)
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K¢ (1 ’
> 5 (n (I — Xy (X§1X[j1)1X§1)) - min Var(e;)
1
K§ (n—p+1\°
“ (1) e

Since min; Var(e;) = Q (m) by assumption A2, we conclude that

W(COV(hm)):Q<1>-

n polyLog(n)
O
In summary,
1
N- = Q —_— .
Yori) <p01yLog<n)>
Recall that
1 _ 1
& = — X7 (Dyg) = Dy X5y (X[ Dy X))~ X[ Dygp) X < — X7 Dy X < Kq T2,
we conclude that Var(NV,) )
ar(N;
L>— 22 =0(—"-——]). B-61
2 e = (o) (>0l
B-6.4 Controlling I
By definition,
IL=E (]EN» (1 El) IE]VEl EZV])2
’ NG RIS
2
= Var <ENJ) + (IENj]E1 - IENJ)
3 & &
) 1 1\’
= (EN;)* - Var (| — | + Cov | N;, —
& &
) 1 1
< (EN;)*-Var [ — | + Var(N;) Var | —
i &
1
_ 2, il _
=EN; - Var (fj) . (B-62)

By (B-27) in the proof of Theorem B.4,

EN? < 2K(E(€ - A%) < 2K1\/EE2 - EAE = O (polyLog(n)),

where the last equality uses the fact that & = Op2 (polyLog(n)) as proved in (B-40). On
the other hand, let &; be an independent copy of &;, then

2 ~

1 1L (1 1 1§ —&)?

Var (=) =B = - = | = sp& 5"
ar(@-) 2 (@- @-) 27 el

Since &; > KoA_ as shown in (B-25), we have

1 1 Fve b e .
Var (SJ) < mﬂ‘:(@ —&) = (Kor_ ) Var(¢;). (B-63)

To bound Var(¢;), we propose to using the standard Poincaré inequality (Chernoff, 1981),
which is stated as follows.
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Proposition B.8. Let W = (Wy,...,W,) ~ N(0, L,xn) and f be a twice differentiable

function, then
2

V(7)) < 5%

2

In our case, €; = u;(W;), and hence for any twice differentiable function g,

dg(e) ||* dg(e) e | /2 dg(e) ||*
< . < 4 .
Var(g(e)) ]EH ET IEH o awT|, _miaxHulHOO E o |,
Applying it to £;, we have
Var(¢;) < cf - H 85] (B-64)

For given k € {1,...,n}, using the chain rule and the fact that dB~! = —B~1dBB~! for
any square matrix B, we obtain that

3
Den (DUJ — Dy X5y (X5 Dy X))~ 1X§]Dm)
9Dy Dy L oDy,
:T:_ 86: X1 (X(5, Dy X))~ X(jy Dy — Dy Xy (X[ Dy Xpgp) ™' X 86]:
+ Diyy X (X[ P X)) ™ Xy~ = X1 (X Pt X1n) ™ X5 Dy
oDy
T
=Gj) (%k Ly

vx}flhere G =1 - X|j (XE]D[j]X[j])_lXa]D[j] as defined in last subsection. This implies
that

¢, |t 6D[j]
aiek — G[j] ey, G X;
Then (B-64) entails that
1 ¢ T ~T aD[j] ?
k=1

First we compute i Similar to (B-44) in p.40 and recalling the definition of Dy; in
(B-17) and that of G[;) in (B-18) in p.30, we have

oDy

9 = Dij diag(Grjer) ding(Dyy Gryper).

Let X; = G X; and X X o X; where o denotes Hadamard product. Then

oDy oD . .
XTG[T] 86 ]G[ ]X XJT De ][:]X XT dlag(D[j]G[j]ek)Xj = XjTD[j]G[j]ek

Here we use the fact that for any vectors x,a € R",
n
27 diag(a)r = Z a;z? = (zox)la.
i=1
This together with (B-65) imply that

IS ST 7 1 o~ 2 1
Var(§;) < o5 > B(E Dy Gjen)* = [5E HXJ'TD[J'}G[J‘] 2 n?
k=1

E(X] Dyjy Gy Gl Dijy )
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Note that G[j]G%;] = ||G[j]||c2>pf, and D[j] = K3I by Lemma B.2 in p.(B.2). Therefore we
obtain that
1 2 BTH2 P K3 2 5o
Var(§;) < SE (HG[j]Hop X D[Qj]/’\fj) < 3 E (HGU]Hop : ||Xj||2)

K2 K2 )
= Z2E (|Gl - 1415) < Z2E(legl, - 1401%)

As shown in (B-34),
K\ ?
G llop < (Ko)

On the other hand, notice that the i-th row of Gy is hj1,; (see (B-20) for definition), by
definition of Ac we have

[Xjlloo = [1G 1 Xjlloe = m?X|th,1,in| < Ac -max|[|hy 1

2.
By (B-35) and assumption A5,

K

1% < Ac- (K) — Oy (polyLog(n).
0

This entails that

n

Var(g;) = O <p01yLog(n)> .

Combining with (B-62) and (B-63), we obtain that

L0 (polyLog(n)) .

n

B-6.5 Summary
Putting (B-55), (B-61) and (B-62) together, we conclude that

n Var(b;) = (ImyLlog(n)) -0 (M) =Q (pOIyLlOg(n)> — Var(b;) = Q (pOIYLnOg(n)> ,

Combining with (B-54),
Var(Bj) =Q (polyLog(n)) )

n

C Proof of Other Results

C-1 Proofs of Propositions in Section 2.3
Proof of Proposition 2.1. Let H;(a)) = Ep(e; — ). First we prove that the conditions
imply that 0 is the unique minimizer of H;(«) for all 7. In fact, since ¢; 4 —€;,

1

H;(a) =Ep(e; — o) 5

(Ep(ei — ) + p(—€i — ).
Using the fact that p is even, we have
1
Hi(e) = Ep(ei — ) = 5 (Ep(e; — a) + ple; + a)).

By (4), for any « # 0, H;(«) > H;(0). As a result, 0 is the unique minimizer of H;. Then
for any 8 € R?

S (55 2 Y Hi0)

i=1

S|

> Eply —aTB) = - Y Epler—al (5 8)) =
i=1 i=1
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The equality holds iff z7 (3 — 8*) = 0 for all i since 0 is the unique minimizer of H;. This
implies that

X(8*(p) - B) = 0.

Since X has full column rank, we conclude that

B*(p) = B*.

Proof of Proposition 2.2. For any a € R and 5 € RP, let
B=-= iEp(y- —a—zp)
[t l Z.

Since «, minimizes Ep(e; — ), it holds that

ZEp —a—azl (B - ZIEp  —ap) = Glay, 7).
Note that «, is the unique minimizer of Ep(e; — «), the above equality holds if and only
if

ot ol (5 - B7) = 0, = <1X>< oy )o

Since (1 X) has full column rank, it must hold that o = a, and g = 3*. O

C-2 Proofs of Corollary 3.3

Proposition C.1. Suppose that €; are i.i.d. such that Ep(e; — &) as a function of o has
a unique minimizer a,. Further assume that X Je contains an intercept term, X, has
Sfull column rank and

span({X; : j € J,}) Nspan({X; : j € J5}) = {0} (C-66)
Let .
81, (p) = arg min {mm LS By - x?m} .

BJn ﬂ‘]fz n i=1

Then B, (p) = B7, -
Proof. let

1 n
== ;Ep(y

For any minimizer 3(p) of G, which might not be unique, we prove that 8, (p) = 87 . It
follows by the same argument as in Proposition 2.2 that

i (B(p)=B") = ap = X (B(p)—B") = a0l = X, (B1,(p)) = =X (B(p) sz =B ) +aol.

Since Xy contains the intercept term, we have

X1,(B1,(p) = B3,) € span({X; : j € J5}).

It then follows from (C-68) that
X1,(B1.(p) = 53,) =

Since X, has full column rank, we conclude that

B, (p) =87,
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The Proposition C.1 implies that 37 is identifiable even when X is not of full column
rank. A similar conclusion holds for the estimator B 7,, and the residuals R;. The following
two propositions show that under certain assumptions, B 7, and R; are invariant to the
choice of B in the presense of multiple minimizers.

Proposition C.2. Suppose that p is convex and twice differentiable with p’(z) > ¢ > 0
for all x € R. Let 8 be any minimizer, which might not be unique, of

n

a2l T
Fw»—nzgm% z} B)
Then R; = y; — z; 5 is independent of the choice ofB for any 1.

Proof. The conclusion is obvious if F(f) has a unique minimizer. Otherwise, let BM and
53 be two different minimizers of F denote by 7 their difference, i.e. 7 = B8R — M),
Since F is convex, (1) + v7 is a minimizer of F for all v € [0,1]. By Taylor expansion,

F(B(l) —|—U77) _ F(B(l)) —|—’UVF(,B(1))7]+ %2UTV2F(B(1))77+0(U2)'

Since both A1) + vy and ) are minimizers of F, we have F(®") +vn) = F(31) and
VE(SM) = 0. By letting v tend to 0, we conclude that

n"VEF(BM )y = 0.

The hessian of F' can be written as

. 1 . XTX
V2F(BW) = —XT diag(p"(yi -« BV)X =
n n
Thus, n satisfies that
XTXx
This implies that . A
y— XY =y - X5

and hence R; is the same for all ¢ in both cases. O

Proposition C.3. Suppose that p is convex and twice differentiable with p'(x) > ¢ >0
for all x € R. Further assume that X, has full column rank and

span({X; : j € Ju}) Nspan({X; : j € J7}) = {0} (C-68)

Let B be any minimizer, which might not be unique, of

n

F(8) 2 23 oy — o7 0)

Then B]n is independent of the choice ofB.

Proof. As in the proof of Proposition C.2, we conclude that for any minimizers AWM and
B2, Xn =0 where n = 3 — (1), Decompose the term into two parts, we have

Xy.ng, = —X5 nye €span({X; :j € J.}).

It then follows from (C-68) that X ; 7, = 0. Since X ;, has full column rank, we conclude
that 1y, = 0 and hence B&l) = AL(,?L). O
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Proof of Corollary 3.3. Under assumption A3* X; must have full column rank.
Otherwise there exists a € R!/»I such that X «, in which case o' XT (I-Hje)X,a=0.

This violates the assumption that A_ > 0. On the other hand, it also guarantees that
span({X; : j € J,}) Nspan({X; : j € J;.}) = {0}.

This together with assumption A1l and Proposition C.3 implies that B J,, 1s independent
of the choice of 3.

Let By € RInIxInl By e RIaIXI75l and assume that Bs is invertible. Let X € Rnxp
such that } 3
XJn :XJn _XJVCLBl7 X‘]ﬁ :XJ;:LBQ.

Then rank(X) = rank(X) and model (1) can be rewritten as
y=Xp*+e

where R ~
B35, =B85, B =By ' Bje + B, .

Let B be an M-estimator, which might not be unique, based on X. Then Proposition C.3

shows that B_]n is independent of the choice of B , and an invariance argument shows that

B, = B,

In the rest of proof, we use ~ to denote the quantity obtained based on X. First we show
that the assumption A4 is not affected by this transformation. In fact, for any j € J,,
by definition we have B
span(Xm) = span(X[j])
and hence the leave-j-th-predictor-out residuals are not changed by Proposition C.2. This
implies that ;o = h; o and Q; = Q;. Recall the definition of & ¢, the first-order condition
ofB entails that XThLO = 0. In particular, XJTF hjo = 0 and this implies that for any
a e R™
0= COV(X}ZC, hj,Oa O[Thj’(]) = X-’ﬁQjO"

Thus,
X70;%; (X5 = X5, (B1),)"Q;(X; — Xy (Br);) _ X[Q;X;
tr(Q;) tr(Q;) tr(Q;)
Then we prove that the assumption A5 is also not affected by the transformation. The
above argument has shown that

hoX;  hToX;

”ilj,() |2 B ||hj,0||2'
On the other hand, let B = ( I"]Bﬁl BE) >, then B is non-singular and X = XB. Let
—D1 2

B;),[;) denote the matrix B after removing j-th row and j-th column. Then Bjj) |; is
also non-singular and X;) = X;) B(;) ;- Recall the definition of h;  ;, we have
ilj,l,i = - D[j]X[j] (Xg]D[j]XJ)ilX[?})ei
= (I = Dy X1\ B0t (Bl 131 X5 Pian X Bigy )~ By 1 Xiei
= (I - Dy Xpy (X5 Dy X5) ™ Xy e
=hj1-

On the other hand, by definition,

T T T —1+T
Xijihire = X (I = Dy X5 (X1 Dy Xpy)~ Xpjpdea = 0.
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Thus,

h?l ’LX thl Z(Xj _Xgn(Bl)]) - h‘;Fl ZX
In summary, for any j € J, and i < n,
h?l X5 h}jl,in
||hj,1,i B byl
Putting the pieces together we have
Ac = Ac.
By Theorem 3.1,
E
max drv | £ & B N(0,1) | =0(1)
= Var(Bj)

provided that X satisfies the assumption A3.

Now let UAV be the singular value decomposition of X jc, where U € R"*P A € RP*P |V €
RP*P with UTU = VTV = [, and A = diag(v1, ..., 1) belng the diagonal matrix formed
by singular values of X .. First we consider the case where X has full column rank,

then v; > 0 for all j < p. Let By = (X] X;,)”X] X, and By = \/n/[J¢[VTA™!. Then

X'X 1 ( X5 (= Xy (X7 X o) ' X o)X, 0 )

n n 0 nl

This implies that

Amax <XZX> = max {;\max, 1} , Amin (XZX) = min {S\min, 1} .

The assumption A3* implies that

XTX XX !
Ao ( . ) = O(polyLog(n)),  Amin <n> =9 (polyLOg(n)> '

By Theorem 3.1, we conclude that

Next we consider the case where X5 does not have full column rank. We first remove
the redundant columns from X7j , i.e. replace X e by the matrix formed by its maximum
linear independent subset. Denote by X this matrix. Then span(X) = span(X) and
span({X; : j & J,}) = span({X; : j € Jn}). As a consequence of Proposition C.1 and
C.3, neither 3% nor B 7, is affected. Thus, the same reasoning as above applies to this
case. O

C-3 Proofs of Results in Section 3.3

First we prove two lemmas regarding the behavior of @);. These lemmas are needed for
justifying Assumption A4 in the examples.

Lemma C.4. Under assumptions A1 and A2,

,K2K,

19 llop < =22,

1Qjl[r <

2 Ks Ky
K
where Q; = Cov(h,0) as defined in section B-1.

55



Proof of Lemma C.4. By definition,

1Qilop = sup o’ Qja
aecSn—1

where S"~1 is the n-dimensional unit sphere. For given oo € S*~1,
a’Qja = o’ Cov(hjo)a = Var(a® hj)
It has been shown in (B-59) in Appendix B-6.3 that
orifj)
Oex,
where Gpj; = I — X[;(X 1 G PnXu)~ 1X§]Dm. This yields that

6 n ’[] ~
e (Z iy ) Z‘W ri) g ZOW rif) - e Gy = ' Dy Gpy).
=1

By standard Poincaré inequality (see Proposition B.8), since ¢; = u;(W;),

n , a n
ar (Z ail/}(h,[j])) < max g% 'EHae <Z aiw(n,m)>
=1 1=

<c3-E (" Dy Gy Gl D) < GEIDy Gy Gl DI < SEID; 12,1161 )13,

= ef Gjjer,

We conclude from Lemma B.2 and (B-34) in Appendix B-2 that

- K
IDpllop < K5, 1G5, < 7

Ky
Therefore,
KK
|Qjlop = sup Var Zazw < ——
i=1 KO
and hence
3K1
1Qjlr < VnlQjlop < V-t :
O
Lemma C.5. Under assumptions Al - A3,
tr(Q;) > K*n = Q(n - polyLog(n)),
where K* = % . (rﬁT’”H)2 - min; Var(e;).
Proof. This is a direct consequence of Lemma B.7 in p.47. O

Throughout the following proofs, we will use several results from the random matrix
theory to bound the largest and smallest singular values of Z. The results are shown in
Appendix E. Furthermore, in contrast to other sections, the notation P(-),E(-), Var(-)
denotes the probability, the expectation and the variance with respect to both € and Z in
this section.

Proof of Proposition 3.4. By Proposition E.3,
A= 1+ VR +0,(1) = 0p(1), A= (1= Vk)? —0,(1) = (1)

and thus the assumption A3 holds with high probability. By Hanson-Wright inequality
(Hanson & Wright, 1971; Rudelson & Vershynin, 2013; see Proposition E.2), for any given
deterministic matrix A,

2 t
T T :
P(|Z; AZj —EZ; AZj| > t) < 2exp |:Cm1n{0_4||A||%, 2T Al H
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for some universal constant c. Let A = @); and conditioning on Z;), then by Lemma C.4,
we know that

K2K K2K
||QJ||0D <c 2 ;( 1; ||QJHF \/ﬁ 7 3 !
0
and hence
2 t
T T .
P (Zj Q,;Z; —E(ZFQ;Zi|zy) < —t‘ZUO < 2exp {—cmm{ A KRR P ERIR TR, H .
(C-69)
Note that

E(Z]Q;2;|Z;) = te(B[Z, 2] | 211]Q5) = BZ7; tr(Qy) = 7° tr(Qy).

By Lemma C.5, we conclude that
P (ZJ-T Qi ,

ZTQ]Z] 9 t
w(@) nK*Z“]> SP( wQ) @)

2 t
<%2exp | —cmi . C-70
=4CxP [ len{a4-nc§K§K12/K§’ 2U2C%K§K1/KOH (C-70)

Let t = %7271}(* and take expectation of both sides over Z;, we obtain that

ib

P ZJTQJ'ZJ' < 2 <9 . K*2rt K*r?
— —_ X — min
w(@) — 2 ) = TP TN KK KD 202 ARG KL Ko

and hence

zrQ;z;  +* K274 K*7?
(Félfi 0(Q;) 2) - p{ C”m1“{4a4c%K§K%/K3’2a2c%K§K1/KoH o)

(C-71)
This entails that

min% = Q,(polyLog(n))
i€dn tr(Q;) pAPOLYLOBIN))-

Thus, assumption A4 is also satisfied with high probability. On the other hand, since Z;
has i.i.d. mean-zero o2-sub-gaussian entries, for any deterministic unit vector o« € R,
aTZj is o2-sub-gaussian and mean-zero, and hence

+2
P(laTZ;| > t) < 2727,

Let aji = hjai/llhjaill2 and a0 = hjo/|lh;,
of Z;, a union bound then gives

2. Since hj 1, and hjo are independent

2

t2 02 ogn t
P (AC >t+ 20\/logn> < on2e” HEE 2e 202,

By Fubini’s formula (Durrett, 2010, Lemma 2.2.8.),

oo 20+/logn oo
EAY, = / 8t"P(Ac > t)dt < / 8t7dt + / 8t"P(Ac > t)dt
0 0 20+/logn

= (20+/logn)® + / 8(t + 20\/logn)"P(Ac >t + 20/logn)dt

0

< (204/logn)® —|—/ 64(8t" + 12807 (log n)

0
= O(c® - polyLog(n)) = O (polyLog(n)) . (C-72)

This, together with Markov inequality, guarantees that assumption A5 is also satisfied
with high probability. O

7
2

2
) - 2¢” 27 dt
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Proof of Proposition 3.5. 1t is left to prove that assumption A3 holds with high prob-
ability. The proof of assumption A4 and A5 is exactly the same as the proof of Proposition
3.5. By Proposition E.4,

Ay = 0p(1).

On the other hand, by Proposition E.7 (Litvak et al., 2005),

VANA
P <)\min <> < Cl) <e ™
n

A =Q,(1).

and thus

O

Proof of Proposition 3.6. Since J, excludes the intercept term, the proof of assump-
tion A4 and Ab is still the same as Proposition 3.5. It is left to prove assumption A3. Let
Ri,..., R, be iid. Rademacher random variables, i.e. P(R; = 1) = P(R; = —1) = 3,
and
Z* = diag(By,...,Bn)Z.
Then (Z*)TZ* = ZT Z. 1t is left to show that the assumption A3 holds for Z* with high
probability. Note that
(Z:)" = (Bi, Bi&}).

For any r € {1, —1} and borel sets By,...,B, C R,

P(B; =7,B;Zi1 € By,...,BiZi;, 1) € Bp_1)
= P(Bl =, Zil erbBy,..., Zi(pfl) S ’I“Bp_l)

= P(Bz = ’I”)P(Zzl S ’I”Bl) Ce P(Zi(p—l) S TBp_l)
= P(B; =7)P(Zi1 € B1)...P(Zy(p—1) € Bp_1)
= P(B; =1r)P(B;Zi1 € B1) ... P(BiZyp—1) € Bp_1)

where the last two lines uses the symmetry of Zij. Then we conclude that Z; has indepen-
dent entries. Since the rows of Z* are independent, Z* has independent entries. Since B;
are symmetric and sub-gaussian with unit variance and BiZij 4 ~ij, which is also sym-
metric and sub-gaussian with variance bounded from below, Z* satisfies the conditions
of Propsition 3.5 and hence the assumption A3 is satisfied with high probability. O

Proof of Proposition 3.8 (with Proposition 3.7 being a special case). Let Z, =
A*%ZE*%, then Z, has i.i.d. standard gaussian entries. By Proposition 3.6, Z, satisfies
assumption A3 with high probability. Thus,

DEVAN VAR zZrZ,
A_A,_ — Amax <*7’L> S )\max(z) : )\max(A) : AI‘ﬂax < *n ) = Op(pOIYLOg(n))a

and

Y ZTAZ, 0% VAN 1
A~ = Amin _— > Anin(2) © Amin A) - Amin ) =0 E——
( n ) =) (4) < n ) b (polyLog(n))

As for assumption A4, the first step is to calculate E(ZJ-TQij|Z[j]). Let Z = A*%Z,

then vec(Z) ~ N(0,I ® ¥). As a consequence,

Zi| 21 ~ N(pij, 031)
where i R B L .
g = 252050 0200 = A 22055, 20

[4),15] ~lala
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Thus,
Zj|Zy;) ~ N(pj, 07 M)

where p; = Z[j]z[j],[j]z[j],j' It is easy to see that

A_ < min 0'J2- < max Uf— < Ai. (C-73)
j J

It has been shown that Q;x; = 0 and hence
Z]Q;iZi = (Zj — )" Qi (Z; — j).-
Let 2 = A_%(Zj — p;) and Q; = A%QJ»A%, then 25 ~ N(0,071) and
27Q;Z; = 277 Q; %;.
By Lemma C.4,

. K2K,
||Qj||op < ||AH0p ’ ||Qj||0p < )‘max(A) : C% ]3{0 )

and hence )
- K:K
1Q;lr < VN Amax(A) - C? ;( -
0
By Hanson-Wright inequality (Hanson & Wright, 1971; Rudelson & Vershynin, 2013; see
Proposition E.2), we obtain a similar inequality to (C-69) as follows:

P (|ZJTQij —-E(Z] Q;Z;|Z;))| > t’Zm>

<2exp

J

2
—omin { o1 nxmax(Aizc;ngg /K3’ U?Amax(A)z%KgKl /Ko H '
On the other hand,
E(Z] Q;Zi|Zy) = E(2 Q; %5\ Zy) = o} tr(Q;).
By definition,
tr(Q;) = tr(A2Q;A%) = t2(2Q;) = tr(QFAQ?) > Amin(A) t2(Q;).

By Lemma C.5,

tI‘(Qj) Z )\min(A) -nK*.
Similar to (C-70), we obtain that
Z[j])

T
(Zj QiZ; S 52 t
<9 . t? t
<2exp | —cmin , .
o5 - NAmax(A)2ci K K2 /K2 0F Amax (M) T K3 Ky [ Ko

(@) ~ 7 nKr

Let t = %a?nK*, we have

P Z1Q;7; . o3 <96 , K*2 K* 1
_—— —_— X —Cn 1min = _—
(@) — 2 )= P D A2AKIK? JKZ Daman (MG K2E L Ko o\ %

and a union bound together with (C-73) yields that

T
minmzﬁ min02~; =0 _ .
j€Tn tr(Q5) P\7 7 polyLog(n) P\ polyLog(n)
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As for assumption A5, let

Qg = A%hj,o = A%h]ﬂ’i
P ol T (TR

2

then for i =0,1,...,p,
lajill2 < v/ Amax(A).

Note that " "
hjoZi — r hipiZi 7

= o . b gt 7.
Ihjolla — 7077 lhjpalla

using the same argument as in (C-72), we obtain that

EAS, =0 <)\maX(A)4 - max o? . polyLog(n)> = O (polyLog(n)),

and by Markov inequality and (C-73),
E(AG|Z) = O, (EAG) = Op(polyLog(n)).
0

Proof of Proposition 3.9. The proof that assumptions A4 and A5 hold with high
probability is exactly the same as the proof of Proposition 3.8. It is left to prove assump-
tion A3*; see Corollary 3.3. Let ¢ = (min; [(A~21);))"! and Z = (c1 Z). Recall the the
definition of A, and A_, we have

5\+ = )\maX(E{l})a A= )\min(z{l})a

T
DTS (o110
=,

where

Rewrite Y41y as

It is obvious that

As a consequence

n

- AN/ : YANA
)\Jr < )\max () ) A > >\min () .

It remains to prove that

T T
Amax (ZZ) = O, (polyLog(n)), Amin (ZZ> =Q, (1) .
n n

To prove this, we let
_1 1 0 A ad
Ze=A QZ(O E_§>_(VZ*)’

where v = ¢cA~21 and Z* — A"37Z%"%. Then

AN/ Y3 7TANZ, N5 AN
)\max <n> = )\max <*> S /\max(z) : /\max(A) : )\max ( x ) )

n n
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and

n n

YA/ / v:2TAZ, 2 AR
/\min (n) = >\min <2*2 > )\min(z) : /\min(A) : >\min ( = ) .
It is left to show that

zrz, zrz, 1
>\max < *’I’L ) = OP(pOIyLOg(n))a >\min ( . ) = QI) <> .

n polyLog(n)

By definition, min; |v;| = 1 and max; |v;] = O (polyLog(n)), then

ZTZ* ZTZ* T ZTZ* 2
)‘max < > > = )\max < . + 1 < /\max o + 7HVH2 .
n n n n n

Since Z, has i.i.d. standard gaussian entries, by Proposition E.3,

zrz,
)\max ( z ) - Op(l)

n

Moreover, ||v||3 < nmax; |v;|> = O(n - polyLog(n)) and thus,

ANA
)\max ( n ) = Op(polyLog(n))

On the other hand, similar to Proposition 3.6,
Z, = diag(Bs,...,B,)Z,

where Bi,...,B, are ii.d. Rademacher random variables. The same argument in the
proof of Proposition 3.6 implies that Z, has independent entries with sub-gaussian norm
bounded by ||v||%, V1 and variance lower bounded by 1. By Proposition E.7, Z, satisfies
assumption A3 with high probability. Therefore, A3* holds with high probability. O

Proof of Proposition 3.10. Let A = (A1,...,\,) and Z be the matrix with entries
Z;;, then by Proposition 3.4 or Proposition 3.5, Z;; satisfies assumption A3 with high
probability. Notice that

ZTAN2Z ZTZ
n

A= s (FEE) o) A (£.2) = 0y potyLonto)),

and

ZTA%Z 2’z 1
o ()t e (22) )

n n polyLog(n)
Thus Z satisfies assumption A3 with high probability.
Conditioning on any realization of A, the law of Z;; does not change due to the indepen-

dence between A and Z. Repeating the arguments in the proof of Proposition 3.4 and
Proposition 3.5, we can show that

2TQ,z; 1
& = () , and E max |&;‘Fsz|8 = Op(polyLog(n)),
P

)

tr(@j) pOIyLOg(n) 1=0,...,n;j=1,...,
(C-74)
where " "
5 AQA, dgg— Mo g M
Q] Q] 7,0 ||Ahj,0| 5 7,12 HAhj,l,i |2
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Then

ZJTQij _ ZJTQij ) tr(AQ;A) >a2. ZJTQjZJ -0 ( 1 ) (C-75)
tr(Q;) tr(Q;) (@) tr(Q;) P\ polyLog(n) )’
and
Ah, Ahj 2"
EA% =E|  max |o~4]TZ-Zj|8 - max {max [A%;0] 2 max AR, 1, |2} (C-76)
=0, e 5 Mhgollz "5 Thyaalla
< bE { max |d?iZj|8]
1=0,...,n;5=1,....,p ’
= Op(polyLog(n)).
By Markov inequality, the assumption A5 is satisfied with high probability. O

Proof of Proposition 3.11. The concentration inequality of ¢; plus a union bound
imply that

P (max ¢i > (log n)%> < neyem2loem)’ = o(1).
Thus, with high probability,

ZTN2Z
n

Qs

T
AI‘ﬂax = An'la,x ( > < (1Og n) : A1‘1'18‘X (an) = Op(pOIyLOg(n))

Let ' = [(1 — 0)n] for some § € (0,1 — k). Then for any subset I of {1,...,n} with
size n’, by Proposition E.6 (Proposition E.7), under the conditions of Proposition 3.4
(Proposition 3.5), there exists constants ¢z and ¢4, which only depend on k, such that

2Tz
P (Amin( L I) < 03) S e_C4n
n

where Zj represents the sub-matrix of Z formed by {Z; : ¢ € I}, where Z; is the i-th row
of Z. Then by a union bound,

zZrz
P min A\yin L= c3 ) < n/ e ",
[I|=n’ n n

By Stirling’s formula, there exists a constant ¢5 > 0 such that

( " ) = ni" < C5exp{(—510g5— (1—6)log(1 —5))71}

n n'l(n —n')
where § = n’ /n. For sufficiently small § and sufficiently large n,

—5logd — (1 —06)log(1—10) < c4

zZTz
P (I}ninl Amin ( In I) < 03) < C5€7€6n (0—77)

and hence

for some cg > 0. By Borel-Cantelli Lemma,

zZTz
lim inf min Amin ( ! I> >c3  a.s.
n—oo |I|=[(1-d)n] n

On the other hand, since F~! is continuous at 6, then

C(I_(l—zS)nj) 0;;) F71(5) > 0.
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where () is the k-th largest of {¢; : 4 = 1,...,n}. Let I* be the set of indices corre-
sponding to the largest [ (1 — d)n| ¢/s. Then with probability 1,

ZT7 ZTN%Z ZLALZ;-
lim inf Apin ( > = liminf Ao ( > > liminf ¢(((1-)n ) - iminf Ay (IH)
n n n—00 n—oo

n— 00 n— oo n

zZrz
Z hmIOI(l)f C(\_(l*(i)nj) - lim inf min )\min < U I)

n— oo |1]=[(1-6)n] n

> c3F71(6)? > 0.
To prove assumption A4, similar to (C-75) in the proof of Proposition 3.10, it is left to

show that (AQ:A) )
tr j
—_— L =, ——].
T Tu@) <p01yLog<n)>

Furthermore, by Lemma C.5, it remains to prove that

n
mjln tr(AQ;A) p (polyLOg(n) )

Recalling the equation (B-60) in the proof of Lemma B.7, we have

K, 1
T 0

e; Qje; > — - .
VT K 1+ el Z5 (2 1 Za0) T e

(C-78)

By Proposition E.5,

2Tz,
)‘max < 2 J) > 301 S 26—an-
n

On the other hand, apply (C-77) to Z;) ;), we have

Ziv i)V (Zen 1
P min A (Zo,u)1 (Ze),u)i <oy < esemcon,
1=(1-8)n] n

A union bound indicates that with probability (csnp 4 2p)e™ ™ir{C2csln — (1),

ZT 2. Zo T (Z s
MAX A (W) <9C2 min  min A <( @)1 Fa gy .
J n 4.3 |I|=|(1=5)n] n

This implies that for any j,

7T Z[ ] ZT A2Z[ 1
)\max <[J]]> = )\max <[J]J S C(Ql) ’ 9CVIQ

n n

and for any 7 and j,

T T 2
A (Z(i),[j]Z(i)»[j]> o (Z(i),[j]C(i)Z(i),[j]>

n n

(2.1 G (Zu),[j])I)
n

> mi — — 1 2. i )\min
> min{((| (1-6)n)): C(L(1-8)n)) + 1} PO (

>cz min{¢((1-5)n)s {(((1-8)n)) + 1}2 > 0.

Moreover, as discussed above,

¢y < (logn) &, min{C(|(1-5yn)): C(L(1-5)n)) + 1} = F1(0)
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almost surely. Thus, it follows from (C-78) that with high probability,

K, 1
T 0
€; Qje; > — - —
TUT Ky 1+ el Z5(ZE i Zay )T e
. Ko 1
= 7> ° T ]
B e (P 0))2
Ko 1
Z -

Ki 1+ (logn)s -9C? - c3(F—1(5))2

The above bound holds for all diagonal elements of ); uniformly with high probability.
Therefore,

Ky 1 n
tr(AQ;A) 2 Ca(l_&)"D'L(l 2 Ki 1+ (logn)a -9C2 - c3(F~1(5))2 = <polyL0g(n)> .

As a result, the assumption A4 is satisfied with high probability. Finally, by (C-76), we
obtain that

BAL SB[ max (&2 1AL

i=0,...,n35=

By Cauchy’s inequality,

EAS, < \/E . max a7, 2510 -\ JEmax (.
1=0,...,n;5=1,....p 7
Similar to (C-72), we conclude that
EAS, = O (polyLog(n))
and by Markov inequality, the assumption A5 is satisfied with high probability. O

C-4 More Results of Least-Squares (Section 5)
C-4.1 The Relation Between S;(X) and A¢

In Section 5, we give a sufficient and almost necessary condition for the coordinate-
wise asymptotic normality of the least-square estimator ﬁLS ; see Theorem 5.1. In this
subsubsection, we show that A¢ is a generalization of max;ez, S;(X) for general M-
estimators.

Consider the matrix (XTDX)™' X7, where D is obtain by using general loss functions,
then by block matrix inversion formula (see Proposition E.1),

XI'DX, XIDXy \ ([ X7
XyDX: XpDXp ) (Xﬁ] )
XT(I - DXpy(XEDXpy) 7 X))
~ XT(D - DXy (X[, DXy) ' X[\ D) X,

XTI = Dy Xy (X[ Dy X)X )

"~ XT(D - DXy(X DX ) ' X D)X,

I XTDX)IXT =€l (

(1]
where we use the approximation D ~ Djjj. The same result holds for all j € J,, then
lef (XTDX) "X Yoo XTI = DpapXpa) (X Dy X)) ™ Xl
le] (XTDX)7'XT |2 || XT (I = Dy Xy (XF Dy X ) P X))l

Recall that h] 1,i is i-th row of I — Dy Xy (XE]D[l]Xm)’lXa], we have

|hj,1,z
Ty

X1| lef (XTDX) " X"l
T lef (XTDX) X Ty |

The right-handed side equals to Sj( ) in the least-square case. Therefore, although of
complicated form, assumption A5 is not an artifact of the proof but is essential for the
asymptotic normality.
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C-4.2 Additional Examples

Benefit from the analytical form of the least-square estimator, we can depart from sub-
gaussinity of the entries. The following proposition shows that a random design matrix
Z with i.i.d. entries under appropriate moment conditions satisfies max;c s, S;(Z) = o(1)
with high probability. This implies that, when X is one realization of Z, the conditions
Theorem 5.1 are satisfied for X with high probability over Z.

Proposition C.6. If {Z;; : i <n,j € J,} are independent random variables with
1. max;<n jeJ, (E|Zij|8+5)#5 < M for some 6, M > 0;
2. min;<p jes, Var(Z;;) > 72 for some 7 >0
3. P(Z has full column rank) =1 — o(1);
4. BEZ; e span{Z; : j € J¢} almost surely for all j € Jy;

where Z; is the j-th column of Z. Then

i 5(2) = 0, (- ) = o,(1).
Jj€In ni

A typical practically interesting example is that Z contains an intercept term, which is
not in J,,, and Z; has i.i.d. entries for j € J,, with continuous distribution and sufficiently
many moments, in which case the first three conditions are easily checked and EZ; is a
multiple of (1,...,1), which belongs to span{Z; : j € JS}.

In fact, the condition 4 allows Proposition C.6 to cover more general cases than the
above one. For example, in a census study, a state-specific fix effect might be added into
the model, i.e.

yi = as, +21 B+ €

where s; represents the state of subject 7. In this case, Z contains a sub-block formed by
z; and a sub-block with ANOVA forms as mentioned in Example 1. The latter is usually
incorporated only for adjusting group bias and not the target of inference. Then condition
4 is satisfied if only Z;; has same mean in each group for each j, i.e. EZ;; = ps, ;.

Proof of Proposition C.6. By Sherman-Morison-Woodbury formula,

e ZU-H)
ef(ZTZ) AR ZT](I_ H-;Z—
i i)4;

where H; = Z[j](Z[j;] Z[j])_lZ[j;] is the projection matrix generated by Z[;;. Then

_lef (27 2) 7127 oo 1127 (1 = Hj)ll (79)
el (2T Z)=1Z7 |, Z7(I - H)Z,

Si(Z)

Similar to the proofs of other examples, the strategy is to show that the numerator, as a
linear contrast of Z;, and the denominator, as a quadratic form of Z;, are both concen-
trated around their means. Specifically, we will show that there exists some constants C
and Cy such that

1
max sup {P (”AZjHoo > Clni) +P(Z]AZ; < an)} =0 () . (C-80)
JjEIn AERnxn,A2:A, n

tr(A)=n—p+1

If (C-80) holds, since H; is independent of Z; by assumptions, we have

1
1

O ) -p (LU, G
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<P (1 = Hy)Z;loe > Cunt) + P (21T ~ Hy)Z; < Com)

=E [P (II(I - H;)Zjll > Cmi) ’Zm] +E [P (ZF(I - H;)Z; < Can) Z[j]} (C-81)
= sup (IIAZJ'HOo > Cm%) + P (ZTAZ; < Con)
AR X1 A2=A tr(A)=n—p+1
1
< max sup AZ'OO>C'ni L P(ZYAZ: < Con :0<).
JE€In {AeR"X" A2=A tr(A)=n—p+1 (H il ! ) (27 AZ; 2n) n
(C-82)

Thus with probability 1 — o(]J,|/n) =1 — o(1),
max S;(Z) < g-n_i

JE€EJIn / VAo

max S;(Z ):op<1>.

1
JjEIn n

and hence

Now we prove (C-80). The proof, although looks messy, is essentially the same as the
proof for other examples. Instead of relying on the exponential concentration given by
the sub-gaussianity, we show the concentration in terms of higher-order moments.

In fact, for any idempotent A, the sum square of each row is bounded by 1 since

ZA (A%);; < Amax(A?) =

By Jensen’s inequality,
2
EZZ < (E|Z;;|%°)5%.
For any j, by Rosenthal’s inequality (Rosenthal, 1970), there exists some universal con-
stant C' such that

n 8+4 n 4+46/2
E Z AUZZ] S C Z |Aij|8+6E|Zij|8+5 (Z A2 EZ2>
i=1

i=1

n 446/2
<O NAGIPE|Zy P + <ZA2 EZ2>

i=1

" " 4+48/2
SCOMBT 0N AT + (Z A%) < 20M3F.
=1

i=1

Let Cy = (2CM 84“5)$, then for given 4, by Markov inequality,

P (
i=1

and a union bound implies that

1 1 1
P (HAZ]HOO > Cln4) S W =0 <> . (0—83)

1 1
sz > Cln4> < W

ij

n
Now we derive a bound for Z]TAZ]». Since p/n — k € (0,1), there exists & € (0,1 — k)
such that n — p > kn. Then
EZ]AZ; =Y AyRZY > tr(A) = 7°(n—p+1) > ir’n. (C-84)
i=1

To bound the tail probability, we need the following result:
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Lemma C.7 (Bai and Silverstein (2010), Lemma 6.2). Let B be an n x n nonrandom
matriz and W = (W, ..., W,)T be a random vector of independent entries. Assume that
EW; =0, EW? = 1 and E|W;|* < vy. Then, for any q > 1,

E[WTBW — tx(B)|? < C, ((u4 tr(BBT))% + 1, tr(BBT)%) :

where Cy is a constant depending on q only.

It is easy to extend Lemma C.7 to non-isotropic case by rescaling. In fact, denote o2
by the variance of W;, and let ¥ = diag(oy,...,04,), Y = (Wi/o1,...,Wys/0y,). Then

WTBW =YTxz2ByzY,
with Cov(Y) = I. Let B = ¥z B2, then
BBT =2:BYBTY: < 1,Y2BBTY:.
This entails that
tr(BBT) < nus tr(£2 BBTY?) = 1y tr(SBBT) < v2 tr(BBT).

On the other hand,

[SIS)

tr(BBT)? < nAmax(BBT)

q
2

= N3 Amax (E%BBTE%)

(SIS

< v Amax(BBT) 2.

Thus we obtain the following result

Lemma C.8. Let B be an nxn nonrandom matriz and W = (W1, ..., W,,)T be a random
vector of independent mean-zero entries. Suppose E|W;|F < vy, then for any ¢ > 1,

EWTBW —EWTBW|? < Oyl ((1/4 tr(BBT))% + 1, tr(BBT)%) :
where Cy is a constant depending on q only.
Apply Lemma C.8 with W = Z;, B = A and ¢ = 4 + §/2, we obtain that

E\ZJ-TAZj _ EZjTAZj|4+5/2 < O M6+ ((tr(AAT))QH/‘L T tr(AAT)2+5/4)

for some constant C'. Since A is idempotent, all eigenvalues of A is either 1 or 0 and thus
AAT < I. This implies that

tr(AAT) <n, tr(AAT)?H/4 <y

and hence
E|Z] AZ; —BZ] AZj|*T°/? <20 M'0+20p2+0/4

for some constant C7, which only depends on M. By Markov inequality,

Fr2n 2\
P (IZfAZj ~EZ]AZ;| > 2) < 2016+ (W> e
Combining with (C-84), we conclude that
P(Z] AZ; < Con) =0 (M) =0 (i) (C-85)

where Cy = ’%2 Notice that both (C-83) and (C-85) do not depend on j and A. There-
fore, (C-80) is proved and hence the Proposition. O
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D Additional Numerical Experiments

In this section, we repeat the experiments in section 6 by using L; loss, i.e. p(z) = |z|.
Lq-loss is not smooth and does not satisfy our technical conditions. The results are
displayed below. It is seen that the performance is quite similar to that with the huber
loss.

N N
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normal t(2) normal t(2)
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Figure 5: Empirical 95% coverage of 3, with x = 0.5 (left) and x = 0.8 (right) using
Lq loss. The x-axis corresponds to the sample size, ranging from 100 to 800; the y-axis
corresponds to the empirical 95% coverage. Each column represents an error distribution
and each row represents a type of design. The orange solid bar corresponds to the case
F = Normal; the blue dotted bar corresponds to the case F' = ts; the red dashed bar
represents the Hadamard design.
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Min. coverage of /B\1 ~ ﬁm (k =0.5)

Min. coverage of ﬁl ~ ﬁlo (k=0.8)
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Figure 6: Mininum empirical 95% coverage of Bl ~ 310 with £ = 0.5 (left) and x = 0.8
(right) using Ly loss. The x-axis corresponds to the sample size, ranging from 100 to 800;
the y-axis corresponds to the minimum empirical 95% coverage. Each column represents
an error distribution and each row represents a type of design. The orange solid bar
corresponds to the case F' = Normal; the blue dotted bar corresponds to the case F' = to;
the red dashed bar represents the Hadamard design.

Bonf. coverage of ﬁl ~ ﬁlo (k=0.5) Bonf. coverage of ,[3:1 ~ ﬁlo (k=0.8)
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Figure 7: Empirical 95% coverage of 3 ~ f10 after Bonferroni correction with x = 0.5
(left) and x = 0.8 (right) using L; loss. The x-axis corresponds to the sample size,
ranging from 100 to 800; the y-axis corresponds to the empirical uniform 95% coverage
after Bonferroni correction. Each column represents an error distribution and each row
represents a type of design. The orange solid bar corresponds to the case F' = Normal,
the blue dotted bar corresponds to the case F' = to; the red dashed bar represents the
Hadamard design.
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E Miscellaneous

In this appendix we state several technical results for the sake of completeness.

Proposition E.1 (Horn & Johnson, 2012, formula (0.8.5.6)). Let A € RP*P be an in-
vertible matriz and write A as a block matrix

Ay A
A =
( Ay Ago
with A1 € RPXPL Ayy € RO—PUIX(@=PY) being invertible matrices. Then

Al = A + All A5~ A21A —AfllAuS_l
S Ay AT 51

where S = Agy — A21A1_11A12 is the Schur’s complement.

Proposition E.2 (Rudelson & Vershynin, 2013; improved version of the original form
by Hanson & Wright, 1971). Let X = (Xi,...,X,) € R™ be a random vector with
independent mean-zero o2-sub-gaussian components X;. Then, for every t,

12 t
P(|IXTAX —EXTAX|>t) <2exp {—cmin ( , )}
( ) | AlIE" 2| Allop

Proposition E.3 (Bai & Yin, 1993). If{Z;; :i=1,...,n,j =1,...,p} are i.i.d. random
variables with zero mean, unit variance and finite fourth moment and p/n — k, then

T T
A (”) “S (14 vR)2  Amn (”) “$ (1 - ).
n n

Proposition E.4 (Latala, 2005). Suppose {Z;; :i=1,...,n,j=1,...,p} are indepen-
dent mean-zero random variables with finite fourth moment, then

Ey/Amax (Z72) < C [ max [> EZ o+ max \/ZIEZ% + il/ZIEZfJ
J .7

for some universal constant C'. In particular, if Eij are uniformly bounded, then

e (B2) -0, 2)

Proposition E.5 (Rudelson & Vershynin, 2010). Suppose {Z;; : i = 1,...,n,j =
1,...,p} are independent mean-zero o2-sub-gaussian random variables. Then there exists
a universal constant C1,Cy > 0 such that

T 2
P( Amax <Z Z) > Co < \/§+t>> < 2~ Camt”
n n

Proposition E.6 (Rudelson & Vershynin, 2009). Suppose {Z;; : i = 1,...,n,j =
1,...,p} are i.i.d. o?-sub-gaussian random variables with zero mean and unit variance,
then for e >0

T —
P ( Amin <ZZ> <e \/ 1 > (Ce)rpHl fgmen
n

for some universal constants C and c.
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Proposition E.7 (Litvak et al., 2005). Suppose {Z;; : i = 1,...,n,5 = 1,...,p} are
independent o2-sub-gaussian random variables such that

Zij i —Zij, VaI‘(Z,‘j) > 7'2

for some o,7 > 0, and p/n — k € (0,1), then there exists constants ci,co > 0, which
only depends on ¢ and T, such that

VANA
P <>\Inin ( n > < Cl) S eiczn.
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