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Abstract

In this paper we develop valid inference for high-dimensional time series. We extend the
desparsified lasso to a time series setting under Near-Epoch Dependence (NED) assumptions
allowing for non-Gaussian, serially correlated and heteroskedastic processes, where the number
of regressors can possibly grow faster than the time dimension. We first derive an error bound
under weak sparsity, which, coupled with the NED assumption, means this inequality can also be
applied to the (inherently misspecified) nodewise regressions performed in the desparsified lasso.
This allows us to establish the uniform asymptotic normality of the desparsified lasso under
general conditions, including for inference on parameters of increasing dimensions. Additionally,
we show consistency of a long-run variance estimator, thus providing a complete set of tools
for performing inference in high-dimensional linear time series models. Finally, we perform
a simulation exercise to demonstrate the small sample properties of the desparsified lasso in

common time series settings.
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1 Introduction

In this paper we propose methods for performing uniformly valid inference on high-dimensional time

series regression models. Specifically, we establish the uniform asymptotic normality of the despar-

sified lasso method (van de Geer et al., [2014]) under very general conditions, thereby allowing for

inference in high-dimensional time series settings that encompass many econometric applications.
That is, we establish validity for potentially misspecified time series models, where the regressors

and errors may exhibit serial dependence, heteroskedasticity and fat tails. In addition, as part of

our analysis we derive new error bounds for the lasso (Tibshirani, [1996)), on which the desparsified

lasso is based.
Although traditionally approaches to high-dimensionality in econometric time series have been
dominated by factor models (Bai and Ng| |2008; [Stock and Watson, 2011, cf.), shrinkage methods
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have rapidly been gaining ground. Unlike factor models where dimensionality is reduced by as-
suming common structures underlying regressors, shrinkage methods assume a certain structure
on the parameter vector. Typically, sparsity is assumed, where only a small, unknown subset of
the variables is thought to have “significantly non-zero” coefficients, and all the other variables
have negligible — or even exactly zero — coefficients. The most prominent among shrinkage methods
exploiting sparsity is the lasso proposed by [Tibshirani| (1996), which adds a penalty on the absolute
value of the parameters to the least squares objective function. This penalty ensures that many of
the coefficients will be set to zero and thus variable selection is performed, an attractive feature
that helps to make the results of a high-dimensional analysis interpretable. Due to this feature,
the lasso and its many extensions are now standard tools for high-dimensional analysis (see e.g.,
Hesterberg et al., [2008; Vidaurre et al., [2013; |[Hastie et al., [2015, for reviews).

Much effort has been devoted to establish error bounds for lasso-based methods to guarantee
consistency for prediction (e.g., Greenshtein and Ritov, |2004; Biithlmann| 2006 and estimation
of a high-dimensional parameter (e.g., Bunea et al. 2007; Zhang and Huang, 2008; Bickel et al.,
2009; Meinshausen and Yu, 2009; [Huang et al., 2008). While most of these advances have been
made in frameworks with independent and identically distributed (IID) data, early extensions
of lasso-based methods to the time series case can be found in [Wang et al. (2007)), [Hsu et al.
(2008). These authors, however, only consider the case where the number of variables is smaller
than the sample size. Various papers (e.g., Nardi and Rinaldol 2011; Kock and Callot| 2015/ and
Basu and Michailidis|, 2015)) let the number of variables increase with the sample size, but often
require restrictive assumptions (for instance Gaussianity) on the error process when investigating
theoretical properties of lasso-based estimators in time series models.

Exceptions are Medeiros and Mendes (2016)),[Wu and Wu! (2016)), Masini et al.| (2022)), and |Wong
et al. (2020). [Medeiros and Mendes| (2016) consider the adaptive lasso for sparse, high-dimensional
time series models and show that it is model selection consistent and has the oracle property, even
when the errors are non-Gaussian and conditionally heteroskedastic. Wu and Wu (2016) consider
high-dimensional linear models with dependent non-Gaussian errors and/or regressors and provide
asymptotic theory for the lasso with deterministic design. To this end, they adopt the functional
dependence framework of [Wu| (2005)). Masini et al.| (2022) focus on weakly sparse high-dimensional
vector autoregressions for a class of potentially heteroskedastic and serially dependent errors, which
encompass many multivariate volatility models. The authors derive finite sample estimation error
bounds for the parameter vector and establish consistency properties of lasso estimation. Wong
et al. (2020) derive nonasymptotic inequalities for estimation error and prediction error of the lasso
without assuming any specific parametric form of the DGP. The authors assume the series to be
either a-mixing Gaussian processes or S-mixing processes with sub-Weibull marginal distributions
thereby accommodating settings with heavy-tailed non-Gaussian errors.

While one of the attractive feature of lasso-type methods is their ability to perform variable
selection, this also causes serious issues when performing inference on the estimated parameters.
In particular, performing inference on a (data-driven) selected model, while ignoring the selection,
causes the inference to be invalid. This has been discussed by, among others, [Leeb and Potscher
(2005)) in the general context of model selection and |Leeb and Potscher| (2008) for shrinkage es-
timators. As a consequence, recent statistical literature has seen a surge in the development of
so-called post-selection inference methods that circumvent the problem induced by model selec-

tion; see for example the literature on selective inference (cf. Fithian et al.l |2015} Lee et al., [2016])



and simultaneous inference (Berk et al., [2013; |Bachoc et al., 2020)).

In the context of lasso-type estimation, methods have been developed based on the idea of or-
thogonalizing the estimation of the parameter of interest to the estimation (and potential incorrect
selection) of the other parameters. Belloni et al. (2014); |Chernozhukov et al.| (2015 propose a
post-double-selection approach that uses a Frisch-Waugh partialling out strategy to achieve this
orthogonalization by selecting important covariates in initial selection steps on both the dependent
variable and the variable of interest, and show this approach yields uniformly valid and standard
normal inference for independent data. In a related approach, Javanmard and Montanari (2014]);
van de Geer et al.| (2014) and [Zhang and Zhang (2014) introduce debiased or desparsified ver-
sions of the lasso that achieve uniform validity based on similar principles for IID Gaussian data.
Extensions to the time series case include |Chernozhukov et al.| (2021) who provide desparsified
simultaneous inference on the parameters in a high-dimensional regression model allowing for tem-
poral and cross-sectional dependency in covariates and error processes, Krampe et al. (2021) who
introduce bootstrap-based inference for autoregressive time series models based on the desparsifi-
cation idea, Hecq et al.| (2019)) who use the post-double-selection procedure of |[Belloni et al.| (2014])
for constructing uniformly valid Granger causality test in high-dimensional VAR models, and [Babii
et al. (2021) who use a debiased sparse group lasso for inference on a low dimensional group of
parameters.

In this paper, we contribute to the literature on shrinkage methods for high-dimensional time
series models by providing novel theoretical results for both point estimation and inference via
the desparsified lasso. We consider a very general time series-framework where the regressors
and errors terms are allowed to be non-Gaussian, serially correlated and heteroskedastic, and the
number of variables can grow faster than the time dimension. Moreover, our assumptions allow
for both correctly specified and misspecified models, thus providing results relevant for structural
interpretations if the overall model is specified correctly, but not limited to this.

We derive error bounds for the lasso in high-dimensional, linear time series models under mixin-
gale assumptions and a weak sparsity assumption on the parameter vector. Our setting generalizes
the one from Medeiros and Mendes| (2016)), who require a martingale difference sequence (m.d.s.)
assumption — and hence correct specification — on the error process. Moreover, we relax the tradi-
tional sparsity assumption to allow for weak sparsity, thereby recognizing that the true parameters
are likely not exactly zero. The error bounds are used to establish estimation and prediction
consistency even when the number of parameters grows faster than the sample size.

We extend the error bounds to the nodewise regressions performed in the desparsified lasso,
where each regressor (on which inference is performed) is regressed on all other regressors. Note
that, contrary to the setting with independence over time, these nodewise regressions are inherently
misspecified in dynamic models with temporal dependence. As such our error bounds are specifi-
cally derived under potential misspecification. We then establish the asymptotic normality of the
desparsified lasso under general conditions. As such, we ensure uniformly valid inference over the
class of weakly sparse models. This result is accompanied by a consistent estimator for the long run
variance, thereby providing a complete set of tools for performing inference in high-dimensional,
linear time series models. As such, our theoretical results accommodate various financial and
macro-economic applications encountered by applied researchers.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. Section [2]introduces the time series setting

and assumptions thereof. In Section |3) we derive an error bound for the lasso (Corollary (1)) that



forms the basis for the nodewise regressions performed for the desparsfied lasso. In Section [
we establish the theory that allows for uniform inference with the desparsified lasso. Section
contains a simulation study examining the small sample performance of the desparsified lasso, and
Section [6] concludes. The main proofs and preliminary lemmas needed for Section [3|are contained in
Appendix [A] while Appendix [B] contains the results and proofs on Section @} Appendix C contains

supplementary material.
1/r

N
A word on notation. For any N dimensional vector , |||, = | Y |zi|" denotes the L,-
i=1
norm, with the familiar convention that |||, = >, 1(Jz;| > 0) and ||x||,, = max|z;|. For a matrix
K3

A, we let ||All, = max|q) —1 [[Az|, for any r € [0,00] and || Al

P
max = rr;z;x\am\. We use — and

)

% to denote convergence in probability and distribution respectively. Depending on the context,
~ denotes equivalence in order of magnitude of sequences, or equivalence in distribution. We
frequently make use of arbitrary positive finite constants C' (or its sub-indexed version C;) whose
values may change from line to line throughout the paper, but they are always independent of the
time and cross-sectional dimension. Similarly, generic sequences converging to zero as T — oo are
denoted by nr (or its sub-indexed version 77 ;). We say a sequence nr is of size —z if np = O (T7%7°)

for some € > 0.

2 The High-Dimensional Linear Model

Consider the linear model
ye = 8% + uy, t=1,...,T, (1)

where @ = (T14,... ,xN,t)/ is a N x 1 vector of explanatory variables, 8% is a N x 1 parameter
vector and wu; is an error term. Throughout the paper, we examine the high-dimensional time series
model where N can be larger than T'.

We impose the following assumptions on the processes {x:} and {u}.

Assumption 1. Let z; = (@}, u:)’, and let there exist some constants m > m > 2, and d >
max{1, (m/m —1)/(m — 2)} such that

i) Let E[z;] =0, E =0, and Elzi "™ < C.
(i) Let Efz¢] =0, E[z4u] =0, an LA |2 <

(ii) Let st denote a k(T')-dimensional triangular array that is a-mixing of size —d/(1/m —1/m)
with o-field Ff := o {s7¢,87+—1,...} such that z; is F-measurable. The process {z;;} is
Lom-near-epoch-dependent (NED) of size —d on sr; with positive bounded NED constants,
uniformly over j =1,..., N + 1.

Assumption |1fi)| ensures that the error terms are contemporaneously uncorrelated with each of
the regressors, and that the process has finite and constant unconditional moments. One can think
of st in Assumption as an underlying shock process driving the regressors and errors in z,

where we assume z; to depend almost entirely on the “near epoch” of ST’tH

!Since z; grows asymptotically in dimension, it is natural to let the dimension of sr; grow with T, though this
is not theoretically required. Although, like s7, technically our stochastic process z: is a triangular array due
to dimension N increasing with 7', in the remainder of the paper we suppress the dependence on T' for notational
convenience.



Near epoch dependence of z; can be interpreted as z; being “approximately” mixing, in the
sense that it can be well-approximated by a mixing process. The NED framework in Assumption
therefore allows for very general forms of dependence that are often encountered in econometrics
applications including, but not limited to, strong mixing processes (McLeish, [1975)), linear pro-
cesses including ARMA models, various types of stochastic volatility and GARCH models (Hansen),
19914)), and nonlinear processes (Davidson, 2002al). Moreover, NED holds in cases where mixing has
well-known failures for common processes, such as the AR(1) process discussed in |/Andrews| (1984)).
These properties have made NED a very popular tool for modelling dependence in econometrics
(Davidson, 2002b}, Sections 14, 17) ]

To our knowledge, our paper is the first to utilize the NED framework for establishing uniformly
valid high-dimensional inference. |Wong et al. (2020) consider time series models with S-mixing
errors, which has the advantage of allowing for general forms of dynamic misspecification resulting
in serially correlated error terms, but, as discussed above, rules out several relevant data generating
processes, and is in addition typically difficult to verify. Alternative approaches that avoid mixing
assumptions are found in Babii et al.|(2021]), who consider T—dependence, as well as Wu and Wu
(2016)) and |Chernozhukov et al.|(2021)), who use functional dependence for modeling the dependence
allowed in regressors and innovations. Finally, Masini et al. (2022)) use an m.d.s. assumption on the
innovations in combination with sub-Weibull tails and a mixingale assumption on the conditional
covariance matrix. The m.d.s. assumption of Medeiros and Mendes| (2016|) and Masini et al.| (2022])
however does not allow for dynamic misspecification of the full model. Importantly, the NED
assumption on u; does allow for misspecified models as well, in which case we view 3, as the
coefficients of the pseudo-true model when restricting the class of models to those linear in ;.
In particular, it allows one to view as simply the linear projection of y; on all the variables
in x;, with 8% in that case representing the corresponding best linear projection coefficients. In
such a case E[u] = 0 and E [uz;] = 0 hold by construction, and the additional conditions of
Assumption [I] can be shown to hold under weak further assumptions. On the other hand, u; is not
likely to be an m.d.s. in that case. As will be explained later, allowing for misspecified dynamics is
crucial for developing the theory for the nodewise regressions underlying the desparsified lasso.

It is important to note that we do not consider B° as the projection coefficients of the (lasso)
selected model, but only of the full, pseudo-true, model. Our approach simply allows for the
possibility of the full model being misspecified, for instance if the econometrician has missed relevant
confounders in the initial dataset. This does not imply a “failure” of our lasso inference method,
but rather a failure of the econometrician in setting up the initial modelﬂ Allowing for such
misspecification is crucial for the nodewise regressions we consider in Section [d] which are simply
projections of one explanatory variable on all the others, and therefore inherently misspecified.

We further elaborate on misspecification in Example (3| after we present two examples of cor-

rectly specified common econometric time series DGPs.

Remark 1. The NED-order m and sequence size —d play a key role in later theorems where they
enter the asymptotic rates. In Assumption [1j(i), we require z; to have m moments, with m being

slightly larger than m. The more moments, the tighter the error bounds and the weaker conditions

2To make the paper self-contained, we include formal definitions on NED and mixingales in Appendix

30f course, the misspecification may be intentional, as even in dynamically misspecified models, the parameter
of interest can still have a structural meaning. One example is the local projections of [Jorda (2005), where h-step
ahead predictive regressions with generally serially correlated error terms are performed.



on the tuning parameter are, but a high m implies stronger restrictions on the model (see e.g., the
GARCH parameters in the to be discussed Example . Additionally, there is a tradeoff between
the thickness of the tails allowed for and the amount of dependence — measured through the mixing
rate in Assumption Under strong dependence, fewer moments are needed; the reduction from
m to m then reflects the price one needs to pay for allowing more dependence through a smaller

mixing rate.

Example 1 (ARDL model with GARCH errors). Consider the autoregressive distributed lag
(ARDL) model with GARCH errors

p q
Yt = Z PiYt—i + Z 0w +up = o8 + uy,
i=1 i=0

Ut =/ ht€t7 EtNIID(O, 1),

hy = mo + mihy—1 + moui_j,

where the roots of the lag polynomial p(z) = 1 — zp: piz' are outside the unit circle. Take &, 7
and 7o such that E [ln(me% + 7T2)] < 0, then wuy ;S la strictly stationary geometrically S-mixing
process ([Francq and Zakoian|, 2010, Theorem 3.4), and additionally such that E [|ut|2m} < oo for
some m € IN (the number of moments depends on 71, my and the moments of €, cf. Francq and
Zakotan, [2010, Example 2.3). Also assume that the vector of exogenous variables w; is stationary
and geometrically S-mixing as well with finite 2m moments. Given the invertibility of the lag
polynomial, we may then write y; = p~1(L)vs, where vy = Y %, @jw;—; + u; and the inverse lag
polynomial p~1(2) has geometrically decaying coefficients. Then it follows directly that y; is NED
on vy, where v; is strong mixing of size —oo as its components are geometrically S-mixing, and the
sum inherits the mixing properties. Furthermore, if ||0;]; < C for alli =0,...,q¢, it follows directly
from Minkowski that E |v;|*™ < C and consequently E |y;|*™ < C. Then y; is NED of size —co on

(wy, uy), and consequently z; = (y¢—1, wy, uy) as well.

Example 2 (Equation-by-equation VAR). Consider the vector autoregressive model

P
Yy = Z Py + s,
i=1
where y, is a K x 1 vector of dependent variables, E |ut\2m < (', and the K x K matrices ®;
satisfy appropriate stationarity and 2m-th order summability conditions. The equivalent equation-
by-equation representation is

p
Yet = Z [q)k,l,iv cee 7(pk,K,i] Yi—; + Ukt = [y;‘—la ey y:‘,fp] ﬁk: + Uk t, k S (17 ey K)
i=1
Assuming a well-specified model with E [ut|yt_1, e ,yt_p] = 0, the conditions of Assumption

are then satisfied trivially.

Examples|[I]and 2] demonstrate that Assumption[I]is sufficiently general to include common time
series models in econometrics. While these examples are equally well covered by other commonly
used assumptions such as the martingale difference sequence (m.d.s) framework chosen in Medeiros

and Mendes| (2016) or Masini et al.| (2022)), we opt for the more general NED framework, as



it additionally covers many relevant cases — in particular for our nodewise regressions — where

properties such as m.d.s. fail. The following examples provide simple illustrations of these cases.

Example 3 (Misspecified AR model). Consider an autoregressive (AR) model of order 2

Yt = P1Yi—1 + p2Yt—2 + Vi, vy ~ 11D(0,1),

where E|v|*™ < C and the roots of 1 — p1L — paL? are outside the unit circle. Define the mis-

_ Elytye—a]l _ _pa
]E[y?il] 1—p2

autocorrelated. An m.d.s. assumption would be inappropriate in this case, as

and v is

specified model y; = pyi—1 + w, where p = argminE [(y; — pye—1)?]
p

N=— P1P2

E [Ut‘g{ytflaytf% e }] =E [?/t - ﬁyt71|0' {ytflvyt72a . 1—p

23/t71 + payi—2 # 0.

However, it can be shown that (y;—1,u:) satisfies Assumption by considering the moving
average representation of y; and by extension, of u; = y:—py:—1. As the coefficients are geometrically
decaying, u; is clearly NED on v; and Assumption [If(ii)| is satisfied.

The key condition to apply the lasso successfully is that the parameter vector 3 is (at least

approximately) sparse. We formulate this in Assumption [2| below.

Assumption 2. For some 0 < r < 1 and sparsity level s,, define the N-dimensional sparse compact

parameter space
By(r,s;) = {BeRY |8 < s, |B]loo <C, 3C < o0},
and assume that 3° € By(r, s,).

Assumption [2| implies that 3° is sparse with the degree of sparsity governed by both 7 and s,..
Without further assumptions on r and s,, Assumption [2]is not binding, but as will be seen later, the
allowed rates will interact with other DGP parameters creating binding conditions. Assumption
generalizes the common assumption of exact sparsity taking » = 0 (see e.g., Medeiros and Mendes,
2016; [van de Geer et al., 2014} |Chernozhukov et al., 2021; [Babii et al., [2021)), which assumes that
there are only a few (at most so) non-zero components in 3°, to weak sparsity (see e.g., [van de
Geerl, [2019). This allows us to have many non-zero elements in the parameter vector, as long as
they are sufficiently small. It follows directly from the formulation in Assumption [2] that, given
the compactness of the parameter space, exact sparsity of order sg implies weak sparsity with
r > 0 of the same order (up to a fixed constant). In general, the smaller r is, the more restrictive
the assumption. The relaxation to weak sparsity is straightforward and follows from elementary
inequalities (see e.g., Section 2.10 of van de Geer, 2016/ and the proof of Lemma .

Example 4 (Infinite order AR). Consider an infinite order autoregressive model
o0
Yt = ijyt—j + &t
j=1

where ¢; is a stationary m.d.s. with sufficient moments existing, and the lag polynomial 1 —

Y521 pjL7 is invertible and satisfies the summability condition 772, j* |p;| < oo for some a > 0.



One might consider fitting an autoregressive approximation of order P to y,

P
ye=>_ By +ur,
j=1
as it is well known that if P is sufficiently large, the best linear predictors 8; will be close to the
true coefficients p; (see e.g., Kreiss et al., 2011, Lemma 2.2). To relate the summability condition

above to the weak sparsity condition, note that by Holder’s inequality we have that

P 1—r

P "[p
18I =GB 5 < [ D_a1ssl | | Do < Cmax{PITT
j=1 j=1 j=1

The constant comes from bounding the first term by the convergence of 3; to p; plus the summa-
bility of the latter, while the second term involving P follows from Lemma 5.1 of |Phillips and Solo
(1992)E| As such, summability conditions on lag polynomials imply weak sparsity conditions, where
the strength of the summability condition (measured through a) and the required strictness of the
sparsity (measured through r) determine the order s, of the sparsity. Therefore, weak sparsity —
unlike exact sparsity — can accommodate sparse sieve estimation of infinite-order, appropriately
summable, processes, providing an alternative to least-squares estimation of lower order approxi-
mations. For VAR models we can apply the same reasoning, with the addition that appropriate
row sparsity is needed for the coefficients in the row of interest of the VAR if the number of series

increases with the sample size.

For A > 0, define the weak sparsity index set
Sx:={j:|B)] > A} with cardinality |S)|, (2)

and complement set S§ = {1,..., N} \ S). With an appropriate choice of A, this set contains all
‘sufficiently large’ coefficients; for A = 0 it contains all non-zero parameters. We need this set in
the following condition, which formulates the standard compatibility conditions needed for lasso

consistency (see e.g., [Bithlmann and van De Geer, 2011, Chapter 6).

Assumption 3. Let ¥ := 1 )" E [z,2}]. For a general index set S with cardinality | S|, define the

i=1
compatibility constant

. 1|2/ 2
P%(S) = min { .
=) {(2eRM\0:|z5e [1<3]12sh} | [|2zs]3

Assume that ¢%(Sy) > 1/C, which implies that

ENEDE
[EZN = m < C|8,\|2' 2z,

for all z satisfying |zss[l1 < 3| zs,[l1 # 0.

The compatibility constant in Assumption[3]is an upper bound on the minimum eigenvalue of X,

so this condition is considerably weaker than assuming X to be positive definite. We formulate the

4As the same lemma shows, one should in fact treat the case r = 1/(a + 1) separately, in which a bound of order
(In P)a+T holds.



compatibility condition in Assumption [3] on the population covariance matrix rather than directly
on the sample covariance matrix 3 := X'X /T, see e.g., the restricted eigenvalue condition in
Medeiros and Mendes| (2016) or Assumption (A2) in Chernozhukov et al. (2021). Verifying this
assumption on the population covariance matrix is generally more straightforward than directly on
the sample covariance matrix[|

Finally, note that the compatibility assumption for the weak sparsity index set Sy is weaker
than (and implied by) its equivalent for Sy, see Lemma 6.19 in Bithlmann and van De Geer| (2011)),

and that the strictness of this assumption depends on the choice of the tuning parameter .

3 Error Bound and Consistency for the Lasso

In this section, we derive a new error bound for the lasso in a high-dimensional time series model.
The lasso estimator (Tibshirani, [1996)) of the parameter vector 8° in Model is given by

R ) — X 3l?
3 := arg min {Hy T Bl + 2)\|ﬂ||1} , (3)
BERN
where y = (y1,...,yr) is the T x 1 response vector, X = (x1,...,2x7) the T x N design matrix

and A > 0 a tuning parameter. Optimization problem adds a penalty term to the least squares
objective to penalize parameters that are different from zero.

When deriving this error bound, one typically requires that A is chosen sufficiently large to
exceed the empirical process mjax ’% Zthl xj7tut‘ with high probability. To this end, we define the
l

st e) = { g |3

In addition, since we formulate the compatibility condition in Assumption [3| on the population

wxj| < z}, and establish the conditions under which P (E7(T'\/4)) — 1.
1

covariance matrix, we need to show that ¥ and 3 are sufficiently close under the DGP assumptions.
To this end, we define the set CCp(S) := {Hﬁ) - E’ <C/ ]S|}, and show that P (CCp(Sy)) — 1.
Theorem I then presents both results.

max

Theorem 1. Let Assumptions[]] to[3 hold, and assume that

m— (2+-29)\ (3rm=)
0<r<1: Azcln(ln(T))% ST<]le)(d r)
VT

+m—1

r=0: so<Cln(In(T)) @nin

1m Nl/m
VT

When N, T are sufficiently large, P (E7(TA/4) NCCr(Sy)) > 1 — Cln(In(T))~L.

A > Cln(In(T))

Theorem |1| thus establishes that the sets Er(T'A/4) and CCr(Sy) hold with high probability.
Each set has a condition under which its probability converges to 1, which follow from Lemmas

. oL 1/m .
and |A.4] respectively. For the set Er(T'A/4), the condition A > C'ln(In(T ))1/ mi_ \//T is required.
®Though note that [Basu and Michailidis| (2015) show in their Proposition 3.1 that the restricted eigenvalue
condition holds with high probability under general time series conditions when x; is a stable process with full-rank
spectral density and T is sufficiently large. Their Proposition 4.2 includes a stable VAR process as an example.




The In(In(7T)) appearing throughout the theorem is chosen arbitrarily as a sequence which grows
slowly as T' — oo; we only need some sequence tending to infinity sufficiently slowly. The details
can be found in the proof of Theorem (I} For the set CCr(S)), we need to distinguish the cases
0 <r < 1andr =0 due to the way the size of the sparsity index set in eq. is bounded. For
0 < r <1, alower bound on A is imposed which is stricter than the one for the empirical process,
hence only that bounds appears in Theorem [I| For » = 0, the conditions do not depend on A hence
both bounds appear in Theorem [I}

Theorem (1] directly yields an error bound for the lasso in high-dimensional time series models
by standard arguments in the literature, see e.g., Chapter 2 of van de Geer| (2016). The proofs of
Lemmas A.6 and A.7 in the Supplementary Appendix C.1 provide details.

Corollary 1. Under Assumptions[1] to[3 and the conditions of Theorem [1, when N,T are suffi-
ciently large, the following holds with probability at least 1 — CInlnT~1:

i) F|x@ -8 <o

(i) |88 <cxts.

Under the additional assumption that A!="s, — 0, these error bounds directly establish pre-
diction and estimation consistency. The bounds in Theorem [1| thereby put implicit limits on the
divergence rate of N, and s, relative to 1. In particular, the term offsetting the divergence in N,
and s, is of polynomial order in 1. The order of the polynomial, and therefore the restriction on
the growth of N and s,., is determined by the moments m and dependence parameter d; the higher
the number of moments m and the larger the dependence parameter d, the fewer restrictions one
has on the allowed polynomial growth of N and s,. In the limit, if m and d tend to infinity (all
moments exist and the data are mixing), the order of the polynomial restriction on N tends to
infinity, thereby approaching exponential growth. A similar trade off between the allowed growth
of N and the existence of moments was found in [Medeiros and Mendes| (2016). In Example C.1
we study in greater detail how the different rates interact, thereby providing an overview of the
restrictions under different scenarios.

While Corollary [1] is a useful result in its own right, it is vital to derive the theoretical results

for the desparsified lasso, which we turn to next.

4 Uniformly Valid Inference via the Desparsified Lasso

We use the desparsified lasso to perform uniformly valid inference in general high-dimensional time
series settings. After briefly reviewing the desparsified lasso, we formulate the assumptions needed
in Section The asymptotic theory is then derived in Section [4.2for inference on low-dimensional
parameters of interest, and Section [£.3] for inference on a high-dimensional parameters.

The desparsified lasso (van de Geer et al. 2014) is defined as

; OX'(y - XB3)

b:=p3+ - : (5)

o N "D A
where 3 is the lasso estimator from eq. and ® := Y T is a reasonable approximation for the
inverse of 3. By de-sparsifying the initial lasso, the bias in the lasso estimator is removed and

uniformly valid inference can be obtained. The matrix I' is constructed using nodewise regressions;
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regressing each column of X on all other explanatory variables using the lasso. Let the lasso

estimates of the j = 1,..., N nodewise regressions be
. g = X013
4, := argmin J T R + 205yl ¢ s (6)
,Yje]RN—l

where the T'x (N — 1) matrix X _; is X with its jth column removed. Their components are given
by 4; = {¥jk : k={1,..., N} \ j}. Stacking these estimated parameter vectors row-wise with ones

on the diagonal gives the matrix

1 M2 ... YN

R —Y2,1 I ... —nN
.= ) ) )
—AN1 —IN2 .- 1

We then take ¥~ = diag (1/%12, ce 1/%]2\7), where ?]2 = % Ha:j - X9 2

We use the index set H C {1,..., N} with cardinality h = |H| to denote the set of variables

whose coefficients we wish to perform inference on. In this case computational gains can be obtained

with respect to the nodewise regressions, as we only need to obtain the sub-vector of the desparsified
lasso corresponding to by := 3 g+ OpX (y—X ,@), with the subscript H indicating that we only
take the respective rows of B and ©. To compute C) H, one only needs to compute h nodewise

regressions instead of [N, which can be a considerable reduction for small h relative to large V.

4.1 Assumptions

Consider the population nodewise regressions defined by the linear projections

T
2 .
T = wij7t7? + vy 'y? = arg mln{ Z T — ’,xt’y) } , j=1,....N, (7)
=
T
with ’7' Z [ } Note that by construction, it holds that E [v;;] =0, Vt, j and E [v; ;x4 ,] =

0, Vt,k # j. \_Ne first present Assumptions [4] and [5, which allow us to extend Corollary [I] to the

nodewise lasso regressions.

Assumption 4. Let max  Elv;|*" < C.
1<j<N, 1<t<T ’

Assumption 5.
(i) For some 0 < r < 1 and sparsity levels s(]) let 7] € By_1(r, Y )) Vj e H.

(ii) Let max oy < C and Apin > 1/C, where Apyy, is the smallest eigenvalue of X.
<<

Assumption [4] requires the errors v;; from the nodewise linear projections to have bounded
moments of an order greater than fourth. By the properties of NED processes, we use Assumptions
and |4 to establish mixingale properties of the products v;;u; =: wj; and w;;wy—; in Lemma
which are used extensively in the derivation of the desparsified lasso’s asymptotic distribution.

Assumption similar to Assumption [2| requires weak sparsity of the nodewise regressions,

not exact sparsity. The latter could be problematic, as it would imply many of the regressors to be
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uncorrelated. In contrast, weak sparsity is a plausible alternative, see e.g., Example (4, Importantly,
the weak sparsity of the nodewise regressions is fully determined by the model and hence should
be verified. Below, we provide concrete examples where the weak sparsity assumption holds.
Assumption requires the population covariance matrix to be positive definite, with its
smallest eigenvalue bounded away from zero, and to have finite variances. Assumption implies
the compatibility condition and thus replaces Assumption [3|in Section 3| with A,,;, fulfilling the
role of ¢22. It also implies that the explanatory variables, including the irrelevant ones, cannot be
linear combinations of each other even as we let the number of variables tends to infinity. Although
this is a considerable strengthening of Assumption [3] it is important to realize this assumption is
still made on the population matrix instead of the sample version, and may therefore still hold in
fairly general, high-dimensional models. For example, Basu and Michailidis| (2015) provide a lower
bound for Ay, in VAR models on their Proposition 2.3, which can be shown to be bounded away
from zero under realistic conditions, see also |[Masini et al.| (2022, p. 6). Similarly, this assumption
can be shown to hold in factor models under minimal assumptions on the idiosyncratic errors (see

Example 5| below).
Example 5. (Sparse factor model) Consider the factor model

g = B @ + uy, ug ~ I1D(0,1)
.= A f, +v, vy ~1ID(0,%,), fi~1ID(0,Xy),
NkaXl
where A has bounded elements, 3¢ and X, are positive definite with bounded eigenvalues, and v;
and f, are uncorrelated. In this DGP,

—1
N=AS A +S, —0=3,-5A (2;1 + A’2;1A> NS

As shown in Supplementary Appendix C.4, the sparsity of the nodewise regression parameters can
be bounded as

max |7 < =507 (1+ O =00 1Al k22N )

where N? is the rate at which the k-th largest eigenvalue of 3 diverges. This result allows for
weak factor models where a < 1, which have been proposed for providing a theoretical explanation
for the often observed empirical phenomenon where the separation between the eigenvalues of the
Gram matrix is not as large as the strong factor model with a = 1 implies (cf.|De Mol et al. 2008;
Onatskil, 2012; [Uematsu and Yamagata, [2022alb)).

The bound of the nodewise regressions further depends on the number of factors, the sparsity
of the factor loadings and the sparsity of X 1. Sparse factor loadings are intimately linked to weak
factor models, and may provide accurate descriptions of the data in various economic and financial
applications, see Uematsu and Yamagatal (2022alb) and Supplementary Appendix C.4 for details.

Sparsity in %, ! holds when the idiosyncratic components are not too strongly cross-sectionally
dependent, which is a standard assumption in factor models. It occurs for instance for block
diagonal structures of 3,,, in which case HE; ! H: < Cb where b is the size of the largest b x b block

matrix with b? nonzero elements, or for Toeplitz structures Ovij = p|i_j R |p| < 1, in which case

HZ;l H: < C. Note that to satisfy the minimum eigenvalue condition (Assumption , we only

need the minimum eigenvalue of ¥, to be bounded away from 0.
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Example 6 (Sparse VAR(1)). Consider a stationary VAR(1) model for z; = (v, x})’
z =Pz +uy, Euguy = Q, Eugu;_; =0, VI #0,

with our regression of interest being the first line of the VAR, that is y: = ¢y 2¢—1+wu1+, where ¢; is
the jth row of ®. Under this DGP, the nodewise regression parameters 'y? are determined entirely
by ® and €2, and we now consider two cases for which we derive explicit results in Supplementary
Appendix C.4.

(a) Let ® be symmetric and block diagonal with largest block of size b. Assume that ® has
< C. Furthermore, let 2 = I. Then the

nonzero entries of ’y(;- follow the block structure of ®, such that max H’ngO < Cb.
j

eigenvalues strictly between 0 and 1, and ||®|,..

(b) Let ® = ¢I with |¢| < 1, and let € have a Toeplitz structure w; ; = pl"=7!, |p| < 1. Then

’y? is only weakly sparse, in the sense that it contains no zeroes, but its entries follow a

,
<C.
,

geometrically decaying pattern, meaning that max H79
J

More generally, sparsity of 'y? requires that the autoregressive coefficient matrix ® and the error
covariance matrix €2 are row- and column-sparse in such a way that matrix multiplication preserves
this sparsity. For case (a), we may relax the assumption on € to block-diagonality, provided the
block structure is similar to that of ®. For case (b), the result holds even when we let ® have a
similar Toeplitz structure as 2, as we numerically investigate in Supplementary Appendix C.4. To
verify the minimum eigenvalue condition in Assumption we may apply the bound derived in
(Masini et al., 2022, p. 6), which gives Amin > Amin(2) [1 + (|| @], + [|®]l-) /2]%, where Amin(2)

is the smallest eigenvalue of €2.

Remark 2. Alternative approaches exist that circumvent the need to directly impose weak sparsity
assumptions on the nodewise regressions. Krampe et al. (2021) use the desparsified lasso for
inference in the context of stationary VARs with IID errors, but do not use nodewise regressions to
build an estimator of @ as we do. Instead, they use the VAR model structure to derive an estimator
based on regularized estimates of the VAR coefficients and the error covariances. Such an approach
requires knowledge of the full model underlying the covariates to provide an analytical expression
for the nodewise projections. While this is a natural approach in a VAR model, this approach
is considerably more difficult to apply in a more general setting, where the structure underlying
the covariates is typically unknown. Moreover, they still require conditions on sparsity, which are
similar to those found for the VAR model of Example [0} i.e. row- and column-sparsity of the VAR
coefficient matrices in addition to sparsity of the inverse error covariance matrix.

Deshpande et al.| (2020) use an online debiasing strategy for inference in VAR models with
IID Gaussian errors, among other settings. Rather than using a single estimate of ©, they use
a sequence of precision matrix estimates based on an episodic structure, which can be seen as
a generalization of sample-splitting. In addition, they use the precision matrix estimator as in
Javanmard and Montanari| (2014), which does not require sparsity of @. It is an interesting topic
for future research to investigate whether these techniques can be leveraged in our setting allowing
for misspecification and with potentially serially correlated/heteroskedastic errors.

Assumptions (4] and [5| allow us to apply Corollary [1] to the nodewise regressions. Specifically, if
the conditions on A formulated in hold for both X := ;1%1[1} A; and A= rjn&){( Aj, the error bounds
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— with 5, := max s9) substituted for s — apply to the nodewise regressions as well. As we generally

jeEH
need the error bounds to hold uniformly over all relevant nodewise regressions as well as the initial

regression, we combine these bounds and state our results on the quantities
Amin = min{)\, 2‘}7 Amax = max{)\, 5‘}7 Sr,max — maX{Sra gr}v (8)

which simplifies many of the final expressions. While some conditions could be weakened if we keep
them in terms of X or 5, explicitly, this would be at the expense of more conditions and readability,

and therefore we opt against it.

4.2 Inference on low-dimensional parameters

In this section we establish the uniform asymptotic normality of the desparsified lasso focusing
on low-dimensional parameters of interest. We consider testing P joint hypotheses of the form
Ry 3° = g via a Wald statistic, where Ry is an appropriate P x N matrix whose non-zero columns
are indexed by the set H := {j : Z]f:l |TNp.j| > 0} of cardinality h := |H|. As can be seen from
the lemmas in Appendix [B] all our results up to application of the central limit theorem allow for
h to increase in N (and therefore T'). In Theorem [2| we first focus on inference on a finite set of
parameters, such that we can apply a standard central limit theorem under the assumptions listed
above. An alternative, high-dimensional approach under more stringent conditions is considered in
Section

Given our time series setting, the long-run covariance matrix

() ()

where w; = (v14uy, ..., vnue), enters the asymptotic distribution in Theorem 2| Qy 7 can equiv-

Qyr=E

T-1 T
alently be written as Qy . = EZ(0) + 3 (E(1) + E'(1)), where E(I) = 7+ > E [w,w)]_,].
=1 t=1+1

Theorem 2. Let Assumptions [1| to @ hold, and assume that the smallest eigenvalue of Qn T is
-1
bounded away from 0. Furthermore, assume that A< (InlnT)AT [ﬁsnmax] , and

max min

N
0<r<1l: Amin=>InInT) |8, max (

(3+721) N/m

r=0: S0max < (lnhrlT)_1 , Amin > (InlnT) .
’ VT

Let Ry € RPN satisfy lgliXPHTN,p 1 < C, where Ty, denotes the p-th row of Ry, and
2

P,h < C. Then we have that
VTRy(b— % % N (0,9),
uniformly in B° € By(r, s,), where

V= Nljim RNY2Qn7Y 2Ry and Y2 := diag(1/7%,...,1/7%).
T—00
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Remark 3. Unlike van de Geer et al.|(2014), we do not require the regularization parameters \A; to
have a uniform growth rate. We only control the slowest and fastest converging A; (covered by Amax
and Amin respectively) through convergence rates that also involve N, T, and the sparsity s, max.

We provide a specific example of a joint asymptotic setup for these quantities in Corollary

Remark 4. Belloni et al.| (2012) and |Chernozhukov et al.| (2018), among others, show that sample
splitting can improve the convergence rates for the desparsified lasso in IID settings. The idea is to
estimate the initial and nodewise regressions with two independent parts of the sample, and exploit
this independence to efficiently bound certain terms in the proofs. Efficiency loss is then avoided
by so-called cross-fitting and combining two estimators in which the roles of the two sub-samples
are swapped. However, with time series data naive sample splitting will not yield (asymptotically)
independent subsamples. Instead, subsamples must carefully be chosen to leave sufficiently large
‘gaps’ in-between to ensure (at least asymptotic) independence. These ideas are explored in Lunde
(2019) and Beutner et al.| (2021), though for different purposes and dependence concepts. They
could however provide a useful starting point for future research on investigating the potential of

sample-splitting in the NED framework.

In order to estimate the asymptotic variance ¥, we suggest to estimate {2 7 with the long-run

variance kernel estimator

Q=2(0) + Qilz( <l> (é(z) + é’(l)) , (9)

— Qr
R T
where E(I) = 7 > b, with W, = j,4, the kernel K(-) can be taken as the Bartlett
t=1+1

kernel K(1/Qr) = (1 — Q%) (Newey and West), 1987) and the bandwidth Q7 should increase with
the sample size at an appropriate rate. A similar heteroskedasticity and autocorrelation consistent
(HAC) estimator was considered by Babii et al.| (2021), though under a different framework of
dependence. In Theorem 3, we show that ¥ = RN(TQQTQ)R?V is a consistent estimator of ¥

in our NED framework.

~ _ 1
Theorem 3. Take Q with Qr — oo as T — 0o, such that Qrh?(v/Th?)” atm/n=2) — 0. Assume
that

-1

Nk < (nInT)~ min { V@V Ty [@t T ms, ]
[Qgemrismims, ] [y, ]

2
)‘max

-1
< (InlnT)~ '\ [\/Thz/msr,max} , and

min

0<r<1l: Amin>(InInT) |8, max (

VT
(hN)(%J“%)

[er=n) 1/m
(a+mi22) > (nn) Y
VT

Furthermore, let Ry € RP*N satisfy max, lrnpll; < C and P < Ch. Then under Assump-
<p<

r=0: Somax < (lnhrlT)_1
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tions|1| to @ uniformly in B° € By(r,s,),

} RN(T72QT72 — T_2QN’TT_2)RIN ﬁ) 0.

max

Note that here we restrict Ry such that the number of hypotheses P may not grow faster than
the number of parameters of interest h, but h may grow with 7" at a controlled rate. Theorem
therefore allows for variance estimation of an increasing number of estimators. We believe the
restrictions on P are reasonable, as they apply to the most commonly performed hypothesis tests
in practice, such as joint significance tests (where Ry is the identity matrix), or tests for the
equality of parameter pairs.

As a natural implication of Theorems [2] and [3] Corollary [2] gives an asymptotic distribution

result for a quantity composed exclusively of estimated components.

Corollary 2. Let Assumptions (1] to @ hold, and assume that the smallest eigenvalue of Q1 is
1
bounded away from 0, and QpT 2/d+2m/(m=2) — (0 for some Qr — oo. Further, assume that

A~ Amax ~ Aminy and

0<r<1: (InlnT) 'si/"

7' max ’

N(%Jr%)
VT

N1/m —-1/2
<A<InlnT [Q%ﬁso,m%} .

]—1/(2—7”)

<A< InlnT [Q%ﬁsr,max

r=0: (InlnT)™!

_ 1 _d(mfl)(27r)
These bounds are feasz'ble when Q7 sy, maXN(g_r)(dmtrm 11)T4(r dmm—1 ) — 0, and additionally

when Q%So,max \F — 0ifr = 0. Under these conditions, for Ry € RP*N with maX HerH1 <C
and P,h < C, we have that

i)_ 0

sup P (VT TN’p(Q B )2 <z | —®(2) =o0p(1) (10)
. ———
el N et e,

N—D A A —D 1—1
v [RyT QTR ;

sup [P [RNb—q] [ = N [RNb—q} < 2| = Fp(x)| = 0,(1) (11)
ﬁOEBN]R(TvST) i

z€E

where ®(-) is the CDF of N(0,1), Fp(z) is the CDF of x%, and q € RY is chosen to test a null
hypothesis of the form RyB° = q.

Corollary [2] allows one to perform a variety of hypothesis tests. For a significance test on a

single variable j, for instance, take Ry as the jth basis vector. Then, inference on B;-) of the form

b0
P (W < z) —®(z2) =0p(1), Vz € R, can be obtained where ®(-) is the standard normal

NCIR
CDF. One can then obtain standard confidence intervals CI(«) := [ Zay2\/ i J/T i+ Za2\ — 7+ it J/T

where z, /5 := ® (1 — /2), with the property that sup IP’ (ﬁo e Cl(a )) (1-a) ‘ = 0p(1
B°eB(s,

For a joint test with P restrictions on h variables of interest of the form RyB° = q, one can con-

struct a Wald type test statistic based on eq. , and compare it to the critical value Fp 1(1 — ).

Note that these results can also be used to test for nonlinear restrictions of parameters via the

Delta method (e.g., Casella and Berger, 2002, Theorems 5.5.23,28).
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As the bounds and convergence rates as displayed in full generality in Corollary [2] may be hard
to interpret, we investigate in Example [7| how the conditions of Corollary [2| can be satisfied in a
simplified asymptotic setup, thereby illustrating how the different growth rates interact. As for
Corollary (1], the conditions on A effectively require that @7, N, and s, max grow at a polynomial

rate of T', which we exploit in Example [7] to simplify the conditions.

Example 7. The requirements of Corollary [2| are satisfied when N ~ T for a > 0, Sy max ~ T?
for b > 0, Qp ~ T< for an arbitrarily small Q > 0, and A\ ~ T~ for

b+1/2 1 1 1 1 1
O<r<l1: +1/ <£<)[—b<+ m >_2a<+ ﬂ,

2—r r(é%—m 2 d m-—1 d m-—1
b+1/2 1 a

=0: <fl<=——.

" 2 2 m

This choice of ¢ is feasible if

4b +r 1 m 1 1
-4 — da | = + —— 1. 12
(2—r><d+m—1>+a<d+m—1>< (12)

There is thus a limit on how fast s, max and IV can grow relative to 7', and there exists a trade-off

between both: s, max can grow faster if we limit the growth rate of IV, and vice versa. Besides, for
larger 7, the conditions on the growth rate of s, max are more strict. The strictness of these bounds
is additionally influenced by the number of moments m and the size of the NED —d: the bounds
become easier to satisfy when m and d are large.

Depending on the growth rates of s, max and N, inequality may put stricter requirements
on m and d than those in Assumption [1, For example, if we assume that s, ax is asymptotically
bounded (b = 0), and N grows proportionally to T' (a = 1), then m and d should satisfy é—l—ﬁ < %.

If, on the other hand, m and d are allowed to be arbitrarily large, such as when the data are mixing

1—r
2

a, implying that NV can grow at any polynomial rate of 7. For a more general understanding of the

and sub-exponential, then we only need b < , and we do not have an effective upper bound on
restrictions imposed by eq. , Figure (1| shows feasible regions for different combinations of a, b,

d, and r, as well as how many moments m are needed in those cases.

4.3 Inference on high-dimensional parameters

The reason for considering A < C' in Theorem [2| lies entirely in the application of the central limit
theorem. However, while inference on a finite set of parameters covers many cases of interest in
practice, it does not allow for simultaneous inference on all parameters. We therefore next consider
inference on a growing number of parameters (or hypotheses). We follow the approach pioneered by
Chernozhukov et al.| (2013) to consider tests which can be formulated as a maximum over individual
tests, and apply a high-dimensional CLT for the maximum of a random vector of increasing length.
Zhang and Wu| (2017)) and Zhang and Cheng| (2018]) provide such a CLT for high-dimensional time
series, with serial dependence characterized through the functional dependence framework of [Wu
(2005), while |Chernozhukov et al.| (2019) derive a similar result under general S-mixing conditions.
In more recent work, Chang et al. (2021)) derive a high-dimensional CLT for a-mixing processes,
that we base our result on. Recalling that a process which is NED on an a-mixing process can be

well-approximated by a mixing process, this mixing condition remains conceptually close to, if more
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Figure 1: Required moments m implied by eq. . Contours mark intervals of 10 moments, and
values above m = 100 are truncated to 100. Non-shaded areas indicate infeasible regions.
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stringent than, our NED frameworkﬁ We therefore build on their results to provide distributional
results for high-dimensional inference in Corollary [3] While the core of the proof directly follows
by applying the CLT of Chang et al.| (2021), one still needs to integrate this with the results
from Theorem [3| on the consistency of the covariance matrix, as well as adapting the CLT to our
estimators. We therefore believe it is worthwhile to state this as a formal result in Corollary [3]

Correspondingly, we now strengthen our assumptions as follows.
Assumption 6.

(i) Let z; be uniformly a-mixing with mixing coefficients satisfying ar(q) < Cj exp (—C’qu ) for
some K >0 and all ¢ > 1.

(i) Let there exist sequences dy, 7, d, 7, D7 = dy, 7d,, 7 > 1 such that H“tng <d,r, Hm’thw2 <
dy,r, Ym € RV ¢ ||m]), < C, where ||z|,, := inf [c >0:E {exp [(x/c)ﬂ - 1} < 1]

Assumption [6f(1)|implies Assumption [1fii)} Assumption [If(ii)|states that the NED process z; can
be well-approximated by an a-mixing process; clearly this holds when it is itself a-mixing. More

specifically, the sequence is NED on itself, such that Assumption is satisfied for any positive
d. Furthermore, the exponential decay of the a-mixing coefficients is stricter than our restrictions
on s7;. Similarly, the sub-gaussian moments in Assumption imply that all finite moments in
Assumption and Assumption (4] exist, so m may be arbitrarily large.

Corollary 3. Let Assumptions |1 to @ hold, and let h ~ TH" for H > 0, N ~ T® for a > 0,
Srmax ~ T for0 < b < l—gr, Qr~T2 for0< Q< 2/3 and Amin ~ Amax ~ A ~ T—¢ where
b+1/2 1/2—-b

;/ <l < /77

2—r r

1/2
b+2/<€<1/2.

O<r<l1:
r=0:

o ) D2/3(1n T)(1+2K)/(3K)
Additionally, let the smallest eigenvalue of Qn 1 be bounded away from 0, and == 7175

Dy (InT)7/6
g — — 0. Then, for 1/C < 1%8%XPHTN’I’H1 < C, P<Ch,

sup
ZGRHGDGBN(T’ST)

7 _ 0 < _ k A < —
P <11§11paéXP\/TrN7p (b B ) < z) P (max gp < z)‘ op(1),

1<p<P

where g is a P-dimensional vector which is distributed as N(O, RNY_2QY_2R’N) conditionally on

the data, and P* is the corresponding conditional probability.

Unlike Corollary [2| Corollary [3| allows one to simultaneously test a growing number of hypothe-
ses, while controlling for family-wise error rate, for example by the stepdown method described in

Section 5 of |(Chernozhukov et al.| (2013]). One such test is an overall test of significance, with the

null hypothesis 3° = 0; in this case P = h = N and Ry = I. Note that although P (11<na<xp Ip < z)
<p<

cannot be calculated analytically, it can easily be approximated with arbitrary accuracy by simu-

lation.

51deally one would directly have a high-dimensional CLT available for NED processes, such that it would directly
fit to our assumptions. However, such a result is, to our knowledge, currently not available in the literature. While
such a result would clearly be very interesting to obtain, this is left for future research given the intricacies needed
to derive it.
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Due to the stronger assumptions in Corollary [3} we can relax the conditions on the growth rates
of N and ;. max compared to Corollary [2| and Example In particular, the size of a and H are
not restricted, meaning that N and h can grow at an arbitrarily large polynomial rate of T". The
conditions on s, max can also be relaxed so it can grow up to a rate of VT , depending on r. This

corresponds to our analysis in Example [7] when we let m and d tend to infinity.

5 Analysis of Finite-Sample Performance

We analyze the finite sample performance of the desparsified lasso by means of simulations. We start
by discussing tuning parameter selection in Section We then discuss three simulation settings:
a high-dimensional autoregressive model with exogenous variables (in Section , a factor model
(in Section , and a weakly sparse VAR model (in Section . In Section and Section
we compute coverage rates of confidence intervals for single hypothesis tests. In Section [5.4] we

perform a multiple hypothesis test for Granger causality.

5.1 Tuning parameter selection

While the previous sections give some theoretical restrictions on the tuning parameter choice, these
results cannot be used in practice since its value depends on properties of the underlying model
that are unobservable. In this section, we provide a feasible recommendation to select the tuning
parameters (in both the original regression and nodewise regressions) in a data-driven way.

In particular, we adapt the iterative plug-in procedure (PI) used in, for instance, Belloni et al.
(2012, 2014 [2017)) to a time series setting. We build on the theoretical relation between the tuning
parameter and the empirical process in Theorem |1} namely the restriction that 1 || X ul|., < CA
needs to hold with high probability, to guide the choice of A. For large N and T, %HX "ul
can be approximated by the maximum over an N-dimensional multivariate Gaussian distribution
with covariance matrix Qg\f)T =E [%X "uu' X ] One may therefore approximate its quantiles by
simulating from a multivariate Gaussian with covariance matrix a consistent estimate Q©) of Qg\f)T

Our time series setting requires the usage of a consistent long-run variance estimator, which is

N “ T
provided by Theorem [3l We therefore take Q) as in eq. with E(g)(l) =4 3w .

t=1+1
We set the number of lags in the long-run covariance estimator as the automatic bandwidth esti-

mator in |[Andrews (1991)), specifically Q7 = [1.1447(02(1)T)1/31, with &(1) computed based on an
AR(1) model, as detailed in eq. (6.4) therein. As the estimates u; require a choice of A, we iterate
the algorithm until the chosen A\ converges. Full details are provided in Supplementary Appendix
C.5. Throughout all simulations, the lasso estimates are obtained through the coordinate descent

algorithm (Friedman et all 2010)) applied to standardized data.

Remark 5. We opt to only base our empirical choice for A on its relation to the empirical process
and hence the set &p(-) in Theorem (I, not on its relation to the set CCg, which also implies
a lower hound A. The latter bound, however, requires one to approximate ||2 — ¥||max which
is considerably more difficult as it cannot be approximated by plugging in estimated quantities
directly. With eigenvalue assumptions typically stated in terms of the sample rather than the

population, this kind of additional restriction may be avoided, but such assumptions often still need

"Under minimal extra assumptions (sub-Gaussian moments for x;, and minimum eigenvalue of the long-run
covariance matrix bounded away from 0), Corollary [3| substantiates the validity of this approximation.

20



to be justified by showing that the sample covariance matrix is close to the population matrix. As
the additional bound only appears under weak sparsity (r > 0), it can also be avoided by assuming
exact sparsity. However, given that weak sparsity may often be the more relevant concept in
practice, it may well be that the extra restriction on A from bounding |2 —%||may is relevant beyond
our paper. Investigating ways to incorporate this in the tuning parameter selection therefore seems

an interesting avenue for future research.

5.2 Autoregressive model with exogenous variables

Inspired by the simulation studies in [Kock and Callot| (2015) (Experiment B) and Medeiros and
Mendes (2016), we take the following DGP

Yt = PYt—1 + 5/3%71 + uy, Ty = A1z + Agxi_g + vy,

where x; is a (N — 1) x 1 vector of exogenous variables. In this simulation design (and the
following ones), we consider different values of the time series length 7" = {100, 200, 500, 1000} and
number of regressors N = {101,201, 501, 1001}. For this data generating process, we take p = 0.6,
Bj = ﬁ(—l)j for j =1,...,s, and zero otherwise. For N = 101,201 we set s =5 and s = 10 for
N = 501,1001. The autoregressive parameter matrices A; and Ay are block-diagonal with each
block of dimension 5 x 5. Within each matrix, all blocks are identical with typical elements of 0.15
and -0.1 for A; and A4 respectively. Due to the misspecification of nodewise regressions, there is
induced autocorrelation in the nodewise errors v;;. However, the block diagonal structure of A;
and A4 keeps the sparsity of nodewise regressions constant asymptotically.

We consider different processes for the error terms u; and vy:

(A) IID errors: (ut,vy) ~ IID N(0,I). Since all moments of the Normal distribution are finite,

all moment conditions are satisfied.

(B) GARCH(1,1) errors: u; = vhieg, hy = 5 x 107% + 0.9hs—1 + 0.05u2 |, & ~ IID N(0,1),
viy ~u for j =1,...,N — 1. Under this choice of GARCH parameters, not all moments of

us are guaranteed to exist, but E [ufﬂ < 00.

(C) Correlated errors: v, ~ ITD N(0, S), where S has a Toeplitz structure S; , = (—1)l7 =kl pli=kl+1,
with p = 0.4.

For all designs, we evaluate whether the 95% confidence intervals corresponding to p and 37 cover

- 4
their true values at the correct rates. The intervals are constructed as [ﬁ + 20.0251/ MF}/TI} and

[Bl + 20.0251/ wQ;/Tﬂ . These results are obtained based on 2,000 replications. The rates at which

the intervals contain the true values are reported in Table

We start by discussing the results for the model with Gaussian errors (Model A). Coverage for
p is close to the nominal level of 95% for all combinations of N and T', with some combinations
producing slightly conservative results. The coverage rates for ) are worse than for p. This is
likely due to the fact that the exogenous variables @; within the same block are strongly correlated
to each other which negatively impacts the performance of the lasso.

Turning to the results for the model with GARCH errors (Model B), similar finite sample

coverage rates are obtained. We do see a small increase in the mean interval width, which is to

21



Table 1: Autoregressive model with exogenous variables: 95% confidence interval coverage. The
mean interval widths are reported in parentheses.

P B
Model N\T' 100 200 500 1000 100 200 500 1000

101 0.958 0.953 0.951 0.948 0.809 0.731 0.751  0.843
(0.366)  (0.220)  (0.113)  (0.070)  (0.383)  (0.257)  (0.152)  (0.102)

201 0.965 0.955 0.959 0.955 0.790 0.720 0.721  0.802
A (0.387)  (0.224)  (0.116)  (0.071)  (0.388)  (0.258)  (0.154)  (0.103)

501 0.937 0.950 0.955 0.952 0.850 0.786 0.773 0.770
(0.418)  (0.238)  (0.129)  (0.081)  (0.399)  (0.260)  (0.165)  (0.113)

1001 0936 0.950 0.944 0.946 0.819 0.777 0.780 0.821
(0.429)  (0.244)  (0.130)  (0.083)  (0.388)  (0.260)  (0.164)  (0.114)

101 0.961 0.957 0953 0.941 0.797 0.735 0.760 0.839
(0.374)  (0.219)  (0.115)  (0.071)  (0.390)  (0.261)  (0.153)  (0.102)

201 0949 0.959 0954 0.959 0.810 0.726 0.721 0.817
B (0.387)  (0.227)  (0.117)  (0.073)  (0.398)  (0.260)  (0.156)  (0.103)

501  0.951 0.960 0.953 0.954 0.838 0.796 0.759 0.775
(0.425)  (0.241)  (0.130)  (0.082)  (0.400)  (0.263)  (0.165)  (0.114)

1001 0.937 0.960 0.947 0.942 0.820 0.787 0.769  0.806
(0.434)  (0.246)  (0.131)  (0.084)  (0.394)  (0.261)  (0.165)  (0.115)

101 0.964 0.960 0956 0.943 0.936 0.887 0.902 0911
(0.410)  (0.231)  (0.121)  (0.080)  (0.628)  (0.394)  (0.232)  (0.166)

201 0975 0965 0.968 0.964 0.917 0.899 0.901 0.900
C (0.421)  (0.239)  (0.123)  (0.081)  (0.646)  (0.398)  (0.233)  (0.166)

501 0.969 0.965 0.951 0.948 0.950 0.935 0.892 0.903
(0.457)  (0.260)  (0.129)  (0.081)  (0.665)  (0.420)  (0.243)  (0.168)

1001 0974 0.960 0.957 0.960 0.947 0.938 0.895 0.894
(0.475)  (0.265)  (0.132)  (0.082)  (0.669)  (0.421)  (0.244)  (0.168)

be expected given the heteroskedastic error structure. With correlated errors (Model C), we again
observe consistent coverage rates near the nominal level for p. Interestingly, the coverage rates for
(1 appear considerably better than in Models A and B, though in most cases still remaining below
the nominal rate at around 90%. We also observe higher mean interval widths than Model A, which
is due to larger variance of x; induced by the cross-sectional covariance of the errors.

In Supplementary Appendix C.6 we provide details on an examination of various selection
methods for tuning parameters through heat maps for the coverage levels, which also shed some
further light on the relatively poor performance for 31 compared to p visible for models A and
B. In addition to selection by our PI method, we indicate selection by the BIC, the AIC, and the
EBIC as in (Chen and Chen (2012), with v = 1EI We summarize the main findings below. First,
notice that there are regions with coverage close to the nominal level in nearly all scenarios and
combinations of N and T, suggesting that good coverage could be achieved by selecting the tuning
parameters well. Second, across all scenarios, PI generally tends to result in coverage rates closest
to the nominal coverage of 95%. As expected, the AIC produces, overall, the least sparse solutions,
the EBIC the sparsest and BIC lies in between. PI lies mostly between the BIC and EBIC. Third,
there is a region of relatively low coverage for large values of the tuning parameter in the initial and
nodewise regressions (see the top right corner of the heat maps). This occurs more pronouncedly
for £; than for p and especially for 7' = 1000. Since PI tends to select near this region, it partly
explains why its coverage is worse for §1. The relatively better coverage of 51 in Model C is matched
by this region being much less prominent. Given that the regions of good coverage are in different

places for p and (1, using the BIC or EBIC for generally smaller or larger A would not lead to

8For additional stability in the high-dimensional settings, we restrict the BIC, AIC, and EBIC to only select
models with at most 7'/2 nonzero parameters, though this restriction appears to be binding for the AIC only.
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Table 2: Factor model: 95% confidence interval coverage for $;. The mean interval widths are
reported in parentheses.

N\T 100 200 500 1000

101 0.890 0.851 0.889 0.907
(0.480)  (0.299)  (0.163)  (0.112)

201 0.873 0.849 0.879  0.897
(0.490)  (0.307)  (0.165)  (0.112)

501 0.956 0.940 0.890 0.910
(0.489)  (0.327)  (0.180)  (0.117)

1001  0.951 0.943 0.881 0.896
(0.498)  (0.331)  (0.184)  (0.117)

consistently better coverage across scenariosﬂ

5.3 Factor model

We take the following factor model

yr = B'zy + ue, ug ~ I1D N(0,1)
@ = Afy+vy, vy ~I1ID N(O,I),  fy=05f—1+e¢, e~ 11D N(0,1),

where x; is a N x 1 vector generated by the AR(1) factor f;. We take 3 as in Section with s
increased by one to match the number of non-zero parameters. The N x 1 vector of factor loadings
A is chosen with the first s entries (corresponding to the variables with non-zero entries in 3) set
to 0.5, and the remaining entries A; = (i — s + 1)~!. This choice of weakly sparse factor loadings
ensures that the nodewise regressions are weakly sparse too, as shown in Example By letting
the large loadings coincide with the non-zero entries in 3, we ensure that there is a large potential
for incurring (omitted variable) bias in the estimates, and thus that this DGP provides a serious

test for the desparsified lasso.
~ ~ ~4
We investigate whether the confidence interval for (1, [51 + 20.0251/ wléﬂ/ﬁ}, covers the true

value at the correct rate. Results are reported in Table 2] Coverage rates improve with growing
values of N and T, with empirical coverages of approximately 85% for small N and T', and increasing
towards the nominal level when either N or T increases. This result is therefore in line with our
theoretical framework, and provides a relevant practical setting in which the desparsified lasso is

appropriate to use even if exact sparsity is not present.

5.4 Weakly sparse VAR(1)

Inspired by [Kock and Callot| (2015)) (Experiment D), we consider the VAR(1) model
2t = (Yi, v, wp) = Arze-1 + uy, ut ~ 11D N(0,1),

with z; a (IV/2) x 1 vector. We focus on testing whether z; Granger causes y; by fitting a a VAR(2)
model, such that we have a total of N explanatory variables per equation. The (j, k)-th element of
the autoregressive matrix Agj’k) = (=1)l=klpli=kl+1 with p = 0.4. To measure the size of the test,

we set Agl’z) = 0; to measure the power of the test, we keep its regular value of —p?. Weak sparsity

9To confirm this analysis, we also performed the simulations results for all three setups using selection of A by
BIC (the best performing information criterion); in line with the heat maps, the coverage rates for BIC are generally
somewhat worse than for PI. Results are available upon request.
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Table 3: Weakly sparse VAR: Joint test rejection rates for a nominal size of a = 5%.

Size Power
N\T 100 200 500 1000 100 200 500 1000
102  0.050 0.070 0.070 0.073 0.415 0.751 0.982 1.000
202  0.062 0.075 0.081 0.078 0.411 0.775 0.987 1.000
502  0.051 0.067 0.106 0.076 0.401 0.776 0.990 1.000
1002 0.059 0.083 0.101 0.091 0.407 0.769 0.995 1.000

holdsET] under our choice of the autoregressive parameters, but exact sparsity is violated by having
half of the parameters non-zero. Note that the desparsified lasso is convenient for estimating the
full VAR equation-by-equation, since all equations share the same regressors, and © needs to be
computed only once. For our Granger causality test, however, only a single equation needs to be
estimated.

We test whether x; Granger causes y; by regressing y; on the first and second lag of z;. To this
end, we test the null hypothesis Agm) = Agl’z) = 0 by using the Wald test statistic in eq. , with
by = <0,flgl’2),0...O,flgl’Q),O...O>/, H ={2,N/2+ 1}, and flgm), flgm) obtained by regressing
Yy on (z;_l, z£_2),. We reject the null hypothesis when the statistic exceeds X%O_Og} = 5.99.

We start by discussing the size of the test in Table Overall, the empirical sizes exceed the
nominal size of 5%, with performance generally not improving for larger sample sizes. In particular,
rejection rates slightly deteriorate for larger N. However, the observed changes in performance
across N and T are rather small and may be due to simulation randomness. The power of the test
increases with both V and T, reaching 1 at 7' = 1000 regardless of the value for N.

To improve the finite-sample performance of the method, a natural extension would be to
consider the bootstrap for constructing confidence intervals as opposed to asymptotic theory.
Bootstrap-based inference for desparsified lasso methods in high dimensions has already been ex-
plored by several authors, for example |Dezeure et al. (2017) in the IID setting, and in time series
by Krampe et al.| (2021)), |(Chernozhukov et al.| (2019)) and |Chernozhukov et al.| (2021)). In particular,
block or block multiplier bootstrap methods, which would allow one to capture serial dependence
nonparametrically, would fit our setup well. The block bootstrap has the additional advantage of
correcting the finite-sample performance of statistics based on long-run variance estimators, which
might be a factor for our tests as well (Gongalves and Vogelsang, [2011). However, due to the lack
of theory about such bootstrap methods, and the associated selection of tuning parameters like
the block length, for high-dimensional NED processes, we do not consider such methods here. The

development of such theory would be a highly relevant and interesting topic for future research.

6 Conclusion

We provide a complete set of tools for uniformly valid inference in high-dimensional stationary
time series settings, where the number of regressors N can possibly grow at a faster rate than the
time dimension 7. Our main results include (i) an error bound for the lasso under a weak sparsity
assumption on the parameter vector, thereby establishing parameter and prediction consistency;

(ii) the asymptotic normality of the desparsified lasso under a general set of conditions, leading to

N R
'9The weak sparsity measure is Y |p’|” with asymptotic limit 2 o+ < 00, trivially satisfying B = 0.
=1
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uniformly valid inference for finite subsets of parameters; (iii) asymptotic normality of a maximum-
type statistic of a growing, high-dimensional, number of tests, valid under more stringent conditions,
thereby also permitting simultaneous inference over a potentially large number of parameters, and
(iv) a consistent Bartlett kernel Newey-West long-run covariance estimator to conduct inference in
practice.

These results are established under very general conditions, thereby allowing for typical settings
encountered in many econometric applications where the errors may be non-Gaussian, autocorre-
lated, heteroskedastic and weakly dependent. Crucially, this allows for certain types of misspecified
time series models, such as omitted lags in an AR model.

Through a small simulation study, we examine the finite sample performance of the desparsified
lasso in popular types of time series models. We perform both single and joint hypothesis tests and
examine the desparsified lasso’s robustness to, amongst others, regressors and error terms exhibiting
serial dependence and conditional heteroskedasticity, and a violation of the sparsity assumption in
the nodewise regressions. Overall our results show that good coverage rates are obtained even
when N and T increase jointly. The factor model design shows that the desparsified lasso remains
applicable when the exact sparsity assumption of the nodewise regressions is violated. Finally,
Granger causality tests in the VAR are slightly oversized, but empirical sizes generally remain close
to the nominal sizes, and the test’s power increases with both N and 7.

There are several extensions to our approach that are interesting to consider. The development
of a high-dimensional central limit theorem for NED processes would allow to weaken the depen-
dence conditions needed for establishing simultaneous, high-dimensional inference. Similarly, using
sample splitting would likely allow for weakening sparsity assumptions. Finally, improvements in
finite sample performance may be achieved by bootstrap procedures. All of these extensions would
require the development of novel theory, and thus provide challenging but worthwhile avenues for

future research.
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Appendix A Proofs for Section

This section provides the theory for the lasso consistency established in Section 3] We first provide
some definitions in Appendix and preliminary lemmas in Appendix [A.2] which are proved in
Supplementary Appendix C.1. The proofs of the main results are then provided in Appendix

A.1 Definitions

Definition A.1 (Near-Epoch Dependence, Davidson| (2002b)), ch. 17). Let there exist non-negative
NED constants {c;}72
vector-valued) stochastic sequence {s;}72_ . with f::lljg =0{St—q, ..., St+q}, such that {ff:llfg =0
is an increasing sequence of o-fields. For p > 0, the random variable {X;}{2_ . is L,-NED on s;

if

an NED sequence {1, a0 Such that g — 0 as ¢ — o0, and a (possibly

—00

( - m (it ) <o

for all t and ¢ > 0. Furthermore, we say {X;} is L,-NED of size —d on s; if 1, = O(q~97¢) for

some € > 0.
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Definition A.2 (Mixingale, Davidson (2002b), ch. 16). Let there exist non-negative mizingale

constants {ct}72_ ., and mizingale sequence {1q}g2, such that ¢y — 0 as ¢ — oo. For p > 1, the

—00

random variable {X;}§2_  is an L,-mizingale with respect to the o-algebra {Fi}i2_ o if
(B (Xel Feg)IP)'” < ert,

(E[|1X: — E (Xel Forg) IPD'P < oty

for allt and ¢ > 0. Furthermore, we say {X;} is an L,-mizingale of size —d with respect to {F;} if
Vg = O(q~%°) for some € > 0. Note that the latter condition holds automatically when Xy is J;-
measurable, as is the case in this paper. We use the same notation for the constants c¢; and sequence

Vg as with near-epoch dependence, since they play the same role in both types of dependence.

A.2 Preliminary results

Lemma A.1. Under Assumption |1, for every j = 1,...,N, {wx;;} is an Ly,-Mizingale with

respect to Fy = 0 {2,211, ...}, with non-negative mizingale constants c¢; < C and sequence g
oo

satisfying > 1, < co.
q=1

Lemma A.2. Under Assumption {zitxjr —Exjxj} is Lp-bounded and an Ly,-mizingale with

respect to Fy = o{z¢,z1—1,...}, with non-negative mizingale constants ¢; < C, and mizingale

sequences of size —d.

Lemma A.3. Recall the set CCr(S) = {Hi‘ - Z’ <C/ |S|} and Sy = {j : ’,6?’ > A}, Under
max

Assumptions to @ for a sequence n — 0 such that ny < NTQ, if the following is satisfied

m—1

d+m—1 [ \/T
(

)\77‘8 Scndm+m—l I
rETI N GRE)

then P(CCr(Sy)) >1—3nr — 1 as N,T — oco.

[
> ULt

Lemma A.4. Let Er(z) := { max [
=1

JSNJILT
that

} < z}. Under Assumption we have for z > 0

P(&r(z) > 1— CN <*/T> .

z

Lemma A.5. Take an index set S with cardinality |S|. Assuming that ||Bg||? < C|S|B'E8 holds
for {B € RN :||Bgcl1 < 3[Bsll1}, then on the set CCr(S) = {||2 — S < 0/|5\}

185l < Cv/1518'S8,

for {B € BN : [|Bgell < 3]|Bsll1}-

Lemma A.6. Let Assumptionla hold for an index set S, i.e. ¢%(S) > 1/C = HzSH% <
C'|S|z2'2z. On the set Ep(TA/4) N CCp(S):

1X (8- 813

Az 0 2 8 0
< c .
T ]H/B B Hl <CA |S‘ 3)‘H/BS Hl
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Lemma A.7. Under Assumptions[d and[3, on the set CCr(S\) N Er(TA/4),

I1X (8- 813

Az 0 2—
218 - < TS,

A.3 Proofs of the main results

Proof of Theorem [1Il In this proof we combine the results of Lemmas and By applying
Lemma to the set E7(T'\/4), we have that P (E7(TA/4)) > 1 — CN(M/T)~™. Choose 7 such
that N(A\V/T)™™ < 57, meaning that

1/m
P(Er(TA/4)) 21 —nr when A= cn;/’”]iﬁ_

For Lemma we need that ny < N72, which is true for sufficiently large N, T, since N diverges,

and nr converges with T — co. Then

dfm—1 [ \/T

P(CCr(Sy) >1—nr when X 77s, <Cni™™ ' | —57——
N(TFm)

When 0 < r < 1, the required bound for the set Ep(T'A/4) is dominated by the bound for CC7(S))

when s, does not converge to 0, i.e. s, > 1/C (when s, — 0 these results are trivial). To show this,

d+m—1

24 2 (1. _m ) m — g _1/—
note that for m > 2, d > 1, % (rmr) % np D s T and 1 > 1.

The result then follows by the union bound, P (CC7(S)) (Er(TA/4)) > 1 — (1 — P(CCr(Sy))) —
(1-P(Er(TA/4))) >1—Cnr — 1 as N,T — oo. The result of the theorem follows from choosing

nr = C(InlnT)~ 1. O

Proof of Corollary [I By Theorem 1} the set CC7(Sx)NEr(T'A/4) holds with probability at least
1 — Cny, and so the error bound of Lemma [A.7] holds with the same probability. With the error
bound, items (i) and (ii) follow straightforwardly. O

Appendix B Proofs for Section

This section provides the theory for the desparsified lasso established in Section [4l We first provide
some preliminary lemmas in Appendix which are proved in Supplementary Appendix C.2. The
proofs of the main results are then provided in Appendix
B.1 Preliminary results
Lemma B.1. Under Assumptions [ and [} the following holds:

(1) Elvj:] =0, Vj, Evjxr]) =0, VEk # j,t.

i E[|v;,z™ < C.
(i) | L S [[vj "] < C

(tit) {vjsxp} is an Lp,-Mizingale with respect to ft(j) =0 {Vjt, X1, V-1, X—jt—1,...}, VkF# 7,

o0
with non-negative mizingale constants ¢; < C and sequences 14 satisfying > g < C.
q=1
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following holds:

Lemma B.2. Let w; = (wiy,...,wn:) with wjy = vju.  Under Assumptions |1 and |4| the

(i) QSj,kSHJIVE,iXIStST

(1) {wj.} is Ly-bounded and an Ly,-Mizingale of size —d uniformly over j € {1,..., N} with
respect to Fy = o {ug, V¢, up—1, Vi1, . . . }, with non-negative mizingale constants C; < ¢y < Cy.

are therefore absolutely summable.

|E [wjwgi—1]| < Coy, where ¢ is a sequence of size —d, and the covariances

(tit) For all |, {wjwyi—; — Ewjwg ]} is Ly, j2-bounded and an Li-Mizingale of size —d uni-

Lemma B.3. Recall the sets CCr(S) = {Hﬁ] — E‘

formly over j, k € {1,..., N} with respect to Fy, with non-negative mizingale constants ¢; < C.

the following is satisfied

§0/|S|}, Sy = {j : \B?\ > A}, and

max

Sy; = {k: ‘,yj()’k‘ > \j}. Under Assumptions to@, Jor a sequence nr — 0 such that np < =, if
d+m—1 T

s < | T

N +57)
P <CCT(SA)

N CCT(SA,J’)> >1-=3(1+h)nr.
jeH

Lemma B.4. Under Assumptions[1] and[{}, for x; > 0 the following holds

; hNT™/?
PP @)]>1-C
jeEH

=

|
+
i

minz™
jeH 7

max

Lemma B.5. Define the set L1 := {
JjeEH

1 I 2 2
T Z th - Tj
t=1
1
5T S C?”T(ﬁh) 1/d+m/(m—1) ,

< (;h}, and let Assumptionhold. When
T
dm+m—1
P(Lr)>1-3n"4"" —1as N, T — .

Lemma B.6. Under Assumption |J(ii)
1
C < 7'j2 < C, uniformly over j =1,...,N

Furthermore, define the set Pr p. =

(B.1)
=N SZ(J)(T%) () CC7(Sy,;) and let Assumption
jeH jEH
the set Prpw N LT, we have
max |
JjEH

Sy
>
~

and

)| hold. On

7= <+ OIS 4 Co [N,
T

A

% + C1IN2 75, + Oy [X2A775,
C3—Cy

(#+coers, +.0o B0 75,
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Lemma B.7. Under Assumption Em it holds for a sufficiently large T that on the set
N &’ (@) nLr,
jeEH
A
Ch — % — 025\2_T§r

I

o
mes { €} — ©;8 oo } <

where C;)j is the jth row of ©.

Lemma B.8. Define A = VT (C;)fl —I) <B—[30>, and Prjqs = ET(T%) N CCr(Sy) Under
Assumptions and on the set Prias N Prow N L1 we have that

A
Cq — % — 025\2_7"571'

max |A;] < VTA s,
JjeEH
Lemma B.9. Under Assumption on the set Ep(T'X) N Prpw,

1;116%(7’11 U — v u’<C’\/>)\

max

S

Z Uj,tUt

Lemma B.10. Define the set 5;33“](:0 = {H1<a%<
’ S

< :L'} Under Assumptions and for

x > 0 it follows that P ( N STM)(&:)> >1- Chfi;"”
JjEH

Lemma B.11. Under Assumptions[]] and@ to[q(tH(it), on the set

Er(TN) N Prow N Lo () EF) (WY/™TV 201y with 57t < OVT, we have
JjEH

hl/m -1 h +Clh1/m 1\/T)\12n_a;<§7"+02h1/m77;1 5\2%\—7”57“

Cs3 —Cy (g; + Clj\Z—Tgr + Ca, /)\2%\_TST>

Lemma B.12. For any process {d;}}_, and constant x > 0, define the set Ex.4(x) = {lld|lc <}
Let max; E |di|’ < C < co. Then for x >0, P({Erq(2)}) < Cax™PT.

Lemma B.13. Under Assumptions[1], [3 [{] and[J(i}H(i), on the set

PT,uv = PT,las N 7)T,nw N gT,uvwa

T
1 2
I 1/242
max |~ (W)W -1 — wjpw—1)| < C1 | T / Ao Sr,max
Gk)eH? |T
’ t=I+1

m+1

OO T N2 S+ O T N+ Ci [T A2

(NI

Lemma B.14. Define

T
1
E xT) = max |— Wi ¢ Wk 1] — Bw; qwWr —1)| < 2 p .
Tﬂuw( ) {(j,k)6H2 Tt:lZ_H( 7t Wk t—1 7,t Wkt l) > }

Under Assumptions[1] and[4, it holds that

dm+m—2

1
P |:5T,ww <77T1h2 <\/Th2> 1/d+m/(m2)>:| >1- 3771%#7”72 .
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1 m+1 2

Lemma B.15. Assume that A2, A" < nr [h2/m\/TsT,maX - , hdm T

max’ ‘min

1

)\—1.” < C d(int:yrlrjfll \ T é+m71
mmST’vmaX — nT 2 2 )
(hN)(atamsT)

. _ 1/m .
and if ¥ = 0, Amin > nle. Furthermore, assume that Ry satisfies max ||ry,ll, < C, and
vT 1<p<p '

P < Ch. Then, as N,T — oo,

, OX'u A T2V
Ne\ T JT

Lemma B.16. Let Assumptions (1| to @ hold, and let h ~ T" for H > 0, N ~ T® for a > 0,
Sr.max ™~ b for0<b< 1—;’", Amin ~ Amax ~ A ~ Tt and

max 2.

1<p<P

1/2 1/2 —
O<r<1: /+b<€< / b,
2—r r
1/2+b
=0: 0 <1/2
r 5, <l<1/2,

and Qr ~ T2 for 0 < Q < 2/3. Under these conditions,

R = HRN (I QY 2 - X _QQN,T Y _2> Ry = Op <T%(b_£(2_r))> ; (B.2)
OX'u YT 2V'u
B _ _ _ e—1/2 1/2+b—€(2—r))
Ryr: [nax TN p ( Wi +A Wi )‘ Op (T +T , (B.3)

for an arbitrarily small € > 0, with (b — (2 —7r)) < —1/4, and 1/2+b—£(2 —r) < 0.

B.2 Proofs of main results

Proof of Theorem [2l Using eq. (7)), we can write

T VT
and by Lemma [B.15]
OX'u Y2V | »
DAu A .
152 ”“”( VT NG ) -0

Note that under the assumption that h < C, the requirements for Lemma reduce to the
requirements for Theorem [2| (note that one of the bounds becomes redundant for 0 < r < 1, see
the proof of Theorem (1] for details). The proof will therefore continue by deriving the asymptotic

distribution of

YT 2V'u 1 T
Ryv 2%~ RuY2S wy,

and applying Slutsky’s theorem. Regarding R, under the assumption that h < oo, we may without
loss of generality consider the case with P = 1. In the multivariate setting, let R be a Px N matrix

with 1 < P < oo, and non-zero columns indexed by the set H of cardinality h = |H| < co. By the
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Cramér-Wold theorem, VT R (b—3°) 4 N (0, ¥*) if and only if vVTo! R} (b—3") LN N0,/ ¥*cx)

for all & # 0. We show this directly by letting the 1 x N vector Ry = o'R}y and the scalar

Y= lTlm o' Ry (Y ?Qn 1Y %) Ry a. The final part of the proof is then devoted to establishing
— 00

the central limit theorem. This result can be shown by applying Theorem 24.6 and Corollary

24.7 of Davidson| (2002b)). Following the notation therein, let X7, = \/ﬁ

2
Pynp = RyY QZ Y- RN, note that by definition of v, Pn7 — 1 as N,T — oo. Further, let

f}’foo =0 {sr4,874-1,...}, the positive constant array {cr+} = \/ﬁ,
that the requirements of this Theorem are satisfied.
Part (a), f} ~-measurability of X, follows from the measurability of z; in Assumption [1ii)

E[XT,t] = \/Piiw
noting that E [x;u] = 0, Vj by Assumption and

T 2 T
(Z XT,t> PNTTZJRNT B = (Z 'wt> (Z wé)] YT 2Ry
t=1 t=1

RNY 2w,, where

and r = m. We show

RNYE [w] = 0 follows from the rewriting w;; = (a;jt ’_j’t'ﬁ?) u; and

— PN?TwRNT‘QQN,TT_QRﬁv =1.
For part (b) we get that
1/
sup{ E|RNY 2w, ]m = sup TNJ —Lwj,

Z

€H

sup{ Elw; + ]m 1/m <C
Tt (2)

where (1) is due to Minkowski’s inequality, and (2) follows from h < 0, sz < C by eq. , and
wjt is Ly-bounded by Lemma [B.2(1)

For part (¢’), by the arguments in the proof of Lemma wjt is Ly,-NED of size —d, and
therefore also size —1 on s7, which is a-mixing of size —W < —m/(m — 2) under Assump-
tion [

For (d’), we let Mp = max {er+} = <C,

2 _ 1
such that s1T1p TM4 = SLT1p RnY 20n 7T 2R

-1
/Pn1yT’

where the inequality follows from 4 > L & by eq. (B.1), and RNYT2Q N,TT_zRQV is bounded from
]

below by the minimum eigenvalue of Qx 1 (assumed to be bounded away from 0), via the Min-max
theorem.

Finally, Theorem [2] states that this convergence is uniform in B° € B(s,). This follows by
noting that eq. (C.3) holds uniformly in 8° € B(s,). O

Proof of Theorem [3l The following derivations collectively require that the set

[ S
PT,las N PT,nw N LT N gT,uvw N gT,ww (77]_"1}7? (ﬁh2> 1/d+m/(m2))

holds with probability converging to 1. For Pri.s N Prjw N L7, this can be shown by the ar-
guments in the proof of Lemma when the following convergence rates hold: A2 A~"

max mln —_—

36



Q-
+
!

d+m—1 T
)\m?ngr,max < CT]%WJFW71 [(hN)f

(G+7s1)

and if r = 0, Apin > 17;1%

ET www follows from Lemma |B.13}
holds with probability converging to 1 by Lemma [B.14 We can write
P, A

I
and gT,ww (nTth (\/Th2> 1/d+m/(m2>>
‘RN[T Y 2 Y205, }R

‘RN [fzmr” - T—Z’Qr—ﬂ R/

For R, we get that

Ry < |[Ry [T =12 @ [¥ =% Ry| +2|Ry [T

< ‘RN T -7 |- v, [T -2 Ry

+|By [T -2 Qe [T -7 Ry
+2|Ry [T

- 2} [Q - QN,QT} T

&) (5] =0 2

1
where the (j, k)th element of

N
i ‘RN [T_ZQ‘I‘_2 S Y2Q0 Y } R

= o) + Rp)-

Tox? Qv

where

‘RN h

- } Qvo, Y 2R,
QN,QT =K

D is&e =17 > Ewjpwpi.
t=l+1
Starting with the third term of R(,), applying the triangle inequality

HRN [T_Q - 'r—Q] [ﬂ - QN,QT] YR

max
1 N 1
< max E , § : TN.p,j T 7 <ij - kQT) 3T N,k
1<p,q<P 7'» 72 I i
jeH keH J
1 1 1
<max |5 — —5|max —; max |Wjg — N0
JjeEH J 7; JjEH 7‘ (j,k)eH?

J:k
112180<XP [*npll; < C by assumption, max— < C by eq.

1<ma><<P {llrnpll; Irwglly } s

B.1)), and
JEH Tj
1 1
max -3 — 3 S
JjEH Tj Tj

+ OINTE 4+ Co [A2ATTS,
— 0,
C3—Cy (6}; + 015\2_T§7~ + CQ1 /5\2)\T§r>
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N?QT

on the set Prp, N L7 by Lemma [B.6| Finally, we show that ; r]?)ax ‘wj’ = wi 0T = 0.
j,k)EH? )
0 Qr—1 A
maxw—w»T <2 max _|(1—1 'l—-l)
Grerz |k SRR SRt (1= 1/Qr)& k() — &k(D)
Qr—1
2 a 1-1 - = E
1=0 R ( /QT ltzlgl e tzl—;l ot

Using a telescopic sum argument,

QT 1 1 T
max |@j, — wiie” max |— Z (W 4 — Ew; jwys—1)
Gaenz | FF T ok =0 2 ik | T .4 Wh b1 — Bawj wi ¢
7 t=l+1
l
Or k ax, Z Ew; swg, 1
T Gher | T G2,

For the second term, it follows by Lemma |B.2(ii)| that

Qr—1 I C Qr—1 Qr—1 j1—d—e
2 - max Ew;wy 1] < — -l < Qe _C’Ql Tde,
S TSINER S SRR

since 1/Qr < 1, and Ql ~d=¢ 0 for d > 1, and ZQT -1 < © by properties of p-series. It
follows from Lemmas [B.13] and [B.14] that

T
1 A~ A
max = Z (U)jnfwk,t—l —wj,twk,t—l) <y |:T1/2)‘r2na§(87’7maxj| +02h Tm)‘maxsrmax
(G.k)er? | T
t=I+1
3
+C3\/h T ™ )\maxsrmax+04 hsmT at )\?nav}"(sﬁmax} 2
1 — S
max |\ Y (wjw - — Ewjywgg)| < Csng'h? (\/T h2> e
Gken? | T & )

S W
on the set Pruy NET ww (n;lhz (\/Th2> Hdtm/(m=2) > . Plugging the upper bounds in, we find that

max
(4,k)eH?

N.Q 1/242 2
i — W T‘ <2Qr [Cl [T Amggsr,max} + Cohm Tm A2 S,

3
2

+Cs \/ hon T3 Nl mas + Ci [h% T X aksrma

1
+05"7T1h2 <\Fh2) 1/d+m/<m—2>] +CGQ1 —d—c

N,Qr

Hence, max |w; — Oy 2y 0 if we take

(4:k)eH?

—1 —1
)‘I2na:( < 77 min { |:\/ QT\/Tsr,max} ) [QThl/mTl/msr,max} )

{QzT h3/mT(3—m)/msr,max} - [Qi/z hl/(?’m)T(m“)/?’msr,max] 1} ’

B S
and QTn;1h2 (\/ThQ) Yearmim=2 0. For the latter term, since we can choose 7]7?1 to grow
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1
T 1/d4+m/(m—2)

arbitrarily slowly, it is sufficient to assume Qrh? (\/T h2) — 0. Furthermore, this

'm+1+ 2
. . . d —1 .
convergence rate is stricter than the previous rate MTM — 0, and therefore makes it redundant.

For the fourth term of R(,), we may bound as follows

HRN X7 -7 Qg Y

1<p q<P Z Z

max

1 N,Q 1
T
T'N,p.j ( 2~ 2| Yk 2T N,g.k
72 1 T
J J k

jeH keH
< max % —i? mauxi2 max ij,;QT max {H’I"NJ,HIH’I‘NQ” }
jeEH ; 75 jeEH 7; (4,k)eH? ’ 1<p,g<P
The only new term here is (jrl?)zglc{ L@ 7’QT‘ which can by bounded by
Qr-1

max
(4,k)eH?

N7
w],kaT‘ S ”QNvQT”maX _— Z ||'_' max —_— ’

where the last inequality follows from Lemma [B.2|(ii)]
Note that when the third and fourth terms of R(a) converge to 0, this holds for the first and

second terms as well; one may simply replace rnég( 2 by a second max }2 — % — 0 in the upper
Je 7j

JjeEH
bound.

This concludes the part of R(,). With the results above, it remains to be shown for R, that
HRNT‘2 (@-anr) TRy

— 0. Using similar arguments as for the terms of R(,), it
max

suffices to show that ( I;l)&)lcp ‘w ,;QT - wj,k) — 0. Note that by Lemma [B.2|(ii)
j.k)€E
N, Qr-1
o | < 3 - Zm <Y ks Y onze Y
=1 I=Qr =Qr =Qr

which converges to 0 by letting § = €/2, and writing Zl or ™ d=e < QT = 521 or 1=0 " where
1T =3 5 0 for d > 1, and Zl:QTl 1=€ _ 0 by properties of p-series and Q7 — oco. This shows
that || Ry, = 0-
Summarizing the above, we argue that for some ¢ > 0,

HRN (TiZQ]\LT'riQ — T_QQN7TY_2) RIN < ChAT [1 + AT+ ATACU] + CQQI =9

‘max

where A7 := max |4 — 4| and Aw := max Wik — W; ,;QT‘.
jeH j (j,k)eH? I
Finally, this result holding uniformly in 8° € B(s,) follows the same logic as the proof of
Theorem [2, namely that eq. (C.3) holds uniformly in 8° € B(s,). O

Proof of Corollary [2. The result follows by applying Theorems [2] and [3| so the assumed con-
ditions from both must be satisfied. Since we assume that A < C and A ~ Apax ~ Amin, the
conditions will simplify considerably. To summarize, we require the following six conditions: For

Theorem P] we require that
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where (1)-(3*) follow from Theorem [2| and (4)-(8) from Theorem |3| Note that (1), (2), and (3*)
are same as the terms (4), (5), and (6*) and without the h terms. For (4), this can be simplified

into a single (slightly more strict) upper bound Apax < Cnr [Q%\/Th?’/ msT,maX} ﬁ. We may then

—1
)\IQIIaXAI;’g‘n < nr [\/Tsr,max] s

Amin = Ny T when r = 0,

A?n;; <nr min{ [@ﬁsr,max} ! , [QThl/mTl/msr,max] - )
[@pndimrmimg, 7 (@ e, _1} ,
N <07 [ VTR ™5, 0] -

VT

(hN)(ﬁJr%)

hN)l/m

)\min> _1(7
- 77T \/T

Qrh2(VTh?) e/ 0,

1
(d+wt)
)

A;;i"nsr,max <nr [

when r = 0,

—1

combine this with (5), and both are satisfied when A2 A" < np [QQT\/Th?’/ er,max] -
h < C and A ~ Apax ~ Amin, these simplify to

max’ ‘min

1
VT | Grazr)
(G+7=1) ’
N1/m
> U:Fl T when r = 0,

() N7 <or [V s

(4) QrT m 0.

When 0 < r < 1, from (1) and (3) we get

—1.1/r
77T Sr,max

[N(?J+m2—1)

1
r(atmtr)

<A<nr [ ?pﬁsr,max] e ,

VT

and by combining the upper and lower bounds, we obtain the condition

d+m—1 1(,_dm=1)(2—r)

Q%Sr7maXN(2_T)(dm+"L71)TZ(T W) N O
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When r = 0, the bounds on A come from (2*) and (3)

B N1/m —-1/2
nTl \/T S A S nr Q%\/Tso,max} .

Combining the upper and lower bounds, we obtain the condition

2/m

Q%So,maxﬁ — 0.

From (1), we then obtain the condition

m— _l d( _1)
SO,maXNQ(dfrj__'_m_ll)T 2 (mem—l) - 07

which is the same condition which came from (1) and (3) in the 0 < r < 1 case. Collectively, we

then need to satisfy the following

1
—1/(2—r)

Nr Srimax Nid tatr) < A<nr [Q%\/Ts,«,max when 0 <7r < 1,

~1/2
—1 Nl/m
T S A<nr [QZT\/TSO,maX] when r = 0,
m— 1(,_dim=-1)(2-r)
Q%ST‘ maxN(2_r)(d?’:—-§»7—ll)T4 (T dm+m—1 ) - 0’
2/m
Q%SO,maXNT — 0 when r = 07

1
QTT_ 2/d+2m/(m-2) — (),

1y {N(?ﬁ%)]r(é

By implication of Theorem
o d
VTry,(b—8%) 5 N(0,4),

uniformly in B° € B(s,). Then, by Theorem

rNyp('AT ZQTQ)TQVJ, By,
also uniformly in 8° € B (sr). By Slutsky’s Theorem, it is then the case that
VITy,(b—B°) 5 N(0,v),

uniformly in B8° € B(s,), for every 1 < p < P. As P < oo by assumption, it follows that

b— 3°
B O (7 - S R
0 s A —D A A —
ngegi(zern)a \/T'N,p(T QY )ry,

Note that uniform convergence over z € R follows automatically by Lemma 2.11 in [Van der Vaart
(2000), since the distribution is continuous. The second result then follows from the fact that a

sum of P squared standard Normal variables have a X% distribution. O

Proof of Corollary Define g ~ N(O, RNT_2QN,TT_2R§V) as the ‘population counterpart’ of
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g and define the following distribution functions:

T
- 1
Fir(z)=P < max \/TTN,p (b — ﬂ0> < z) For(z) =P (11<npa<xp ﬁrN,pT*Z Zwt < z) ,

1<p<P t=1
= < ol = * g < .
Gr(z) =P <11%1pagxp gp < z) Gr(z) =P <1I§agxp 9p < z)

Now note that

[FLr(2) = Gr(2)| < [Fir(2) — Gr(2)| + |Gr(2) — Gr(2)] .-

REG(2) REC(2)

For R;G(z), write &1 = \/T’I’]\Lp (I; — ,60> and 7 = ﬁ7’]\77p'1'_2 Zthl wy, such that F r(z) =

P(max, Z7, < z) and F 7(z) = P(max,z7, < z), and let rp := maxj<p<p &7)p — MaxX|<p<p TTp.
Then

< max |iry — o7yl = RJBV,Tv

max Ir, — max ITr,| < nax,

Irrl = 1<p<P 1<p<P

where R%’T is defined in (B.3)). Given our assumptions, we therefore know that there exist sequences
nr1 and nr o such that P (|rp| > nr1) < nra, such that

Furle) = Gr()| < P (e + 71 < 5

ol < o ) B (el < ) — Bl < 2

+ P <maxj§T,p <z
p

vl > m) B(lrz] > nr)

IN

']P> <maxxT,p <z+ T]T,1> — P(maxg, < 2)| + 2012
p p

IN

'IP’ (mgme,p <z+ 77T,1> - P(mgxgp <z+nr1)

RES (z4+n11)

+2n7,2.

+ ‘]P’ (maxgp <z+ 77T,1) — P(maxg, < z)
P P

For the term R%Cf(z—kmﬂ,l) we apply the high-dimensional CLT in Theorem 1 of Chang et al.[(2021)),
noting that our assumptions imply the conditions required for this theorem. In particular, for the
sub-exponential moment assumption, we need that Hr NJ,'r*?th - < Dy for all t and p, for some
~v1 > 1. We choose 1 = 1, and use Lemma 2.7.7 of [Vershynin (2019) to bound HTN,pT_2th¢1 <
Hr]\/,pT_zthzp2 HUtHwQ < dyrdyr = D7. We assume that Li-bounded linear combinations of v; are
sub-Gaussian, which covers this case, since the ||ry ||, < C by assumption, and HT_QHmaX < C by
eq. . The non-degeneracy condition then follows from choosing 1/C < |Ry||;, and assuming
the minimum eigenvalue (and therefore the smallest diagonal element) of Qy 7 is bounded away

from 0. Defining wp := minj<,<p Egl-z, this implies that wp > C' > 0. Applying the CLT, we bound
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as follows
RyYT 2 &
RTl(z—l—nT1)<supRT1()§ sup |P SN w;<z|-P(g<z)
2€R z€RP \/T =1

BY/3(In P)(1+2K)/(3K) Br(In P)7/6

<Cp

The final result holds as In P < InCh = O (InT") = O(InT), since H is a constant.
For the term R;g(z), apply the anti-concentration bound in Lemma 2.1 of |(Chernozhukov et al.
(2013)) to show that
<, 1>

< Cnra [v2lnP—|—\/1\/ln WT/UTl)} < Cinriv2nP.

RfTi (2 )<51€1£P(z<mgxgp<z+m~1 <51€1£P(‘maxgpz
z z

By Lemma |[B.16| we find that Rzﬁif,T = 0, ([TE_I/2 + T1/2+b_€(2_’“)] \/lnT> = O,(T7?) for some
d > 0, since € > 0 can be chosen arbitrarily small, and 1/2+ b — ¢(2 — r) < 0. We may therefore

take 171 at a polynomial rate as well, such that nr14/2In(P) — 0.
For R$Y(z), it follows by Theorem 2 in (Chernozhukov et al.| (2015) that

2/3
sup | RF(2)| < C(RR )" (ma{1, In(P/ B 1)) /,

with R%T as defined in eq. 1' By Lemma we have R%T = Op(Tfl/ 4), such that

2/3

(R 7)Y (max{1,In(P/RS1)})** = 0, (T—1/12 (max {1, (H + 1/4) 1nT})2/3> = o,(1). O

Appendix C Supplementary Results

Appendices and present the proofs of the preliminary results from Sections 3 and 4, re-
spectively. Appendix [C.3| contains Example [C.1l Appendix [C.4] provides the details on Examples
5 and 6. Appendix [C.5] contains the algonthm for choosing the tuning parameter.

C.1 Proofs of preliminary results Section 3

Proof of Lemma A.1. Lg-boundedness of {x;us} follows directly from the Log-boundedness
of {z;} and the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality. By Theorem 17.9 in Davidson| (2002b) it follows
that {z;;u;} is Ly,-NED on {s7,} of size —1. We then apply Theorem 17.5 in Davidson| (2002bj)
to conclude that {z;,u} is an L,-mixingale of size —min{1, W(l/m —1/m)} = —1, with
respect to Ff = o{st4, s7¢—1, ... }; the Ff-measurability of z; implies o{z¢, 2;—1,...} C F, which
in turn implies that {:Uj tug} it is also an L,,-mixingale with respect to F; = O'{Zt, Zi_ 1, ...}. The

summability condition Z 1y < oo is satisfied by the convergence property of p-series: Z g P <0
q=1 q=1
for any p > 1. Ul

Proof of Lemma A.2. L;-boundedness of {z;;x;: — Ex;.z;,} follows directly from the Logs,-
boundedness of {z;} and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. By Theorem 17.9 of Davidson| (2002b])
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the product of two NED processes is also NED, with the order halved. It follows that {z; 2} is Ly,-
NED on {s7.} of size —d. Therefore, Ex; ;2 is trivially NED. Theorem 17.8 in Davidson| (2002b)
implies that also {x;,z;; —Ex; x4} is Ly,-NED. We then apply Theorem 17.5 in Davidson| (2002bj)
to conclude that {z; 2, —Ex;x;,} is an Ly,,-mixingale of size — min{d, W(l/m —1/m)} =
—d, with respect to F? = o{sr, S1t-1,. .. }; the F’-measurability of z; implies o{z¢, 2z;—1,...} C

£, which in turn implies that {ZL’i’t.’Ijj’t — Exi’t:rj’t} is also an L,,-mixingale with respect to F; =
o{z¢,zi—1,...}. The boundedness of mixingale constants comes from Theorem 17.5, noting that the
NED constants of {z;} are bounded by Assumption 1(ii), and {z;x;; —Ex; ;. } is appropriately
L-bounded. O

Proof of Lemma A.3. By the union bound

N N
#(Jo-2],,, > o) <L 3e(
i=1 j=1

Now apply the Triplex inequality (Jiang, 2009))

c? -T
T 2 S
< > ¢ /|S|> qexp <288|5| q%z)

T
1519

+ Z (B (34256 Fe—g) = E (iewjo)ll + 57 ZE [|$z',t$j,t|11{|mi’txj,t|>w}
Py =1

T
D @igwe — Blaigwsy)
t=1

> CT/\S\) .

T
Z LitLjt — E[xz t$]t])
t=1

Q\®

= R(l) + R(ii) + R(iii)'

For the first term, we have

N N 2 T
Ry = 2N2%gexp
ZZ Z 288 |52 22

— 0. By Lemma A.2 and Jensen’s inequality, we have that

(E [zi x| Fieql — Exiszjs]|] < crthg, and thus for the second term that
6 || T N N
2 —d
R(ﬁ)Sé?ZCt%SC’SWm > > Rm <CN?|S|qY,

t=1 i=1 j=1

so we need N2 |S|¢~% — 0. For the third term, we have by Hélder’s and Markov’s inequalities

|
N N
ZZ (iii) <CN2‘S‘

so we need N2 S|k} ™ — 0. We then jointly bound all three terms

mtym (Elzigzse ™\ m
} < (Elziewse™) — < kp "Ellziw™],
T

=T
(1) CN?gexp <|S|292"02> <7,

(2) CN*[S|g*<nr, (3) CN?|S|kp™ < np.
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A*’I"

by a sequence 7 — 0. Note that in the Triplex inequality, ¢ is a positive integer, k7 > 0, and
sy > 0 is also satisfied. We further assume that % < = 1

= 71752 <: 1 First, isolate 7 in (1)
=T T 1
CN2%gexp T 55 <nr — T§C\F .
1SI” ¢*k7 514 \/In (¢N? /7
Similarly, isolating k7 from (3), gives
CN?|S|

m<nr

—

-1

Ky > C (N? |S\)m1‘ npit

VT 1
it < Co

1S1q \/In (¢N2 /nr

—

Since we have a lower and upper bound on kp, we need to make sure both bounds are satisfied
1 71
Cyp (N?|S]) T

(qNQ/T]T) S C\/T‘S‘% Nm lnm 1
Isolating ¢ from (2),

C’N2]S|q_d<nT —

;1
g > CNi|S|in,

Assuming that - < 2 we have that ¢ < ¢+/In (¢N?/nr) and therefore we need to ensure
2

=1 —m _ _1
CNi |S|dnf < CVT|S|m-1 Nm-iy

—
For the set Sy, we have the bound

U
+
:

d+m—1
S| < g VT
N

)
N ‘50 " N
|S)\| < z;]l{|5?’>>\}
]:

J

r 0" _
SATD L j0psny 1B =2,
j=1
and it is sufficient to assume that

_ demn VT
A"s, < Cpgrtmt [

When this bound is satisfied, Z Z
i=1j=

() T R(n) + R(m)) < 3np, and P(CCr(Sy\)) > 1—3nr
inequality of (Hansen| 1991b, Lemma 2), it follows that

> . O
Proof of Lemma A.4. By the union bound, Markov’s inequality and the mixingale concentration
Y 9y >

nax Zutx]t ] > z) < Z]P’ (max

I<T
E UtTj ¢

l
Zutmﬂ ] > Z>
t=1
N T m/2
] <z ™ Z crt (Z c?) < CNT™?2;7™™,
j=1

t=1
as {x;j4u;} is a mixingale of appropriate size by Lemma A.1

””ZE

max

O
Proof of Lemma A.5. This result follows directly by Corollary 6.8 in|Biithlmann and van De Geer
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(2011)). O

Proof of Lemma A.6. The proof largely follows Theorem 2.2 of van de Geer| (2016) applied to

B = B° with some modifications. For the sake of clarity and readability, we include the full proof
3 30\(2 A

here. Consider two cases. First, consider the case where w < =218 = Bl + 27|81

Then

1X (8- 813

A 8
7 + 518 - Bl < 2M|B% |1 < gAHB%clll +ON28),

which satisfies Lemma A.6.
; 1X (B-B)II3 A _ 30 0 :
Next, consider the case where *—==—=2 > —2(|8 — B°||1 + 2)A[|Bgc|1. From the Lasso opti-
mization problem in (3), we have the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker conditions w = AR, where £ is
the subdifferential of ||3||;. Premultiplying by (8° — B)/, we get

(B° - B)X'(y — XB)

=X(B° = B)'k = 28" & = A|Blh < MB°l1 = AlIB]1.

T
By plugging in y = X3° + u, the left-hand-side can be re-written as HX('B;[BO)H% + u/X(?(LB), and
therefore
XB—,BO 2 u/Xlé_/BO N
”(T Mo o WXB L) xjg - 2Bl

5*WuXHHB—MM+MW%—AMM

3\ - 5\
*||ﬁ B+ A8 — MBI < *||55 — Bl — - IBsells + ZHﬁ%cHl
< *Hﬁs — B%|I1 — 7"550 - ﬁ%eHl + 2X[|B% 1,
(1) 4 4

where (1) follows from the dual norm inequality, (2) from the bound on the empirical process
given by Er(T%), (3) from the property [|B[i = |Bslli + ||Bsell1 with 85 = Bilyjesy, as well
as several applications of the triangle inequality, and (4) follows from the fact that ||Bge|1 <
A~ 3_130V(2 A
[H,@Sc — B%]l1 — [18%]l1|- Note that it follows from the condition w > —2118 - 81 +
2)||8%:||1 combined with the previous inequality that ||Bgc — B2%|1 < 3||Bs — B%|l1 such that
Lemma A.5 can be applied. Adding %Hﬁs — B%|l1 to both sides and re-arranging, we get by
applying Lemma A.5

ym@—wm

3 T Hﬁ Bl < /\Hﬁs—ﬁsHl‘i‘ /\Hﬁsle

8
ggowﬂw—ﬁwﬁw—6%+§Mw&h

Using that 2uv < u? +v? with u = \/%(B -8B -8, v= %C’)\\/ |S|, we further bound the

right-hand-side to arrive at

411X 0 LIx ﬁ 3° 8
H (/6 ,3 )H2 HIB IBOH H ( )||2 +C)\2‘S‘+*)\H,6%PH1,
3 T 3
from which the result follows. O
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Proof of Lemma A.7. By Assumption 3 and Lemma A.6, we have on the set ST(T%) NCCr(Sy)

IXB=8Y3 , Az a0 2 811130
—— =4 B - <C\ =A|Bge||1-
“P 25— gl <oN1h) + SNl
It follows directly from Assumption 2 that
1—r

N
8% B9 = X177 3 Mooy |89 < A s
j=1

N N A
_ 0
= ZH{O<|,B;?|§A} 187] < Zﬂ{lﬁ§-’|>0} ‘60‘
J=1 7=1 5

and by arguments in the proof of Lemma A.3, Plugging these in, we obtain

IX(B- 813, A

T ZHB — B < CXN2XN"s, + g)\/\lﬂ“sr — O\, -

C.2 Proofs of preliminary results Section 4

Proof of Lemma B.1. As v;; are the projection errors from projecting x;; on all other xy , it
follows directly that E[v,;;] = 0 and E[v;;xr:] = 0. Lp-boundedness of {v;;xy}, V5, k follows
from Assumption 1(i), Assumption 4, and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. By Theorem 17.8 in
Davidson (2002b), {vj¢} is Loy-NED on {s7+} of size —d. The remainder of the proof follows as
in the proof of Lemma A.1. O

Proof of Lemma B.2. It follows by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality that {w;;} is Lm-bounded
for all j = 1,...,p, and from the properties of {v;;} by Theorem 17.9 in Davidson| (2002b) that
{wj+} is Ly,-NED of size —d. Part (i) then follows by Theorem 17.5 in Davidson| (2002b)). For part
(ii), we adapt the proof of Theorem 17.7 in Davidson| (2002b). Letting Y; = w;; and X; = wy,
Ew;wg ¢~ = EY; X;;. By the triangle inequality, choosing ¢ = [I/2], and using ]:::llfg as in
Definition A.1,

v <[ % (% - (XA )+ B [ (o)

By Holder’s inequality, we can bound the first term

m—1

o 3% (et - B {20 || < (B [l ]) ™ (B[ - B {xem550 1))

3=

m—1

Since ;"5 <m <m, <E [|Yt+q|%}>T < C, and since X;_; is NED of size —d,

(IE HXt,l —E {Xt,l]ff__lljg} m]) < Cpg, where 1, = O(q_d_e) for some € > 0. For the second

term, we use the tower property and Holder’s inequality again

3=

& [vie (xal7) || = [ [ (vaFte) B (xolmo)]|

m—1

< (e[ o) (o[ (oot ) ™
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Since conditioning is a contractionary projection in L, spaces,

(=l ()" = (= [l Lot )

_m_ mT m m—1
<IE “E (Xt_zlff_ff;l)‘w]) < (E[x=1]) " <c
Since Y} is a Mixingale of size —d, the first term can be bounded by Ct),_;, where 1, = O((q —
1)=97¢). The sequence ¢, is then obtained by recalling that we chose ¢ = [1/2], ¢; = O((1/2)~%7¢) =
O(17%=¢). Absolute summability follows by properties of p-series, since d > 1. Note this results also
holds for qgj,kgr?vz?)igth‘E [wjwg ]| since C' and ¢; are independent of j, k, and ¢. (iii) follows
by repeated application of Corollary 17.11 and Theorem 17.5 in Davidson| (2002b), noting that

E(wj¢wg—;) is a non-random and bounded, so trivially NED. O

Proof of Lemma B.3. By Lemma A.3, P(CCr(S))) > 1 — 3nr when

1
4 m

m—1

d+m—1
)\7’!’87“ S Cn;‘mﬁ»mfl

Ul

for a sequence n — 0 such that ny < N72 We can similarly apply this lemma to the sets CC7(S) ;);
when

|
+

3
1B

h

- 3 dm+m—1
)‘j srj < Onyp

P(CC7(Sy,;)) > 1—3n7. By the union bound, P (CCT(SA) N CCT(SM-)> >1—[1 =P (CCr(S)))]—
JjEH

>, [1=P(CCr(Sx;))] = 1 —3(1+ h)nr, when the conditions above hold for all j € H. These

JjEH

conditions are then jointly satisfied by the conditions this lemma, which are expressed in terms of

Srmax and Amin. O

Proof of Lemma B.4. By Lemmas A.4 and B.1, we have P (5}”(@)) < CN(\/T/xj)m. Then

| e hNT™/?
Pl @) | 21- 2 p({efn}) 2 1-0 0o )
jeH jEH jeH

Proof of Lemma B.5. Note that

P(Lr) =P ) { T




As in the proof of Lemma A.3, we use the Triplex inequality to bound this probability.

T
h Th?
P 2 T— <2 ————a
(g(”t 15, ) <o (i)

5 T
+6—ZE [|E (02, Fi—q) — Evitu+15T:2;E[\u]%t\]l{|vit|>w}}

= Ry + Ry + R -

For the second term, note by the proof of Lemma B.1 that {vj;} is L2,-NED on {s7;} of size —d.
By Assumption 4, {u]‘{t} is Ly-bounded, and by Theorem 17.9 of Davidson! (2002b), it is Ly,-NED

on {s7.} of size —d. By Theorem 17.5 {vit — Evit} is then an L,,-mixingale of size —d. It then
follows that B [[E (v, ) — Ev2 || < ey < Cq?, and

> Ry < 3620 ZC -0

JjeEH JjeEH

For the third term, we have by Hoélder’s and Markov’s inequalities

2 1—
E U%! ﬂ{yv;t\wﬂ < Crp ™.

and therefore

T
)
ZR(ﬁi)Szl%Z = HT—l'

m
JjEH JEH T

We jointly bound all three terms by a sequence ny — 0.

Th? or or
(1) Cqhexp ——5 5 | <, (2) C— <nr, (3) C——= <nr.
¢ r707 q? Ky
For the steps below, we assume that 22 < 1 = \/—In(nr/(hq)) > 1. Isolate rr in (1) and
(2),
—Th? VTh
ey (g ) < om e v < O
5 5\ L/ (m=1)
Cm <nT<:>/<aT>C<T> .
K nr
Combining both bounds on k7,
C <T> < \F = q< CVThyl/ Ve m/tm=h),
nr q T
Isolating ¢ from (2), gives
Corg * <nr = q=> CnTl/d51/d
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Combining both bounds on g,

d+m—1
Clﬁhn’}/(m_l)(s;m/(m_l) > C 51/!1 —1/d — 5T < Cn,]d;nﬂrm—l (\/Th)il/derl/(mfl) )

When é7 satisfies this upper bound, > (R + Ry + Reiy) < 3nr, and P(Lr) > 1 — 397, which

JjEH
completes the proof.
O
Proof of Lemma B.6. Note that @2 can be rewritten as follows
of? 2 NE
o=, [ (3 -8)
J T T
/
2 (mj - X*ﬂ'?) X—j ('AYJ _7?)
- + 0195l (C.1)

2 /
T X_. (4, =40 2z — X_~%) X_. (4. —~9
1 %5 (o =), 2 (s = X)X (55 ;
=72 Ut A - + Ml .

Then

+ 11951

=1 Ry + Rii) + Ry + Biv)-

h

By the set Lp, we have R(;) < max < 5 By Corollary 1 applied to the nodewise

2
JjeEH TZU

regression, it holds that R < Cl)\g " ( ) < O 22T, . By the set ﬂ {5(] (T )} and the same

error bound, we have

2[5 X5 (% =)
T

Ry =

7?”1 <G\,

By the triangle inequality R(;y) < )\jH'ngl + Nl1A; — ’Y?Hl- Using the weak sparsity index for the
. These
1

nodewise regressions Sy j = {k # j : |yl > Aj}, write |79l = “(7?)SAJ .t H('yg)gw

terms can then be bounded as follows

H(’Y?)S;]

1 :Z]l{w;{k\sxj}!’vﬁk\ < M) < AT
=

Bounding the L; norm by the Ly norm, we get

2 P
1) sy, 1 IS0 11013 < A5 14013,

20



To further bound H’y?”%, consider the matrix @ = 7! = (% Zthl E [:cw:ﬂ) and the partitioning

TZt 1 (jt) %Zthl (xjtx—]t>

T
F i E(@ juwie) Y E (“"*jﬁtmfj,t

By blockwise matrix inversion, we can write the jth row of ® as

1 11& 1 & - 1
_ _ 0
O = | 5 =7 > Bzl |7 Bz tx—gt)] =5 [LOYT (C.2)
J J t=1 t=1 J
It then follows that
012 4 74
!
H’YjHQZZ(’YJk) <1+Z’ij _T®@j—A2 ;
k#j k#j min

as ﬁ is the largest eigenvalue of ®. For a bound on 7‘ , by the definition of ‘yo from (7) and
Assumption 5(ii), it follows that

T
1 2
i = H}yljn {E T ; (xﬂvt w—y,ﬂj) }
1 & 1 &
<E [T Z (‘Tj,t —j tO) T ZE [%QJ =3%;; <C
t=1 t=1

Similar arguments can be used to bound Tj2 from below. By the proof of Lemma 5.3 in [van de Geer

et al.| (2014), T]~2 = %, and therefore 7']2 > Amin. It then follows from Assumption 5(ii) that

1
° < 7'j2 < C, uniformly over j €1,...,N.

We therefore have ||~9 ille < 52- < C?, such that we can bound the fourth term as

Rivy < M0l + Al — 2000 = A ‘ (V) , ‘1 + 05 [P s,y + AillA; = A5
<ANETE 4 A JATTECE 4 CuNP TS,
Combining all bounds, we have

|72 — 77| <£ + OIS + O NS + NS+ A2NTTE.CS + CN2 TS,

h’ 2—r Y2\ T3
5T +C5)\ Sp 4+ Coy /A2A"5,.

For the second statement in Lemma B.6, we have by the triangle inequality and (B.1) that

1 1 \7‘ —7'2| |7' —7'J2
~2 2 < 4 2 2 2
T T]—7'|7' —T| C|T —T\
§+C5)\27T§7‘+06,/)\22\_ Sy
< 0

C7 —Cy <5hT + C50%775, + Co, /)\2)\_TST>

o1



Proof of Lemma B.7. First, note that since ¥ is a symmetric matrix
, A A Af
max - |le; — 0, }:max{ 3O, —e; }
mac{ €]~ ©;oc | = max {26 — e;oc

By the extended KKT conditions (see Section 2.1.1 of van de Geer et al. 2014), we have that
Ijnez}gc{ﬂﬁlé); - ejHOO} < max{i_} < mm{ 7T For a lower bound on %13{ i }, note that by
eq. 1} %]2 can be rewritten as

/
Lol -xoe 1X (3 -0) B 2(em-xo?) X (7).
2 _ - + d - . + 3[4 1.

(2 0|2
With w > 0 and Aj|4;|l1 > 0 by definition for all j, we have

T
/ 2
_ .~0 (A . A0 U5 / (s _ A0
2> lz; — X773 _ 2 ("’"J X*J"j) X (73 71') _ t; - _ 20; X (73' 71)

J = T T T T

~

The dual norm inequality in combination with the triangle inequality then gives

T
) 1 2 .
2o |7 2| - gy A =l
t=1
1 2 / 2 0
26 max Zv,t _T%QJX{WJ‘CCH}”’Y]'—’UW’
t:l

where the second line follows from (B.1). Then, on the sets L7 and 5¥ )(T%)

. : h - h ;
720 -5 =5 = 2 - = X)) 2 O = A s
T T

where Corollary 1 yields the second inequality. As A>~"5, — 0, for a large enough T we have that

1
min — <
J2_Q———@V%
from which the result follows. O

Proof of Lemma B.8. Note that the jth row of the matrix I — o3 is eg- — @jﬁ], where @j is
the jth row of ©. Plugging in the definition of A, we have

| = /' _ A 'A e _ 0 < /' _ A 4A e . 0
mae A = VT max | (¢ ~ ©,) (8- 8")| < VTmax {llef - €3l } 18~ 8.
By Lemma A.7, under Assumptions 2 and 5(ii), on the sets ST(T%) NCCr(Sy), we have

1% (8 -85

7 +AIB - B < CN s, (C.3)

from which it follows that |3 — 8°||; < CA'""s,. Combining this bound with Lemma B.7 gives
A

max |A;] <VTA s, - S O
jeH C1— 52 — CaA*77s5,
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Proof of Lemma B.9. Starting from the nodewise regression model, write

7 [9u — vju| = f\uX—J( ~)l < o= HuXH 15 =3l -

By the set Er(T'\) and Corollary 1,

max {|u’ X[}
J 1- 2
VI =13, =2l SVIAA; =)l < OVIAN s < OVTALLS:
where the upper bound is uniform over j € H. O

Proof of Lemma B.10. By the union bound

P ﬂ{rglga%( gx} >12P<max

JjEH JjEH

s

E Vgt Ut

t=1

S

E :Uj,tut

t=1

>x>_

By the Markov inequality, Lemma B.2 and the mixingale concentration inequality of (Hansen),

1991b, Lemma 2),

S

T 9 m/2
om ) )
1 <t21(t ) _crm/?

s E <I§a% > v g
=
P <r§1§a%< ;vﬁut > :U) < o < porrs =m0
from which the result follows. O
Proof of Lemma B.11. Start by writing
1 du 1 vu| 1 <f’§'“ - ”g“) B N Y
2 T s 2 NG =2 2T 2 = ) (i)
\/T Fi \/> \/T T; T; T; \/T

For the first term, we can bound from above using Lemmas B.6, B.9 and equation (B.1), all

providing bounds uniform over j € H. We then get

R <[Pt~ vyl 1 _ CsVTAZ5,
VST -l b O, 4 Oy TR )
J J 1/Cs — E+C’1)\ TS 4+ Co, [AN2AN7"5,

For the second term, we can bound from above using Lemma B.6 and the set () 57(3 L (RY/mTY/ nr D)
JjEH
to get the uniform bound

W mgpt e 4+ CeA s R Myt 4 Cy \/mhl/mﬁ%l

Cy — Cqo <5}; + 015\2_T§T + Ca, /)\2/\_TST>

Combining both bounds gives

W mpt e 4 CLk M T LSS + Coh/ ™t [A2A7s,

C3 —Cy <5f; + C1A2775, + O, /5\2>\T.§T>

from which the result follows. O

Ry <

R(i) + R(ii) =
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Proof of Lemma B.12. The result follows directly from the Markov inequality
P(||d||, >z) <z PE [m?X|dt\p] < a:_me?xE |d|P < Ca™PT. O

Proof of Lemma B.13. We can write

T T
1 o 1 ) )
7 D (Wi —wipwre-)| < = Y (e = wie) (Dk et — W)
t=l+1 t=l+1
1 — 1 —
+ T Z (Wi — wjt) Wi 1| + T Z Wit (W,t—1 — Whyt—1)
t=1+1 t=I+1
1
=t 7 [Bo) + Ry + Ry -

Take R first. Using that w;t—q = U1—q0jt—q, straightforward but tedious calculations show
that

T
R < Z (g — ug) (g — wp—y) (050 — vj0) (Vkje—1 — Vip—1)
=11
T T
+ Z (g — ug) (Up—g — wp—1) (V0 — Vjt) Vi p—1| + Z (g — ug) Uy (Vj,¢ — V) (Vg p—1 — Uk:,t—l)‘
t=l+1 t=l+1
T T
+ Z (tg — ug) (Gg—g — wg—1) Vj¢ (Op,e—1 — Vky—1)| + Z (T — ug) (Tg—g — Wg—y) V4V 11
=111 t=1+1
T T
+ Z (G — ug) we—qj ¢ (Opp—i — Vkyp—1)| + Z g (Tg—g — we—y) (050 — vjt) (Okje—1 — Vke—1)
=111 t=l+1
T T 9
+ Z g (Up—g — we—y) (Vg0 — Vj¢) Vk—i| + Z wpthi—1 (V0 — V) (Vkt—1 — Vkp—t)| = Z Ry
=111 =141 i—1

Using that [|v; —vjll, = HX_j (’3’0 —*y?)HZ < C\/TX?77"5, on the set Prn, by Corollary 1,

’X (,3 - 50> ) < CVTA?~"s, on the set Prqs by Corollary 1, we can use the
Cauchy—Schwarz inequality to conclude that

and i — ul, =

~ N ~ — N2—r— — 2
Ry < & —ul3[8; = vjlly 10k = villy < CT2N 775,325, < OT? [Njksrmax] -

max
On the set &7, (TY2™) ) Er,, (TY?*™), we have that [Jul|,, < CTY?™, and
JjEH
|vill,, < C(RT)Y?™ uniformly over j € H. Then we can use this, plus the previous results to find
that

T
Riyo < |vklla Y i — el [ — we] D50 — ;4]
t=1+1

N N 1 _ 3/2
< okl 1 — ull? 65 — v;]l, < COT) T T2 N2 51 max ]/

o4



We then find in the same way that
N N . L 3/2 [y2—r 3/2
Ry 3 < llull 14— ully 105 — vy 1ok — villy < CT2 T2 [NE L Srmax]
N . 1 _ 3/2
Ry < i —ull3 Jo;] o 1or — villy < COT) 2T N2 50 mas) 2

N L —
Ry < lla — w3 [0l 0kllo < COT)m TAZL $r.max-

max

)

: ~ !~ / ~ /
Defining w;; = (ka,lﬂy e 7UTUj,T) y Wg,—1 = (Ul+1vk,1, e ,uTvk,T) and @, = (1U41, -, urur)’,

all with m bounded moments, we find on the set

ST,U(T1/2m) NEra, (Tl/m) ﬂ gT@le(Tl/m) ﬂ gT@k,fl(Tl/m)
jeH keH

that

- N N 1,9
Ry < [0l 18 = ully [|or — vrlly < C(RT) 7 TAZ LS maxs

max

. R R E _ 3/2
Ry 7 < |lulloo @ — ully |95 — vjlly |9k — villy < CT20 T [A2 2k Sr max]

max 9

~ N N 1 _

Riys < l[we—ill | — wlly |95 — vjlly < C(RT)m TAL: Srmax;
- N ~ 1 _

Ryo < llwllZ 1195 — vl 19k — villy < CTmTAZL S max-

It then follows that

m.

%R@) < O\ [N $rmax]” + Coh1/2mpms/2m [y2=r o 18/2

+ C3ht/mTmAZ s e

For R(;;y we get analogously on the set Eru(TY?) () Eryw, (WT)Y2™) ) Eppuw, (RT)Y™)

jeH jeH
1 T
Ry < |7 D (i —ug) (B0 = 07,1) Wit
t=l+1
T T
1 . 1 "
o Do (e = w) viewneat| + | Y e (B~ 0je) W
t=1+1 t=l+1

< o —aully |05 = vjlly [[willoo + 12 = ully [vjll lwkllo + 1l 125 = vll; [[whl

<C; (hT)%T)\il_agsr,max + CZ(hT)%Tl/Q \/ )\?n;fcsr,max + C3h%T%T1/2 )\?n;fcsr,max-

It then follows that %R(ii) < Clhl/mTl/m)\ifaf(sr,max + C2h3/2mT(3*m)/2m,//\?n;;snmax. Finally,
R;;;) follows identically to Rj).
Collect all sets in the set

gi({fgw = gT,U(Tl/zm) m ET,vj((hT)1/2m)
jeEH

NEra(T™) () Er,, (RT)Y™) () Eras_, (BT)'™).
jeEH keH
Now note that by application of Lemma B.12, we can show that all sets, and by extension their
intersection, have a probability of at least 1 — C'T'~¢ for some ¢ > 0. Take for instance the sets with

xz =TY™, In that case we can apply Lemma B.12 with p = m moments to obtain a probability of
1-C (Tl/m)_mT =1—-CT""™"™ soc=1m/m—1>0. The sets for p = 2/ moments can be
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treated similarly. For the sets involving intersections over j € H, Lemma B.12 can be used with an

JjEH
probability at least 1 — C'(hT)~¢. Since h is non-decreasing, this probability converges no slower

than 1 — CT¢. O
Proof of Lemma B.14. Consider the set max % > (wjpwg -1 — Bwjpwg—)| < hPxr o
(,k)EH? |7 =111

As in Lemma A.3 we use the Triplex inequality (Jiang, 2009) to show under which conditions this

additional union bound argument: P ( N ET,d(x)> > 1—Cx PhT. These sets therefore hold with

T

set holds with probability converging to 1. By the union bound,

T
1
P| ma — Wi Wy 4 — Bw; jwe )| < b2
<(j7k)e>;12 Tt:lz-l,-l( AW t—1 it Whi—1)| < XT)

T
1
>1- > P ( T > (wygwp e — Bawjpwg )| > h2XT> :
(k) H? t=1+1

Let z; = wj w1

4 2 —Th4x%
P E —E >h | <2 —
t:l+1[2t . xr() ) = 2ae <288q2/‘62 >

hQT ZE\E (2t |[Fi—q) — E(z)| + hgT ZE [12¢] 1gze)> )
=. R(l) + R(ii) + R(iii)'

We treat the first term last, as we first need to establish the restrictions put on xr, ¢ and kp

from Ry and Ryj. For the second term, by Lemma B.2(iii)
EIE (2| Fiog) — E(z0)| < ety < Oty < Crq™,

such that R;) < Ch*QX;lq*d. Hence we need X;lq*1 — 0as T — oo, such that > Ry — 0.
(k)eH?
For the third term, we have by Hélder’s and Markov’s inequalities

—m 2 m
E [|2¢] L{jzsnp}] < #r PR |z,™/2

11m/2

so R < Ch™ Qx;lfi; ™/2 Hence we know that we need to take k7 and xr such that x —

0asT — oo, giving > R — 0.
(J,k)eH?
Our goal is to minimize y7p while ensuring all conditions are satisfied. We jointly bound all

three terms by a sequence ny — 0:

—Th4 2 L 3 m
(1) > Rp < Cgh’exp <q2HXT) <nr, (2 Oxplat<mr, () Oxpler ™ <

2
(j,k) € H? r
For the steps below, we assume that 7% < 1 = \/—In(nr/(¢h?)) > 1. First, isolate 7 in (1)
and (2),
h4 2 Th?
th2 exp (22) <nr — gk < CM
q K7 q



T 1 2/(m—2)
Cxrp kp <nr <— krr>C <XT7]T) .

Combining both bounds,

1 2/(m-2) T 2 /(e .
Ch < > SCQM — ¢q< C’\/ThQXT/( 2)77:2/( 2),
XTNT q

Isolating ¢ from (2),

1\ 1/
C’X;lq_d <nr — q>C < ) .
nrxr

Satisfying both bounds on g,

1/d 2d+m—2
Cl\/>h2 m/ m— 2 n%/(m72) Z 02 < 1 > — r > > C,’,/Tdm+m 2(fh2) 1/d+’m/(m 2) .
nrxr

When 7 satisfies this lower bound, >3 (R + Rai) + i) < 3nr, and

(J;k)€H?
P LS~ Ew, < h? >1-3
<(j%%>f§2 Tt:lZJrl (wj i wp,t—1 — Bwjpwg )| < XT) > 1= 3nr,
Which completes the proof. O

Proof of Lemma B.15. By the definition of (:), it follows directly that ex’ = 'i‘72‘7/, where

~

V = (¥1,...,9y), such that @ X u/VT = ‘r‘sz’u/\ﬁ

The proof will now proceed by showing that [max, ’er (@X u—"Y2V'u ))/\/T 2, 0 and
<p<

[nax, Irn A 2 0. By Lemma B.8, it holds that
A
C1 —nr — C2A>775,

max |A;] < VTA s, =:Uar,
jeH

on the set Priss N Prpw N Lr. First note that Uar — 0 as the assumption AT <

max‘®'min —

-1
nr [hQ/mﬁsT,max} implies that vVTAA""s, — 0 and A>° "5, — 0. Regarding Prias N Prpw N

Lr, it follows from Lemma A.4 that P(Ep(TA/4)) > 1—-C and from Lemma B.4 that

N
Tm/2)\m?

P ( ﬂH {57(2')(1“’213')}) > 11— C’Tmh/];[/\m, both of these probabilities converge to 1 when Api, >
je

nr (hjy/m By Lemma B.3, P (CCT(SA) N CCT(S)\])> >1—-3(14h)n} — 1 when hn, — 0 and
JEH

=

|
+
i

—r
)‘min Srmax <

d+m—1 T
Cni{m-ﬂ—m—l [ ( f

NG)

For the former condition, we may let hnp < nr = np < nrh~' and 7' > 13k, and combining

this with the latter condition we require that

Q-
+
3‘3

)\mmsr max < 077

d+m—1 /
dm+m—1 [ T




which we assume in this lemma. Note that this bound makes redundant the previous bound

/m
Amin > n;l% when 0 < r < 1, by arguments similar to those in the proof of Theorem 1.

1
The probability of L7 converges to 1 by Lemma B.5 when 7 < Cnr1(v/Th)7#m/0n=1. We may
1
therefore let dp = C’nTJ(\/T h)1/atm/m=1) = where 1y will be addressed later in the proof. We
assume that max |lry [, < C, from which it follows that max [ry,Al < |7y |, max|A;] — 0.
1<p<P 1<p<P JjeH

Similarly

-~ /
'vju _ vju
2
Tj

max ‘er (@Xu YT 2V u )’/\/TS 1I<I;a<XPH’I'N,pH1maX

1<p<P

\/>

By Lemma B.11, on the set

gVT = ST(T)\/ZL) N Pan N Lr ﬂ 5 hl/mT1/2 71)
JEH

it holds that
WY B+ OO VTR 5, + Coh Vgl N2 TS

C3 — Oy (5}; +Ci1A2T5, + Co, /Az)\_rsr>

Plugging in our choice of d7 into the first term in the numerator,

= Uyr.

1
W > T T

h - T .
hl/my T125 = C(nranre) R ™(VTh) ™ VEEa/e=0 = C(nr,inr,2) 1(\/T

We may choose 171 and 172 such that (nT,lr]Tg)_l grows arbitrarily slowly. Therefore, this term
m+1 2

converges to 0 when WT"L*I — 0. The two other terms in the numerator then converge to

max’‘min

-1
0 when \2_\7 < nr [hQ/ m\/Ts, max] Under these rates the denominator then converges to

C3, which gives Uyr — 0. The only new set appearing in &y is () 5 (hl/mTlmnfl), whose
jeH
probability converges to 1 by Lemma B.10. It follows directly that

)RN (é)X’u - T’QV’u) ‘ INT 0. O
Proof of Lemma B.16. The following bounds on R%}T and R%T hold on the set

-1
PT,las N PT,nw N ET N gT,uvw N gT,ww <U51h2 (\/Th2> 1/d+m/(m—2)> )

which holds with probability converging to 1 when A2 A" < np [h2/ m\/TshmaX} - Jhdm _mol o,

max’‘min
1

T . _ 1/m
T ,and, if r = 0, Apin > nTl(h]:[/)T , see the proof

d+m—1
0, AinSrmax < O™ 7! {XT)]
(hN)\d T m=1

of Theorem 3 for details. Under Assumption 6, m and d may be arbitrarily large, and assuming

|

polynomial growth rates allows us to simplify these conditions to the following:

1/2 1/2 —
O<r<l: /+b<€< / b,
2—r7r T
1/2+0b
=0: £ <1/2.
r 5 5 < <1/



These bounds are feasible when b < 12;7" By (B.2)
R%,T < C1AT[1+ AT + ATAW] 4 CoQL47°,
where 6 > 0,
b 273 N2\~ Tz
- 5y T C1A 5r+02\/m
C5 — Cy (;; + OIN2T5, + CZW)

with 67 = C?]le(\/fh) 1/d+m1/(m*1) , and

1
AiQ_
Tj

AT = max

jEH ’

ﬁ
Saol

A N:QT
Wik — Wk

Aw = max
(J,k)EH?

max

2
< (2QT + 1) [Cl |:T1/2)\2_T Sr,max:| + C2h%T%)\?n_a;5r,max

njw

3 m—+1

+ CS \/h%T :”m /\1211_3257",max + C4 [hﬁT 3m )‘ia_a;ST7maX:|

S S
+C’577;1h2 (ﬁhQ) 1/d+m/<m—2>} '

%Td_‘s is dominated by the term C1 A7 [1 + AT + ATAw], since d may be arbitrarily large, and

we can limit the analysis to A7 and Aw.

For Ar, we first consider the numerator of the upper bound

i + CIXQ—rgr 1Oy //_\Qé\frgr -0 (T'H—(’H-l-l/Q)m + Tb—f(?—r) + T%(b—ﬂ@—r)))

or
—0 (Te—1/2 Lob—t@-r) T%(b—E(Q—r)))

)

Y — b—t(2-7) <

—1/2, which implies that the numerator converges to 0, and that it converges at the rate of

for some arbitrarily small ¢ > 0. From the earlier conditions,

O (T%(b_e@_r))), since the two other terms have a smaller exponent of 7. The same expres-
sion from the numerator also appears in the denominator, so the latter converges to a non-zero
constant, and A7 = O (T%(b_gm_r))).

For Aw, we may simplify the upper bound as follows

2
(QQT + 1) |:Ol |:T1/2)\12n_a;5r,max} + C2h%T%>\12n_a;3r,max

O\ T XS max + Ci [ T A2 | : +Csp ' (VTh?) _1/‘”’”1/““)}
-0 (TQ [T2(1/2+b78(27r)) 4 petb—l2=r) 4 et g (~1Hb—0(2-1)) | petd(1/3+b—b(2-1)) T671/2]>
—0 (TQ+2(1/2+b—£(2—r)) + TQ+6—1/2> '
Since AT — 0,
AT[1+ AT+ ATAw] =0 (AT + [AT]* Aw)

—0 (T%(bfé(Zfr)) 4 PHLEB(0—0(2-1) 4 TQ71/2+(b7£(27r))> .

When Q < min{-1— %(b —0(2—7)),3 —3(b—€(2—7))}, the first term dominates the others,
and R%,T =0 (T%(bfg(zf’"))). Note that since b — ¢(2 —r) < —1/2, this bound on Q is satisfied
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when Q < 2/3. Following the proof of Lemma B.15,

OX'u T2V u
B A _= Y P®ll<
RN,T 1I<Ilpa§3><il__) TNp ( \/T + A \/T ) <Uar+Uyr, (C.4)
where
1—r A
Uarr =VTN s,

Ci — nr — 025\2*7"57"’
and

hl/m’l’];1£ +Clh1/mn;1ﬁ)\12n—a;§r_‘_Cth/m,’,,,;l /5\2/_\—T§T

C3 — Cy (;LT + C1A2775, + O, //_\2)\r§T>

with d0p = C’nT’l(\/Th)l/dﬂLml/(m*l). For Ua r, the numerator is of order O (T1/2+b_€(2_r)), and
the denominator of order O (1 + Tb*[(zfr)) =0(1),s0oUar =0 (Tl/“b*e@*’“)). For Uy r, note

that each term in the numerator is multiplied by hl/mn;l, which we can take to be O(T¢) for an

Uvr =

5 9

arbitrarily small € > 0. The remainder of the numerator is then
; + OIVTAZ L5, + C?W -0 (TH—(H+1/2)W L pl/24b—E2-1) T%(b—é(Z—r)))
T
-0 <T671/2 L TL/24b—0(2r) T%(be(er))> ’

—0 <Te—1/2 + T1/2+b—£(2—r)) .

Since the denominator contains the same expression as A7, it converges to a non-zero constant,
and Uy = O (T6 [T*1/2 + T%(b_é@_r))} ) Combining these terms,

R]‘i/,T -0 (T1/2+b—f(2—7‘) L TE [T‘W i T%(b_e(g_r))b -0 (Te—l/Q 4 T1/2+b—£(2—7’)) ‘

Finally, as mentioned at the start of the proof, these results hold on a set whose probability

converges to 1. We therefore replace O(-) with O (-) and the proof is complete. O

C.3 Illustration of conditions for Corollary 1

Example C.1. The requirements of Corollary 1 are satisfied when N ~ T for a > 0, s, ~ T? for
b>0,and A ~ T~ for

b 1 1 (1 m 11
1 [P S (L R (.
O<r<l: g79< <m;+rn)b <d+m—1) a<d+m—1ﬂ’
a

r=20:

This choice of ¢ is feasible when

(29 (o) e ) < -

Figure [2| demonstrates which values of a, b, m, d, and r are feasible, as well as how many

moments m are required for different combinations of the other parameters.
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C.4 Additional notes on Examples 5 and 6

We start with a lemma on useful properties of the matrix pseudo-norm induced by the ||-||, pseudo-
norm. Its proof is omitted, but available upon request. We then provide further details on Examples
5 and 6.

Lemma C.1. For matrices A,B € R"™ with column vectors a; and bj, define the induced

matriz pseudo-norm ||Al|, = m;%( HﬁjﬁHT — Hnﬁax |Az|,., where for a vector x the pseudo-norm
T r z||,.=1

1/r
||, = (Z] \$j|r> . For 0 <r <1, the following hold
(1) llcAll, = lel [|All,.

(2) ||All, = max; [|aj]],,

(3) |AB], < [|All, B,

(4) 1A+ Bl <[|A]; + [ BIl-

(5) m'/2H || Ally < || A, < o'V (A,

A .
””;ﬁ!", with @[l = >2; Lqje;>03- The

above properties also hold for this norm, except property (5), and (1), which is replaced by
(1) |lcAllg = | Allg, for ¢ # 0.

For r = 0, the induced matriz pseudo-norm ||All, = max
X

C.4.1 Example 5: Sparse factor model
Recall the factor model

Yt = Bolxt + Ug, U~ IID(O, 1)

= A f, +vi, vy ~1ID(0,%,), fi~11D(0,X¢),
Nka‘Xl

where A has bounded elements, ¥ ¢ and X,, are positive definite with bounded eigenvalues, and vy

and f, uncorrelated. We make the following assumptions on the factor loadings:
CIN® < Amin(A'A) < Amax(A'A) < C3N?,  0<a<b<1. (C.6)

These assumptions imply that the k largest eigenvalues of ¥ = AX A’ + X, diverge at rates
between N and N?, while the remaining N — k + 1 eigenvalues do not diverge. This holds as we

can bound the largest eigenvalue Ay ax(X) from above by
)\max(z) < )\max(AzfA/> + )\max(zu) < )\max(zf)Amax(AlA> + /\max(zu) < Cle + 02-

Similarly, we can bound bound the k-th largest eigenvalue \x(3X) using Weyl’s inequality and the

min-max theorem from below by

T’ AY AN x
Me(D) > Mo(AZ A + Amin (Z0) = in — I g =N —k+1p+ Anin(Z,
k() = A(AZfAT) + Ain(Ew) mL%{lX{wrng{r\lo o im(U) + }+ (2,)
/AAI
ZAmin(zf) max{ min = / * dlm(U) :N—k+1}+)\min(2u)
u zelUl\0 T’

= )\mln(zf))\k(AA/) + )\min(zu) = )\min(zf))\min(AA/) + )\min(zu) > ClNa + 027
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where we used that A\ (AA’) = A\ (A’A) = Anin (A'A).

Therefore, this assumption generates a weak factor model if b < 1, while if b = 1 but a < 1
some factors, but not all, are weak; see e.g. [Uematsu and Yamagata| (2022allb) and the references
thereinﬂ If a = b =1 we have the standard strong factor model with dense loadings.

Sparse factor loadings satisfy these assumptions. In particular, from Lemma (5) we find
that Amax(A’A) = |A3 < k>/7=1||A||?; thus, with a fixed number k of factors, the sparsity of A
provides an upper bound for the strength of divergence of the largest eigenvaluesE Sparse factor
models may provide accurate descriptions of various economic and financial datasets. For example,
Uematsu and Yamagata| (2022b)) find strong evidence of sparse factor loadings in the FRED-MD
macroeconomic dataset (McCracken and Ngj 2016)), as well as of firm-level excess returns of the
S&P500 beyond the market return factor. [Freyaldenhoven| (2021) uses sparsity in the loadings to
identify the factors, motivating the sparsity empirically through the presence of “local” factors in
economic and financial data. Further empirical evidence for sparse factor models is reviewed in
Uematsu and Yamagata| (2022al).

We now derive the sparsity bound of Example 5. We bound H'y?

© = YT, where Y2 = diag(1/72,...,1/7%), and

,
based on the fact that
I8

1 -Y,2 .-+ YN

72,1 1 coe TY2N
]'-‘ = . . . .
—YN1 —YN2 .- 1

This result follows from the definition of 'y? as linear projection coefficients, and the block matrix
inverse identity for ®. Then
T T T T
max |||, <1+ max [[77]f; = max [(1, 7Y} = max |1, =7V, = ITl;

=lr2ell; < [lor ) el < max O] < ).

where max; 7']27" < C follows from (B.1) Note that when r = 0, these steps follow similarly, noting
that H(T_Q)_IHO =1, and therefore C' = 1.
By the Woodbury matrix identity

-1
© =3, — B IA/N (Z7 N+ AESA/NY) A
Then

el < 1=, + 1= 1A/N;

=" r r
(zr e e mtame) | =)

As for positive semidefinite symmetric matrices A and B we have that

1 1 1

[A+ B = 5 A By = @) o (B) = dn(B)

1 Our setup corresponds to the framework with factors of varying strength as proposed by [Uematsu and Yamagata
(2022a)b) by setting X\j(A’A) ~ N where b=a1 > ... > ax = a.
*“This bound only holds for > 0. [Uematsu and Yamagatal (2022a)) consider the case r = 0.
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it follows that

1 1
< Iy—1 < -1 / '
2 Amin (AS,TA/NY) 7 Agin (B, 1) Amin (A'A/N®)

H (2]:1/1\7& + A’z,le/Na) o

As Anin (251 = 1/ Amax(E0) > 1/C, it follows from our assumptions that Ay, (A’A/N?) > C
-1
and therefore H (E}l/N + A’E;lA/N>

< C. It then also follows from Lemma (C.1(5) that

2

< Ck'"/2 and

T

H (E;I/Na + A’E;lA/Nayl

1017 < =2l + Cr =2 =t [ A/ N A 12 (C.7)
With [|A/[| < Ck, we then find the bound
17 < |21 + RN = Al

We provide two examples of 3, such that 2;1 is sparse. For block diagonal structures, this
follows trivially, since the inverse maintains the same block diagonal structure. For a Toeplitz
structure 2, ;; = pl" =7, by Section 8.8.4 of (Gentle| (2007),

I — 0 ... 0]
X —p 14+p> —p ... 0
_ 2
Eyl_l_pQ O —IO 1+p O s
0 0 0 1

and we can bound
ro r_‘1+p2}r—|—2|p‘r
; e =2

=01, = max| |57

HE;}, [N/2)

<C,
,
or simply m]ax HE;}JHO =3 forr=0.

Note that a (potentially weak) factor model without sparse loadings does not yield a suffi-
ciently sparse matrix @ for all values of r. In eq. we may try to bound [|A]|] directly
using Lemma [C.1[5) to bound [|A/N?| < N'+(b=2a=1)r/2 [/\max(A’A/Nb)]rm, such that ||O||] <
HE;I H: (1 + C’k‘Q_T/QNH(b_Qa_l)Tﬂ). This is not a tight enough bound to guarantee sparsity of ©.
To illustrate, for the standard dense factor model with a = b = 1 and k fixed, we get ||®||] < CN!1~".

Weaker divergence of the eigenvalues even increases the power of V.

C.4.2 Example 6: Sparse VAR(1)
Recall the sparse VAR(1) model
2zt = Pz +uy, Eugu} = Q, Eugu;_; =0, VI #0,

with our regression of interest being y; = ¢ z;—1 + u1 +. For Example 6(a) with a symmetric block-
diagonal coefficient matrix ® and the error covariance matrix {2 being the identity, we can simplify

B =3 #1087 =3 2 — (1 -0 " where ° = &0 = T, and © = ! = T — . Note
q=0 q=0
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that I — A is invertible iff 1 is not an eigenvalue of A. Since the eigenvalues of ®2 are between
(and not including) 0 and 1, ¥ exists. I — &2 inherits the block diagonal structure of ®, so we
may bound max H'ng: < C|®\|;, < Cb.

This resul‘g can be extended to the case where 2 has the same block diagonal structure as the
VAR coefficient matrix ®. While the simplified expression for 3 provided above no longer holds,
both 3 and ¥~ ! remain block diagonal when Q and @ share the same block structure. As a result,

the nonzero structure of ’y? remains unaltered.

o0
For Example 6(b) with a diagonal ® and Toeplitz £, we can simplify ¥ = > ®1QP'7 =

q=0
o0
3 20 = ﬁﬂ and by similar arguments to section |C.4.1
q=0
o L, 0 -
TS s P> —p
e = ¢2 0 —p 14+ p? 0
L—=p :
| 0 0 0 —_—

. The precision matrix is clearly sparse in this case, and max H'y?”i <c|e|, <cC.

Finally, we numerically investigated the extension where the VAR coefficient matrix also has a
Toeplitz structure, namely ®; ; = 0.41+1=Jl We vary the sample size between N = 10 and N = 1000
and display the boundedness in r-norm of the parameter vector in the nodewise regressions in Figure
B] for different values of . We use a log-scale since this sparsity grows by orders of magnitude for

decreasing 7.
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Figure 2: Required moments m implied by eq. (C.5)). Contours mark intervals of 10 moments, and
values above m = 100 are truncated to 100. Non-shaded areas indicate infeasible regions.
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Figure 3: Example 6(b): We display In (max H7?
J

T) for N between 10 and 1000, and r between

0.1 and 0.9.
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C.5 Algorithmic details for choosing the lasso tuning parameter

Algorithm 1: Plug-in choice of A

At k = 0, initialize A(?) « || X"y|| /T and @) « y — + Sy
while 1 < k < K do
Obtain the estimated long-run covariance matrix Q(k) as in (9), with
= L (k1) (k1)
=) = T > xly i x,

t=1+1 =
while 1 <b < B do

Draw g“’) from N (0, Q(k)

)

my < Hg(b)

‘ 7
e}

AF) cﬁq(l_a)7 where q(;_q) is the (1 — a)-quantile of my, ..., mp;
if (AR — AE=D] /G < ¢ then

A AB)

break;

else

NG
Estimate B( ) with the lasso using A(*) as the tuning parameter;
o (k
A ey - x5,

e AE),

We set K =15, ¢ = 0.01, B = 1000, « = 0.05, and ¢ = 0.8 throughout the simulation study.
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C.6 Additional simulation details

Figure 4: Model A, p heat map coverage: Contours mark the coverage thresholds at 5% intervals,
from 75% to the nominal 95%, from dark green to white respectively. Units on the axes are not
proportional to the A-value but rather its position in the grid. The value of A is (107")~! at 0, and
increases exponentially to a value that sets all parameters to zero at 50. Plots are based on 100

replications, with colored dots representing combinations of A’s selected by PI (purple), AIC (red),
BIC (blue), EBIC (yellow).
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Figure 5: Model A, 31 heat map coverage: Contours mark the coverage thresholds at 5% intervals,
from 75% to the nominal 95%, from dark green to white respectively. Units on the axes are not
proportional to the A-value but rather its position in the grid. The value of A is (107")~! at 0, and
increases exponentially to a value that sets all parameters to zero at 50. Plots are based on 100
replications, with colored dots representing combinations of A’s selected by PI (purple), AIC (red),

BIC (blue), EBIC (yellow).
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Figure 6: Model B, p heat map coverage: Contours mark the coverage thresholds at 5% intervals,
from 75% to the nominal 95%, from dark green to white respectively. Units on the axes are not
proportional to the A-value but rather its position in the grid. The value of A is (107")~! at 0, and
increases exponentially to a value that sets all parameters to zero at 50. Plots are based on 100
replications, with colored dots representing combinations of A’s selected by PI (purple), AIC (red),

BIC (blue), EBIC (yellow).
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Figure 7: Model B, 81 heat map coverage: Contours mark the coverage thresholds at 5% intervals,
from 75% to the nominal 95%, from dark green to white respectively. Units on the axes are not
proportional to the A-value but rather its position in the grid. The value of A is (107")~! at 0, and
increases exponentially to a value that sets all parameters to zero at 50. Plots are based on 100

replications, with colored dots representing combinations of A’s selected by PI (purple), AIC (red),
BIC (blue), EBIC (yellow).
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Figure 8: Model C, p heat map coverage: Contours mark the coverage thresholds at 5% intervals,
from 75% to the nominal 95%, from dark green to white respectively. Units on the axes are not
proportional to the A-value but rather its position in the grid. The value of A is (107")~! at 0, and
increases exponentially to a value that sets all parameters to zero at 50. Plots are based on 100
replications, with colored dots representing combinations of A’s selected by PI (purple), AIC (red),

BIC (blue), EBIC (yellow).
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Figure 9: Model C, 31 heat map coverage: Contours mark the coverage thresholds at 5% intervals,
from 75% to the nominal 95%, from dark green to white respectively. Units on the axes are not
proportional to the A-value but rather its position in the grid. The value of A is (107")~! at 0, and
increases exponentially to a value that sets all parameters to zero at 50. Plots are based on 100
replications, with colored dots representing combinations of A’s selected by PI (purple), AIC (red),

BIC (blue), EBIC (yellow).
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