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Abstract

This paper is an exposition of how BRIDGE and adaptive LASSO can be used
in a two-stage least squares problem, to estimate the 2nd stage coefficients when the
number of parameters p in both stages is growing with the sample size n . Facing a
larger class of problems compared to the usual analysis in the literature, i.e. replacing
the assumption of normal with sub-gaussian errors, I prove that both methods are
model selection consistent and oracle efficient even when the number of instruments
and covariates exceeds the sample size. For BRIDGE, I also prove that if the former
is lower than the latter, the same properties hold without sub-gaussian errors. When
p > n, BRIDGE requires a slightly weaker set of assumptions to have the desirable
properties, as adaptive LASSO requires a good initial estimator of the relevant weights.
However, adaptive LASSO is expected to be much faster computationally, so the
methods are competitive on different fronts and the one that is recommended depends

on the researcher’s resources.
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1 Introduction

Using increasingly large datasets, economists and social scientists in general face new
challenges that are connected with the high-dimensional nature of the problems they study. A
particular instance of such a scenario is the class of applications that involve high-dimensional
instruments. Valid instruments are often the holy grail of applied research; however, recently
there is increased availability in rich datasets such as the GWAS Catalog [MacArthur et al.,
2017, Sollis et al., 2023], which includes information on how phenotypic variations affect
biological traits and disease traits give new paths for research. This type of variables can
provide a number of instrument alternatives for applications related to productivity, risk,
welfare, actuarial science, etc [Gui and Li, 2005, Ma and Huang, 2007, Wang et al., 2008].
In order to be able to do estimation and inference in environments like this, the researcher

has to address the statistical difficulties that occur.

I will focus on the usual linear model
Y=X /ﬁo +u

where the usual exogeneity restriction, i.e. E[u|X] = 0 fails. Instead, I will assume that
there exist observable variables Z that can be used as instruments, such that Elu|Z] = 0,
Cov[ZX] is full rank, and the conditional expectation F[X|Z] is linear. I am allowing the
number of both the endogenous covariates and the instruments to grow and I am making
the high level assumption that the number of instruments is sufficient for the identification
of the model.

Due to the dimensionality problem, if the number of covariates in each stage exceeds
the sample size, the OLS estimator is not identified. In this case, one can obtain valid
estimators by minimizing the penalized loss function, i.e. L, (b) = argmin, 3> i (V; —
X/b)2 + N\, Z? p(bj) where p(b;) is a penalty function. Due to the presence of endogeneity,
instead of X;, I will use an estimator of E[X|Z]. Under sparsity, the latter can be obtained
by using any proper penalization function. Then, I will estimate the model choosing the
following popular penalty functions: BRIDGE , with p(b) = [b|”, where v € (0,1) and
adaptive LASSO with p(b) = wy|b|, where wy, is a set of weights.

Related literature: The standard practice to estimate high-dimensional, sparse, linear



models includes popular penalization functions, such as, for v = 1, LASSO [Tibshirani,
1996], adaptive LASSO [Zou, 2006], BRIDGE [Fu and Knight, 2000], the smoothly clipped
absolute deviation (SCAD) [Fan and Li, 2001], the minimax concave pentaly (MCP) [Zhang,
2010] etc. However, inference in these setups often remains a difficult problem even with
the sole existence of exogenous covariates [van de Geer et al., 2014]. In environments that
endogeneity is also an issue, the econometrician faces three distinct scenarios; the first is
having a growing number of instruments, yet a small number of covariates of interest [Belloni
et al., 2012, Caner and Fan, 2015, Fan and Zhong, 2018, Hansen and Kozbur, 2014]. The
second is allowing for a growing number of covariates but a low-dimensional set of them
being endogenous, which permits for a low dimensional estimation in the first stage (eg. Fan
and Liao [2014]). Finally, there is the case with high-dimensionality in both stages with
a growing number of instruments and regressors. Lin et al. [2015] allow for this setting
and they prove model selection consistency and oracle efficiency using LASSO, SCAD, and
MCP, under the restrictive assumption of normality. Caner and Zhang [2014] propose a
GMM estimator using adaptive elastic nets as a penalty function, allowing for a growing
number of covariates but without exceeding the sample size.Gold et al. [2020] follows a
similar direction, providing general assumptions under which a penalty function would have
the desirable properties but restricting the nature of the instruments to sub-Gaussian. Also,
for LASSO, the required properties imply the presence of strong compatibility conditions to

achieve the oracle property.

To address the need for a more flexible framework, a natural path would be to turn to
a penalty function that ensures model selection consistency with minimal assumptions in
the simple OLS case, and consider the extension to the endogeneity framework. BRIDGE
and adaptive LASSO are natural candidates for this setup. There have been some attempts
[Bahador et al., 2024] to apply BRIDGE in two-stage penalized least squares using a control
function approach, yet there is no formal proof of model selection and they require normality

for the error terms.

Contribution: The main contribution of this paper is showing that the estimator
for By using both penalty functions is model selection consistent and oracle efficient. For
both methods, if the number of parameters grows faster than the sample size, the result
is based only on sub-Gaussian tails of the error term and standard rate conditions. The
argument for BRIDGE is an extension to the partial orthogonality condition in Huang et al.

[2008a]. For adaptive LASSO, the proof is based on the requirement of a consistent estimator



for the weights in the penalty function as stated for the exogenous case in Huang et al.
[2008b]. Moreover, I show that for a growing number of parameters but not higher than the
sample size, the result for BRIDGE holds with just homoskedastic, mean 0 errors and the
corresponding rate assumptions. Lastly, for BRIDGE, I provide a proposal of a consistent
estimator for the standard errors as well as some computational evidence on the performance
of the method. Corresponding exercises on adaptive LASSO are ongoing and available upon

request.

Structure: The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the
notation and the requirements for the 1st stage of the problem, regardless of the 2nd stage
method. In Section 3, I present the results for BRIDGE when p < n. In Sections 4 and 5,
I present the results for p > n for BRIDGE and adaptive LASSO correspondingly. Finally,
Section 6 contains some computational results comparing how BRIDGE and LASSO perform

in this problem.

2 Notation & Setup

Consider the vector (Y, X, Z), where Y is the outcome random variable, X is the random
vector of observable covariates - possibly endogenous, and Z is a fixed vector of instruments.
The researcher observes a random sample of size n. Assume that the true conditional

expectation E[X|Z] is linear.

This paper is concerned with the following two-stage model:

I'stage : Xij = Zlaj+vy, fori=1,....n& j=1,...,Dm
stage : Yy = X!Bo+u;, fori=1,....,n

where X; = (Xi1,...,X,,,,) € RPsm consists of the covariates in the 2" stage with
By € RP*» being the corresponding coefficients, and Z; € RP>" consists of the covariates in
the 1% stage with a; € RP>» being the corresponding coefficients. Let o € RP=»*Pen the
matrix of the stacked first stage coefficients. I define the respective conditional means as
di;j = E[X;;|Z;] = Z]aj. Let the matrix of the second stage covariates be X, € R™*Pen,
Accordingly, let the matrix of the first stage covariates be Z,, € R"*P=»_ Further, I define
D, = E[X,|Z,]| = Za € R™P=  which rows are d; = (d;1,...,d;p, )"
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Naturally, u; and v; := (vi1, Via, - . . , Vip, )" are the random noise terms in each stage, and
satisfy Elu;|Z;] = 0, E[v;|Z;] = 0 but not necessarily E[u;|X;;] = 0. Finally, note that the
model above implies that Y; = (Z!a)' B +v! 8o +u; = d.Bo+v.80 + u;, so I define g; = vl 5y +u

—_———’

the new error term that satisfies Ele;|Z;] = 0.

Define X;, € R™%n the matrix of the relevant covariates in the 2nd stage and
Xy, € R™™=n the matrix of the rest. Let [y be the sub-vector of 2nd stage coefficients
that are non 0, and [y vector of the rest of elements of Fy. Similarly for the first stage;
Z1nj € R™*1i ig the matrix of relevant covariates corresponding to the 2nd stage covariate
Jj and Zs,; € R™ni the matrix of the rest. Let ay; be the sub-vector of the non-
zero coefficients of a; Vj, and ay; the sub-vector of the zero coefficients. The number of
instruments and the number covariates are allowed to grow with the sample size but the

model should be sparse in both stages; that is, k,,/n — 0 and max k,,;/n — 0.

For simplicity of notation, let Y; be centered and the instruments be standardized, ie.

anmzo, anzih:o, %anZEh:L
i=1 =1 =1

for all instruments h =1, ..., p.,.

Lastly, for a given vector §, ||0]| is the Euclidean norm, and for a given matrix A, ||A]|

is the spectral norm.

1st Stage

Due to existing results, the 1st stage coefficients are easy to deal with. For their estimation,
the researcher can use the method of choice that provides model selection consistency
and oracle efficiency. However, the assumptions that are needed in order to use the said
method will directly affect the distribution of the 2nd stage BRIDGE coefficients. Define
Y. = n 72/ Z,. Let pi, be the smallest and p3, the largest eigenvalue of X,. Define
Yinj = n 7]

1njZ1nj- Let 75, be the smallest and 75, the largest eigenvalue of ¥y,;. A

sufficient set of conditions for the 1st stage, in order to achieve the desirable properties in

the 2nd stage, are the following:



Assumptions

For each j:

A.1 vyj,..., v, areii.d. random variables with mean 0 and variance O'JQ», 0< O'JQ» < oo, V)=

L. Pan. Also, Cov(vij, vi) = 0y, 4, < 00, V], h.

A.2 (a) J constant 0 < pi < oo, st. 0 < pi, < p3, < p5 < oo for all n. (b) 3 constants

0< 1, <Ty, <ocostmn,< Ting < T2nj < T2z, Vn.

A.3 3 constants 0 < ag < a3 < 00, st. ag < min{|aup;], 1 < h < kupjt < maz{|ain,|, 1 <
h S kzn]} S aj.

A.4 The estimator & used is model selection consistent and oracle efficient.

(A1) ensures the good behavior of the composite error term and allows for a complicated
dependence structure between the regressors. The second assumption ensures the good
behavior of the weighted Gram matrices X.,,, ¥1,;. Assumption (A3) ensures that the small
coefficients are far enough from 0 and the large ones do not diverge. Finally, (A4) is the
most high level assumption, ensuring knowing the limit distribution of &. Since this is a
regular high-dimensional setting, this is not a difficult assumption to satisfy and it can be
replaced with the set of assumptions of a specific choice of penalty function. For example, for
BRIDGE, (A1-A3) and a set of rate assumption is sufficient for (A4) [Huang et al., 2008a].
For fewer instruments than the sample size, the assumption on the error term will be exactly
the same, while for p,,, > n the errors of the 1st stage should also be sub-Gaussian to satisfy

the conditions of the aforementioned paper.

3 BRIDGE for p <n

Having ensured a good estimator for the first stage, I only need to provide an estimator with
good properties for the second stage. [ first state the results for p,, < n. In the case of
Pzn > N, these results will be used after ensuring model selection consistency. That is, after
picking the correct model, due to sparsity, I can apply the same results as in p,, < n, and

ensure consistency and oracle efficiency even in the most cumbersome case.



Let Bj € RPs» be the root of the following minimization problem:

. 1 n . Pzn
= in — Y; — dib)? 4+ M\, b7
B = arguuing 3 (V= db)* +2m 3]

N

-~

Ly (b)

where )., is the tuning parameter. Define ¥4, = n~ D! D,. Let p? be the smallest
and pgn the largest eigenvalue of Yg,. Let D;, € R™* be the matrix of the conditional
expectations of the relevant covariates in the 2nd stage and Ds,, € R"*™+" the matrix of the

rest. Define Y14, = n7 1D}, Dy,. Let 7¢ be the smallest and 75 the largest eigenvalue of
Zjldn'

Also, define £4, = n='D/ D,. Let p% be the smallest and p¢ the largest eigenvalue
of f]dn. Let Dln € R™%sn the matrix of the estimated conditional expectations of the
relevant covariates in the 2nd stage and ﬁgn € R™™Man the matrix of the rest. Define
flldn = n’lf?’lnf)ln. Let %fln be the smallest and %gn the largest eigenvalue of f]ldn. Let

dy; == Z!& a row of D1, and the rest of the vectors accordingly.

Assumptions

B.1 wy,...,u, arei.i.d. random variables with mean 0 and variance o2, 0 < 02 < oo. Also,
Cov(ui, vij) = Oup;, 0 < 0y, < 00, V.

B.2 T constants 0 < p¢ < pd < oo, st. 0< pf < p, < pd < pd < oo for all n.

B.3 (a) A\un(kun/n)Y? — 0. (b) Aenkan + pan)/n — 0. (c) p2, max; k.n;/n — 0. (d)
kun/1'? = 0. (€) pan/n = 0. (£) Apun ™2/ (\/Pankzn max; k.p;)? ™7 — 0.

B.4 3 constants 0 < by < by < 00, st. by < min{|Bo1;], 1 < J < kun} < max{|Bo;l,1 <j <

B.5 (a) Jconstants 0 < 74 < 7 < oo st < 18 < 7 < 7, Vn.o (b)

~1/2

!
n maxj<;<n dlidli — 0.

B.6 The instruments are O,(1).

Assumption (B.1) is of the same nature as (A.1). The 2nd stage error term is

homoskedastic and the covariance with each one of the 1st stage error terms needs to be
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finite but is allowed to be non-zero. Combining the expressions of the two stages, the error
term of interest is g; = vy + u; which is i.i.d. with mean 0 and variance 2. Assumption
(B.2) ensures the invertibility of ¥y, but, contrary to the smallest eigenvalue of ¥, p¢,
is not allowed to converge to 0. A direct consequence is that the convergence rates of the
2nd stage estimator will no longer depend on the eigenvalues of the corresponding Gram
matrix in the way the 1st stage ones do. (B.3.b) is used for the convergence of the 2nd stage
estimator. (B.3.b) ensures model selection consistency and the rest of the rate assumptions
are used for the three upcoming results. Note that the rates are affected by the number of
the instruments and the maximum number of relevant coefficients of the 1st stage separate
equations. Assumption (B.4) is the same as (A.4) and common in high dimensional literature,
as it ensures that the relevant coefficients are uniformly bounded away from 0 (and infinity).
Assumption (B.5.a) is uniformly bounding the eigenvalues of ¢ from 0 and infinity, making
it strictly positive definite. Assumption (B.5.b) is used in the asymptotic normality proof
and is implied by (B.3.e) if the conditional expectations of the relevant covariates in the 2nd

stage are uniformly bounded. (B.6) is used in the asymptotic normality proof.

Under the set of assumptions above, and the identification assumption that there are
sufficiently many instruments for the endogenous covariates, I prove the following two results,
the former for regarding the consistency of the 2nd stage BRIDGE estimator and the second

regarding the model selection consistency and oracle efficiency that it achieves.

Theorem 1.1. Under (A.1-A.4) and (B.1-B.3a-d,B.}), let h, = (pznkznm\j)%jk‘znj)l/2 nd
i, = (Resbentren ) Then, ||3, — By = Opfmingha, b)),

n

Note that 1.1 utilizes all (A.1-A.4) as the oracle efficiency of the first stage coefficients
is used in the proof to determine the rate of ||& — «||. Note that neither rate is affected
by the actual number of the instruments but only on the maximum number of the relevant
instruments among the endogenous regressors. It is not straightforward which of the rates is
faster as, apart from p,,, k., and the sample size, they depend on different quantities. That
is, h,, also depends on the maximum number of relevant covariates in the separate 1st stage
equations, while A/, depends on the tuning parameter \,,. Interestingly, the latter ensures
consistency and is used as a middle step to prove the former rate which is essential for model

selection consistency.

Theorem 1.2. Let Bn = (Bm,ﬁgn) where Bln,ﬁgn are estimators for By, Boz, respectively.
Suppose that 0 < v < 1 and that conditions (A.1-A.5) and (B.1-B.5) are satisfied. Then,

8



i) Bgn = 0 with probability converging to 1.

i) Let 5 = o028, (%4)5, for all (kg x 1) wvectors 0,, such that ||6,| < 1. Then,
_ A 5 d
Psan0n(Brn — Bor) = n™ s, S0 €6, (51,) " iy + 0p(1) = N(0,1) where 0,(1)
s a term that converges to 0 in probability uniformly with respect to o,,.

The first part of this result states that the method described gives exact zero estimated
coefficient values for the sub-vector of ﬁn that corresponds to the irrelevant covariates. The
second part, written in a similar fashion as the result in [Huang et al., 2008a], states that
the estimated non-zero coefficients are oracle efficient- that is, they asymptotically have the
same distribution as they would if they were ex ante known and being the only ones used in
the model. The result is written for the linear combination of the corresponding estimated
sub-vector and it is straightforward to rewrite it for the marginal distributions. For each
j=1,..., ks, I can pick 6, = e; where e; the k,,, x 1 unit vector with 0 elements everywhere

apart from the j-th position. Also, define S?lnj = o2¢/ (Ed )ej. Then, for each Blnj, it holds
that nl/Qs;,}j(ﬁAlnj — Boi;) 4, N(0,1).

4 BRIDGE for p >n

Keeping (A1-A4) and adding some more structure to the error term, the following list
of assumptions is sufficient for model selection consistency and oracle efficiency under the
BRIDGE penalty function.

Assumptions

C.1 (a) uy,...,u, are iid. random variables with mean 0 and variance o, 0 < o} < oo,
Also, Cov(vij,vih) = Oy, < 00, Vi, h. (b) u, {vi;}}2) are jointly sub—Gaussaan; let
i = {u;, {vij };21}, then |

]y, = supjqy,<1 la'dll,, < o

C.2 Partial orthogonality: (a) 3 constant cp st. [n Y23 didu| < co, § =
L..yMgn, k €1,... kyy. (b) Define &,; = n 'EQ.L, Yidi;) = n~t >0 d);Brods,
then there exists a constant {, > 0 st. mingeg,, k| > o > 0.

C.3 \n/n—0& Mo V2K 00; (b) log(mgn) = 0(1)(Agnn™7/2)2/(2=7)



C.4 J constants 0 < by < by < 00, st. by < min{|fix|,1 < k < kun} < max{|fix], 1 < k <

C.5 (a) J constants 0 < 73 < T, < 00 st 7, < T < Top < T2, Vn. (b)

—-1/2 U
n / maxj<i<n dlz‘dli — 0.

C.6 (a) kon(1+X;;)/n — 0& X} (ken/n)'/? — 0 where X is the tuning parameter from the
partial optimization problem U (fB19) (see Appendix for details). (b) k2, max; k.n;/n.

C.7 The instruments are O,(1).

(C.1.a) is the same as in the previous case, while (b) relaxes the standard assumption
of normality that is usual in this problem and is used to prove model selection consistency.
(C.2) follows Huang et al. [2008a] and limits the correlation between relevant and irrelevant
variables and ensures that the relevant ones are sufficiently important in the model. This
is also a crucial element to prove selection consistency. For the same proof, I use the rate
restrictions in (C.3); it is interesting to see that there is no direct restriction on the total
number of the instruments, or the total number of covariates. (C.4) is the same as for
BRIDGE when p < n, just avoiding the restriction on the eigenvalues of the full Gram
matrix. (C.5) and (C.6) are used for the oracle efficiency proof, with the former used for the
Lindeberg condition. The latter includes rate restrictions to ensure consistency and oracle
efficiency. Since I have ensured model selection, I can now use the previous results for p < n,
but using k., as the number of covariates. Thus, these rates look very similar with the ones
used in the previous section for the same purpose, by substituting k., for p,,. The following

two theorems state the results formally:

Theorem 2.1. Under (C.1-C.4) and 0 < v < 1, P(an =0) - 1 and P(Bln #+ 0,k €
kyn) — 1.

Theorem 2.2. Under (C.1-C.6) and 0 < v < 1. Let s> = 026! (3¢ )16, for all vectors 6,
of size (kg X 1) st. ||6,]] < 1. Then, n'/2s26" (B1n — Bro) = n~ 25! S el (S4,) My +
0,(1) % N(0,1).

5 Adaptive LASSO for p >n

In this section, the same notation will hold as well as the normalization of the variables. I

now define the adaptive LASSO problem. I assume that an initial estimator 3, is available
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and I define the weights and the relevant loss function:

Wy = |an|_17 .] = ]-7- -y Pan

1 n R Pan
La(b) = 5 D (¥i = dib)” + Aau Y wilby|
i—1 j=1

Also, let X4, = (X4,)) = n7'Dj Ds,, as well as H, = Dy, (DyvDy,) *D},.
Furthermore, for a vector 4, let sgn(8) = (sgn(6y),sgn(ds),...), and & =, § if and only
if sgn(8) = sgn(s).

Continuing to assume (A1-A4) and adding some more structure to the error term, the
following list of assumptions is sufficient for model selection consistency and oracle efficiency
under the Adaptive LASSO penalty function.

Assumptions

D.1 (a) uy,...,u, are i.i.d. random variables with mean 0 and variance O'j2~, 0< o2 < oo.
Also, Cov(vij, vin) = 0y, w, < 00, Vj, h. (b) u;, {vi; ;2 are jointly sub-Gaussian; then,
for the tail probabilities of &; holds that P(|e;] > z) < K exp(—Cx?), for constants
C, K.

D.2 The initial estimator Bn is zero-consistent® with rate r,, — 0.

D.3 J constants 0 < by < by < 00, st. by < min{|fix|,1 < k < kun} < max{|fi],1 <k <

D.4 (a) A, — 00, (b) Azkyn/nY? = 0, (c) p2,(kpn max; k.p;/n) — 0
(d) for 1 <d <2,
1 1/d

NLD n

1 1/d k2
vn(log man) — 0, and = — 0
)‘mnrn TTL

(e) for d =1,

NLD n

11



1 10g M4 2
vl OgA"X 08 Man) _, 0, and “22 —

D.5 (a) J constants 0 < 71 < T < o0 st T, < T, < Top, < T2, Vn. (b)
n~Y2 max) <<, dj;dy; — 0. (b) I constants 0 < p¢ < pf < 0o, st. 0 < pf < pf, <

pd < pd < oo for all n. (c) n=Y? maxi<;<, d);d1; — 0.

D.6 The instruments are O,(1).

where for (D.2) I use the following definition from the online appendix of Huang et al.
[2008Db]:

Definition 3.1. The initial estimator B, is 0-consistent if and only if (a) Maxi<j<m.. |Bni| =
0p(1) and (b) there exists a constant & > 0 such that, for any ¢ > 0,

: 3 > _
P (1§I§1§1£m | Brjl > &,bl) >1—¢
for n sufficiently large. In addition, 3, is a zero-consistent with rate r,, if (a) is strengthened

to
Tn Imax |6n]|:OP<1)7

where r,, — 00.

(D.1) is crucial for the proof of model selection consistency, as it allows for the use of
the relevant maximal inequalities. Assumption (D.2) states the strong prerequisite for the
success of adaptive lasso; having a good initial estimator to calculate the weights. This
can be weakened slightly by assuming a weaker consistency notion and adding a partial
orthogonality condition in the same style as in BRIDGE. The exact condition is discussed
formally in Huang et al. [2008b]. (D.3) bounds the parameters that correspond to the
relevant regressors away from 0 and away from drifting to infinity. The former is a stronger
requirement as it does not allow for positive but arbitrarily small values. (D.4) includes all
relevant rates conditions necessary. While the first three are used in multiple occasions, (d)
and (e) are paired with the corresponding maximal inequalities that explore the 14 norm of a
given sub-gaussian term. (D.5) bounds the eigenvalues of the Gram matrix and the relevant
Gram matrix. It is interesting to note that for BRIDGE, I could avoid assuming anything
about the eigenvalues of the full matrix. Finally, as in the previous cases, the instruments

are bounded in probability.
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With this set of assumptions, I prove the following two results. It is noteworthy that the
objective in the first theorem is slightly stronger than model selection consistency. Instead of
only identifying the true zeros, the method also identifies the sign of the relevant covariates.

The second theorem is the standard oracle result from the previous two cases.
Theorem 3.2. Under (D.1-D.6), P(5, =5 Bo) — 1.

Theorem 3.3. Under (D.1-D.6) and 0 < v < 1. Let s2 = 028/,(29,)716,, for all vectors 6,

of size (kyn x 1) st. ||6,]| < 1. Then, nl/ngldﬁl(ﬁln — Bro) = n" V213" g8l (B4 )My +
0p(1) & N(0,1).

6 Computation

Construction of Standard Errors

In the two step problem, the researcher should first pick a tuning parameter ~ for each stage.
In this exposition, in order to simplify the notation, I assumed the same 7 in both cases
throughout the theoretical results. This comes without loss of generality analytically, but
the implications of different choices will be exposed in a later subsection. After computing &,
with BRIDGE, she should construct D, and, plugging it in the 2nd stage, compute Bn with
BRIDGE. Then, she can construct a consistent estimator of sg4,, which can be done in two
parts: (1) estimate the Gram matrix of the estimated covariates with non-zero coefficients
using &, which overlaps with San as defined above, and (2) estimate o2 using the residuals

from the 2nd stage. The, é;nlj gives an approximate standard error for Bj for each j.

Algorithm

Given that BRIDGE is often challenging to compute as a non-convex problem, I provide a
short discussion on the algorithm I use for the simulations, proposed by [Huang and Ma,
2010]:

In the simple case of the linear model, having only one-step estimators, we define the
LS loss function as Q,(8) = 3> i ,(Y; — X;5)?, and the bridge penalized function as
L,(B) = Q.(B) + /\Zgzl 8|7, for 0 < v < 1. 1 will follow the algorithm proposed by
Huang and Ma [2010], as an improvement to the algorithm of Huang et al. [2008a]. The
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former is more efficient as it does not require any approximation. To achieve this, the authors

use the fact that the maximizer Bn of the following function:
Pooa P
Su(8,0) = Qu(B) + Y _0; 1Bl + 7 Y0
j=1 j=1

is equal to the optimizer of L, (), and vice versa, under the constraint that éj >0, forj=
1,...,p and the tuning parameter A\ = 7. 7797(1 —v)?~!, where 7, is the penalty parameter
of S,(5,0) [Huang et al., 2009].

Based on this result, they propose a simple iterative algorithm: First, I pick the initial
value for (¥ to be the the corresponding LASSO estimate of the problem. Then, I compute
the 8](-5) that appear in S,,(3,0) as:

v
o _ (L= g1
Using that value, I minimize
p
S 11
Qu(B) + > _(0;7)' 18,1
j=1

over f3 to compute the new value of the vector 3. Then, I repeat the last two steps until
we achieve convergence, which is always attainable as S,,(3, #) decreases in each step. To set
the penalty parameters 7,,, I use the functional form of A that the equivalence result requires.

To compute A itself, I use cross-validation, splitting the sample in 5 folds.

Applying the general algorithm to my case, I compute the 1st stage coefficients, then

estimate D,,, plug it in the 2nd stage and estimate Bn using the same algorithm.

Simulated Data Generating Process

Regarding the simulated DGP, starting from the first-stage parameters, i.e., the matrix
a, I draw its columns «;, for j = 1,...,p, as follows. For the column elements a, where
h=1,...,p.m, I pick aj, € (=5,5) only for k,,, entries and a;;, = 0 otherwise. I add a small

normal random noise to all the entries. The sparsity structure of the 1st stage coefficient

Pzn
J=1

as high as the number of the relevant covariates and, to avoid further identification issues,

matrix has to satisfy that the number of overall relevant instruments ( k.nj) is at least

14



the same subset of instruments is only used for at most as many covariates as its cardinality.
To keep the example clean, there is one relevant instrument per 2nd stage covariate with

different degrees of relevance defined by the corresponding elements of o. The 1st stage ~

for BRIDGE is set out to be 0.1.

The instrumental variables are drawn from a multivariate normal, with a flexible
correlation pattern among the relevant ones. That is, Z; ~ N,_ (0,X,). We define the
variance-covariance matrix 3, to have a Toeplitz structure, i.e. X,|;; = L =

[kzn], p = 0.7 for the principal submatrix referring to the relevant instruments and the

», =

Further, I pick a joint normal distribution for the i.i.d. error terms in the first and the

identity matrix for the rest:

second stage, ({vi;}i2,,u;), and I choose the variance covaraince matrix to allow for non-

trivial correlation terms between the two. That is, (us, {vi}5=) ~ Niyp,, (0, Xu), where

T

S Ou Oy
uv T

Ouww Ol

with o, = 0, = V0.5 and for g,, = (Tut, ..., Tur: ), some elements are equal to 0.4 and
some 0.15. These choices give us a positive-definite matrix. Lastly, The second stage vector
of non-zero coefficients is also constructed from numbers in (—5,5). Now, one can draw X;;

as X;; = Zja; + v;; and the outcome variable as Y; = X/ = 0 + u,.
Numerical Results for BRIDGE

The first set of simulations presented below is using very small sample sizes to examine
the elementary dynamics between the number of covariates and n, as well as the role of ~
in the problem. The second set is examining a larger sample size n = 1000 with increasing
number of covariates from 100 to 1000, as a more realistic scenario on where the method

might be useful.

The first table has data from 200 simulations with information on the average root mean
squared error (RMSE), the median RMSE and the number of variables that the method picks
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to be non-zero. I set py,, = p.n, = 30, ku, = k., = 6. I present results for OLS as a baseline,
even though it is expected to work poorly in this environment, for LASSO, as it is a popular
solution once the researcher faces a high dimensional environment and BRIDGE for three
values of 7, to examine its significance. I pick three sample sizes to observe whether the
method performs well on the “difficult” case that the sample size is equal to the number
of variables, on the case that the sample size is equal to the number of covariates plus the
number of instruments, and on the case that the sample size is double this number and thus,

an ‘“easier” case.

The setup described in the previous subsection is an environment where LASSO is model
selection consistent and oracle efficient [Gold et al., 2020]. Even in this environment that does
not take advantage of BRIDGE’s validity under more flexible distributions, the two methods
are fairly competitive. Looking at table 1 below, one can see that OLS is performing very
poorly even with slightly bigger sample size than the number of the covariates. Even though
the mean MSE of LASSO and BRIDGE sharply drop once the sample size is slightly larger,
OLS RMSE is marginally reduced. For a sample size of 30, the mean of the former two is
significantly higher than the median, implying large outliers, but the two of them balance
once I increase the sample size. LASSO picks, on average, a larger model for a small sample
size, but once n > 30, LASSO and BRIDGE have competitive values for RMSE and pick

similar model sizes, close to the truth.

Let S to be the set of indices of the 2nd stage covariates chosen by each method to be
non-zero. Table 2 presents two values: the probability that S contains the set of indices of
the non-zero variables of the true model and the probability that the two quantities overlap.
As expected, OLS always chooses a very big model, failing to estimate any of the true zeros.
For n = 30, LASSO picks larger models than it should and BRIDGE smaller, even though
BRIDGE has a higher probability of picking the exact correct one. As the sample size grows,
LASSO and BRIDGE always pick a set that contains the true one and, with a persistently
very high probability, they pick exactly the true one.

Further, it is interesting to examine further the role of v in the 2nd stage. In table 3,
I present results for n = 60, p,, = 30, p., = 30 and k,,, = k.,,; = 6 for 13 values of . For
the first stage, the 1st stage v is set to be 0.1 across all simulations. Note that as 2nd stage
~ grows, the penalty function approaches LASSO. It can be observed that even in the edge
cases, close to 0 and 1, the median performance remains reasonably good, and the variables

collected are the same with the true model. The only steep change is the increased mean
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Table 1: Performance of methods for pg, = p., = 30, kyp, = k2pj = 6

Perf Metri
Sample Size Method ertormance Metrics

Mean RMSE Median RMSE # Variables

OLS 8.89 2.23 30
LASSO 1.28 0.99 22.57
30 BRIDGE (v = 0.2) 1.80 0.74 8.94
BRIDGE (y = 0.5) 1.93 1.11 10.36
BRIDGE (v = 0.8) 1.44 0.61 9.03
OLS 5.92 1.73 30
LASSO 0.03 0.02 6
60 BRIDGE (y = 0.2) 0.02 0.02 6
BRIDGE (y = 0.5) 0.12, 0.02 8.62
BRIDGE (v = 0.8) 0.02 0.02 6
OLS 5.65 1.94 30
LASSO 0.02 0.02 6
120 BRIDGE (y = 0.2) 0.01 0.01 6
BRIDGE (v = 0.5) 0.07 0.01 7.54
BRIDGE (v = 0.8) 0.01 0.01 6

RMSE for  around 0.6 — 0.75, which may be incidental. There is no strong evidence that
the choice of v significantly affects the performance of BRIDGE.

Regarding the set of simulations with a higher sample size (n = 1000), there are data
of up to 200 simulations, and I report the same summary statistics. I increase the number
of the instruments to 100 in every case, where the relevant ones remain 6. The number
of covariates is either 100, 500, or 1000, creating approximately the same dynamics as the

“smaller n” case.

By table 4, one can observe that OLS significantly under-performs, even in the first
case, with p,, = 10% of n.Even if picking the correct Os was not the researcher’s objective,
the mean RMSE is much higher than both LASSO and BRIDGE. BRIDGE seems to have
many outliers in this case, increasing the mean RMSE and the average number of selected
variables but it may be incidental, since it does very well on the next two cases. LASSO

does worse in picking the correct model, but is competitive on the average error it makes.
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Table 2: Model-selection probabilities

Selection Performance

Pr(True C S) Pr(S = True)

Sample Size Method

OLS 1.00 0.00
LASSO 1.00 0.12
30 BRIDGE (v = 0.2) 0.38 0.23
BRIDGE (v = 0.5) 0.38 0.20
BRIDGE (v = 0.8) 0.38 0.18
OLS 1.00 0.00
LASSO 1.00 1.00
60 BRIDGE (v = 0.2) 1.00 1.00
BRIDGE (v = 0.5) 1.00 0.89
BRIDGE (v = 0.8) 1.00 1.00
OLS 1.00 0.00
LASSO 1.00 1.00
120 BRIDGE (v = 0.2) 1.00 1.00
BRIDGE (v = 0.5) 1.00 0.94
BRIDGE (v = 0.8) 1.00 1.00

A compatible story can be said about table 5. OLS and LASSO always pick a model
which contains the true one, but almost never exactly the true one. BRIDGE on the other
hand picks exactly the correct model almost always. In the first case, potential outliers that
involve a much larger model than the correct drop the P(S = True) to 73%, but for the
other two cases it seems to be performing very well. It is important to iterate here that
this is still an environment favorable to LASSO, since the errors are still following a normal

distribution.

Forthcoming sets of simulations will include errors that follow a sub-Gaussian but not

normal distribution as well as PDF's with fatter tails, as well as the comparative results with
adaptive LASSO.
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Table 3: BRIDGE Two-Stage Results over 100 Simulations
v Mean RMSE Median RMSE # Variables

0.01 0.0203 0.0200 6.00
0.10 0.0203 0.0202 6.00
0.20 0.0203 0.0204 6.00
0.25 0.0203 0.0204 6.00
0.30 0.0204 0.0206 6.00
0.40 0.0431 0.0203 6.00
0.50 0.0769 0.0204 6.00
0.60 0.1835 0.0212 6.00
0.70 0.2721 0.0234 6.00
0.75 0.2222 0.0240 6.00
0.80 0.0218 0.0209 6.00
0.90 0.0227 0.0226 6.00
0.99 0.0247 0.0251 6.00

Table 4: Performance of methods for p.,, = 100, k,,, = 6

Performance Metrics

Pzn Method
Mean RMSE Median RMSE # Variables
OLS 4.34 1.41 100
100 LASSO 0.031 0.031 25.51
BRIDGE (y = 0.5) 0.124 0.004 28.71
OLS 0.08 0.08 500
500 LASSO 0.03 0.03 62.39
BRIDGE (y = 0.5) 0.002 0.002 6.00
OLS 0.07 0.07 1000
1000 LASSO 0.03 0.03 72.67
BRIDGE (y = 0.5) 0.002 0.002 6.00
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Table 5: Model-selection probabilities

Selection Performance

DPzn Method -
Pr(True € S) Pr(S = True)
OLS 1.00 0.00
100 LASSO 1.00 0.00
BRIDGE (v = 0.5) 1.00 0.73
OLS 1.00 0.00
500 LASSO 1.00 0.00
BRIDGE (v = 0.5) 1.00 1.00
OLS 1.00 0.00
1000 LASSO 1.00 0.00
BRIDGE (y = 0.5) 1.00 1.00
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7 Conclusion

This paper is an exposition of how BRIDGE and adaptive LASSO can be used in a
very popular environment, the linear model under the presence of endogeneity, when the
researcher faces high dimensionality in both stages of the process. Facing a larger class of
problems compared to the usual analysis, i.e. replacing the assumption of normal with sub-
gaussian errors, I prove that both methods are model selection consistent and oracle efficient
even when the number of covariates exceeds the sample size. For BRIDGE, I also prove that
if the former is lower than the latter, the same properties hold without sub-gaussian errors.
BRIDGE requires a slightly weaker set of assumptions to have the desirable properties,
while adaptive LASSO is expected to be much faster computationally, so the methods are
competitive on different fronts and the one that is recommended depends on the researcher’s

resources.
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Appendices

Lemma 3.1. For the Ist stage coefficients, it holds that, (1)||c| < (Penmax; k.nj)/%a; =
Op((Pen max; n) /), (2) [|én — @l = Op((pan/m) /), (3) Ell|an — a|’] = Op(Renmiten),
(4) Bll|6all"] = Op(pon max; kun;).

Proof:

This is a corollary of (A1)-(A4). Keeping the same notation, it holds that

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 2
6 — all < lan — allp = v/E(Gn — @)(@n — @) = /3024 8, — 0.

; 2 2 51 2
For each j, s,; = 0,0,51,;00 < 0y

. by Rayleigh quotient, where ||0,] < 1.
Hence, 8], (Gj — ;) = Op(n™2s,;) and supy;, < 0, (G — ;) = O,(n 27, ). Thus,

|G — o < Op(n*I/Zszl/Qp%Q) = Op((paen/n)'/?), since 11, is a constant.

Similarly, lof < /35 lal® < P kagal < /penmag ke =
Op((pon max; kzng)'/?).

Also, by oracle efficiency (A4),

V0, (G = ;) 5 N(0,1) for every j =1, pn. So,

nj -’n

s2. o?
AVar (3, — a)) = 22+ o) = 48,56, + 0y n™)
Choose 6,, = ey, the h-th canonical vector for h =1,... kup;:

AV ar (e}, (6 — 7)) = Vi < 0" 'og; (S5, + 0p(n~") VA

kznj
tr(V,) = (Van) <n Ugjtr(zlnlg) + 0p(kznj/n)
h=1
Keng k 1 1
tr(zl—nlj) — )\—éj < =Y for Apy; the h-th eigenvalue, st. )\,;ij € (—, —) .
Pt T1j T25 Tij
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= tr(E[(anj — ;) (anj — a;)']) = tr(AVar(én; — a;)) + (E ||an; — o5])?

kzn'
D 41 (AVar(an; — a;)) + 0,(n) < n” oy + 0p(kan /1)

1j

where (1) holds by &, being asymptotically unbiased due to consistency and its asymptotic

variance being bounded by bounded eigenvalues.

Subsequently,

Pzn

Elllan — al*) < E[lén — allz) = Elllan; — as]|”]
j=1

o koni Paen MAX; Koy i
- zZN, rn zZn,
= E n o2 M 4o, (L E
J
- T1j n
]:1

Pan MAX; T,y MAX; ki
< = 4 0p( ) = Op(
NT1, n n

Pan IMaX; kznj Pan MaX; kznj

) = 0(1)0p(1) = 0p(1)

where the second to last equality holds by assumption (B3.c).
Also,

A 2 N 2 N 2
(@ —a)+al” <la—al” +2[ja - all fal] + [l
< Blll& — al") + 2E[|l& — a [lal] + Elfla]’]

) < 0p(1) + (@1Pen max bien;) 20y(1) + a1pon max

=E([a)*) < Op(pen max Konj)

Lemma 3.2. Let k be a py, x 1 vector. Under (B1).

E sup | eidir| < doen'(p3)'? ||a|
lull<d i=1
E sup | edik| < do.n'?(p3)*E]l|a]*])?
[lull <5 i=1

Proof:

26



Note that e; = vy + u;. So, Elg;] = 0 and Varle;] = Varfu; + 3257 viBo;] =

o2+ e Sy BojBonGusuy + 2D 5 Bojou, = o2, constant over i.

2 2

< E sup |«

<3 Zgl Z
< §’FE Z &TZCZ; Z 6@1]
Li=1 i=1
= 8°E |e1d, zn: eid; ++++ + end, zn: eiaZZ-]
i=1 =1

Qsp [E%d’ldl + et gid;dn}
n A n 2

= 80?3 Eldd] = 80’  E U }
=1 =1

= 2023 B |1zl < %02 Y 1211 B (6]
=1 =1

= 0%alnps, E [|16]*] = 6*aZnp3E [||a]"]

E sup
l[ll<é

Zezdn

o
di

where (1) holds by the exogeneity of the instruments (=; L d;) and Eleieo) = 0 by (A1) and
(B1), and (2) holds by Z; being fized and Cauchy-Schwartz inequality.

The result follows by Jensen’s inequality.

Note that for d; instead of aAli, the result holds as:

E sup
l|klI<é

Zézdli

by d; being deterministic and Lemma (1).

< 00l o] < 62 (5) 2 (s e Fun)
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Proof of Theorem 1.1

By definition of 3, and for d; = Z;&, where & is an (p.,, X pgy) estimated by BRIDGE
in the first stage:

Z(Y dlﬁn + )\xn Z |/3j|’y < Z Y dlﬂo + >\xn Z |/80|’Y
=1
Pzn
@Z (Y; = diBa)? Z (V; — diffo)” + Amz |Bol”
i=1

Mn

@ZY d.B3,)? ZY d.Bo)? <

= Z[JZ(Bn — Bo)]” +2 Zéfid;;(ﬁo R
=1 =1

-1/2

~ 1/2 . ~
Let 6,, = n'/? (Edn) (Bn — Bo) and A, = n~1/2 <Zdn> D! and ¢, the vector of &;.
Then,

n

SO (Ba— B2 +2 3 (8o — Ba) =
=1

=1

- [n1/2i;7/12(3n B Bo)}/ [nl/ﬁ);{f(ﬁn _ @0)] +2 Zsicﬂ(/@o — Ba)
i=1
_5, 2252d/ —-1/2 n1/2 1/221/2(5 — o)

— 55, —2 (ml/?z;,j/?ﬁ;gn)' 5

= 58, — 2 (Anen) 60 <

& 860 — 2(Anen) 60 % (Anen) (Anen) < 7

S 160 = Anenll* = 1Anenll* < s

& (160 = Anenll < |Anenll + 02

S [10all < 1160 = Aneall + 1 Anenll < 2 Anenll + 1y
= [16a]1* < 41| Anenll + 1 + 2 | Anenll 02
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= [16.]I" < 61| Aneall + 31,

Let A; be the i-th row of A,,. Then, A,e, = > &A;. Also, by the i.i.d. assumption,
Ele;e;] = 0 for i # j. Therefore,

E|| Aneall’ ZE IAIP)Ble?) = o ZE A} = 020 (Lpypen) = 02D
i=1
as
’ —1/2 ($ B AIPNIPN —1/2 n Y2 — (D 28 A (A P \-1/2 _
A, =2 (S40) T DLDy (San) — (D, D) 2D, D(Dy D) = Ly

Thus, we have E[||0,[[]* < 602py, + 31, and because 1, = Ay, 2% [Bol7 is the number
of By; # 0, so the rate that 1, is O(Aznkyn). 1 can write:

E[8,8,] = nE[(B /30) Zin(Bn = Po)] < 602pen + Ohsnke)
0) (Za
( )( 50)] + TZE[(B” - 50),(2@ - Zdn>(6n - BO)] S 60-§pzn + O(/\xnkmn)

where
Sin — Ban =n"'D.D, —n"'D! D, = n"Y(Z'a) (Z'a) — (Z'6,) (Z'4)]
<n M1 Z)) o' — &'a] < p, |lal® = [l
< Pon el = llaall (el + l[éanll) < p3n(llall + llnl) [ — o]

2 gz 2|l + 0,1)0y((pen/n)2)

< 052 [l Op((pan/n)"?)

(2)
< 205, (Pen maX kzn]) a1<p /n)l/QO (1)
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= 203Puna1 (max k. /n) 20, (1)
J

where (1) follows by Lemma (1), (2) holds by Lemma 2, (3) holds by assumption (B.3c).
Then, )Zdn — f]dnH = 0,(1) by CMT, so San 2 Y.

For the second term in LHS of FI[d],6,], I have:

‘(Bn - 50),(idn - Zdn)(Bn - 50 =

B0) it (B (Ban — Zan) S *VE7 (B — o)
(B = B0)San(Bn — Bo)

(B = Bo) San(Ba — Bo)

< (P) ™ P (max s /1) 2 0p (1) (B = Bo) Lan(Bn — Bo)
= Pan(max kon /1) 20p(1) (B = o) an(Bn — o)

= Pan (2% ks /1) (B = B0) Yan (B = Bo)

= 0,(1)(B — B0)' Saw(Br — Bo)

H2—1/2 Edn _ Edn) —1/2

< |zl

’Zdn - Edn

due to the uniform bound of the eigenvalues of ﬁ]dn, Ydn-

n(Bn - BO)/(Zdn)(Bn — Bo) + R(Bn — Bo) (Zan — 2dn)<5n — Bo)
ZTL(Bn - ﬁO)/(ZanBn - BO) - ’n(gn - BOY(idn - 2dn)(Bn - 50)|
Zn(ﬁn - BO)/(Edn)(Bn - 60) - npa:n(mjax kznj/n)l/2 (Bn - 50)/Zdn(5n - 60)

Zn<1 - (pzn<max kz’nj/n)l/Q)
J

b=l

Since the LHS is equal to E[0/,0,,] I can use the corresponding bound:

n[(Bn = Bo) San(Bn — fo)] = n(1 - (Pen(max kans /) %)

BOH

And nE[(Bn - ﬁO)/idn(Bn - 50)] > n<1 - (pxn(mjax kznj/n)l/Z)plE {

]
Ao } =0 (nu ~pun(ma, kmj/ml/?)) - (n(l T 0,,<1>>)

@E[Bn—
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d

Bn - ﬁOHZ} < Op ( n Op(1>> = Op n

¢
By Markov’s inequality:
5|3 - o]
R n — MO o)
P(\ﬂn—ﬁonzMC) S < jé?=0<%>

@P(‘

B —ﬁoH > \/M_C) <0 (%)
Bn _ BOH <0, (@)Uz o)

where the last inequality holds by (B3.b)

= |

A

znkan Mmax; Konj 1/2
/B’n _ BOH — Op((p \/ﬁj J) )

For the second part of the theorem, I will show that ‘

Let r, = vn Following the proof of the theorem 3.2.5 in Vaart and

(pznkzn max; kznj)l/2 :

Wellner [1997], for each n I partition the parameter space of (Bn — fBp) into “shells”, i.e.

Sjn = {5 : 2j_1 S Tn ”/B - ﬁOH < 2j}7 forj € 7.

If r,, |3 — Bo|| is larger than 2M for a given M, then 3, is in one of the shells with j > M.

By the definition of £, as a minimizer of L, (b), for every e > 0:

P(r,

Bu— o > 2) = Y P(B. € 5y0)
Jj>M

~

PR (;e%ﬁn La(B) = Ln(fo) < 0) + P || = o] > )
2j<€7“n

where the 2nd term converges to 0 by Bn being consistent by the 1st part of the theorem.
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Now, I can write:

La(B) = Ln(Bo) = é(n — diB)? 4 Aen kZ Bu " + Aen ni 8o — ZI<Y dif0)* — Aun kZ T
> anm —dp)?+ AkZ: Byl — Zlﬁf dif)? AkZ |Bo,
= an:(d’ﬁo + e —dfp)? zn;(d;ﬁo e —dBo)? + Aen kf;{\ﬁul” — | Bors|"}
= Xn;(déﬁo +e —dif+ (d; - d)B)’ - Zn;(diﬂo + e = difo + (d; = d})50)° + Aen kf;{\ﬁuw — |Boys|"}
- i[(dxﬁo — B) + &)+ (d — d)B]* — i:(a + (d; = d)B0)* + Aun ki?{lﬁul” = Bos"}
=
_ i:(dé(ﬁo B te) 28 I kff{ww [Bous |}
57 2(d; — d) (o — B) + e — bl + Z [((di = di)'5o)? = ((di — di) 5]
= ~ .

= Z(dé(ﬁo -2 ZEZ (8= Bo) + Aun Z{ngp |Borj| "} + 1a
i=1
=L+ L+L+1,

Considering a specific cell S;y,,

n

I = Z(déﬁo — BN =||D'(Bo — B)II> = |DII” |80 — Bl > npt, 220~ Vp—2

i=1

kan kzn

Iy = Aen Z{Wup —|Boy|"} = /\mﬁz |551j|7_159n(501j)(51j — Boty)
j=1 j=1

for some fy1; between f;; and fpi;. Now, by (A4), I know that (;s are finite and

bounded away from 0, and I am considering s such that |5 — Go|| < €, so there exists ¢, st
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max; ‘581]'“_1 Sa

Then,
kan 27
|I3] < Cl%n’YZ 161 — Boij| < c1dan YV kan |81 — Boijll < c1dany kmr—
j=1 "

23
:>I3 Z _Cl)\xn7 kxn_
T

n

Hence, in each shell Sj,:

o 2
Ln(ﬁ) - Ln(ﬂo) Z npiln22(] 1)Tn2 - Cl)\xnﬁ)/ kznr_ - ’[2’ - |I4’

n

, 27
= inf L,(8) — L,(5o) > npfn22(371)r;2 — 1 Aen YV ken— — sup |Iy] — sup |I4]
,BESjn Tn EESJ'” ﬁESjn

A 27
=P ( inf L,(8) — Ln.(6o) < O> =P np‘lln22(3_1)r;2 — A Aen YV ken— < sup |Io| + sup |14
BESjn Tn BESjn BESjn
Elsupgeg,, |I2]] + Elsupgeg,, 14]]
~ npd 226-Dr=2 — ) A\ vV ken 207

where the first inequality holds by Markov’s inequality. For the first term in the

numerator, I can use Lemma 2:

< 2 Noen! 2 (p3,)' 2 ||

Z eid;(8 — Bo)

=1

E[sup ||| = E sup

565]‘77. Besjn

<2 tr-lo a (pgn)lﬂ(npm mjax kznj)1/2 = 21ty (Npen mjax k;mj)l/2

n n

~

Bl sup 1] = B sup |3 2(di = d)[d (5o — ) + & — i) + Y |((di = ) 5)* = ((d; = d) B

ﬁES]'n ,BESjn i=1

< E sup 2(d; — d)[d(Bo — B) + &1 — &3]
,BES]'TL .

3= dy | + 3|t - ey ]
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< E sup 22 d; — d V[d(Bo — B) + & — €50
5€S]n —
+ E sup ‘ ((d; — d ) + ‘ ‘
,BES]'n Z Z
< 20ty 1\/_ Pan Max kpji/ P50 277+ kb + 0.]Op(1) + n2%r, Op(l)

where the last inequality holds by the following:

n

E sup |> 2(d; — d;)'[d}(Bo — B) + &i — i3]

BESn |'i=1

n

2251( i )(5 Bo)

i=1

+ E sup

<E sup Zn: 2(d; — d;)'[d}(5o — B)]8

BESn |'i21

6€Sjn Besjn

=2 (E sup |[D:z(/80 - ﬁ)]/(Dn - En)5| + E sup |5%(Dn - ﬁn)/(ﬁ - BO)|>

|I>

<2 (E sup | Dnl| |60 —

1) 4
<2(2r, )

2 . . 4

<2 N2+ kb)) A/ npSE | Z || Nan — o] + 277, E eall | Z]] || ém — o]

3) .

<O @i Sl b )\ gt g E [lan — al] + 217 /npiE el 1 — ol

<o (@7t b )\ o8 A B lin — all? + 277t /g B llealPA B | — o
<Pt/ 05 A E |6 — ol P27 4 /kanbt + 0]

4) )
<9Ity 1\/_ Dan MAX K i/ P50 2J 14 V kgnbi + 0|0 2J+17”7:1n Panl 2J L+ V kanby + 0¢lop(1)

ra B llall || Do = Da

where (1) holds by D,, being a product of deterministic terms and § being in shell 5j,,.
(2) holds by assumption (B4) which implies ||3]| < ||8 — Boll + ||Bol] < 297, + kupnby and by
the spectral norm of D,, being equal to v/npd, < \/npd. (3) holds by Z being fixed similarly
to (2), and (4) holds by Lemma (1).
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=& sw |0, = D] (0, - D)5

]

BESjn
=E sup [(Dy = Du)' (o = AI[(Da = D) (o + H)] < E sy (50— B) (5o + B)
- I = 1817 < £ s || D= D[ 150 - 817
BESn BESjn
o= D) 991 < BIZIP N6 — ol 27,7 = |12 2 Bl — al*r;

<np5,27r 2Bl — all’) < np5,2Yr 2 0,(1) < n2¥r0,(1)

where the last inequality holds by Lemma 3.1.

Back to the initial objective:

_ Elsupgeg,, [12|] + Elsupges,,, [14]
v (5??- La(B) = Lnlf) < O) = Pt 20072 — o AR 2
Jjn Pin Ty C1AznY zn<” Ty

< Dy /N an X /05,277 4 VEnby + 0.]O,(1)
= npf, 22070702 — ey Ay V207,
D4y ey (npan max; ko) '/ + 1227, 20,(1)
npd 220-Dr=2 — ¢ Xy Fign 277!

NG

(pznken max; kznj)

For r,, = 7z, 1 will look each term of the numerator separately:

Term 1:

2j+17}71\/ﬁ Prn Max kznj\/p_gpjr;l + v kxnbl + UE]OP(l)
np$,220-Vr 2 — ey Ao YV ken 277
<2j+17“;1\/ﬁ Do TIBX k‘znj /—p§2j7,;10p(1) 2j+1r;1\/ﬁ Prn MaAX k,‘znj\/pév kxnblop(l)
npt,2206-Dr=2 — e Xy kegn 29751 npf, 220102 — i Ao YV ken 21
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N 25 1 i/ Dy maxX i/ 05 Kiznb1 O, (1)
npd 226-Dpr=2 — c) Ay kpn 2071
- 22742 /npy, max ki Op(1) N 20y g gy max ki, jOp (1)
“npl 2207012 — e Xy Een 29t npd 220-Dr-2 — o)\ v kgn 207
N 201y npyy max kO, (1)
npd 220-Dr~2 — ) Xy Epn 2971

(2 227+ 0o, (1) 2071/ npankzyn max k., ;0,(1) 291 /np e max k., ;0,(1)
T npd220-Y — o A YW ken 29, npd220- et — o NV 2? npd220-Dr-t — o) Ny Kan 27
_ 2%t 10,(1) N 21+10,(1)
do2(j—1) _ AznViken o 1 Vn d92(j—1)—1 _ AznViken o 1
1012 I ay NG 2 Prnkzn Max; kznj \/pgmlcgm max Ky p12 ’ "' cy vn 2 \/pxnkxn max kzn;
N 27110, (1)
Vi d92(j—1),—1 _ AanVEzn 9j 1
Pzn Max kznj P12 U @y vn 2 \/pzn max kzn;
) 22j+10p(1) 2j+10p(1) 2j+10p(1)
{22070 —0,(1)  pf2207 D +0,(1)  VEenp22071 + 0,(1)
© 0, W 0,(1)
<534 o,1) T op(1) < 553 +0p(1)

where (1) holds by (B.3c) and (2) holds by (B.3a). (3) holds by k,, growing but even
when it is constant, I can use a similar argument as in the first term, i.e. note that for n
large enough, the denominator 2773 + 0,(1) > 277 for all j > 4.

Term 2:

2j+1T;102<npxn max; kznj)1/2 < 20y (npxn max; kznj)1/2

npd 226-Nr-2 — ) AV Eken29r70 T npt29-2r-t — iy AenVEan
262 262

d9j—2,.—1 Vn _ 1Y AenVkzn 425=23/kpn + 0, (1 P
P 2 T, \/pzn A ko (Npankon Max; kan; ) 1/2 P1 Tn P( )

where the second to last equality holds by (B.3a) and the last one holds by k,, grows.

If k,, is a constant, the term is 0,(1) by the same argument as in term 1.
Term 3:

n2%r20,(1) n2%r20,(1)

<
npd 220-Dr-2 — )\ vV ke 29rt T npd220-Dr-2 — e Xy ke 201
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2%0,(1) B 2%0,(1) 27

— . S , () =0,(1)
LU — ey @A Ronran ™ pf2200) — ey e s TP (1)

where the last equality holds by (B.3a).
To conclude the proof,

2 F (&%ﬁn Ln(B) = Lnlfo) = 0) <2 (O;;(_? + op<1>) <o s < 01270

j>M j>M
27 <erp

which converges to 0 for all M = M,, — oo. This completes the proof.
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Lemma 3.3. Suppose 0 < v < 1. Let 8, = (8],.5},). Under (A.1-A.4) and (B.1-B.4),
Bgn = 0 with probability converging to 1.

By Theorem 1.1, for C' large enough, f, is in the ball {3 : |3 — Bo|| < hnC} with
probability converging to 1, as the probability of ,@ being in a shell > C' goes to 0, where h,,
is the rate obtained in the 2nd part of Theorem 2.

Let 5111 = B(]l + hnul & ﬁQn = 602 + han = hnu27 st.

2 2 2
lully = fluall; + [luz]l; < C as
18 = Boll < BC% & |Ihnully = 1wl + Azl = 1B81n — Borlls + [1Ben — Bozlls < k3 C?

Let Vi, (u1,u2) = Ln(Bin, Bo2n) — Ln(Bo1,0) = Ln(Bor + har, hpua) — Ln(Bo1, 0). Suffices
to show that, for any wuy, ug with ||u|| < C, if ||ug|| > 0 then V,,(uq,uz) — Vi (u1,0) > 0 with

probability converging to 1, as:

Vi(ug, ug) — Vi (u1,0) = Ly, (Bor + hoa, hnuz) — Ly (Bor + hnug, 0)

i.e. the loss function under a strictly positive ||ug|| = 0 is higher than the loss function where
|ug|| = 0, with probability converging to 1. Equivalently, this implies that (3, = 0 with

probability converging to 1 in the specific partition of the parameter space.

Define CZU the estimator of dy;, the corresponding row of Dy, and CZ% correspondingly.

Let Myn = Pan — kmn

Ly, (Bor + hnut, hyts) — Ln(Bor + hyus, 0)

Z (Y; — dy;(Bor + hutr) — dishnuz)? — Z(Yz — dy;(Bor + haur))? + Aan Z |hnug|?
i=1 i=1 =
=—2 Z(Y% - czlh.(ﬁm + hnul))/(d/%hnuﬁ + Azn Z ’hnuﬂv
=1 j=1
—— 22 (2i + (dyi — dvs)' Bor — dyshnwr)' (dishus) +Z (dhhnun)® + Non Y _ [hntia]”
j=1
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n n Mzn n

=h2 > (dyuz)® + 212> (dhsun)(dyun) — 2k Y cidhsuin + Apn D [hntiz|” = 2> (dyi — du;) Bordhshniz
=1

=1 i=1 j=1 i=1

:H1+]I2—|—]13+]I4+]I5

n n

I+ 1o = hp Y (dyuz)” + 202> (dyuz) (dhun)
i=1 i=1
= hi Z(dézu2)2 + hi Z(CZIQZW - dllzul) - hi Z(d;zW)Q - hi Z(Czluul)Q
i=1 i=1 i=1 =1
i=1
where
2 - 7 2 a 2 - 2 2 A 12 2
n2 > (dun)? = | D || < || D | el < || |l
<|1Z|* flal c?
where || Dy, || < Hf)n as lA)ian is a principal matrix of ﬁ;ﬁn
For Iy = —2h, >, e1db;us, 1 can write:
n . n . 27 1/2 . 971/2
E ZSid/inQ < E (Z 8idl2iu2> = [E €iD2u2
i=1 i=1
. 2 1/2 . 2' 1/2
< {E (il | D] e ] <8 s (ll| 2] a1
ul[<

§006n1/2(P§n)1/2(E H&n"2)1/2 = 005”1/2(p§n)1/2 DPgpn Max kznjOp(l)
V J

Then, Hg = hnn1/2(p§n)1/2 Pzn MaX; kznjOp(l)

39



For Iy = Mgy D 2527 Rt = Agnlhn|7O([Juz]])7, T can write:

Maxn

2 2
D lua” = gl = Jluall, = fluall, = [luall? > flusll; >0
j=1

Then, Iy = A\pnh]O(]Jus]|®), where the last term of the product is bounded and strictly

positive.

The rate I, /I; + I, goes to infinity because: A\pphl™2/[penO,(1) +nC?pd] is the same rate
Agnn~7/2
( DPankan max; kznj)Q_’y

which goes to infinity by assumption (B.3f). Then, |Jus|| > 0, implies that V,,(u) > 0 with

as Az, h) /n as n grows faster than p,,, by (B3.e). Replacing for h,,, I have

probability converging to 1.
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Proof of Theorem 1.2

Part (i) follows from Lemma 3.3. For part (i), under (B.1-B.2) By, is consistent by
Theorem 1. By (B.4), each component fo Bln is bounded away from 0 for n sufficiently large.
Then, at (Bln, BQH), the following holds:

0L, (b1, bs)

=0
861

(Bln:BQn)

Pan

- Z Y dllzﬂln dlzzBQn)dlz + /\mn’y Z sgn ﬂlng |Bln]| 71 =

and define a (k,, x 1) vector v,,, which j-th element is |Blnj\7_1sgn(31nj). Since 302 =0 and
& = }/; - dlliﬁOl:

i=1

i=1

A Z — dy; (B — Bor) = (du; + di)' Brn — diyBon)dii + Aan Yt = 0

4 Z dy; 51n Bo1) dlz Z 5zdlz + Z dy; + dlz /301d11 Z d2162ndlz + AanYn

=1 i=1

@Eld ﬁln BOI Z 6zdlz + Z dlz + dlz BOIdlz Z d B2nd1i + )\zn’ywn
&2 (Bin — Bo) =n~/? Z el (X4,) dy; + Z 0,(34,) " (dvs — du;)' Borda
— —

Y G (8 Ny Bondhs + 128 (5,) A

where [|6,|| < 1. Since P(Ba, = 0) = 1 = P(n=Y2 37" 8 (24 ) dh, fondy; = 0) — 1 =
n~ V2S5 (84 Y Bondy; 2 0.

i=1"n

Note that since S4, 4, Yan, we also have id EN ¥4 by CMT. Then, the eigenvalues of

f]‘f converge in probability to the eigenvalues of ¢ . by Weyl’s perturbation theorem. I.e.

1n>
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for all eigenvalues 72 | 7¢ of the corresponding matrices, we have Vh = 1,...,pp,, |72 —

= 0,(1) by (B3.c). Then, 7, & 7 and 7, & 74,

7_;Lln| < maxp ”f—f?n - T;Li’l’L‘ < ‘Eiln - chln

For n~1/2 Z?:l 9, (E(ljn)_lczlziﬁ%(jli:

n

n V26 (51

<26 S| el

<n P2 (85,7 el < 0272 |85, Hanid™

-1 71(1) 1/2,_—1 -1 1/2 1/2_—1 -1
kanbd ™" < 07 V2 bl 4 07 Y20,(1) = <n V23 by + 0,(1) = 0,(1).

_—1/2||sd
=n ‘Eln

where (1) holds by the spectral norm being equal to the largest eigenvalue, so the inverse

d

is smaller than the smallest eigenvalue inverted. Let 7{¢ be the smallest eigenvalue of f]ln,

and i]“lln is consistent. The last inequality holds by B.3.

Also,

n /2 Z 0n(34,) " (dyi — di) Bordrs < n0,,(34,) " Din(Di1n — Din)' Bou
i=1

— L2

5,54, DinDun — Dun) | < 5l | (£ | B Bor

S n_l/QTl_lkxn V nty HDln - [)171

H(Dln - ﬁln)

Dln - [)171

_ -1_1/2
=7 Ty kun

For the quantity of interest, I also have to do some decomposition:

n-1/? Z&a;(i:cfn)—lciu — U2 Z g0l (24 )1 £ (22 )" Ydy;
=1

1=1

=n2 Y el () i 02D el (5) 7 — (3) Dy
=1

=1

=n"12Y " ei0,(S4,) i + 072 s (51,) 7 (di — dig) 072 e ((54,) 7 = (25,) 7 das
=1

i=1 =1
~ -~ J

show op(1)

I will look at both terms separately:
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For the first one, define

T, = n ()7 = (B )Dien = 072 Y edl(B) 7 = (S i =02

=1

where ||d,]| = 1. Note that E(T,|u,) = 0 and Var(T,|u,) =n"to? Y " u?. Also,
w1y u?=n-1§nj<5;<<zf>-1—<f:f>—1>du>2
=1 i=1
= 0,((2) " - ( Zd dh) SHT = EDT
< H(zf) Zd dygl| < |2 H de Sl Zd dh

krn max; kznj

vn

< (i +0p(1) ()~ Op(1) 750 = 0,(1)

where the last inequality holds by the uniform bounds of the eigenvalues and the norm
of the difference of the “relevant” Gram matrices being an o0,(1), shown by an argument

similar to the one in 1.1 for the full Gram matrix and (B.3c).

For n= /23" &0 (3¢ )" (dy; — dy;), T can use Chebyshev’s inequality as follows:

T, —n_l/QZ o0 (2 dh—dh)—n 1/22621/4

where U; = (XL(Eiln)_l(dh — dh) and D1 — D1 = [A,Zz]l = [((3( — Oé)/Zi]l,. I also have that
(=47 < 7" and [|a — af| < O, () Femitees) — o,(1).

n

Then, E[T,|u,] = 0 because E[e;|u,] = 0 by the exogeneity of the instruments and i.i.d.

errors in both stages and

2 n
o
Var[T,|u,] = E uiVar(eilu,) < —= E u?
n
i=1

Var(T,|uy,
V6>0, P(|Tn| >€|un) = M Zu _¢n un

€2 62
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where
_Zu Z (0L(21) 7 (dy; — i) = &, (24,) 1A ( ZZ/ ) (5,) " 6n
=1

1 - kxn kzn‘
< |47 1A EZZ;ZZ- 2 Zan % P00 0,(1) = 0,(1)
=1

< ToxTyg

n

For every €, I can find 4, such tha t:
I 1<
P(|T.| > €) = P({|Tn| > e} N {IEZU?I > p}) + PRITal > e} N {IEZU?I < p})
; i=1

<PURY >0+ 25k <
=1

§5

l\DIan

Back to the quantity of interest:
28], (B — Bor) = n Y £i0,(S,) " dii + 0,(1)
i=1
or its standardized equivalent:

1/28;;5;(6171 501 =n —1 Z 5z5/ 1d1i + 0p(1)

To see why s? is the average variance over n, consider the following quantities:

v; = n*1/23;nl§;(2fn)*ldu and w; = g;v;, So:
Var (Z 5iv,~) Var <Z e;n 1?2 syt (24 )~ 1d1i>
i=1
- S0 (24 )y War <Z lez) 4 )15,

=115, 0,(55,) 7 (Z dyiVar (s;) dﬁ) (34,) 7" 0w
i=1
=550 26/ (Ed ) 1n71D,1nD1n(Eiln)715n

dn E n

—_ 22(5/(26[)15”:1

dn 5 n
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To apply the Lindeberg-Feller CLT, I need to show that the Lindeberg condition holds
for the RV &, (X{,)dy;, ie.:

3 ]‘ - 4 —_ / —
lim —— > " E[(e:0),(S1,) " dui)*1{|£,0,(24,) " dui| > ev/nsan}] =0

n—oo nsdn 1
1=

& lim Y E(n sy e0,(51,) " du) T In~ sy 60, (5,) " du| > €}] = 0
n—oo
i=1
: 2 _ 2 1 20 (o _
(:)TLIL%Z;E[MZ]IHMA >e}|=0< 0 TLILIEOZ;E[wl]IﬂwA >e}] =0

n
& lim o z;va[afnﬂgM > €e}]
P

Note that

n

o2y vl =02 (n sy 0 (5) ) = ntsgte? Y 0 (5]) T dud!y (5,) 16,
=1 i=1 =1

= 532026, (51,) T (31,) (325,) 710w = s s, = 1

g"n

Then,

n n

0F Y B e > €] < o2 > of max Bl > e}

i=1 i=1
= max EE{Je] > )]

so it suffices for the latter to go to 0 as n grows, for the condition to hold.

Equivalently, I can write:

~1/2 —1 d \—1
max [ui] = 01, max |6, (21,) " dul,

where

[0, (325,) ™ il < (07, (24,) 1 00) 2 (dy (34,) i) V2

by the Cauchy-Schwartz and (X¢,)~! being symmetric.
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Also, s, = o 1(6/(2¢,)718,)~1/2. Then,

max [v;] < 2o (6, (51,) 7 100) T A(8,(59,) 71 8a) Y7 max (dy(3,) " i) 2

1<i<n 1<i<n

< n_1/2a€_171_1/2 max (d/h-du)_l/2 —0
1<i<n

where the last relation holds by (B.5). Thus, Lindeberg condition holds and:
_1/2262 16 Zd 1d1i i) N(O,l)

and, equivalently,
n 25216 (B — Bor) = N(0,1).

dn ~n
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Lemma 3.4. Knight and Fu(2000): Let g(u) = u? — 2au + A|u|?, where a # 0, X > 0,

and 0 <~y < 1. Denote

“=(a5)

Then, argmin(g) = 0 iff A > ¢, |a]*~7.

Proof of Theorem 2.1

§nj =07t 30 (dyBro)diy. Let aj = (dyy, - ..

n  Pazn Dan
SR UEEIIRES wilt
=1 1
Pan ]- n Pzn
=SS dos] S
j=1 Li=1
Pan [
= Z 2:(}/Z +dy,f+d;p; — zgﬁj

=1
Pan

—2ei((dij — diy) B) + 2(dy, 8 — disB;) (dij —

=1

Y —dy B+ dyB — digBs +

=1

> (e + B — digBy + (dij —

i=1

2(1—7))1_7_

2—7

7dnj)/'

Pan

+A*Z|ﬁj|”

Pan
(dij ZJ 63 + X\ Z |5J|7
Pan
dij)B;)* | + A, Z 1551

> le} + 2ei(dyB — digB; + (diy —

[ =1

> le} + 2ei(dy,B — digB; + (diy —

[ =1

n

(jij)ﬁj) + (dy;8 — dijBj + (dij — di BJ

> el + 2e(diyB — digBy) + (di,B8 — di3;)?

=1

Z[Ef — 2e4d;i B — 2d; Brod;; B; +

47

Pxn

di)B; + (dij — Ciij)zﬁf]] + A ) 1B
j=1

(dB)* + di;35)* + 2e:d1,3

Pan

+ A5 ZW”

Czij)ﬁj) + (dy,B — dij3;)? + 2(dy, 8 — dii 3;) (dij —

dij)B; +

(d



—2¢;((dij — dij) B;) + 2(d1,8 — digB)(dij — dij) B; + (dij — sz'j)%?]] + A ) 161
j=1

—Z Zs 2(epaj + néyj) @%—Zd 62%—23/2 anef

DPan

—2 Z ei((dij — dig) B;) +2 Z(d'hﬂ — dijB;)(dij — dij) B + Z ij — dij) + A 1B
i=1 i=1 =1

So, minimizing U*(3) is equivalent to minimize:

Pzn
D [dhsdng = 2(c0a; + 160185 + (dny = o) (doy = duy) 52
j=1

Pzn

— 28}, (dnj — dnj) B + 2(D},, P10 — dnjB;) (dnj — dnj)ﬁj] + AL 1B

Pzn

-2 (s + (g = o) (o = o)) B = 2((<},; + )+
el (dnj — dnj) — (D, P10 = dnjBy) (dnj — dnj))ﬁj} + A5 ) 1B
j=1

Let g(87) = ¢, 82—2(elaj+n&n+1a)+No |87, where ¢, = d!, dpj+(dnj—dy;) (dnj—dy;) =
nO,(1) + O,(1) = Op(n) by the instruments being O,(1) and the true 1st stage coefficients
being uniformly bounded. Note that at least the 1st term is also bounded away from 0,
due to variation in the instruments and existence of 1st stage coefficients that are bounded

away from 0. If all & was identically 0, E[XZ] = 0 which contradicts the premise. Also,
T = &p(dnj — dn]) — (D110 — dniB5) (dnj — nJ) =n'?0,(1 p(1) + knnl/QOp(l) = Op<knn1/2)'

Then, by Lemma 3.4 and the analysis above, 3; = 0 is the solution to argmin g(5;) iff
e tNEL > oylentan P = ey (et eha; + nénj + 1a|)? 7. Expanding on that:

C;I)‘;n > Cw<n_10p(1)|5;zaj + nén; + Tn|)2_7
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S0, X, > 0 B0Vt + ey + 1l
A U
=n ey " Aan T Op(1) > |ehaj + n&nj + 1l

Aan
:>( n’Y/z

1

)ﬁc7 TT0,(1) > n_1/2|5;aj + népj + 7y

Let w,, = c;ﬁ()\/nWQ)ﬁOp(l). Suffices to show that:

i P(w, >n"Y2maxjcy, |ea; +n&p; + ) — 1.

i P(wy, >n"Y2minjek, [eha; + néuj + ra]) — 0.

For (i): P(w, > n~Y?maxjcy, el a; + n&,; + rn|) — 1. By the partial orthogonality
assumption (C.2a), J¢y > 0 st.

‘H_I/Q zn: dzgdzk

=1

<cy, j=1,...,Men, k=1,..., ks, for n large enough.

Therefore, n'/2|¢,;] = n!/2 [n =t Y27 (di,B10)di| < ™20y 3oy (S50 dadyj| < bikaco <
c1ky, for every j € J, and ¢; = ¢oby. The first inequality holds by (C.4).

Then,

P(w, >n/? max |er.aj + n&nj + Tal)
JEJn

=P(wy, > n=t? max |ena; + nén; + Op<knn1/2)|)
]G n
>P(w, > n~'/? max et aj| + ciky + k,Op(1))
J€JIn

=1 — P(n~Y/? max lenail < w, —crky, — k,0,(1))
J€JIn

o1 Eln~'? maxjes, [epal] _ ., (log(2))' 2K (log(man)'"?)
- wy, — crky, — k,Op(1) wy, — c1ky, — k,Op(1)

The numerator is sub-Gaussian by Lemma 4 in Huang et al. (2008,), hence the last
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equation. Note that,

kn(cl + Op(l)) _ ( kncy )1/(27) N knOp(l)
& FT () e=00,1)  \GA)0) ey " (A2 EN0,(1)

<CV<A/an>op<1>)l/(2_w ! (c,y@'};?fi)%pm)”(2"” ~0

which is 0,(1) by assumption, so the leading term is of order —29"en) _ which is 0,(1)

(\/n7/2) 777 0y(1)
by (C.3b).

For (ii), I need to show P(w, > n~Y2minjek, |\a; + n&n; +7a]) — 0, ie.

1/2

J

2 min |eha; + n&; + Op(kn'/?)|)
JEKR

P(w, >n~ e}(ri leha; + n&nj + Tnl)

=P(w, >n"*

- ( U n_1/2|5;aj + nénj + Op(knn1/2)| < wn)
1<j<kzn

k:l:’n,
< Z P (nY2ela; + n&yj + Op(kan'/?)| < wy)
=1

For each term, I also have:

P (n™'2leha; + n&uj + Op(kenn'/?)| < w,)
=1 — P (n"'?|ela; + né&nj + Op(kun'’?)| > w,)
<1 — P (n'?|&] + Oplkun) — 0~ 2|eha;] > wy)
=P (n"lena;| > n'?|&0] + Oplkan) — wn)
<Kexp[—C(n'*E — wy, + kpnOp(1))?]

Then,
P(w, >n/? m[i(n leha; + nénj 4 1a|) < kpnKexp[—C(n'/?¢) — wy + kunO,(1))?]
j€Kn
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wn kxn

2
kIn
where the 3rd inequality holds by:
konwn kmc;ﬁ(/\m/nw?)ﬁ() (1) EY2 M\ un /2 27 K12 N g 1
nlz /2 === 0y(1) S = Op(l)(—n )z

From Assumption (C.3) A\,n"72k)~2 — oo and Agyu/n — 0, 50 Mgy = 0,(n). Thus,
2—
) H o0, which implies that k,,/n'/? — 0. Which

1/2
nokn V2K = /22 = <Tli:_/

Tn

concludes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 2.2
The proof of this theorem is a direct application of the theorem 1.2 and the corresponding
theorem in Huang et al. [2008a]. By sparsity, k., < n, and I have already proven model

selection consistency, so I apply the “p < n” section for k.

o1



Proposition 3.1. Define 3, =, B if and only if sgn(B,) = sgn(B). Let Wy
diag(wnla"'awnkzn); Wn1 = {wnla-"awnkzn}; Wn2 = diag(wnkzn—&-l;--'awnpzn): Wn2

{Wnkpn+1s - Wnp,,, }- Then,

~

P(ﬁn s ﬁO) > P(An N Bn)a
where

An = {2n71/2|(2n11>71f)/1n5n| S Zﬁ‘ﬁld - n71/2)\xn|(inl)ilwnlsgn(ﬁlo)”

and

Bn = {|27’L71/2f)l2n(1 - ﬁ)gn’ S nil/Z)\zanQ - n71/2>\mn|in21(in11)71Wn159n(ﬁ10>’}

Proof: The proof of the proposition follows the same steps with [Zhao and Yu, 2000]

by adjusting the optimization problem accordingly.
Proof of Theorem 3.2

Under proposition , P(f, =, 8y) > 1 — P(AS) — P(B¢), so it suffices to show that the

latter two events happen with probability converging to 0.

For A, let n, = 20~ Y2(X) "' Dinen, tn = (f]f)_lwnlsgn(ﬁw).

20~ 2|(20) T Dinenl < 207 2|(20) T Dinen| + 207 2|(59) T (D1 — Din)enl
< 207 V2|(8) T D] + 207 2((S1) 71 = (80) 1) Dinenl
+ 207 2[(S0) 7 (Din — Din)en
< |7l 4 0p(1)
where the last inequality holds by Chebyshev and (D6.a).
The proof for the 2nd term being 0,(1) goes as follows: Define

T =n 2SN = (ED) ) Dinen =02 &8, (5D = (85) Ndu =072 equy
=1

=1
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u?. Also,

zlz

where ||6,,|] = 1. Note that E(T,|u,) = 0 and Var(T,|u,) = n"tc?> "
nYwE =0 Y () = (50 d)?
i=1 i=1
=5, ((3) " - ( Zd dh> nd)~L (51
1
E Z d/udli
=1

kxn max; kznj

< (7 + 0p(1)) (7)) NG Op(1)734 = 0p(1)

< |- <=t

1 2 d Ad2
‘21_21

Zd dh

where the last inequality follows by the consistency of the eigenvalues due to Weyl’s theorem,

the fact that they are bounded away from and the relevant part of the proof of theorem 1.2.
So, Ve, I can find 9,

P(|T,] > €) = P({|T,] > e} N {|n"" ZU?| > p) + PH[Tal > €} 0 {\n’lzu?\ < p})

< P{ITal > e n{|n™" Zuf\ > p}) + P({{n” Zuﬂ < p})

2<ly
272

The proof for the last term is part of the proof of theorem 2.1 and (D.6a). By the same
arguments,

20~ 2|(51) " Dinen — (2) 7 Dinen|| = 20712 | (517 = (51) ) Dinen + (51) " (Din = Dinen
<2072 I(ED T = (2) ") Dinen
+ 202 ||( H YD1y — Din)en
< 0p(1)

Note that

nil/Z)\xn‘(ﬁ)nl)ianlsgn(ﬁloﬂ S n71/2)\zn‘(<2n1)71 - (XA:nl)il)Wnlsgn(ﬁlo)‘
+ nil/Q)\xn| (an)ilwnlsgn(ﬁlo)’
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<n 2\,

)\wn Vv kmn
< =
J— \/ﬁ

< n71/2/\m‘(En1)71Wn159n<510)| + 0p<1>

(Za1) ™ = (Eat) ™[ IWaa |+ 0720 (B) ™ Wansgn(Bo)|

op(1) + n71/2>\xn‘(Enl)ilwnlsgn(ﬁlo)’

where the last two inequalities hold by assumptions (D2.b) and (D6.a) respectively. By

similar arguments,

n~ 2 e

(201) " Worsgn(Bio) — (Em)_anngn(ﬁlo)H

(Zn)™ = (inl)_l)Wnlsgn<B10)

—l—n_l/Q)\m < op(1)

A, = {207 2)(S00) T DYl + 0p(1) < 2v/n|Buol — 0= A (Zn1) " Warsgn(fo)| — op(1)}
= {207 2)(Z0) " Dienl < 20110l = 072 Aanl (Sa1) T Wansgn(Bro)| + 0p(1)},

Given the continuity of the distribution of the error and the consistency of both sides of the
inequality in A, to the corresponding quantities in A’ it suffices to show that P(A) — 0.
The rest of the proof for the first half goes as in [Huang et al., 2008b]. That is, I can

decompose the event of interest as such:

P(AY) = P(AL N {|wn] < b)) + P(AS N {Jwnr| > 171}
= P(AS 0 {lwn| < aibr'}) + P(jwp| > erbp )

where ¢; is a constant and the second term is very small from:

; 3 | > L — i > b7 <
P<1gr§lg12m |Bnjl > ¢ b)) >1—e= P(1gr?§12m W > by ) <€

= P(wm > Clbl_l) <e

by the consistency of the initial estimator.
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So, it suffices to show that P(AN{|wn1| < c1b;'}) — 0. By the spectral decomposition:

(24t = Z?:Ll(ng)_l’yj’)/; where 7, is the j-th eigenvalue and 7; the corresponding

eigenvector.
— kxn -
Define u, = (3¢ )" *(Wusgn(B)) = ijl(ﬁfj) "7 (Waisgn(Bo))’. Then, by
Cauchy-Schwartz, for every element 1 < | < kg, ||Jw|® < 772 Zfi"l 17511 lwnr ||* <

—2 —27.2 /=1
T, “c1by °kZ,. Thus, |u| < by kyp.

IA

Let v, = 2y/nby — cin~ Y2\, kenby !, Define the event Cpy == {|n;] > v, +0,(1),1 < j
ken} = {maxi<j<r,, ;| = vn + 0p(1)}.

By Lemma 1 in [Huang et al., 2008b] and 7; being sub-Gaussian:

) _ K (log k)

P( max |n;| > v, + 0p(1) ont on(1)
n T Op

1<j<kazn
for a constant K’ = (log2)/2K. Then, for d € [1,2], by (D4), the probability of this event
goes to 0. Then, P(A° N {|wni| < b)) — 0.

Similarly for B;, note that:

n~2|Dl (1 — H)e,| < n V2D, (1 — H)ep| +n2|(Day — Day)' (1 — H)ey|
<n V2D, (1 — H)ep| +n"Y?|(Day — Do) (1 — H)ey|
+n V2D, (H — H)e,|
< n"2D, (1 — H)ep| + 0,(1)

where both residual terms are o,(1) by Chebyshev’s inequality: Define 7, =
n~V2N el (1 — H)(dy — do;) = n /2 Yo &u;.  Note that E(T,|u,) = 0, and

Var(T,|u,) = U—n? >, ui, where the latter is equal to:

n

1 ) - 1 O -
— ‘=0 (1—H)A, | - Z:Z; | A(1—H
> uf=3,(1-H) (nz ; ) (1~ )3,

n
lZn:Z’Z-
[ o

i=1

kyn max; k

~ 12 ]
= Hl B HH HA2H2 < 27y, =20,(1) = 0,(1)

n
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because HHH

by Chebyshev and the last sum being op( ),

(Etlin)_lbnl

N 2
S 1 HDnl

he argument for the

the Whole term is 0p

2nd residual form is exactly the same, by noticing that:

0= 0| = [0 D154 D = 07 D}y (54,) 7 Dy
< [ Do) = (2407 Dt |+ || (Dt £ D) (54,) 7 Dt = D} (54,) 7 D
S n_ID;“LlD”l (Sllin)_l - (Etlin)_l +
+ n_l(ﬁnl - Dnl)/(zllin>_1Dn1 + n_lD;Ll(E(lin>_1(Dn1 =+ Dnl) - n_lD:zl(chln)_anl )
S Ad (Ed >_1 - (Eclln)_l + n_l([)nl - Dnl)/(zclln)_lbnl
+ ||n D (22 )Y (D — Do)
kacn zZn A
< (1§ + 0,(1)) =V maxf L0,(1) + 0202 (75 + 0,(1)) (7)™ | Dus = Do
1212 4((rd)1 +o,(1 HDnl _ D,
< 0,(1) + Op(1) || Dus = Do | = 0,(1)
Also,
n1/2 HD% (1— H)ep — Db (1 — H)e,

<n™ V2 (Do = Do) (1 = H)ep + Dy (H — H)el| < 0,(1)

For the other side of the inequality in B,,, note that

(inl)il)Wnlsgn<610)| + nil/z)\mn| (inQI)il (Enl)ilwnlsg,n(/@l()”

~

(3n1) ") Warsgn(Bio)|

ZAJan)_l

Yno1)” 1
S

(1) +n 1/2)\55717_1(1 p2dpwn(kam m]aX kzn]/n)1/2 + n_1/2/\acn|( n21)_1(2n1)_

( (2 ) (inl)_l an + n_1/2>\am

+n71/2)\xn|( n21) (2711) lwnlsgn(ﬁlo)’

)\xn\/ Tn _1

o6

1Wn1 Sgn(ﬁlo) |



Sn_l/Q)\:cn|(Enﬂ)_l(Enl)_IW"lsgn(ﬁlo)| + Op(l)

By similar steps,

n_l/Q)\a:n

(Sa1) ™ (St) " Warsgn(Bio) = (Snzr) ™ (Sur)™ Warsgn(Buo) | = 0p(1).

The rest of the proof for the second event happening with probability 0, follows the
proof from the online appendix of Huang et al. [2008b], using the rationale on the first part
of this proof to get away with the extra o,(1) term and using the fact that the Z; is O,(1).

Proof of Theorem 3.3
The proof of this theorem follows similar steps in verifying the Lidemberg conditions as in

theorem 1.2 and the corresponding theorem in Huang et al. [2008a].
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