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Abstract

For the last two decades, high-dimensional data and methods have proliferated throughout the liter-
ature. Yet, the classical technique of linear regression has not lost its usefulness in applications. In fact,
many high-dimensional estimation techniques can be seen as variable selection that leads to a smaller
set of variables (a “sub-model”) where classical linear regression applies. We analyze linear regression
estimators resulting from model-selection by proving estimation error and linear representation bounds
uniformly over sets of submodels. Based on deterministic inequalities, our results provide “good” rates
when applied to both independent and dependent data. These results are useful in meaningfully inter-
preting the linear regression estimator obtained after exploring and reducing the variables and also in
justifying post model-selection inference. All results are derived under no model assumptions and are

non-asymptotic in nature.

1 Introduction and Motivation

Least squares linear regression is one of the most widely used prediction tools in practical data analysis.
With its simple form, linear regression leads to interpretable results and in many cases has predictive per-
formance on par with sophisticated/complex models. It is, however, an open secret that in most cases the
set of covariates used in the final linear regression model is rarely the same as the set of covariates initially
considered by the data analyst. This is typically a consequence of the selection of a good predictive submodel
based on an estimate of the out-of-sample prediction risk. We use “submodel” here to denote a subset of
the full set of covariates.

Traditional analysis of the least squares linear regression estimator restricts attention to a single set of
covariates to prove consistency as well as asymptotic normality; see White (1980a,b) and Buja et al. (2019).
In this case, it was proved that the least squares estimator is weakly and strongly consistent to the population
least squares functional; see (10) below. Also, a properly normalized estimator has an asymptotic normal
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distribution. However, the theoretical understanding and practical usefulness of submodel least squares
estimators resulting from a covariate selection procedure requires simultaneous consistency and (asymptotic)
normality of all the estimators under consideration. Such simultaneous consistency and normality properties
are the major focus of the current article. These are what we call uniform-in-submodel results. To be more
concrete, suppose M = {My, Ma, ..., M} denotes a collection of submodels, where M; represents a subset
of covariates for 1 < j < L. Also, let BMj represent the least squares estimator for the linear regression of
the response on the covariates in M;. By simultaneous consistency, we mean the existence of target vectors
{Bn; : 1 < j < L} such that

sup By — Bum| = 0p(1), as n— oo, (1)
MeM
for some norm ||-[|. To claim simultaneous asymptotic normality, we prove the existence of functions {taz (-) :

1 < j < L} such that

. 1 &
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= o0,(1), as n— . (2)

Vi £

Here n represents the sample size and Z; = (X;,Y;),1 < i < n represent the regression data, with detailed

notation given in Section 2. Equation (2) provides the well-known “asymptotic uniform linear representation”
in the special case of the least squares linear regression estimator. This uniform linear representation is very
crucial in providing inference after variable selection via simultaneous inference (Bachoc et al., 2020). If M
is a selected model, then one can perform inference on f5; by estimating the distribution of B 77+ This can
be a tricky problem to deal with as shown in the works of Leeb and Potscher (2005, 2006a,b, 2008).

Although various model selection criteria like C),, AIC, BIC, and lasso have been recommended for
covariate selection in linear regression, results of the type (1) and (2) have not been established in the
literature (at least not in the full generality considered here). Our method of attack is quite non-standard.
Instead of assuming that the observations are independent and identically distributed, we prove a purely
deterministic inequality to bound the left hand sides of (1) and (2) using maxima of several averages. We
then control these averages under both independence and functional dependence to obtain explicit rates of
convergence; cf. White (2001) where a detailed classical analysis of the least squares regression estimator is
provided. The functional dependence structure of data, introduced in Wu (2005), is based on the idea of
coupling and covers the setting of many linear and non-linear time series. This dependence concept is very
closely related to the Lj,-approximability concept introduced in Pétscher and Prucha (1997).

Some noteworthy aspects of our results are as follows.

1. We provide a purely deterministic inequality for the least squares linear regression estimator which
does not require any stochasticity of the regression data and holds for any sample size n. These
deterministic results are sharp and by nature more widely applicable than any asymptotic results.
Some deterministic inequalities for linear regression appeared in Kuchibhotla et al. (2020). Although
these inequalities led to suboptimal rates, the structure of those deterministic inequalities were useful

for the context in that paper.

2. All our results allow misspecification of the linear model. This means that the classical Gauss-Markov
linear model need not hold true for any of the submodels under consideration; see Chapter 4 of Monahan
(2008). Two important objections (for us) to the classical model are the impositions of fixed design and

linearity structure on the data generating distribution. Since our setting allows for misspecification,



we call our framework “model-free.” We note here that our results do apply to the setting of fixed

covariates.

3. When studied assuming a suitable randomness structure (such as independence or functional depen-
dence), our results are precise concentration inequalities applicable in finite samples and apply to
high-dimensional observations. Another interesting facet of our results is that we do not assume the
observations are identically distributed. This is an important generalization needed to include the case

of fixed covariates.

4. For concreteness, we take the set of submodels M to be the set of all submodels of size bounded by
k (for some 1 < k < p). Here p represents the total number of available covariates. Under certain
regularity conditions, the rates of convergence we obtain in this case for simultaneous consistency (1)
and normality (2) with Euclidean norm are /klog(ep/k)/n and klog(ep/k)/+/n, respectively (up to
a lower order additive term). Interestingly, the simultaneous consistency rate matches the minimax
optimal rate of a well-specified high-dimensional sparse linear regression; see Raskutti et al. (2011). It
should be noted that even though the rates match with the setting of well-specified high-dimensional
linear regression, we do NOT require a well-specified model in this article.

5. In the process of applying our results to functionally dependent observations, we prove a tail bound
for zero mean dependent sums, thereby extending the results of Wu and Wu (2016). For independent
observations, we use the precise concentration inequality results of Kuchibhotla and Chakrabortty
(2020).

In addition to the important general model selection problem above where the results of the type (1)
and (2) are required, our simultanety results can be seen to provide essential inferential validity guarantees
for the following setting of growing importance. In the vast literature on high-dimensional linear regression,
it has become customary to assume an underlying linear model along with a sparsity constraint on the true
regression parameter. But suppose statisticians are not willing to assume sparsity of the parameter, and
neither are they willing to assume a linear model. Such unwillingness is not unreasonable in light of the fact
that any model is just an approximation, and sparsity is just an assumption of convenience. Now consider
the following stylized description of approaches to high-dimensional data as widely practiced in applied
statistics and data science: High dimensional data is first explored either in a formal algorithmic way (e.g.,
using lasso or best subset selection) and/or in an informal exploratory way (e.g., using residual and leverage
plots) to select a manageable small set of variables. Subsequently, the reduced data is subjected to linear
regression. The combination of variable selection and linear regression is thought of as one procedure, a
“high-dimensional linear regression”. Even though the procedure uses only a reduced set of variables in the
final regression, it uses all the variables in the preceding selection phase. Suppose M € M is the final selected
submodel (from some collection of models M) and B 1 is the least squares linear regression estimator thus
obtained. The estimator B 1 is known as the post-regularization estimator in the high-dimensional statistics
literature if M is obtained from some regularized least squares procedure. An important question now is
“what does /3 7 estimate (consistently)?”. A simultaneous result answers this question through the trivial
bound

HBM — Byl < sup HBM — Bul = 0p(1).
MeM

Therefore, B 7 is estimating the quantity 3, which is random through M. If the model selection procedure

is such that M does not stabilize as n — o0, then B 1y is only consistent for the random quantity 8,, and



may not be consistent for any non-random quantity. By comparison if IP’(M = My) — 1 as n — oo for
some submodel My, then with probability converging to one 3,; = Ba, and hence B 17 1s consistent for the

non-random quantity SBay,.

1.1 Literature Review

Results of the simultaneous type described in (1) and (2) are not readily available in the literature. Some
works that are closely related to ours are Belloni and Chernozhukov (2013), Bachoc et al. (2018) and Chakrabortty et al.
(2021). Although some of these works consider a simultaneous problem, their results are only restricted to cer-
tain special cases (e.g., independent observations and/or fixed design) of our framework. Belloni and Chernozhukov
(2013) prove the rate of convergence of the least squares linear regression estimator obtained after covariate
selection using lasso. Bachoc et al. (2018) prove the rate of convergence of

. E—

MeM 0
under the restricted isometry property (RIP). (Here ||v]|, for a vector v denotes the maximum absolute entry
in the vector.) Also, they only consider fixed covariates. We do not assume RIP because it is not a practical
assumption, and also we prove the simultaneous convergence guarantee with the Euclidean norm rather than
[|I-|,- It should also be mentioned that Bachoc et al. (2018) appeared after the initial version of the current
work Kuchibhotla et al. (2018). Chakrabortty et al. (2021) independently prove results very similar to ours
in the case of independent observations with sub-Gaussian tails. They consider a more general collection of
submodels M than the set of k-sparse submodels; see section 5 of Chakrabortty et al. (2021) for more details.
Because our results are deterministic in nature, they do apply for a general collection of submodels, but for
concreteness we fix the choice of the collection. Under the assumptions of Chakrabortty et al. (2021, Section
5), their results match ours exactly. We note, however, that their results are only proved for independent and
identically distributed observations, which is why they do not apply to the case of fixed covariates. Further,
our results, including the case of independent observations, are proved for a large class of tail assumptions
that subsume their assumptions.

Finally, we mention two recent works that discuss uniform-in-submodel type results. Rinaldo et al. (2019)
in their Theorem 1, as well as Remark 4 that follows, discuss uniform-in-submodel consistency for independent
and identically distributed observations that are bounded. Their rates, however, are suboptimal; for instance,
their Theorem 1 only proves a rate k\/w while our results imply the optimal rate of \/k/—n Giessing
(2018, Chapter 2), following the initial version of our work, proves uniform-in-submodel consistency as well
as linear representation results for quantile regression when the observations are independent. The tail
assumptions on the observations there are weaker than ours but this is expected, at least for the response,

because the loss is Lipschitz in the response.

1.2 Organization

The remainder of our paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce our notation and general
framework. In Section 3, we derive various deterministic inequalities for linear regression that form the core of
the paper. The application of these results to the case of independent observations is considered in Section 4.
The application of the deterministic inequalities to the case of (functionally) dependent observations is

considered in Section 5. A discussion of our results along with their implications for post-selection inference



is given in Section 6. Some auxiliary probability results for sums of independent and functionally dependent

random variables are given in Appendix A and Appendix B, respectively.

2 Notation

Suppose (X1,Y1),...,(X,,Y,) are n random vectors in R? x R. Throughout the paper, we implicitly think
of p as a function of n and so the sequence of random vectors should be thought of as a triangular array. The
term “submodel” is used to specify the subset of covariates used in the regression and does not refer to any
probability model. We do not assume a linear model (in any sense) to be true anywhere for any choice of
covariates in any section of the paper. In this sense all our results are applicable in the case of misspecified
linear regression models.

For any vector v € R? for ¢ = 1 and 1 < j < ¢, let v(j) denote the j-th coordinate of v. For any
non-empty submodel M given by a subset of {1,2,...,q}, let v(M) denote a sub-vector of v with indices in
M. For instance, if M = {2,4} and ¢ > 4, then v(M) = (v(2),v(4)). The notation |M| is used to denote the
cardinality of M. For any non-empty submodel M < {1,2,...,¢} and any symmetric matrix A € R9*9  let
A(M) denote the sub-matrix of A with indices in M x M. For 1 < j,k < ¢, let A(j, k) denote the value at
the j-th row and the k-th column of A. Define the r-norm of a vector v € R? for 1 < r < o as

= gjagqlv(J)l-

q

||l = Z lv(j)|", for 1<r<o, and v, :
gj=1

Let ||v]|, denote the number of non-zero entries in v (note this is not a norm). For any square matrix A, let

Amin(A) denote the minimum eigenvalue of A. Also, let the elementwise maximum and the operator norm

be defined, respectively, as

Ml o= max 4GB and 1Al = swp [43],.

<l
The following simple inequalities are useful. For any matrix A € R7*? and v € RY,

1/2 2
lolly < llollg® vlly s 4ol < Al o]l s and 0T Av] < 1Al [lo]} (3)

For any 1 < k < p, define the set of k-sparse submodels
M(k):={M: Mc{1,2,...,p}, 1 <|M| <k},

so that M(p) is the power set of {1,2,...,p} with the deletion of the empty set. Thus the set M (k) denotes
the set of all non-empty submodels of size bounded by k. The most important aspect of our results is the
“uniform-in-submodel” feature. These results are proved uniform over M € M (k) for some k that is allowed
to diverge with n.

When fitting a linear regression, it is common to include an intercept term. To avoid extra notation, we
assume that all covariates under consideration are included in the vectors X;. So, take the first coordinate
of all X;’s to be 1, that is, X;(1) =1 for all 1 < i < n, if an intercept is required. For any M < {1,2,...,p},
define the ordinary least squares empirical risk (or objective) function as

. 1< 2
R (0; M) 1= ~ d{Vi—x (M6}, for oeRM.

i=1



Expanding the square function it is clear that

n

R0 = 2 v 2 vixT ano+ o7 (% S X0 x] (M)) 0 ()
1=1 =1 i=1

Only the second and the third term depend on . Because the quantities in these terms play a significant
role in our analysis, define

. 18 : BN
Spi= = D XX €eRPP, and T, == ) XY, eRP.
! Te an ’ € (5)

=1 i=1

The least squares linear regression estimator 3, s is defined as

Bn)M := argmin Rn(ﬁ; M) = argmin {GTin(M)H — 29Tf‘n(M)}. (6)
OeRIM| 9eRIM|
The notation argmin, f(#) denotes the minimizer of f(#). Based on the quadratic expansion (4) of the

empirical objective RH(H; M), the estimator Bn M is given by the closed form expression

Bt = [En(M)] T (M), (7)
assuming non-singularity of 3,(M). Note that [$,(M)]™! is not equal to £;1(M). The matrix 3, (M)
being the average of n rank one matrices in RIMXIM! it rank is at most min{|M|,n}. This implies that the
least squares estimator Bn M is not uniquely defined unless | M| < n.

It is clear from (7) that f3, s is a smooth (non-linear) function of two averages 3, (M) and T, (M).
Assuming for a moment that the random vectors (X;,Y;) are independent and identically distributed (iid)
with finite fourth moments, it follows that 3, (M) and T',,(M) converge in probability to their expectations.
The iid assumption here can be relaxed to weak dependence and non-identically distributed random vectors;
see White (2001) for more details.

Getting back to the general context, define the “expected” matrix and vector as
2, = iE[X—X—T] eRPP, and T, = - iE[X-Y-] eR? (8)
! i=1 o 7 “Tom i=1 o
Note that we write ¥,, or I',, (indexing by the sample size n) for two reasons. Firstly, we do not assume
the random vectors are identically distributed, and hence the expected matrix changes with n even if the
dimension is fixed. Secondly, the dimension in our setting is allowed to change with n, and hence, even if
the observations are identically distributed, the expectation matrix changes with the sample size.

To define a target vector that is being consistently estimated by Bn M, consider the following simple
calculation in a simpler setting where | M| does not change with n. As noted above 3, ar = [2,(M)]™'T, (M),
and if

(Sp =S, Tw=To) 5 0 as n— o,

then by a Slutsky type argument, it follows that

Bn,M_ﬁn,M _P’ 0 as n — oo, (9)
where
Bont = [Sn(M)]7IT, (M) = argmin{§'%, (M)0 —20'T,,(M)}. (10)
OecRIM]|



The convergence statement (9) only concerns a single submodel M and is not uniform over M. By uniform-

in-submodel [|-||,-norm consistency of 3, ar to Bn.ar for M € M(k), we mean that

sup ‘ Bt — ﬁn,MH2 =o0p(l) as n— 0.

MeM(k)

As shown above, convergence of Bn M to By only requires convergence of 2n(M ) to X, (M) and f‘n(M )

to I',,(M). It is not required that these matrices and vectors are averages of random matrices and random
vectors.

In the following section, in proving deterministic inequalities, we generalize the linear regression estimator
by the function S : RP*P x RP — RIM| a5

Bum (5,T) = [E(M)]~'T(M), (11)

assuming the existence of the inverse of X(M). We call this S (-, ) the linear regression map. It is evident
that

Bn,M = ﬂM(in;f‘n) and ﬂn,M = BM(En;Fn)

There are many potential applications that require replacing the sample average matrices in the linear
regression estimator by a suitable non-average version, e.g., shrinkage or robust estimators. Three of these
applications are listed in Section 3.3. To distinguish the estimator Bn m with sample averages from the linear
regression map, we call Bn,M as the OLS estimator.

In the next section, we shall prove a bound of the type
||ﬁM (El,Fl)—ﬁM (EQ,FQ)HQ < FM (21 —22, 1—‘1—1—‘2) for all MEM(k) (12)

and for some function Fi(+,-). Taking (%1,T) = (2,1, f‘n) and (X3,T3) = (X,,T},), inequality (12) is useful
for the purpose of proving (1). In regard to (12), thinking of Sj; as a function of (X,T'), our results are
essentially about studying Lipschitz continuity properties and understanding what kind of norms are best

suited for this purpose. Using the smoothness of the linear regression map, we also obtain a bound on

sup  ||Bm(21,T1) = Bm(E2,T2) — VBm(E2,T2)(X1 — 2,1 — T2) |,
MeM(k)
where VB (-, -) represents the gradient of the linear regression map. The following error norms will be very
useful for these results:
RIP(k, %1 — ¥) := sup [[X1(M) — E2(M)|
MeM(k)

D (k,T1—T9)= sup [T1(M)—T2(M)],.
MeM(k)

op?

(13)

The quantity RIP is a norm for any £ > 2 and is not a norm for £ = 1. This error norm is very closely related
to the restricted isometry property used in the compressed sensing and high-dimensional linear regression
literature where Yo is the identity matrix. Also, define the k-sparse minimum singular value of a matrix
A e RP*P ag
A= | A0]],
A(k; A) inf (14)

oerr jlolly<k [|0]],

Even though all the results in the next section are written in terms of the linear regression map (11), our

main focus will still be the matrices and vectors defined in (5) and (8).



3 Deterministic Results for Linear Regression

3.1 Can we expect deterministic inequalities?

Classical asymptotic theory for linear regression or for that matter any estimation problem usually starts with
an assumption that the observations are independent or otherwise follow a specific stochastic dependence.
What we are aiming for is a purely deterministic inequality that does not even assume randomness of the
observations.

To see whether we can at all expect a deterministic inequality, let us consider a simple example with only
one submodel M = {1}, that is, a simple regression through the origin based on one regressor. For this case,

let us write
62:=,(M), An:=Tn(M), o2:=%,(M), and -, :=T,(M).

Note that these are all scalar quantities. Now the regression estimator and targets become

Yn

In Jn
52 2"
Uﬂ

ﬁn,M = and ﬁn,M = o

Observe that

Bn,Mfﬁn,M‘ = 7_721 - ’7_721
Un
1 1] 1
6% *_721 'Yn+g|7n*7n|
< 07262 — 02| % B, + 032 [An —
<0262 — 02| % Bt — Bayu| + 032 |62 — 02| % [Buat| + 072 m — -

Solving this inequality for | Bn M — Bn,ml, we get

162 — 2| x |Bpat| + [3n — 7n]
02 — |62 — o2

ﬂn,M - ﬁn,M’ <

This is a deterministic inequality that does not require any probabilistic structure on the data, and more
importantly, the right hand side tends to zero if 62 — 02 = 0(02) and 4, — v, = 0(c2). Because this bound
is a deterministic inequality, taking a supremum over a collection of submodels does not invalidate the
inequality. This is not the case if we only have an asymptotic result. All our deterministic inequalities to
be stated/proved in the forthcoming sections are variations of the calculation above. One might suspect
that the closed form expression of the linear regression map made a deterministic inequality possible, but as

shown in Kuchibhotla (2018) most “smooth” M-estimators satisfy this type of result.

3.2 Main Results

All our results in this section depend on the error norms RIP(k, X1 — X9) and D(k, T’y — I's) in (13). These
are, respectively, the maximal k-sparse eigenvalue of ¥; — X5 and the maximal k-sparse Euclidean norm of
'y —T'5. At first glance, it may not be clear how these quantities behave. We first present a simple inequality
for RIP and D in terms of |||, and [|-|,.



Proposition 1. For any k> 1
sup |31 (M) = Z2(M)|l,, < k[[E1 — E2fl,
MeM(k)

sup [T (M) —To(M)||, < k2T — Ta,
MeM(k)

Proof. See Appendix C for a proof. O

In many cases, it is much easier to control the maximum elementwise norm rather than the RIP error
norm. However, the factor k on the right hand side often leads to sub-optimal dependence in the dimension.
For the special cases of independent and dependent random vectors (to be discussed in Sections 4 and 5),
we directly control RIP and D.

The sequence of results to follow are related to uniform consistency in [|-||,- and [|-||;-norms. To state these
results, we require the following quantities representing the strength of regression (or linear association). For
rk>1

Srp(BT) = sup ||By(S,D)], = sup [[[S(M)]TT(M)]],

(15)
MeM(k) MeM(k) "

For the following theorem, recall the k-sparse minimum singular value A(:;-) defined in (14) and the error
metrics defined in (13).
Theorem 1. (Uniform Lo-consistency) Let k =1 be any integer such that

RIP(k, %) — %o) < A(k; 33). (16)
Then simultaneously for all M € M(k),

D(k,I'y —=T'y) + RIP(k, %1 — X2) [|Bm (22, T2) ][5

1Bm (21, T1) — Bu(B2,T2) ||, <
Proof. Recall from the linear regression map (11) that
Bur(E1,T1) = [S1(M)] ' Ty(M)  and  Bar(E9,T2) = [So(M)] ™ To(M).
Fix M € M(k). Then
[82(E1,T1) = Bar (B2, T2) |,

By definition of the operator norm,
Ao < [A(k; B2)] 71 [T1(M) = To(M)]l, < [A(k;D2)] ' D (k,T1 — Ta).
To control Ay, note that
v < [ (5r = (0017 2100) [B00] 7 T (1)
<[ (1 = 2001 m00) | 183 (S D)1,

< [A(k; S2)] 71 [0 (M) — Lo (M), 180 (1, T1) ],
< [A(k; 29)] ' RIP (K, 21 — 22) [ Bar (21, T1) o »



where I; represents the identity matrix of dimension |M| x [M|. Now combining bounds on Ay, Ay, we get

D(k,I't —=T'z) + RIP(k, X1 — 22) |80 (21, T1) |5
A(k; X2) '

183 (21,T1) — Bar (B2, T2)ll, <

Subtracting and adding Sy (X2,T'2) from Sy (X1,T1), we get

'D(k,l—‘l — 1—‘2) + RIP(k,El — 22) Hﬁ]w(Eg,Fg)HQ
A(k; %)

%WM(&,H) = Bu (32, T2) 2.

183 (21,T1) = Bar (B2, T2)ll, <

Solving this inequality under assumption (16), it follows for all M € M (k) that

D(k, Ty —T2) + RIP(k: ¥ - 22) HBM(EQ,FQ)HQ

188 (21, T1) — B (B2, T2)]|5 <
This proves the result. O

As will be seen in the application of Theorem 1, the complicated looking bound provided above gives the
“optimal” bound. Combining Proposition 1 and Theorem 1, we get the following simple corollary that gives

sub-optimal rates.
Corollary 1. Let k > 1 be any integer such that

El[Z1 = B2l < A(k; D2).
Then

kY2 |0y — Dol + ElIZ1 — ol S2,5(E2,T2)
su B (21,T1) — Bar (B2, T < = 0 tay
oy 180 (. Ta) = Bar (B2, Tl Ak 52) — KI5 — Sall,,

Remark 3.1 (Bounding S3 1 in (15)) The bound for uniform Lo-consistency requires a bound on || 8y (22, T'2) ||,
in addition to bounds on the error norms related to ¥-matrices and I'-vectors. It is a priori not clear how
this quantity might vary as the dimension of the submodel M changes. In the classical analysis of linear
regression where a true linear model is assumed, the true parameter vector /3 is seen as something chosen by
nature and hence its norm is not under control of the statistician. Hence, in the classical analysis, a growth
rate on ||, is imposed as an assumption.

From the viewpoint taken in this paper, under misspecification nature picks the whole distribution se-
quence of random vectors and hence the quantity Sy (-, -) that came up in the analysis. In the full generality
of linear regression maps considered here, we do not know of any techniques to bound the norm of this
vector. It is, however, possible to bound it if Sas(+,) is defined by a least squares linear regression problem.
Recall the definition of ¥,,,I'), from (8) and B, a from (10). Observe that by definition of 5, s,

%Z [{Y X! )B"’M}2] s %ZE [Y7?] = B arZn (M) Bn,nr-
i=1 i—1

This holds because 3, ar satisfies n=' 377" | E[Xi(M)Yi] = n~" 37 B[X;(M) X, (M)Bnar] = X (M) B, -
Hence for every M € M(p),

n

2E[

1=1

1Bn 0|12 Amin (Zn (M) < Bt S (M) Bnar <

3|'—‘

10



Therefore, using the definitions of A(k;X,,) and S, in (14) and (15),

N 1/2
1
5271@(27“ Fn) < (m Z E [}/;2]> 5

i=1
& " 1/2
e ‘2
S1k(Sn, Tn) < (m(k;zn) ;]E v, ]) .

It is immediate from these results that if the second moment of the response is uniformly bounded, then Ss j
behaves like a constant when ¥, is well-conditioned. See Foygel and Srebro (2011) for a similar calculation.
o

Based on the uniform-in-submodel ||-||,-bound, the following result is trivially proved.
Theorem 2. (Uniform Ly-consistency) Let k =1 be such that
RIP(k,%1 — X9) < A(k; X2).
Then simultaneously for all M € M(k),

18a (21,T1) — B (X2, T2)]l4
D (k,I'y —T2) + RIP(k, %1 — %2) [|Ba (32, T2)
A(k; S) — RIP(k, %, — 55) '

< |M|1/2

Proof. The proof follows by using the first inequality in (3). O

The results above only prove a rate of convergence that gives uniform consistency. They are therefore not
readily applicable for (asymptotic) inference. For inference about a parameter, an asymptotic distribution
result is required, usually asymptotic normality, which is typically proved by way of an asymptotic linear
representation. In what follows we derive a uniform-in-submodel linear representation for the linear regression
map. The result in terms of the regression map itself is somewhat abstract, hence it might be helpful to
revisit the usual estimators Bn v and By v from (6) and (10) to understand what kind of representation is

possible. From the definition of Bn M, we have
En(M)ﬁn,M = Fn(M) = 271(1\4) (Bn,M - Bn,]W) = f‘n(M) - 271(1\4)ﬁn,M

Assuming 3, (M) and %,,(M) are close, one would expect

|

Note, by substituting all the definitions, that

Bt = Bt = [Za D] (Fa(dD) = a (M) )|, > 0. (17)

[ZaD) " (Fa(M) = £a(M)Bar) = = D) (S (0] Xu(M)(Y: = XT (M) By 00):

This being an average (a linear functional), the left hand side quantity in (17) is called the linear represen-
tation error. Now, using the same argument and substituting ¥; and Xy for 3, and 2, respectively we get
the following result. Recall the notations Sz (+,) and A(-,-) from Equations (15) and (14).
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Theorem 3. (Uniform Linear Representation) Let k =1 be any integer such that
RIP(k,%1 — 39) < A(k; Xo).
Then for all submodels M € M(k),
1821 (Z1.T1) = Bar(Z2,T2) = [S2(M)] ™" (T (M) = Sa(M) By (82, T2)

RIP(k,>1 — X
< TAEEL 20 15y, 24,00) = s (S, Tl

Furthermore, using Theorem 1, we get
MeM(k

RIP(k,%X1 — X2) D (k,T1 —T'y) + RIP(k, 31 — X2)S2 5(Z2,T'2)
A(k, 22) A(k, 22) - RIP(k}, 21 - 22) ’

<

Proof. From the definition (11) of S (32,T'), we have

Y1(M)Bar(31,T1) =T (M)
Yo (M)Bn(32,Tg) —T'ao(M)

0,
0.
Adding and subtracting Sy (X2, T'2) from Sar(X1,T1) in (20), it follows that

Y1(M) (Br(B1,T1) = Bar(32,T2)) = Ty (M) — 31 (M) Bar(X2,T2).

Now adding and subtracting Yo (M) from X1 (M) in this equation, we get

(B2(M) = X1(M)) (Bar(31,T1) = B (X2,T2))
= Yo (M) (Bum(X1,T1) — Bu (B2, T2)) — [['1(M) — X1 (M)Bar(X2,T2)] .

s 831 (21, T1) = Bas (2,T2) = [S2(M)]) ™ (T4 (M) — zl(M)gM(zg,rQ))HQ

(18)

(19)

(21)

The right hand side is almost the quantity we need to bound to establish the result. Multiplying both sides

of the equation by [¥3(M)]~! and then applying the Euclidean norm implies that for M € M(k),

18a1(51,T1) = Bar (S2,T2) = [Sa(M)] ™ {T4(M) = Su(M) s (%2, T},
_I=i00) - 2,(0)]

2 |Br (21, T1) = Bar (B2, Ta) |l -

This proves the first part of the result. The second part of the result follows by the application of Theorem 1.

O

Remark 3.2 (Matching Lower Bounds) The bound (18) only proves an upper bound. It can, however,

be seen from Equation (21) that for any M € M(k),

182 (E1.T1) = Bar(S2,Ta) = [S2(M)] ™" (D1 (M) — T4 (M) (2, T2))

= H[E2(M)]_1 (E1(M) — Xo(M)) (Brr(21,T1) — BM(227F2))H2

= Cy(k, B2)A(k, X1 — o) [|Ba(E1,T1) — Bar (32, T2) |5,

12



where
. . _ -1\ _ —1
Cy(k,3) := rerj\l/[n(k) Amin ([E2(M)] ) = [RIP(k,35)] .

Recall from Equations (13) and (14), that

Y — o)l
RIP(k,55) = sup [S2(M)],, and Ak, —%) = in [ = %5)6]2
MeM(k) 0eR,[|0]], <k P

If the minimal and maximal k-sparse singular values of X1 — X5 are of the same order, then the upper and
lower bounds for the linear representation error match up to the order under the additional assumption that

the minimal and maximal sparse eigenvalues of ¥y are of the same order. o

Remark 3.3 (Improved ||-||,-Error Bounds) Uniform linear representation error bounds (18) and (19)
prove more than just a linear representation. These bounds allow us to improve the bounds provided for
uniform Lo-consistency. Bound (18) is of the form

[u=oly <dully, = (1=0)ully <ol <1 +0)[ull,-
Therefore, assuming RIP(k, X1 — X9) < A(k; 32)/2, it follows that for all M € M(k),
1 _
5 [B0017 (1) = 21 () B (2, T2)
< 1B (31, T1) = B (X2, T2)| 5 (22)
<2||[Z(0)] " (T2(M) = S (M)Byy (B2, T2)) |-

This is a more precise result than informed by Theorem 1 because here we characterize the estimation error
exactly up to a factor of 2. Also, note that in case of the least squares estimator and target, Bn m and By ar,
the upper and lower bounds here are Euclidean norms of averages of random vectors. Dealing with linear
functionals like averages is much simpler than dealing with non-linear functionals such as Bn M-

If RIP(k, X1 — X9) converges to zero, then the right hand side of bound (18) is of smaller order than both
the terms appearing on the left hand side (which are the same as those appearing in (22)). This means that
the linear representation error is of strictly smaller order than the estimator error simultaneously over all
M e M(k). o

Remark 3.4 (Alternative to RIP) A careful inspection of the proof of Theorem 3 and Theorem 1 reveals
that the bounds can be written in terms of

)

sup || [Z2(00)] 2 21 () [S2(M)] M2 ~ g
MeM (k)

op

instead of RIP(k, X — 32). Here L5z 1s the identity matrix in RIMIXIMI Bounding this quantity might not
require a bounded condition number of Yo; however, we will only deal with RIP(k, X1 — X5) in the following
sections for convenience. o

Summarizing all the results in this section it is sufficient to control
RIP(k, X1 —33) and D (k,T'; —Ty)

to derive uniform-in-submodel results in any linear regression type problem. In this respect, these are the
norms in which one should measure the accuracy of the Gram matrix and the inner product of covariates
and response. Hence if one wishes to use shrinkage estimators, for example, because ¥ and I' are high-
dimensional “objects”, then the estimation accuracy should be measured with respect to RIP and D for

uniform-in-submodel type results.
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3.3 Applications of the Linear Regression Map

Before proceeding to the rates of convergence of these error norms for independent and dependent data, we
describe the importance of defining the linear regression map with general matrices instead of just Gram
matrices. The generality achieved so far would be worthless if no interesting applications existed. The goal

now is to provide a few such interesting examples.

1. Heavy-Tailed Observations: The RIP(-,-)-norm is a supremum over all submodels of size k or less,

hence the supremum is over

S() =Sk ey

number of submodels. This bound is polynomial in the total number of covariates but is exponential
in the size of the largest submodel under consideration. Therefore, if the total number of covariates
p is allowed to diverge, then the question we are interested in is inherently high-dimensional. If the

usual Gram matrices are used then

RIP(k, S, —¥,) = sup
|M|<k

2n(]w) - En(M)

)
op

hence, RIP in this case is the supremum in the order of (ep/k)* many averages. As is well-understood
from the literature on concentration of measure or even the union bound, one would require exponential
tails on the initial random vectors to allow a good control on RIP(-, -) if the usual Gram matrix is used.
Does this mean that the situation is hopeless if the initial random vectors do not have exponential
tails? The short answer is “not necessarily.” Viewing the matrix ¥,, (the “population” Gram matrix)
as a target, there have been many variations of sample mean Gram matrix estimators that are shown to
provide exponential tails even though the initial observations are heavy tailed. See, for example, Catoni
(2012), Wei and Minsker (2017) and Catoni and Giulini (2017), along with the references therein, for
more details on a specific estimator and its properties. It should be noted that these authors do not
study the estimator accuracy with respect to the RIP-norm.

2. Qutlier Contamination: Real data, more often than not, is contaminated with outliers, and it is
a difficult problem to remove or downweight observations when contamination is present. Robust
statistics provide estimators that can ignore or downweight the observations suspected to be outliers
and yet perform comparably when there is no contamination present in the data. Some simple examples
include entry-wise medians or trimmed means. See Minsker (2015) and references therein for some
more examples. Almost none of these estimators are simple averages but behave regularly in the sense
that they can be expressed as averages up to a negligible asymptotic remainder term. Chen et al.
(2013) provide a simple estimator of the Gram matrix under adversarial corruption and case-wise

contamination.

3. Indirect Observations: This example is taken from Loh and Wainwright (2012). The setting is as
follows. Instead of observing the real random vectors (Xi1,Y7), ..., (X,,Y,), we observe a sequence
(Z1,11),...,(Z,,Y,) with Z; linked with X; via some conditional distribution that is for 1 <i < n,

Zi ~ Q| X4).
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As discussed on page 4 of Loh and Wainwright (2012), this setting includes some interesting cases such

as missing data and noisy covariates. A brief hint of the settings is given below:

- If Z;, = X; + W, where W; is independent of X; and has mean zero with a known covariance

matrix.

— For some fraction p € [0,1), we observe a random vector Z; € R? such that for each component j,
we independently observe Z;(j) = X;(j) with probability 1 — p and Z;(j) = * with probability p.

(Here * means a missing value.)

— If Z; = X;®u;, where u; € RP is again a random vector independent of X; and ® is the Hadamard
(coordinate-wise) product. The problem of missing data is a special case.

On page 6, Loh and Wainwright (2012) provide various estimators in place of 3, in (5). The assumption
in Lemma 12 of Loh and Wainwright (2012) is essentially a bound on the RIP-norm in our notation,
and they verify this assumption in all the examples above. Hence all our results in this section apply

to these settings.

3.4 Application of Deterministic Inequalities to OLS

In the following two sections, we prove finite sample non-asymptotic bounds for RIP(k,¥; — X2) and
D(/C, Fl — Fg) when

=%, =%, and Iy =1,, TIy=I,.
See Equations (5) and (8). For convenience, we rewrite Theorem 3 for this setting. Also, for notational
simplicity, let

An(k) := A(k,2,), RIP, (k) :== RIP(k, %, — ,) and Dy, (k) := D(k,I,, — ). (23)
Recall the definition of Bn,M, B, and Say from (7), (10) and (15).

Theorem 4. Let k > 1 be any integer such that RIP,(k) < A, (k). Then for all submodels M € M(k),

Bt — Broar — % i (22 (M)] 7 X3(M) (Y — X (M) B )
_ RIP,(k) (Du(k) + RIPy(K)S2.1(Sn, In)
S AL(k) ( An(k) — RIP, (k) ) '

sup
MeM(k)

2

Recall here that '), and ¥,, are non-random vectors/matrices given in (8). So Theorem 4 (which is still
a deterministic inequality) can be used to prove an asymptotic uniform linear representation.

Remark 3.5 (Non-uniform Bounds) The bound above applies for any k satisfying the assumption
RIP, (k) < A,(k). Noting that for M € M(k), RIP,(|M]) < RIP,(k) as well as A,(|M]) = A,(k),
Theorem 4 implies that

‘ Bt — Bt — % i (2, (M)]™! X (M) (Vi — XiT(M)ﬁn,M)
i1 2
_ RIP,(]M]) (Dn(|M|) +RIPn(|M|)SQ,M(En;Fn))
T AW (IM)) Ay (|M]) — RIP,, (| M]) '
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The point made here is that even though the bound in Theorem 4 only uses the maximal submodel size, it

can recover submodel size dependent bounds because the result is proved for every k. o

Remark 3.6 (Post-selection Consistency) One of the main aspects of our results is in proving consistency
of the least squares linear regression estimator after data exploration. Suppose a random submodel M chosen
based on data satisfies |M| < k with probability converging to one, that is, P(M € M(k)) — 1. Then, with

probability converging to one,

5n,M—5n,MH < sup ‘
2 MeM(k)

Bn,M - ﬁn,MH2 .

A similar bound also holds for the linear representation error. Therefore, the uniform-in-submodel results
above allow us to prove consistency and asymptotic normality of the least squares linear regression estima-
tor after data exploration. See Belloni and Chernozhukov (2013) for related applications and methods of

choosing the random submodel M. o

Remark 3.7 (Bounding Ss 1) As shown in Remark 3.1, for the setting of averages

n 1/2
Sz (X0, I'n) < (ﬁ(k) ;E [Yf]) : (24)

The quantity on the right hand side of (24) is of the order A, Y *(k) under the assumption of bounded second
moments of the Y;’s. Therefore, we will not further write Sy j, explicitly and just use A, Y 2(k:) instead. o

4 Rates for Independent Observations

In this section, we derive bounds for RIP,, (k) and D,, (k) defined in (23) under the assumption of independence
and weak exponential tails. The setting is as follows. Suppose (X1,Y7),...,(X,,Ys) are a sequence of

independent random vectors in R? x R. Consider the following assumptions:

(MExp) Assume that there exist positive numbers o > 0, and K, ;, > 0 such that

max Inax{HXi(j)Hwa : |\YZ—||%} <K, forall 1<i<n.

1<j<p
JExp) Assume that there exist positive numbers « > 0, and K, , > 0 such that
P

max{HXiT9||% ) ||Yi||%} <K,, forall R [|f],<1,1<i<n.

Recall that X;(j) means the j-th coordinate of X;. The notation ||-[|,, ~refers to a quasi-norm defined by

. Wi
W =inf{C>0:E <2,
W1, =in { > [exp ( Ca

for any random variable W. Random variables W satisfying |[W|,, < o0 are referred to as sub-Weibull of

order «, because |[W||,, < oo implies that for all ¢ > 0,

toé
P(W|=>t) <2exp (W) ;
ha
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where the right hand side resembles the survival function of a Weibull random variable of order o > 0
(see Kuchibhotla and Chakrabortty (2020) for more details). The special cases o = 1,2 are very much used
in the high-dimensional literature as assumed tail behaviors. A random variable W satisfying W[, < o
with a = 2 is called sub-Gaussian, and with o = 1 it is called sub-exponential (see van der Vaart and Wellner
(1996) for more details).

It is easy to see that Assumption (JExp) implies Assumption (MExp). We refer to Assumption (MExp)
as a marginal assumption and Assumption (JExp) as a joint assumption. It should be noted that Assump-
tion (JExp) is much stronger than (MExp) because (JExp) implies that the coordinates of X; should be
“almost” independent (see Chapter 3 of Vershynin (2018) and Kuchibhotla and Chakrabortty (2020) for
further discussion).

The following results bound D,, (k) and RIP,, (k) based on Theorem 10 in Appendix A. Because RIP,, (k)
involves operator norms over k-sparse unit balls, we will bound it using e-nets for the union of these unit balls.
This will also be useful for bounding D,, (k). Before stating the results, we need the following preliminary
calculations and notations. For any set K with metric d(-,-), a set A/ is called a y-net of K with respect to
dif N c K and for any z € K there exists an x € N such that d(x,z) < ~. Let [|-]|, denote the Euclidean
norm and define the d-dimensional unit ball by

Bog:={zeR*: |z, <1}.

Let NVy(e) represent an e-net of By 4 with respect to the Euclidean norm. Define the k-sparse subset of the
unit ball in R? as
={0eR": [|0fly <k, (0], <1} (25)

With some abuse of notation, a disjoint decomposition of O can be written as
k
(—)k = U U 3215.
s=1|M|=s

The last union includes repetition of Bs s as subsets of RP with unequal supports. Using this decomposition,
it follows that a 1/4-net N (e, ©y) of © with respect to the Euclidean norm on R? can be chosen to satisfy

N (g,0) < UUN

s=1|M|=s

and hence, can be bounded in cardinality by

o)l < 2 (7))

Applying Lemma 4.1 of Pollard (1990) it follows that

V(@) <1+ = [N O Z < > 141y < <(1+2—1)6p)’“

(Lemma 4.1 of Pollard (1990) provides the bound on the covering number to be (3/)? but it can be improved
from the proof to (1 + 1/£)9.) Here one can choose the elements of the covering set N5 (¢) to be s-sparse in
RP. See Lemma 3.3 of Plan and Vershynin (2013) for a similar result. Based on these calculations and the

covering set N(g, ©y), we bound D,, (k) and RIP, (k) by a finite maximum of mean zero averages.
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Observe that

Dy(k) = eseu(g) o7 (f‘n — I‘n)
D

< iy @ (P o) T ()

= ae/\/s(il/]g)@k) al (f‘n — I‘n> + %;;gok gr (f‘n — I‘n) .

Therefore,

D.(k)<2 swp |© YH{TXY —E[0TXYi]}

. (26)
0eN(1/2,05) |1 ;2

It is clear that the bound is sharp up to a constant factor. By a similar calculation, it can be shown that

RIP,(k) <2  sup
9eN (1/4,04)

li{(xje)Q—]E[(Xje)z]}’. (27)

n
i=1

See Lemma 2.2 of Vershynin (2012) for a derivation. Importantly independence of the random vectors is
not used in any of these calculations. Replacing the continuous supremum by a finite maximum works
irrespective of how the random vectors are distributed.

As an immediate corollary, we get the following rate of convergence results.

Theorem 5. Define for k > 1

r ._ ln Ty v Y ln (T_Q)
Tn,k = Gsetgl nZ:Zl Var(9 XlYZ), and Tn,k = Gsetgl n;Var (9 Xl) .

Then the following rates of convergence hold if K, , = O(1).

(a) Under Assumption (MExp),

T} pklog(ep/k) . kY2 (log )2/ (k log (ep//k)) M/ Ti (2/2)

n n

T2 klog(ep/k 2/a 1T (e/2)
RIP,(k) = O, ik log(ep/k) . klogn)*/® (klog(ep/k))
n n

Here T («) = min{a, 1}.

D, (k) = O,

)

(b) Under Assumption (JEzp),

Tk log(ep/k)  (logn) (klog(ep/k)) /(2
n n

Tk log(ep/k) | (logn)?/* (klog(ep/k))"/™ (2

RIP,(k) = O, - -

For simplicity, we provide here only rates of convergence. A more precise tail bound is given in Theorem 11
of Appendix A.
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Remark 4.1 (Simplified Rates of Convergence) In most cases the second term in the rate of convergence
is of lower order than the first term. Hence, under both the assumptions (MExp) and (JExp), we get

YL Elog(ep/k Y= Eklog(ep/k
D, (k) = O, Lk log(ep/k) and RIP,(k) = O, Yk log(ep/k)

n n

We believe these to be optimal because if X and Y are independent and jointly Gaussian, then the rates

would be \/klog(ep/k)/n; see Theorem 3.3 of Cai and Yuan (2012) and Lemma 15 of Loh and Wainwright
(2012) for related results. ©

A direct application of Theorem 5 to Theorem 4 implies the following uniform linear representation result

for linear regression under independence. Recall the notation A, (k) from (23) and also Bn M s B,y from (7),
(10).

Theorem 6. If (A, (k)™ = O(1) as n,p — 0, then the following rates of convergence hold as n — 0.

(a) under Assumption (MExp),

sup ‘ Bt — 5n,MH2

MeM(k)

T}, pklog(ep/k) R k(log )2/ (k log(ep,/k)) Y/ T (@/2)

= Yp n n,p n ’

and

Boat = Bons — % > [Sn (M)] ™" Xi(M) (Y; — X, (M)B,ur)
i=1

sup
MeM(k)

2
(maX{Tgk,Tgk}klog(ep/k) 4 k2(10gn)4/0‘(k 10g(ep/k))2/T1(O‘/2)>
-0, b + K .

n n,p n2

(a) under Assumption (JEzp),

sup ‘
MeM(k)

Bn,M - /BnMH
2
Yiklog(ep/k) o, (logm)° (klog(ep/k)) V™2

p n n,p n ’

and

st = Bt = = D[S0 (O] X (M) (¥ = XT (M)Bar)

i=1

sup
MeM(k)

2
(max{’f}:_k, T, Yklog(ep/k) . (log n)4/°‘(k:log(ep/k:))z/Tl(o‘/Q))
=0, : : + K )

n n,p

n2
Remark 4.2 (Simplified Rates of Convergence) The result can be made much more precise by giving
the exact tail bound for all the quantities using the exact result of Theorem 11. We leave the details to the

reader. From Theorem 6, it is clear that if klog(ep/k)*T1(®) = o(n), then the least squares linear regression
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estimator is uniformly consistent at the rate of \/W, which is well-known to be the minimax
optimal rate of convergence for high-dimensional linear regression estimators under a true linear model with
a sparse parameter vector. We conjecture these rates to be optimal. However, we have not derived minimax
rates for this problem. Also, our results are uniform over all probability distributions of the random vectors
(X:,Y:) satisfying either of the Assumptions (MExp) or (JExp) with K, , < K for some fixed constant
K < oo o

Remark 4.3 (Fixed Covariates) The results in this section do not require any special properties of the
data generating distribution such as linearity and Gaussianity. The results only require independence of
random vectors with weak exponential tails, but it is not assumed that (X;,Y;) have identical distributions
for 1 <i < n.

It is worth mentioning a special case of our setting that is popular in the classical as well as modern linear
regression literature: the setting of fixed covariates. As explained in Buja et al. (2019), this assumption has
its roots in the ancillarity theory assuming the truth of a linear model. If the covariates are non-stochastic,
then o o

S T

3, = ﬁi_leiXJ = ﬁ;E[XiXi ] =%,
so that RIP,, (k) = 0 for all n and k. Therefore, the bounds in Theorem 4 become trivial in the sense that
the uniform linear representation error becomes zero. The result applies because assumption (MExp) holds
with

Knp = max{ max [ Xill,, , max [[¥il,}.
Also, note from Theorem 1 that

Dn (k)
An(k)’

sup ‘ ﬂn,M - ﬂn,MH2 <

MeM(k)
which again leads to the same rate of convergence 4/klog(ep/k)/n. An interesting observation here is that
there is no dependence on the strength of linear association S (3, T'y) defined in Equation (15) in the case

of fixed covariates. o

Remark 4.4 (Are the rates optimal?) We believe the rates for the uniform linear representation error
to be optimal; cf. Theorem 5.1 of Javanmard and Montanari (2018). An intuitive reason is as follows. Any
symmetric function of independent random variables can be expanded as a sum of degenerate U-statistics

of increasing order according to the Hoeffding decomposition; see van Zwet (1984). That is,
f(Wl,...,Wn) =Uip +Uop + ... + Upn,

for any symmetric function f of independent random variables Wh,..., W,,. Here U;, represents an i-th
order degenerate U-statistics.

For the statistic Bn_’M — Bn,m, the first order term Uy, in the decomposition is given by

UM = % i [Sn (M) Xi(M) (Y; = X, (M)Bn,nr) -

in
i=1
Hence the difference Bn,M — Bo,m — L{l(ﬁ/[) is of the same order as the second order U-statistics L{Q(Q/I) next

in the decomposition. It is well-known that under mild conditions, a second order degenerate U-statistics is
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of order 1/n; see Serfling (1980, Chapter 5) for precise results. Therefore, bounding the supremum of the

[|-[|;-norm in the uniform linear representation by

ax max GTZ/{Q(QZ[ )

5 M
2 max max o7 (ﬂnM — Bn.M flxll(n )) ~ 2m
[M|<k 6eRIMI ||0]|,<1

[M|<k 6eRIML [|0]|,<1

3

we see that this is a maximum of at most (5ep/k)* many degenerate U-statistics of order 2, which is expected
to be of order (log(5ep/k)*)/n = (klog(5ep/k))/n. See de la Peiia and Giné (1999) for results about suprema

of degenerate U-statistics. o

Remark 4.5 (Using covariance matrices instead of Gram matrices) The quantities Tg,k and T,EL . Play
an important role in determining the exact rates of convergence in Theorem 6. Under Assumption (JExp),
it can be easily shown that these quantities are of the same order as K, . In cases where the dimension
grows, Assumption (JExp) cannot be justified with non-zero mean of X;’s unless ||[E[X;]|l, = O(1). Under
Assumption (MExp), T,I; , and Tgyk can grow with k, and it is hard to pinpoint their growth rate. In many
cases, it is reasonable to assume a bounded operator norm of the covariance matrix instead of the second
moment (or Gram) matrix. For this reason, it is of interest to analyze the least squares estimators with

centered random vectors. In this case 3, and I',, should be replaced by

1 n n

_ _ . 1 _
S = -3 (X - X) (X5 - X)) and TEi= ) (X - X) (i - Y).
n
i=1 1=1
Here X and Y represent the sample means of the covariates and the response, respectively. Without the

assumption of equality of E[X;] for 1 <i < n, ¥* is not consistent for the covariance matrix of X. Define

1 & 1
i 5ZEZE[X1'] and  fiy 525215[3@']-
i=1 i=1
It is easy to prove that
A*_ln - X\ v =X\ (v =X\ T
X = n 1221 (Xl Mn) (XZ Mn) (X” Mn) (X” Mn)

where

Similarly, we get

. ~ - - ~ 1
IF =T~ (X =) (Y—py), where Tp:i==> (Xi—p))(Yi—p)y).
n
i=1
Note that T',, and &,, are averages of independent random vectors and random matrices and so the theory

before applies with the target vector and matrix given by

n

S E[(X— i) (- )] and £ -~ Y E[(x - ) (5 - )]

=1 i=1

k=

n

SN
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It is important to recognize that Theorem 4 is not directly applicable since the forms of 2;‘; and f‘;’; do not
match the structure required. One has to apply Theorem 3 to obtain

B Bt~ 2 5RO (X — 5) (M) {%; = Y — (M) — ¥ (M) T8}

=1

sup
MeM(k)

2

D(k, X — 1) [IY — iy |+ Dk, X — Y )SS‘,k] RIP*(k)  Dji(k) + RIP} (k)S5,
< e =
AE (k) TR T AR(R) - RIPE(R)

where
Bir = B (S5, T5), Bir = Bu(S5hT5), S5y = San(Zh,T5).
and
RIP* (k) := RIP(k, 2% — %%), D¥(k):= D(k,T¥ —T%), and A¥(k) := A(k;XF).
From the calculations presented above, it follows that
RIP¥(k) < RIP(k, %, — ¥¥) + D*(k, X — i),
Di(k) < D(k,T,, —T5) + D(k, X — i) [V — uY|.

The right hand side terms above can be controlled using Theorem 10. Thus, the linear representation changes
when using the sample covariance matrix. See Section 4.1.1 of Kuchibhotla and Chakrabortty (2020) for more

details. o

5 Rates for Functionally Dependent Observations

In this section, we extend all the results presented in the previous section to dependent data. The dependence
structure on the observations we use is based on a notion developed by Wu (2005). It is possible to derive
these results also under the classical dependence notions like a-,3-,p- mixing, however, verifying the mixing
assumptions can often be hard and many well-known processes do not satisfy them. See Wu (2005) for
more details. It has also been shown that many econometric time series can be studied under the notion
of functional dependence; see Wu and Mielniczuk (2010), Liu et al. (2013) and Wu and Wu (2016). For a
study of dependent processes under a similar framework called L,-approximability, see Pétscher and Prucha
(1997).

The dependence notion of Wu (2005) is written in terms of an input-output process that is easy to analyze
in many settings. The process is defined as follows. Let {¢;, &} : i € Z} denote a sequence of independent and
identically distributed random variables on some measurable space (£, B). Define the ¢-dimensional process
W, with causal representation as

Wi =Gi(...,gi-1,8;) € RY, (28)

for some vector-valued function G;(-) = (¢i1(:), - .-, giq(-)). By Wold representation theorem for stationary

processes, this causal representation holds in many cases. Define the non-decreasing filtration
]:1' = O'(. . .,Eifl,&‘i) .

Using this filtration, we also use the notation W; = G;(F;). To measure the strength of dependence, define
forr > 1 and 1 < j < ¢, the functional dependence measure

Os,rj 1= TAX [Wi() = Wis(Il,, and Ay, ;= Z 05,77 (29)
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where
Wi s(§) 1= gij(Fiics) with Fiig =0 (..., 8imsm1,65_ gy Eimstls - Ein1,Ei) - (30)

The o-field F; ;s represents a coupled version of F;. The quantity s, ; measures the dependence using the
distance in terms of ||-||, -norm between g;;(F;) and g;;(Fii—s). In other words, it is quantifying the impact
of changing ¢;_s on g;;(F;); see Definition 1 of Wu (2005). The dependence adjusted norm for the j-th
coordinate is given by
KW G, == sup (m + 1)" A, v = 0.
m=0

To summarize these measures for the vector-valued process, define

KW,y = max I{W (D}, and J{W}H,,, = sup r WL, -

1<j<q

Remark 5.1 (Independent Sequences) Any notion of dependence should at least include independent ran-
dom variables. It might be helpful to understand how independent random variables fits into this framework

of dependence. For independent random vectors W;, the causal representation reduces to
Wi = Gl( ey Ei1,y Ei) = GZ(El) € RY,
It is not a function of any of the previous ¢, j < ¢. This implies by the definition (30) that

Gl(é‘z) =W; if s > 1,
Gi(eh) =W/, ifs=0.

1

Wis =

Here W/ represents an independent and identically distributed copy of W;. Hence,

0, ifs>1,

IWi(G) = Wi, < 2[Wi(@)ll,., if s = 0.

3

Os,rj =

It is now clear that for any v > 0,
{W 3, = sup (m + 1)" A = Ag,r < 2 max [[Wi(j)]l,.-
’ m=0 1<j<q

Hence, if the independent sequence W; satisfies assumption (MExp), then |[{W}|, , < oo for all v > 0, in
particular for v = 0. Therefore, independence corresponds to v = o0. As v decreases to zero, the random
vectors become more and more dependent. o

All our results in this section are based on the following tail bound for the maximum of averages of
functionally dependent variables which is an extension of Theorem 2 of Wu and Wu (2016). This result is
similar to Theorem 10. For this result, define

s(A) = (1/2+1/N)7Y, and Ti(A) := min{\, 1} for all X\ > 0. (31)

Theorem 7. Suppose Zi,...,Z, are random vectors in R? with a causal representation such as (28) with

mean zero. Assume that for some a > 0, and v > 0,

||{Z}mey = sup sup ril/o‘(m +1)"Ayr < Ky g

r=2 m=0
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Define
5/(v —1/2)3, if v>1/2,
Qn(v) == 2" x { 2(logy n)>/?, ifv=1/2,
52n)12=1) /(1/2 —v)?, ifv < 1/2.

Then for all t = 0, with probability at least 1 — 8¢,

<evn|{Z},, B/t +log(q + 1)

+ CaKmq(lOgn)l/s(a)Qn(V)(t + log(q + 1))1/T1(s(a))'

n
a1 2, Zi0)

Here B, and C, are constants depending only on v and «, respectively.
Proof. The proof follows from Theorem 12 proved in Appendix B and a union bound. O

Getting back to the application of uniform-in-submodel results for linear regression, we assume that the
random vectors are elements of a causal process with exponential tails. Formally, suppose (X1,Y7),...,(X,,Y,)

are random vectors in R? x R satisfying the following assumption:

(DEP) Assume that there exist n vector-valued functions G; and an iid sequence {¢; : i € Z} such that
Wi = (Xi,Y;) = Gi(...,i-1,8;) e RPT.
Also, for some v, a > 0,

< (N <
1V}, 0 < Kup and - max  max [E[Wi()]| < Koy
Based on Remark 5.1, Assumption (DEP) is equivalent to Assumption (MExp) for independent data. For
independent random variables, the second part of Assumption (DEP) about the expectations follows from the
1po-bound assumption. The reason for this expectation bound in the assumption here is that the functional

dependence measure 5, does not have any information about the expectation since

[Wi(5) = Wis(GIl, = [(Wi(g) = E[Wi()]) — Wis(G) —E[Wis(H)DI, -

The coupled random variable W; ; has the same expectation as W;. Since the quantities we need to bound
involve products of random variables, such a bound on the expectations is needed for our analysis.

We are now ready to state the final results of this section. Only results similar to Theorems 11 and 6
are stated. Also, we only state the results under marginal moment assumption and the version with joint
moment assumption can easily be derived based on the proof. These results are based on Theorem 7. Recall
from inequalities (26) and (27) that

D,(k) <2 sup

0eN(1/2,0) | T

Z{@TXY E[07 XY }‘

=1

S -
'Mﬁ

RIP,, (k) < 2

96/\/(1/4 O) XTH [(X:9)2] '

i=1



Note that these quantities involve linear combinations (0" X;) and products (6" X;Y;) of functionally de-
pendent random variables. It is clear that all linear combinations and products of functionally dependent
random variables have a causal representation since if W(l) h(l)(]-"i) and Wi@) = hl@)(}}), then

w4 sw = abM(F) + srP(F) and wHWE = nM(F)RP ().

Thus, they can be studied under the same framework of dependence. In Lemma 4, we bound the functional
dependence measure of such linear combination and product processes.
For the main results of this section, define for 6 € Oy, (see (25))

0= (1075 o + s 1070 ) 1Y

)

90 =2 (u{mu“ + g (807 ][ ) 407X,

1<i<n

+ max [E[Y; > [T},

1<igsn

Theorem 8. Fizn,k =1 and let t = 0 be any real number. Define
A/ Tk i= sup 1951 ), and /X)), = sup 19( (6).
0Oy, 0Oy,

Then under Assumption (DEP), with probability at least 1 — 16e™t, the following inequalities hold simulta-

neously,
Y (t + klog(3ep/k
o ¢ Lt + klog(3ep/k)
n
1/2 1/s(c/2) 1/T1(s(er/2))
Lol K2 k12 (logn) O, (v)(t + klog(3ep/k)) 7
n
and

YT (t + klog(5ep/k
RIPn(k)<2eB,,\/ il 8(5ep/k))
n

k(log n)Y*/2Q, (1)(t + klog(5ep/k))Y/Tr(s(a/2)

+CuK;, -

Here Ty(«) and s(a) are functions given in (31) and B,,C, are constants depending only on v and «,

respectively.

Proof. By Lemma 4 and Assumption (DEP), it holds that for all 6 € ©y,
[{oTXY},, <05(0) and [[{(6TX)?},, <V5(0).
Also, using Lemma 3 and Lemma 4, it follows that
sup r{0TX YY), < 3KVPKR 2V,

sup 72 |[{(0TX)}|| < 3kK} 2V
r=2 ’ ’
Hence applying Theorem 7, the result is proved. O
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Theorem 8 along with Theorem 4 implies the following uniform linear representation result for linear
regression under functional dependence. Recall the notation A, (k) from Equation (23) and also Bn M Bn,m
from Equations (7), (10).

Theorem 9. If (A, (k)™ = O(1) as n,p — ©, then under Assumption (DEP), the following rates of

convergence hold as n — o0.

sup ‘ Br,m — ﬁn,MH2

MeM(k)

YT klog(ep/k) \ K2 kY2 (log n)Y=(@/2)Q, (1) (K log (ep/k)) Y/ T (s(2/2)
n

n,p n ’

-0,

and

Bt = Bust == 3 [Sa(M)) ™ Xa(M) (¥ — X (M) By 0)
i=1
(maX{Tg_’k, TS,k log(ep/k:))

n

sup
MeM(k)

2

n2

2 2/s(v/2) 2/T1(s(a/2)) ()2
VK0, (k (logn) (klog(ep/k)) Qn(V)) _

In comparison to Theorem 6, the rates attained here are very similar except for two changes:

1. The exponent terms «/2, and Ti(a/2)) are replaced by s(a/2), and Ty (s(«/2)), respectively. This is

because of the use of a version of Burkholder’s inequality from Rio (2009) in the proof of Theorem 12.

2. The factor 2, (v) in the second order terms above. This factor is due to the dependence of the process.

4

If v > 1/2 (which corresponds to “weak” dependence), then €, (v) is of order 1 and for the boundary
case v = 1/2, Q,(v) is of order (logn)®?. In both these cases, the rates obtained for functionally
dependent 1,-random vectors match very closely the rates obtained for independent ¢ ,)-random

vectors.

Remark 5.2 (Some Comments on Assumption (DEP)) Assumption (DEP) is similar to the one used in
Theorem 3.3 of Zhang and Wu (2017) for derivation of a high-dimensional central limit theorem with loga-
rithmic dependence on the dimensional p. It is worth mentioning that in their notation « corresponds to the

functional dependence and v corresponds to the moment assumption. Also their assumption is written as

{Z} ...,
sup P — <

o0, (after swapping the dependence and moment parameters).
r=2 r

Our assumption, however, is written as

o 1P _

r=2 rl/e
Hence, our parameters («,v) correspond to their parameters (1/v,«). Our assumptions are weaker than
those used by Zhang and Cheng (2014). From the discussion surrounding Equation (28) there, they require
geometric decay of A,, . ; while we only require polynomial decay. Zhang and Wu (2017) only deal with
stationary sequences and Zhang and Cheng (2014) allows non-stationarity. Some useful examples verifying

the bounds on the functional dependence measure are also provided in Zhang and Cheng (2014). o
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6 Discussion and Conclusions

In this paper, we have proved uniform-in-submodel results for the least squares linear regression estimator
under a model-free framework allowing for the total number of covariates to diverge “almost exponentially” in
n. Our results are based on deterministic inequalities. The exact rate bounds are provided when the random
vectors are independent and functionally dependent. In both cases, the random variables are assumed to
have weak exponential tails to provide logarithmic dependence on the dimension p.

In this paper, we have primarily focused on ordinary least squares linear regression. The main results,
uniform-in-submodels consistency and linear representation, continue to hold for a large class of M-estimators
defined by twice differentiable loss function as shown in Kuchibhotla (2018). The implications of these
results are that one can use all the information from all the observations to build a submodel (subset of
covariates) and apply a general M-estimation technique on the final model selected. These results can be
extended to non-differentiable loss functions using techniques from empirical process theory, in particular,
the stochastic uniform equicontinuity assumption. See, for example, Giessing (2018, Chapter 2) for results
under independence.

All of our results are free of the assumption of correctly specified models. Therefore, our results provide
a “target” [, a for the estimator Bn w irrespective of whether M is fixed or random as long as |[M| < k.
This implication follows from the uniform-in-submodel feature of the results. The conclusion here is that if
the statistician has a target in mind, then all they need to check is if 5, ps is close to the target they are
thinking of.

As mentioned in the beginning of the article one can rethink high-dimensional linear regression as using
high-dimensional data for exploration to find a “significant” set of variables and then applying the “low-
dimensional” linear regression technique. If the exploration is not restricted to a very principled method,
then inference can be very difficult. This problem is exactly equivalent to the problem of valid post-selection
inference. Post-selection inference has a rich history in both statistics and econometrics. Leeb and P&tscher
(2005, 2006a,b, 2008) have provided several impossibility results regarding the estimation of the distribution
of Bﬁ, when M represents the data-dependent selected model. One way to avoid this difficulty is by
performing inference for all models simultaneously. The results in this paper allow for the construction of a
simultaneous inference procedure using a high-dimensional central limit theorem and multiplier bootstrap;
see Bachoc et al. (2019, 2020); Kuchibhotla et al. (2021) and Belloni et al. (2018, Section 2) for more details.
A related exploration will be provided in a future manuscript.

APPENDIX

A Auxiliary Results for Independent Random Vectors

The following result proves a tail bound for a maximum of the average of mean zero random variables and
follows from Theorem 4 of Adamczak (2008). The result there is only stated for a € (0,1], however, the
proof can be extended to the case o > 1. See the forthcoming paper Kuchibhotla and Chakrabortty (2020)

for a clear exposition.

Theorem 10. Suppose W1, ..., W, are mean zero independent random vectors in R?,q = 1 such that for
some o > 0 and K,, 4 > 0,

20, 292, W, < Koo
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Define

Then for any t = 0, with probability at least 1 — 3e~¢,

max

1<j<q ’

1« /T (a)
1 Z Wi ()| < 7\/Fn7q(t + log(29)) n CoKp g(log(2n)) Ve (t + log(2q))
nia n n

where Ty () = min{«, 1} and C,, is a constant depending only on .

Proof. Fix 1 < j < q and apply Theorem 4 of Adamczak (2008) with F = {f} where f(W;) = W;(j) for
1 < i < n. Then applying the union bound the result follows. To extend the result to the case o > 1, use
Theorem 5 of Adamczak (2008) with a = 1 to bound the second part of inequality (8) there. O

Using Theorem 10, we get the following results for RIP and D under independence.

Theorem 11. Fix n,k =1 and let t = 0 be any real number. Then the following probability statements hold

true:

a) Under Assumption (MEzp), with probability at least 1 — 6e™t, the following two inequalities hold si-
Y g

multaneously,
YT (¢t + klog(3ep/k
n
1/2 2/a 1/T1(/2)
N OaKipk (log(2n))**(t + klog(3ep/k)) ,
’ n
and
Y (t + klog(bep/k
A 14\/ 4t + klog(5ep/k)
n
2/a 1/T1 (ev/2)
L CK? pk(log(2n)) (t + klog(5ep/k)) '
’ n

nder Assumption zp ), with probability at least 1 —6e™", the following two inequalities hold simul-
b) Under A ) JE. ith babili l 1—6e~", the followi ) lities hold simul

taneously,
Da(k) < 14\/ L it + klog(3ep/k))
n ~ o
log(2n))% (t + klog(3ep/k))Y/T1 (/)
CaK2 (
+ n.p - ,
and
RIP, (k) < 14\/T721,k(t + klog(5ep/k))
n S n
o (10g(2n))2/°(t + klog(5ep/k))Y/Ti(e/2)
+Cu K5, - '

Here T («) = min{a, 1} and C,, is a constant depending only on a.
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Proof. These bounds follow from Theorem 10 and inequalities (26) and (27). To bound D, (k), we take
Wi i= (07 X;Y3)penr(1/2,01)

in Theorem 10. Because |N(1/2,0y)| < (3ep/k)¥, the result follows. Similarly for RIP,,(k), we take

Wi = ((GTXi)Q)GeN(l/Al,(—)k)a

in Theorem 10. O

B Auxiliary Results for Dependent Random Vectors

In this section, we present a moment bound for sum of functionally dependent mean zero real-valued random
variables. The moment bound here is an extension of Theorem 2 of Wu and Wu (2016) to random variables
with exponential tails. The main distinction is that our moment bound exhibits a part Gaussian behavior.
For proving these moment bounds, we need a few preliminary results and notation. Suppose Z; ..., Z,, are

mean zero real valued random variables with a causal representation

Zi =gi(...,€i-1,€5), (32)

for some real valued function g;. We write dx,, = ||Z; — Zix||,. The following proposition bounds the
r-th moment of Z; in terms of [[{Z}[, ,. This is based on the calculation shown after Equation (2.8) in
Wu and Wu (2016).

Proposition 2. Consider the setting above. If E[Z;] =0 for 1 <i < n, then
1Zill, < {Z},.o < I{Z}ll,.,,, forany r>=1 and v >0.

Proof. Assuming E[Z;] =0 for 1 < i < n, it follows that

Zi= Y, (E[Z1F] - E[Z]Fi]).

f=—o0
and so,

0 4 ]
1Zill, < 35 [E[Zi|F] —E[Z]Fealll, = 25 [B[Z = Zii-el o], < 2, der
£=0

l=—0 l=—0
The last inequality follows from Jensen’s inequality and noting that the last bound equals Ay ., it follows
that [|Z[], < Ao = [{Z} .- O

The following lemma provides a bound on the moments of a martingale in terms of the moments of the

martingale difference sequence. This result is an improvement over the classical Burkholder’s inequality.

Lemma 1 (Theorem 2.1 of Rio (2009)). Let {S,, : n = 0} be a martingale sequence with Sy = 0 adapted with
respect to some non-decreasing filtration Fp,n = 0. Let X}, = S — Si—1 denote the corresponding martingale

difference sequence. Then for any p = 2,
n 1/2
2
[Snll, < vp—1 <Z le||p> :
k=1
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The following simple calculation is also used in Theorem 12. Define

32072, if1<¢<L/2,
3r 2 (L+1—-0)72, ifL/2<l(<L

B {logn

d M:=
1og2J o ¢

Lemma 2. The following inequalities hold true:

(a) For any >0 and p = 2

L L2 (5/8%)" (x2/3)""", if >0,
g /\p2pzﬁ Z /\PQpEB 2(log, n)2p+1 (71.2/3)p+1 . ifp=0.

(b) For any >0 andp = 2

L opt(1/2-8) 2\ P+1 (5/(8 —1/2)%)7, if B>1/2,
/\5_ < <% 2(log, n)?P+1, ifB=1/2,
(2n)2=PP(5/(1/2 - B)*)P, if B <1/2.

=1

Proof. (a) Note that for any 8 > 0,

3\ 5
sup £227% = 03 exp(—(log 2)¢3) < ( ) < —,
p p(~(loz2)8) < () <

and so,

3V 1 BN & (-0
2 ZAPme_ 208 +472 208

=1"¢ (=1 L/2+1
L/2 2\ ﬁL/2 2\?
S E(E)
=1 =1

Hence the result (a) follows. The case § = 0 follows from the calculation in (b).

(b) If 8> 1/2, then
L oope(1/2-8) L 1
,\IZ - 1; (popl(B—1/2)’

=1
and so, the bound for this case follows from (a).

If B = 1/2, then

Z21)@(1/2 8) ii 2 pLZ/Qg2p<2 7r_2 P (logn 2p+1
) < B 3 log 2 '

=1 =1
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If 6> 1/2, then

L opt(1/2-)

p
=1 e
L/2 p(1/o— L/2
=S M T DAz Y W
(=1 Xy (=1 Xg2 !
L/2 50(1/2-8 L/2
< u + (2n)0/2=F)r Z .
a0 NDU(1/2=F)p
L/2 1 L/2 1
(L+1)(1/2-B)p (1/2-B)p
<2 Z N0 F)p (2n) Z L Xp2E0/2= B

1 1
(1/2—8) (1/2—-8) -
< (2n) pz NP2l /2=P)p +(2n) pz NP2l /2=B)p

< (2n)1/2=8)p <ﬁ)p (%)p-i—l'

Hence the result follows. |
Define the functions
s(A) == (1/2+ 1/, and Ti(A) := min{\, 1} forall X > 0. (33)
Theorem 12. Suppose Zi, ..., Z, are elements of the causal process (32) with mean zero. If for some o > 0,
and v > 0,
H{ZH g, = = sup sup p Y (m 1) Ay < 0. (34)
p=2 m=0
Define
5/(v —1/2)3, if v>1/2,
Q) 1= 2" x { 2(log, ), ifv=1/2,
52n)12=1) /(1/2 —v)?, ifv < 1/2.
Then for any p = 2,
227 <V l{ZYlly, ., By + Ca l{Z}y, , (logn) /> pt/ TG0, (1), (35)
i=1 |y

where Cy, is a constant depending only on «, B, is a constant depending only on v given by

207327
B,:=V6|1+=——|, if v>0.
[ 3x/§u3] v

Furthermore, it follows by Markov’s inequality that for all t = 0,

]ID (
i=1

ZZiZ

Here C,, is different from the one in the moment bound (35).
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Proof. Define

Define for m = 0,

2 =B Zifeimem], and Migi= Y (280 - 287)).
k=1

Let .
Snm = 2™,
=1

and consider the decomposition
L
Sy = Sno+ (Sn — Z e — Sng ) =T+ I+ 1IIL (36)

We prove the moment bound (35) by bounding the moments of each term in the decomposition (36).
Bounding I: Regarding the first term I, observe that .S, ¢ is a sum of independent random variables ZZ-(O)

satisfying the tail assumption of Theorem 10 with 8 = «. This verification follows by noting that
0 «
|29] <1z, < 1z, € 9. ..

Inequality (a) follows from Jensen’s inequality, (b) follows from Proposition 2 and (c) follows from assump-

tion (34). Hence, we get that for any p > 1,

21@ [Zi|e;]

I, =

p
" 1/2
<+/6p (Z E [Z?]) + Ca {2}y, , 0"/ (logn)"'®,

for some constant C, depending only on «. Here Jensen’s inequality is used to bound the variance of
E[Z;|ei]. By Proposition 2, ||Z;||, < [{Z}],, and hence

ISn0ll, < A/6pn [{Z}lz,, + Ca {2}, /") (log )"/ (37)

Bounding II: For the second term, note that

Sn = i Zl = i E [Zi|5i75i—17 .. ] = Sn,oo;

and hence,

Z nm+l nm)

Substituting the definition of S, ,,, we have

n

Sn,erl - Sn,m = Z (E [Zk|5k7 ) Ekfmfl] —E [Zk|5k; R 75k7m]) .
k=1
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We now prove that the summands above form a martingale difference sequence with respect to a filtration.

The following construction is taken from the proof of Lemma 1 of Liu and Wu (2010). Define
Dyms1 :=E [Zk|£k, ... ,Ek_m_l] —E [Zk|5k, e sk_m] ,
and the non-decreasing filtration
Grom+1 =0 (Ckmm—1,Ek—m—1,---) -
It is easy to see that

E [ank+1,m+1|gkfl,m+1] = 0. (38)

Therefore, {(Dp—k+1.m+1,Gk.m+1) : 1 < k < n} forms a martingale difference sequence. This implies that

Sn,m+1 — Sn,m is a martingale and hence by Lemma 1 we get for p > 2,

n
[[Snm+1 — Sn,m”i sPp Z ||Dk,m+1||12,'
k=1

To further bound the right hand side, note that for p > 2,
||Dk,m+l ||;D = HE [Zk - g( <. 78;9—77'7,—178/6—777,7 e 757€)|€k7 ceey Ek—m—l] Hp < 5m+l,p' (39)

Hence, for p > 2,
||Sn,m+1 n m” \/pn6m+1,p7

and

[|Sn — nn” Z HSnm+1 an S /PN Z 5m+1;0 \/pnAnJrLP'

m=n

Under assumption (34), we obtain

1/2,1/2+1/a

n--p

T A I{Z} |, , n'/>pt2rYe (40)

L], = 115n = Snnll, < {2}y,

Bounding III: To bound III, note by definition of M; , that

L n L
_ Z Z ( (&) Z}iﬁzfl)) _ Z My
I=1k=1 /=1
Now observe that the summands of M,, ¢,
Dk,l = (Zlgfl) _ Z](fe—l)) ,

are &-dependent in the sense that Dy, and D, are independent if |s — k| > &. This can be proved as
follows. By definition Dy ¢ is only a function of (eg,...,ex—¢,) and by independence of ey, k € Z, the claim
follows. Now a blocking technique can be used to convert M,, , into a sum of independent variables. See
Corollary A.1 of Romano and Wolf (2000) for a similar use. Define

={2+j:i€Z,1<j<E&},
={2i+&+j: i€l 1<j<&).
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Consider the decomposition of M, , as

n
M, = Z Dy = Apy + Bny,
=1

where
An)g = Z 'ij and Bmg = Z 'Dk)g.
1<k<n,ke A 1<k<n,keB

We now provide moment bounds for M, ¢ by giving moment bounds for A,, , and B,, ; which is in turn done

by separating the summands of A, y and B,, ; to form an independent sum. Note that

Ans = lzij (Z Daeis e ) - %J ( Wi& (2 - zé&m))

i=1 i=1 \k=2&i+1
=%

8

|
~

€

(Magyivep0 — Magie) -

N
Il
—

By the &-independence of the summands of M, ¢, we get that the summands in the final representation of
Ay, ¢ are independent and so Theorem 10 applies. In the following, we verify the assumption of Theorem 10.
For 1 <i < j < mn, it is clear that
;
My M= 3 (2090 - 70
k=it1

J e

Sy (z-ze)

k=i+1 \t=1+&_1

i (i (Z,gt)z,(j‘”)).

t=1+&_1 \k=i+1

By triangle inequality

e J
-1
1Mo = Migl, < D7 | D] (Z,i” i >) (42)
t=1+&o_1 ||k=i+1

P
As proved in (38), the summation for each ¢ represents a martingale and hence by Lemma 1, we get for p > 2

that
2

<p Z Hz’” Z{=V H Z 52, = p(j — )62,

k=i+1 k=i+1

Zj: (Zlgt) _ Zlitfl))

k=i+1

P

Here we used inequality (39). Substituting this in inequality (42) and using &1 > £/2, we get

&
M0 = Migll, < p2G =)%Y 0up <020 — ) Aryer,
t=1+&—1
< {2}, P2 — )22+ &1)

<2 {ZY,,, 20 — 02

(43)
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Under assumption (34), we get

1M p <22 Ny 0!G =) P
=2 ||{Z}H% PG =)
See (33) for the definition of s(a). Thus, for all 1 <i < |z£],

_ 1 2—v
sup p~* ) [ Magisee = Mageiell, < 27 {2, &7
p=

So, the summands of A,, ; in the final representation in (41) are independent and satisfy the hypothesis of
Theorem 10 with 8 = s(«). Therefore, for p > 2,

In/2¢0) )\
[Anell, <A6p [ Y [ Magyive,e — Mag,icll
1=1

+Ca2” {2}, (logn) /> gl/2=wpl/Tils(e)
21,51/2 1/2
<V, T (5 )
+ Ca2” [{Z} ]y, , (logn) /() /27 pl/Ta(s(e)

2v s(a s
< @ (12} VBom + Ca 2, 9T (logm) () ).
14

Here the second inequality follows from (43).
Similarly a representation for B, ¢ exists with independent summands satisfying the assumption of The-
orem 10 with 8 = s(«) and so,

2U s(a sl
1Buell, < g5 (12} A6+ Ca 2}y, 270 (o)) 572
14

Combining the bounds for A, ; and B,, , implies the bound on M,, ; as

21+V (o slar
g 112 20 VBPr + Ca {2}, 91 (log ) ) ] (44)
14

To complete bounding III, we need to bound the moments of the sum of M,, » over 1 < ¢ < L which are all

1My,

dependent. For this, define the sequence

32072, if1<¢<L/2,

Ap =
3 2(L+1-0)"2 ifL2<(<L

This positive sequence satisfies Zngl Ae < 1. It is easy to derive from H'older’s inequality that

L

S

(=1

Substituting in this inequality a, = M, ; and the moment bound (44), we get

L
E l
(=1

n,l

p L
1 <2, ©on) ) s
=1

L p/2
£ ORI, 7 Qo 3
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It follows from Lemma 2 and the definition of Q, () that for p > 2,

n,f

57T322 2v ||{Z}|| v V6pn s(a s(a
< l : + Call{Z}y, , (logn)/* @ Q, (v)pt T (@)

\3\/5 1/3

Combining the moment bounds (37), (40) and (45), it follows that for p > 2,

20m%2” 12— 1/s(a)
1,0, < VGIHZ N 0 |14 52| + N2,
+ 2}, Qog ) D, 1),

Here the inequalities s(a) < a and Ty (s()) < Ty () are used. Now noting that Q,,(v) = n'/?>~* for all v > 0
and p'/5(@) < pl/T1(s(@) the result follows. O

In the following two lemmas, we prove that the dependent adjusted norm of linear combinations and
products of functionally dependent random variables can be bounded in terms of the individual processes.
Recall the definition of Oy from (25).

Lemma 3. Suppose Assumption (DEP) holds, then for any 6 € Oy,

sup [{0TX}| < kVK,,.
0eOy, ’

Proof. Fix § € ©. Set the functional dependence measure (29) for the linear combination 67 X as
6 == max [|0TX; — 07X, ]| .

1<i<n

Note that 6 € ©y, are all k-sparse and so there are only k non-zero coordinates 6(j) of 6. Since the functional

dependence measure is a norm, it follows that

01%) = max Z GXi(5) = Xis (I,

1<i<n
P P
< 2 100)] max [1X;(j) - = Z Os,rj-

Hence for m > 0,

o0 o0 P 4 P
= 3ot < 3 31000005 = (z 5, ) =S 6) A
= ; i—1 j=1

This implies that

L 1
Al )T < [|0|l; max A, <k 2 max JAVSNE
1<j<p 1<j<p

Therefore, for r > 1 and v > 0,

n,ps

[T X, < K2IXH,, = [[H0TXY,, <KV, , < KK

proving the result. O

36



Lemma 4. Suppose (Wl(l) Wl(z)), ceey (W,(Il), W(Q)) are n functionally dependent real-valued random vectors.
Set W; = VV(l)W(2 for1<i<n. Then for allr > 2 and v > 0

1
H{W}”T/Z’U < H{W( 7,0 H{W(Q)} Vv + 1121?2(71 E [Wl( )]’ H{W(Q)} v
@y (O 4 max [B[w ]|
7,0 rv  1<isn
Proof. Set for j = 1,2,
[e¢]
00 = || —wi)| L and AD, = Y] a0,
Fix 1 < i < n and consider
O Oy @
Sps,r/2,z ‘ I3 i i,8 0,8 )2
— lw® [W_(2) _ W@)] +w® [W.(l) _ W_(l)]
7 [ 1,8 1,8 7 1,8 /2
< |lw® [W»@) _ W@)] + HW 2) [W( ) W(l)]
[ [ 1,8 /2
< |lw® w® @ + HW @O
< W @+ w2 o
Since €)_, is identically distributed as ;_, VVZ J = HW(2 . So, an upper bound on the dependence

adjusted norm can be obtained as

[e¢]
_ 1) (2) (1)
Aprjz = kZ JAX Phr/2,i S 121?an H Z 5 + hax, Wi . kZ Op
< max Wi(l) A(z) + max Wl( ) AL
1<i<n r 1<i<n r ’
and thus,
1) (2)
||{W}H'r/2.y < 11252(,”’ Wz o + 12152(” Wi
< H{W(l)} H{W( + max |[E [Wi(l)]
7,0 rv  1<isn
el o] s o] e
7,0 r,w 1<i<n v
proving the result. O
C Proof of Proposition 1
Proof. Tt is easy to see that
RIP(k,$1 —%2) =  sup [0 (51— %2) 0
O€R?,[|0]lo<k,
011, <1
2
< sup 0T (1Er = Eafl, < EfIEL — B2l
OeRP,
101lo <k [[0]l <1
Here we have used inequalities (3). A similar proof implies the second result. O
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