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Abstract

In this paper, we propose a robust estimation and inferential method for high-
dimensional panel data models. Specifically, (1) we investigate the case where the
number of regressors can grow faster than the sample size, (2) we pay particular at-
tention to non-Gaussian, serially and cross-sectionally correlated and heteroskedastic
error processes, and (3) we develop an estimation method for high-dimensional long-run
covariance matrix using a thresholded estimator.

Methodologically and technically, we develop two Nagaev-types of concentration
inequalities: one for a partial sum and the other for a quadratic form, subject to a
set of easily verifiable conditions. Leveraging these two inequalities, we also derive a
non-asymptotic bound for the LASSO estimator, achieve asymptotic normality via the
node-wise LASSO regression, and establish a sharp convergence rate for the thresholded
heteroskedasticity and autocorrelation consistent (HAC) estimator.

Our study thus provides the relevant literature with a complete toolkit for conduct-
ing inference about the parameters of interest involved in a high-dimensional panel data
framework. We also demonstrate the practical relevance of these theoretical results by
investigating a high-dimensional panel data model with interactive fixed effects. More-
over, we conduct extensive numerical studies using simulated and real data examples.
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1 Introduction

With the emergence of the data-rich world, numerous applications in many fields, including
business and economics, focus on panel data regressions within a high-dimensional frame-
work, where the number of variables can be very large and potentially exceed the sample
size. For example, in the realm of asset pricing, academic researchers and financial analysts
have put forth over five hundred risk factors and individual firm characteristics (which con-
tinue to grow) to explain the cross-sectional relationship of stock return (Feng et al., 2020;
Chen and Zimmermann, 2022). Given the necessity for innovative statistical methodologies to
dissect such data, there is increasing literature discussing the regularized estimation of high-
dimensional panel data models (Vogt et al., 2022; Babii et al., 2023; Belloni et al., 2023).
Nonetheless, achieving reliable inference in a high-dimensional panel model remains a chal-
lenge, particularly when error processes present features such as non-Gaussianity, time series
autocorrelation (T'SA), and cross-sectional dependence (CSD).

In many cases, when investigating high-dimensional panel data, one often assumes cross-
sectional independence, perhaps because the relevant probability theory has not well been
established. As discussed by Gao et al. (2023), however, CSD is likely to be the norm
rather than the exception in practice, and overlooking CSD could significantly distort the
interpretation of the estimation results. In the analysis of high-dimensional data, this issue is
even more daunting. In order to construct confidence intervals practically, for example, it often
requires to estimate the high-dimensional long-run covariance matrix under consideration. Its
estimation with dependent and heavy-tailed processes however remains a topic that has not
been thoroughly explored to the best of our knowledge (see Chen and Wu, 2019, p. 876, for
useful discussion). This then poses a challenge for statistical inference.

In view of the aforementioned literature, this paper investigates estimation, variable selec-
tion, and inferential issues under the framework of high-dimensional panel data. Specifically,
(1) we allow for the idiosyncratic errors to exhibit TSA, CSD, heteroskedasticity, as well as
heavy-tailed behaviour; (2) we accommodate a scenario that the number of regressors may
increase more rapidly than the sample size; (3) we debias the least absolute shrinkage and
selection operator (LASSO) estimator to achieve asymptotic normality, and explore the es-
timation of high-dimensional long-run covariance matrix using a thresholded estimator. To
achieve these goals with the aforementioned data features, we first esatblish two Nagaev-types
of concentration inequalities, one for partial sum and the other for quadratic form, subject
to a set of easily verifiable conditions. Leveraging these two inequalities, we derive a non-
asymptotic bound for the LASSO estimator, achieve asymptotic normality via the nodewise
LASSO regression, and obtain a sharp convergence rate for the thresholded heteroskedastic-
ity and autocorrelation consistent (HAC) estimator. Our study thus provides the relevant
literature with a complete toolkit for conducting inference about the parameters of interest
within a high-dimensional panel data framework.

Up to this point, it is worth commenting on some key references, and outlining our con-
tributions accordingly.

1. Vogt et al. (2022) examine a high-dimensional panel data model with interactive fixed ef-
fects, and present error bounds for penalized estimators under the cross-sectional indepen-
dence condition. In a similar vein, Belloni et al. (2023) delve into quantile regression within
a comparable framework. In this context, cross-sectional independence remains crucial for
establishing the corresponding asymptotic properties, and a valid inference procedure is
absent. Building on this line of research, we respectively investigate high-dimensional panel
data regression with and without a factor structure, and establish inference while accom-
modating non-Gaussian, serially and cross-sectionally correlated, and heteroskedastic error



processes.

2. Under a Gaussian assumption, Baek et al. (2023) establish non-asymptotic error bounds
for the estimation of high-dimensional long-run covariance matrices. In their research,
the Gaussian condition is employed to derive a concentration inequality for a quadratic
form, controlling the maximum deviation of each element in the high-dimensional long-
run covariance estimator from its true value. Similarly, Bai et al. (2024) explore the
use of a thresholded HAC estimator to achieve valid inference for a fixed-dimensional
panel data model under a sub-Gaussian assumption. Our contribution involves developing
a general Nagaev-type concentration inequality for quadratic forms under the context
of high-dimensional panel data, encompassing heavy-tailed behavior with temporal and
cross-sectional correlation.

3. Adamek et al. (2023) and Babii et al. (2023) develop an inferential procedure for a high-
dimensional regression setting using HAC estimators, and they show spectral norm con-
sistent only if the dimensionality of regressors is much smaller than the number of obser-
vations. Furthermore, the pooled HAC estimator proposed by Babii et al. (2023) is not
robust in the presence of CSD. Our contribution to this area of study involves providing
a thresholded HAC estimator with a sharp rate, allowing for valid inference in the high-
dimensional setting where the dimensionality of regressors can be much larger than the
number of observations.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the main results of
this paper and showcases their practical relevance by considering two widely adopted high-
dimensional panel data models. Section 3 conducts Monte Carlo simulations to examine the
theoretical findings. Section 4 consists of the empirical results by studying a high-dimensional
asset pricing model. Section 5 concludes. Appendix A.1 gives the justification of Assumption
1. A numerical implementational procedure is presented in Appendix A.2, and Appendix A.3
lists the preliminary lemmas that are necessary for the proof of the main results. Many other
secondary numerical and technical details are given in Appendix B of the online document.

We now provide a roadmap about how we achieve the key results sequentially.

o We start with a general data generating processing provided in Assumption 1. Using
this condition, we construct two Nagaev-types of inequalities, one for partial sums and
the other for quadratic forms.

o Having these two results in hand, we then study two specific and popular high-dimensional
panel data models, i.e., (2.3) and (2.4). The first model (2.3) has a nice and simple form
for us to understand how heavy tail and correlation along both dimensions influence
typical high-dimensional analysis such as LASSO and its many different variants. The
second model (2.4) has drawn considerable attentions recently (e.g., Vogt et al., 2022;
Belloni et al., 2023).

o We finally shall consider its estimation with a nuclear norm to tackle the non-convexity
issue, and then showcase the practical relevance of the basic results established for the
simple model (2.3).

Before proceeding further, we introduce a set of notations which are repeatedly used
throughout. For any x € R", |x|, denotes the £, norm such that [x|, = (X7, |2;]?)"/?, in
which z; stands for the " element of x; for a random variable v, |||, = (E|v[2)"/?; |- |
denotes the absolute value of a scalar or the cardinality of a set; for an m x n matrix A =
(Aij)i<m,j<n, |Al, denotes the induced ¢, matrix norm such that |A|, = maxx.o |Ax|,/|x|p;

2



|Almax = MaxX;<m j<n |Aij| denotes the matrix element-wise max norm; |A|r denotes the
Frobenius norm; |A], = S™™ , (A) denotes the nuclear norm, where ¢(-) is the k"
largest singular value of a matrix; ¥pax(A) and ¥uin(A) denote the largest and smallest
singular value of A, respectively; I, stands for an a x a identity matrix; 0,4, stands for an
a x b matrix of zeros, and we write 0, for short when a = b; let —p and —p denote convergence

in probability and convergence in distribution, respectively; finally, for two constants a and
b, a < b stands for a = O(b) and b = O(a).

2 Methodology & Asymptotic Properties

We start this section by introducing a set of high-dimensional panel data. Specifically, for
V(i,t) e {1,...,N} x{1...,T}, let

Wi(Fe) = (uri(Fe), - - tayri(Fo) (2.1)

be a dyr x 1 vector, where dyr may diverge and may be larger than NT', F; = (g, €41, - . .),
{€t}1ez is a sequence of independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) random vectors, and
u;;(-)’s are measurable functions. Accordingly, we define the following coupled version of F;
in order to measure dependence:

‘Ft* = (8t7~--,€1,€8,€_1,...), (22)

where €f is an i.i.d. copy of {e;}. For each element of u;(F;), we assume that the following
condition holds.

Assumption 1. There exist constants o, > 2 and q > 2 such that

max |0y(u;, t)] = O(t™*),

J<dnNT
where (5q(uj, ) = ||f Z, 1[%1(}}) - Um(ﬁ*)]”q

Assumption 1 generalizes the functional dependence measure of Wu (2005) to a panel
data setting, allowing for a wide range of data generating processes (DGPs). Assumption
1 explicitly regulates the decay rate of temporal dependence and implicitly regulates the
dependence along the cross-sectional dimension. In Example 1 of Appendix A.1, we showcase
the verifiability and flexibility of Assumption 1.

Our first goal is to establish two Nagaev-types of concentration inequalities for both partial
sum and quadratic form under Assumption 1, which will greatly facilitate the development
of the paper.

Lemma 1. Let Assumption 1 hold.

1. Define v = VNTu, ™% for any y > 1 and p, = Y001 (m??7164(uj, m)) @) < oo.
Then there exist constants Cy,Cy, Cs > 0 such that

TNq/Z 2
<
1I£1?<XT ;;uﬂ >z <O o + Cs exp CgTN
2. Define Lyt = Yi<csciar G—sUjtly s and Ty = ﬁzi]\il w;i(Fi), where {ar}p, is a

sequence of non-negative constants satisfying that ar, = 0 for k > € with ¢ = O(T") and



0 <~ < 1. Let further xp = cqr/TMllogdnr for some constants c; > 0 and any M > 1.
Then for v < 80 <1 and q > 4, there exist constants Cy, Cs5 > 0 such that

Pr (|Lnt 5 — E(Lntjj)| = o7)

CylogT (TE)QM q/2—1— (o, —1)6g/2 1 1
(T(au—l)eq/Q—i_Tg +T |+ Cs m—i_ﬁ .

2
qu/

Lemma 1 is self-contained, and generalizes Babii et al. (2023, Theorem B.1) and Baek
et al. (2023, Proposition 3.1) by allowing for correlations along both dimensions and non-
Gaussianity respectively. The first result will guide the choice of the penalty term of LASSO
in order to exceed the empirical process maxi<j<dyy | r Sore1 oret wii(F¢)|, while the second
result will be used to calculate the maximum deviation of each element in the high-dimensional
long-run covariance estimation from its true value.

With Lemma 1 in hand, we are ready to work with the following two models:

Model 1: y;; = x,, Bo + €ur, (2.3)
Model 2: y;; = xiTtBo + Aa—if()t + €it,

where Bo = [Bo1,- - -, Bodyy] " includes the true parameters, Xi; = [Ty, - -+, Taypat) | 1S @ dyp-
dimensional vector of regressors, and e; is an idiosyncratic error. In (2.4), {Ag;} and {fy;}
are r-dimensional unobservable factor loadings and factors, and can be correlated with {x; }.
We require r to be fixed.

Model (2.3) has a simple form for us to understand how dependence along both dimensions
influences typical high-dimensional analysis such as LASSO and its many variants. As a
benchmark model, investigating (2.3) also shows how this paper extends the existing literature
(Babii et al., 2023; Baek et al., 2023; Bai et al., 2024). After establishing some basic results,
we move on to model (2.4) which has drawn attentions recently (e.g., Vogt et al., 2022; Belloni
et al., 2023, and references therein).

Before proceeding further, we introduce some suitable regularity conditions on the regres-
sors and errors allowing for TSA, CSD, as well as heteroscedasticity. Let

Xit = (91i(Fe)s -y Ganri(F)) Ty € = ¢i(F),  Elew | xi) =0,

where g;,(-) and ¢;(-) are measurable functions such that g;;(F:) and ¢;(F;) are well defined.
Without loss of generality, we suppose that x;; and e; are driven by the common innovations.
When they are driven by different innovations, say €,;’s and e.,’s, we can always write

e = e} ,,€l,]". Then, it is reasonable to let

x,tr et
Xit€it = ui(ft),

which will be used interchangeably from here onwards.
We impose the following conditions on {x;}.

Assumption 2.

1. There exist o, > 2 and v > 2 such that

max ’5V($j$j/, t)‘ = O(tiaz)a

1<4,5'<dnT

where &, (vjx5,t) = || % S [05:(F) g0 (Fe) — 95.:(F) g a(FO-



2. Suppose that
vy, v
wZI(J) = min T > 0,
{VERdNT,750,|VJC‘1§3|VJ‘1} V'V
where X, = %Zf\; BE(xux}), J € {1,2,...,dyr} is an index set such that j € J if and

only if Bo; #0, and J*={1,2,...,dnr} \ J.

Assumption 2.1 is similar to Assumption 1. Assumption 2.2 formulates the compatibility
condition, and enriches the literature by regulating the singular values of the second moment
of x;;. Typically, the literature imposes such a condition on a sample covariance matrix (e.g.,
Assumption A2 in Chernozhukov et al., 2021).

We then investigate model (2.3) via the following four steps, i.e., (2.5), (2.6), (2.10), and
(2.11).

2.1 On Model (2.3)

The first two steps are about penalized estimation and variable selection.

Step 1 (LASSO) Conduct the typical LASSO estimation:

~ 1
— i — XB? 2.5
B argmin s Y — X8l + winrlBh, (2:5)
where X = [X],...,X}]" with X; = [x;1,...,x;7] ", y is defined accordingly, and w; yr

is a tuning parameter.

Step 2 (Weighted LASSO) Update the estimate using the weighted LASSO:

R 1 dnT
By = argmin ——|y — XB[3 + w;, |8, 2.6
Be%ngT 2NT‘ ’2 1Nszzlg]| .]’ ( )

where {g;} is a sequence of predetermined weights and may depend on B :

Given g; = 1/|5;| or g; = m with a threshold wyz, (2.6) becomes either an

adaptive LASSO (Zou, 2006) or a conservative LASSO (Caner and Kock, 2018).
Using Lemma 1.1, we establish Lemma 2 below.

Lemma 2 (Steps 1 & 2). Suppose Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Let

winr = log(dyr)/(NT), s =1J], and P = min |5,

Then for constants Cy, Cy,Cy, C3,Cy > 0, the following two results hold.

Ys, (J) NT
1. Ifs < 2Co \/ Togdnt’

~ 8\/s wy NT ~ 32s w1 NT
— < L d - < —
e X E]
. . 1-q/2 _ 1-v/2 _
with probability larger than 1 — Cy (% + dN%'?) — (O3 (MW + ng“).

2. Suppose further that



7vbmin(zz) / NT
* S S 200 longT7
o Bunin > L1+ 2maxje, |g5),

gl = (Bt + =) (3 + maxseslgyl)-

e Minje e

Then R
sgn(Buw) = sgn(Bo)

with probability larger than 1 — C (% + d;,%’) — (s (% + d;\%‘).

Under the conditions

dNTTl—q/Q dNTTl—y/Q
— — 0 d —— =0 2.7
(log dNT)q/2 an (log dNT)u/Z = ( )

Lemma 2 present the error bounds of Step 1, and consistent variable selection of Step 2
respectively. Notably, Lemma 2 does not require specific tail behavior, and (2.7) infers that
dyt may grow at a polynomial order of T'. If we impose further, for example, exponential
tail assumption, dy7 can even diverge at an exponential rate (see Van de Geer et al., 2014 for
the ultra-dimensional data with i.i.d. assumption). Therefore, there is a trade-off between
the tail behavior of the error component and the divergence rate of dyr.

To proceed further, we introduce some extra notation. Let X; be the 4" column of X with
1 < j <dyr, and let X_; be the sub-matrix of X with the j column removed. Accordingly,
we define

v = [BXLX ) BX] X)) =3,

rv_j)_j

Yojy and oy =X; =Xy (2.8)
It is easy to check that |v;|, < oo, and E(X;n;) = 0. To debias the LASSO estimator and
perform inference, we define the following node-wise LASSO estimates:

- 1
Y = argmin 7|XJ - X_]b|§ + QwNT’j|b|1, (29)

beRdNTfl NT

where {wNT,j}?ﬁlT is a sequence of penalty terms. Finally, we obtain the debiased LASSO
estimate in Step 3.

Step 3 (Bias Correction) The debiased LASSO estimate is given below:

5 5. X (y—Xp)

c — Qx X 2.10
Boe = B + NT (2.10)
where Q, = T'C is the approximated inverse of XTX/(NT), T = diag(72, ... )
with 77 = 57(X; — X513 + wyr[Fih, and C = (€ k)ayrxdyy With & = —7;41(j #
k) +1(j = k) and 7, being the k™ element of ;.

To study Step 3, we let @ = E {ﬁ(Zf;l ST xpen) (SN, T Xiteit)T} and Q, = X!

with X, = % Zfil E {xitxﬂ, and require the following conditions.

Assumption 3.

1. Suppose that



(CL) WNT,; =< wlongT/(NT) fO?“ 1 Sj < dNT;

(b) slogdnr/VNT — 0, and max;<ay, S; = o(VNT/logdnr), where s; = |{k # j :
Q. jk # 0}| denotes the sparsity with respect to rows of €.

2. max; |7j|1 < 00, wmm(zm) >0 and wmm(g) > 0.

Assumption 3.1 regulates a few parameters. Assumption 3.2 requires some conditions
on some population matrices, and are rather standard. The restriction max;|y;|;1 < oo
imposes certain sparsity condition on 3J,, and is used to ensure the elements of 1; have week
dependence along both dimensions.

We then establish Theorem 2.1, which applies to all elements of B including those 0’s.

Theorem 2.1 (Step 3). Let Assumptions 1-3 and (2.7) hold, and wy y7 = \/log(dNT)/(NT).
Let p be a dyr x 1 vector such that |H| < oo with H = {j = 1,...,dnr : p; # 0}. As
(N, T) — (00, 00),

VNT(p"Q,00,p) 2p" (B — Bo) —=p N (0,1).

To close our investigation about (2.3), we construct confidence interval below. Thus,
we consider the estimation of €2, and ®, wherein the estimate of €2, is already obtained
via the nodewise LASSO. Thus, we pay attention on @, and propose a thresholded HAC
covariance estimator for the high-dimensional long-run covariance matrix for panel data with
heavy-tailed errors. To our knowledge, only one article (Baek et al., 2023) in the literature
has considered this issue, assuming that the high-dimensional time series follow Gaussian
distribution.

Step 4 (Thresholded HAC) Define the estimator of ® by

T.(©0) = (Oeul(Oru] > u)) : (2.11)

kJl<dnT

~

where @, = % ZsT,t:1 a((t— s)/ﬁ)ﬁtﬁj, u; = \}—N SN X (g — XiTtB), and wu is the threshold
parameter to satisfy certain conditions.

The following assumptions are essential.
Assumption 4.

1. a(-) is a symmetric and Lipschitz continuous function defined on [—1,1], a(0) = 1 and
limi,|—0 1|;C|Lq(f) = C,, for ¢. € {1,2} and 0 < C,, < oo. Additionally, { — oo and

glOngT/T — 0.

2. Let |Ty|y = Ot~ %)) for some € > 1, where Ty = E(tou; ) and @; = \/% SN w(F).

3. Let max;<p< ST 107l < Cldnr) for some 0 < p < 1, where ®p = (Ogp)
O, = E(©,), and ©, = 37, a((t — s)/0)ua,

s *

kl<dnT’

The conditions on a(-) of Assumption 4.1 are satisfied by a number of commonly used
kernels, such as the Bartlett and Parzen kernels. The last two conditions of Assumption 4.1
ensure the spectral norm consistency of our thresholded HAC covariance matrix estimator. On
top of Assumption 1, Assumption 4.2 further requires an algebraic decay rate of the temporal
dependence, which is used to derive the order of a bias term involved in truncating the long-run
covariance matrix. Assumption 4.3 controls the order of elements in the population long-run
covariance matrix ®,, which allows the presence of many “small” but nonzero elements in

©,.



Theorem 2.2 (Step 4). Assume that Assumption 1-4 hold with ¢ > 4 and v > 4, E(e; |

=0, ux \/KlongT/T sy tlogdnr “OngT — 0, M — 0, and M — 0. Then

(TtlogdnT)d/ (TlogdnT)¥/
we have

T.(8) — ©y = O(t™) + Op ((Llog dyr/T)P/2C(dyr))

Utilizing Lemma 1.2, we provide the spectral norm consistency for Tu(@g) in Theorem
2.2. Consequently,

VNT(p" Q0 Tu(0)p)2p" (Bre — Bo) —p N (0,1).

Up to this point, our investigation about (2.3) is completed. Again, the above investiga-
tion extends the current literature by allowing for idiosyncratic errors to exhibit TSA, CSD,
heteroskedasticity, as well as heavy-tailed behavior.

2.2 On Model (2.4)

This section investigates (2.4), which admits the following representation:
y = X By + vec (Ey) + e, (2.12)

where y and X have been defined previously, B¢ = FoA], Fo = [for,...,for]", A¢ =
[Aots- -, Aon] ', and e is defined accordingly. Note that =, also admits the singular value
decomposition (SVD):

By = UyDyVy,

where Uy and Vg are T' x T"and N x N respectively. Let Ug ) € R7*" and Vo, € RN*" he
the sub-matrices of singular vectors associated with the largest r singular values of Z.

Here, we model the dependent variable as a linear combination of the predictors plus a
low-rank matrix. The latent factor structure induces a nonconvex regression problem, and
we deal with it via a nuclear norm constraint (e.g., Moon and Weidner, 2018; Belloni et al.,
2023). In what follows, we again use multiple steps to investigate (2.12). Specifically, in Step
1, we use an /;-nuclear norm penalized estimation method to obtain consistent estimator,
which however suffers from substantial shrinkage biases. In Step 2, we propose an iterative
estimation method that also combines the idea of adaptive LASSO method (Zou, 2006) in
order to remove these shrinkage biases and then establish valid inference.

Step 1 (Initial Estimate) We estimate 8y and Ej by

= Wo, NT
, =) = argmin XB —vec(B) |2 +w + —= =, 2.13
BE) = armmin sialy — X8 —vee @) warlfl+ S 219

where wy yr and wy yr are tuning parameters. Accordingly, we estimate r by

min{7,N} _ _
P = I($x(8) > (wonrVNT[E])"?)
k=1
and obtain a preliminary estimate of Ay by A=+VN Vufﬂ’ where Vm includes the sin-

gular vectors associated with the largest 7 singular values of V, and V is from the SVD
decomposition 2 = UDV.



Step 2 (Iterative Estimate) Set A0 = A, for any integer [ > 1, we update the estimates of By
and Fy by the weighted LASSO:

dnT

(BD,FV) = argmin SNT ‘y X8 — (AY @ Ip)vec (F)‘ + w3 NT Zgj|ﬁj (2.14)
Be]RdNT,Fe]RTX7

where g; = H(|§J\ < ws NT) for some wsn > 0. The Aestimate of A® corresponds to the
first 7 eigenvalues of 7 330, (v — XiBY)(y, — XiB8Y)T, where y; = [y1s,. .., yni]" and
Xt [Xlty .. XNt]T.

~

Iterate the above steps until numerical convergence, and denote the final estimators as 3,

F and A.

To study Step 1, we introduce some notation and assumptions.

Assumption 5.

1. |E|2/\/ < ngT/Q where Wa2, NT = max(l/\/_ 1/\/_) and E = [el,...,eN] with

e; [611, . ezT] .
2. Define
—_ W2 NT
= {5 eRNT E e RTXN‘ wi,N7|Bre1 + INT ‘MUO =My, .,
W NT

< 3w1,NT‘,6J‘1 +3 ‘E - MUO,[T]EMVO,[T

o)

VNT

If (B,E) € C, then there exists a constant k. > 0 such that

— 1 —
~7 1 XB + vee(B)[5 = kel B3 + Ko lvee(E)[5.

NT
3. [FJFo/T — Zf|r = Op(1/VT) and |Aj Ag/N — Zy|r = Op(1/v/N) for some positive
definite matrices Xy and Xy, and there exist constants sy > --- > s, > 0 such that s;

equals the 7™ largest eigenvalue of 21/22f21/2

Assumption 5.1 requires the idiosyncratic error matrix to have an operator norm of order
max(\/N T ), and nests high-dimensional MA (co) processes as special cases (e.g., see Ex-
ample 1 of Appendix A.1 for details). Assumption 5.2 is often referred to as the restricted
strong convexity condition in the literature, and analogous conditions have been used to es-
tablish error bounds in the context of low-rank matrix estimation and sparse linear regression
(e.g., Negahban and Wainwright, 2011; Miao et al., 2023). Assumption 5.3 requires distinct

eigenvalues of Ei/ ’y ny ? in order to identify the corresponding eigenvectors.

With these conditions in hand, we are able to establish the asymptotic properties of these
initial estimators.

Proposition 2.1.

Suppose that Assumptions 1, 2 and 5 hold, wi n7 =< \/log(dNT)/(NT), % — 0, and
s = o(max(T~'2, N"Y2)NT/logdyr). Then the following results hold:

ol2 = Op (max(y/swi nr, wa,nT));

— Eo|r = Op (max(y/swi nr, wa,NT)).

1. 18—
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2. imy 100 Pr(r=7r)=1;
|A — AoH|;/V'N = Op (max(y/swy yr, wa 1)) for some rotation matriz H depending on
(Fo, Ay).

Proposition 2.1 establishes consistency with slow convergence rates, and also offers a
consistent estimation about the rank of factor structure. With 7 in hand, we can move on to
study Step 2. Specifically, we impose the following conditions.

Assumption 6.

Vw3, NT max(v/swy, NT W2, NT)
1‘ ﬁmin — O} w3 NT - 0’ and S ma’X(\/ngNTJ w?,NT) — O

T T ~ __ T st
2. i (D(Ag)) > 0, in which D(Ag) = = XaMacXoe 5 -y 0 YemanXos 0y

0. NT T ’
_ ¢T(FyFo
ase = £o, (=) fos-

The first condition of Assumption 6.1 requires that the non-zero elements of 8y are not
too small. The second condition of Assumption 6.1 together with the first condition ensures
the consistency of variable selection. The third condition of Assumption 6.1 imposes more
conditions on the diverging rate of the number of nonzero elements in By, which is used
to validate the compatibility condition. Assumption 6.2 requires the matrix to be positive
definite, and is standard.

The next proposition establishes the sign consistency and an asymptotic distribution.

Proposition 2.2. Suppose that condition (2.7) and Assumptions 1, 2, 5 and 6 hold, and
wy N = \/log(dNT)/(NT). As (N, T) — (00,00), the following results hold:

1. Pr(sgn(B(l)) = sgn(,@o)) — 1 for any 1 > 1.

2. Suppose e is independent of X, Ay and Fy. In addition, let {e;} satisfy the conditions of
Ezample 1.3 of Appendiz A.3, max;c; E(x] ;) < 00, Elfy|t < 00, E|Ay|p < 0o, N/T = «
with o being a positive constant and s>/ max(1/v/N,1/v/T) — 0. Conditional on the event
{sgn(B) = sgn(By)}, we have

VNTp (B, = Bos) =p N (a'?p e+ a7 p e, p'55'0,55"p)

where pe = plim§, pe = plim ¢,

1 I XJ, A0 [ATA T (FIF\ . (X
Dl Jt4do 0 4Yo oo -
€ =-D (AO) NT Z N ( N ) ( T ) fOs (Zzl E(eztezs>> )

t,s=1

1 T
¢ = —D—l(AO)ﬁ > X Ma, Qe Ao(Ag Ag/N) (Fg Fo/T) oy,
t=1

Q. = E(ere]), £, = plimD(Ao), and ©, = lim Var ( X]:Mager).

1 T
UNT 2it=1

We next deal with the two biases and establish valid inference in Step 3.

Step 3 (Bias Correction) To remove the bias term in the limit distribution of B, and in view of
Section 2.3 of Gao et al. (2023), we defined the bias corrected estimator as follows:

N _ 1 _ N N N
Bibe = Bibe — yHe Bive =285 — (Bus, + Bis,)/2,
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where B, and B, are obtained using sample from {(i,t) : i € [N],t € S;} and
{(i,t) : i € [N],t € Sy} respectively, [N] = {1,2,...,N}, Sy = {1,...,[T/2]}, Sy =
{IT/2]+1,...,T}, T,(-) is defined in (2.11), Q. = £ >/, &6/, and &, = y,— X, 8, — Af;.

Proposition 2.3. Let the conditions of Proposition 2.2.2 hold, dy7 = min(\/T, \/N), and
= /log N/T. Then the following results hold:

1. If maxj<i<n |Aoil2 = Op(vlog N) and max;<i<y Za 1 |we ijl < Ce(N) for some 0 < p. <1
with Qe = (we,ij)lgi,jgN;

T () = el = Op ((log N/637)P2C(N))

2. If /s(log N/T)1=P)/2C(N) — 0, we have
VNT(p 270,25 p) *p" (Bspe — Bos) = N (0,1),
S X MX Sy al(t=9)/0(X] Mie)(X] Mie,)T

NT ,0;,= NT , and /}Z(Lt s defined

in the same way as XJt wzth Fo and fy, replaced by F and ft, respectively.

where 3 J =

3 Simulations

A detailed numerical implementational procedure is given in Appendix A.2. Using it, we
first evaluate the results of Section 2.1 by considering the following data generating process
(DGP):

DGP1: yu=a;+ X;;:BO +Cit, € = Pe€r—1 + Eé/QEe,t,

where o; = %ZtT:l(xMt + %9,) is individual fixed effect, X, = {5|ai;j|}1§iJSN’ €y is from an
N-dimension t-distribution with a degree freedom of 5, and p., ., € {0.2,0.5} corresponding
to low and moderate dependence in the dynamics of error innovations. DGP1 also allows for
serial and cross-sectional correlations in x;; as follows;

Xt = Pz + 0-2Xl,t71 + Ei/2€l’t, for | = 1, R 7dNT

where X, = {O.2‘i_j|}1§i7j§N, pz ~ N(0,1), g, is from an N-dimension ¢-distribution with
a degree freedom of 5 and {g;;}; is mutually independent for [ = 1,...,dyr. Here, we let
dnT € {50,500}, BO,j =02+01jforj=1,...,5and 50,6 = 60’7 == BO:dNT = 0. When
running regression, we deal with the fixed effects «; by removing the time mean on both
sides of DGP1. Therefore, we essentially use the demeaned data to conduct the estimation
procedure of Section 2.1.

For DGP1, we consider two sets of sample sizes, which are (N,T) € (20,30,40) and
(N,T) € (50,100,200,400). For each pair of (N,T), we conduct 1000 replications. In ad-
dition, we measure the accuracy of the LASSO estimates by the root mean squared error

(RMSE):

1 1000

RMSE(B) = J 1000 S BW — B3,
j=1
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where BAU) is the LASSO estimate of By at the j* replication. In order to evaluate the finite
sample performance of our inferential procedure, we calculate the empirical coverage rates
(ECR) for the nonzero elements in By, i.e., By1-505 based on Steps 3 & 4 of Section 2.1. We
then take the average across these elements for ease of presentation. For comparison, we also
report the empirical coverage rates (denoted by ECR2) using the HAC estimator considered
in Babii et al. (2023), which is not robust in the presence of CSD. We also report the ratio
of sign consistency (RSC) of the adaptive LASSO procedure (Zou, 2006), i.e., the ratio of
{ij) =, ,60}}2010. Tables 1-4 report these results for the cases with dyr = 50 and dyr = 500

12



respectively.

Table 1: Simulation Results of DGP 1 for dyr = 50

pe = 02,0, = 0.2 pe =026, = 0.5
N T "RMSE ECR ECR2 RSC RMSE ECR ECR2 RSC
50 50 0.106 0043 0.905 1.000  0.115 0.931 0.844 0.999
100 0.073 0948 0913 1.000  0.080 0.942 0.862 1.000
200 0.053 0.946 0921 1.000  0.058 00944 0.867 1.000
400 0.037 0944 0916 1.000  0.041 0.942 0.863 1.000
100 50 0.075 0.946 00908 1.000  0.082 0.944 0.856 1.000
100 0.052 0.946 0.911 1.000  0.058 0.938 0.850 1.000
200 0.037 0946 0918 1.000  0.041 0946 0.859 1.000
400 0.026 0951 0923 1.000  0.029 0.950 0.867 1.000
200 50 0.053 0.948 0.906 1.000  0.059 0.939 0.851 1.000
100 0.037 0948 0.917 1.000  0.041 0.944 0.859 1.000
200 0.027 0949 0916 1.000  0.029 0.949 0.864 1.000
400 0.019 0948 0919 1.000  0.019 0.948 0.919 1.000
400 50 0.038 0.944 0.904 1.000  0.042 0.942 0.847 1.000
100 0.027 0951 0913 1.000  0.029 0.945 0.854 1.000
200 0.019 0.952 0916 1.000  0.021 0.948 0.867 1.000
400 0.013 0950 0917 1.000  0.015 0.948 0.862 1.000
pe = 05,6, = 0.2 pe =05,6.. = 0.5
N T "RMSE ECR ECR2 RSC RMSE ECR ECR2 RSC
50 50 0.123 0007 0.878 0999  0.141 0.892 0.813 0.997
100 0.087 0.924 0.892 1.000  0.100 0.921 0.833 1.000
200 0.062 0931 0904 1.000  0.071 0.929 0.849 1.000
400 0.044 0936 0911 1.000  0.050 0.932 0.854 1.000
100 50 0.088 0.920 0.888 1.000  0.100 0.910 0.825 1.000
100 0.062 0.922 0.895 1.000  0.071 0.917 0.835 1.000
200 0.044 0939 0910 1.000  0.050 0932 0.854 1.000
400 0.031 0939 0911 1.000 0035 0.937 0.855 1.000
200 50 0.062 00918 0.885 1.000  0.071 0.912 0.821 1.000
100 0.044 0932 0.903 1.000  0.050 0.927 0.840 1.000
200 0.032 0934 0903 1.000  0.035 00936 0.847 1.000
400 0.023 0939 0908 1.000  0.025 0.936 0.855 1.000
400 50 0.045 0.918 0.880 1.000  0.050 0.907 0.817 1.000
100 0.032 0930 0.894 1.000  0.036 0.925 0.833 1.000
200 0.023 0936 0903 1000  0.025 00932 0851 1.000
400 0.016 0940 0910 1.000  0.018 0.939 0.855 1.000

In view of Tables 1 and 3, a few facts emerge. First, as expected, RMSE of the LASSO
estimator decreases as both N and 7" increase. Second, as expected, RMSE increases if either
pe or 0., increases. Third, when p. = 0.2, ECR is very close to its nominal level even when
T = 20, although the distortion in ECR increases with the increase of p. and alters with d,
slightly. Fourth, when p. = 0.5, ECR converges to its nominal level only with an increase in
T. This is consistent with our theoretical prediction that the estimation error of long-rung
covariance matrix is independent of N. Fifth, ECR2 is always below its nominal level and
the distortion in ECR2 increases with the increase of d.,. This is not surprising since the
HAC estimator in Babii et al. (2023) is not robust to the presence of CSD and just includes a
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proportion of the asymptotic variance. Finally, the adaptive LASSO procedure can correctly
identify the sparsity pattern as long as the size sample is not so small. When the sample size
is relatively small, RSC converges to one rapidly as sample size increases.

In Tables 2 and 4, we find similar patterns as those revealed in Table 1. Interestingly, for
dnt = 500 and p. = 0.2, ECR tends to be larger than its nominal level when T is relatively
small. In addition, RMSE for dyr = 500 is slightly larger than that for dy7 = 50, which
is consistent with our theoretical prediction, i.e., RMSE should be proportion to v/log dy7
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Table 3: Simulation Results of DGP 1 for dy7 = 50

pe=02,0. =02 pe=02,0. =05

N T RMSE ECR ECR2 RSC RMSE ECR ECR2 RSC

20 20 0264 0031 0893 0478 0286 0.920 0.840 0478
30 0211 0.939 0902 0.723  0.231 0921 0.849 0.663
40 0.183 0.938 0906 0.873  0.195 0.931 0.854 0.848

30 20 0.214 00942 0.894 0.667  0.231 0.926 0.840 0.669
30 0173 0.939 0903 0.904  0.188 0.929 0.850 0.886
40 0.149 0939 0899 0975  0.162 0.935 0.857 0.970

40 20 0.187 0945 0.897 0.820 0202 0.927 0.845 0.789
30 0.152 0.936 0.894 0968  0.165 0934 0.853 0.944
40 0128 0944 00910 0.992  0.140 0.938 0.850 0.991

pe =056, = 0.2 pe =05,6.. =05

N T RMSE ECR ECR2 RSC RMSE ECR ECR2 RSC

20 20 0297 0892 0.865 0496  0.332 0.867 0.805 0.467
30 0245 0.898 0.872 0.712  0.276 0.879 0.813 0.698
40 0214 0.895 0873 0.829 0214 0.895 0.873 0.829

30 20 0.246 0904 0.862 0.649 0277 0.883 0.807 0.656
30 0200 0.905 0.880 0.865  0.230 0.892 0.821 0.867
40 0.174 0.906 0.880 0.948  0.200 0.892 0.824 0.920

40 20 0.212 0897 0.868 0.814  0.239 0.882 0.801 0.815
30 0175 0906 0.874 0936  0.199 0.895 0.825 0.939
40 0.153 0916 0.887 0.985  0.173 0.900 0.827 0.985

according to Lemma 2.1.

Table 2: Simulation Results of DGP 1 for dyr = 500

pe = 0.2,6.. = 0.2 pe = 0.2,6.. =05

N T' RMSE ECR ECR2 RSC RMSE ECR ECR2 RSC

50 50 0.148 0.968 0.913 0.993 0.163 0.966 0.852 0.953
100 0.104 0.960 0.910 1.000 0.111  0.955 0.857 1.000
200 0.073 0.959 0.916 1.000 0.079  0.955 0.866 1.000
400  0.053 0.948 0.908 1.000 0.057 0.949 0.847 1.000

100 50  0.105 0.970 0.902 1.000 0.113  0.959 0.850 1.000
100 0.075 0.966 0.909 1.000 0.080 0.959 0.856 1.000
200 0.052 0.957 0.917 1.000 0.056 0.953 0.861 1.000
400 0.037  0.964 0.931 1.000 0.039 0.958 0.877 1.000

200 50 0.075 0.970 0.902 1.000 0.081 0.966 0.850 1.000
100 0.052 0.969 0.915 1.000 0.056 0.962 0.858 1.000
200 0.037 0.959 0.915 1.000 0.040 0.954 0.862 1.000
400 0.026 0945 0.913 1.000 0.028 0.943 0.855 1.000

400 50  0.053 0.970 0.905 1.000 0.057 0.967 0.847 1.000
100 0.038 0.973 0.916 1.000 0.040 0.968 0.864 1.000
200 0.027 0.955 0.911 1.000 0.028 0.956 0.857 1.000
400 0.019 0.953 0.918 1.000 0.020 0.953 0.869 1.000

pe =0.5,0., = 0.2 pe =0.5,0., = 0.5

N T RMSE ECR ECR2 RSC RMSE ECR ECR2 RSC

50 50 0.174 0.951 0.894 0.914 0.191 0.945 0.828 0.864
100 0.118 0.946 0.900 1.000 0.130 0.936 0.835 1.000
200 0.083 0.948 0.905 1.000 0.092 0.942 0.844 1.000
400 0.060 0.939 0.905 1800 0.066 0.937 0.837 1.000

100 50 0.119 0.948 0.885 1.000 0.130 0.937 0.825 1.000
1IN0 ONRA  NO0A0 N KROE 1 000N NNOO NO02 N2 1 0NN



Table 4: Simulation Results of DGP 1 for dy7 = 500

pe= 02,6, =0.2 pe =026, =05
N T RMSE ECR ECR2 RSC RMSE ECR ECR2 RSC
20 20 0.385 0978 0.809 0.032  0.414 00972 0.862 0.021
30 0.307 0972 0.908 0.117  0.332 0964 0.864 0.096
40 0.259 0.976 0.914 0271 0281 0.969 0.861 0.199
30 20 0.314 0983 0.908 0.098  0.339 0977 0.853 0.078
30 0249 0977 0912 0304 0270 0.971 0.866 0.260
40 0.215 0973 0.911 0.565  0.233 0.966 0.860 0.463
40 20 0.267 0.985 0.907 0211  0.291 00980 0.853 0.163
30 0217 0980 0.910 0532  0.236 0974 0.863 0.428
40 0.186 0.972 0.906 0.794  0.202 0.968 0.851 0.700
pe = 05,0, = 0.2 pe=05,0.. =05
N T RMSE ECR ECR2 RSC RMSE ECR ECR2 RSC
20 20 0.432 00958 0.875 0.027  0.458 0946 0.823 0.033
30 0.350 0.949 0.883 0.095  0.376 0.937 0.821 0.110
40 0.206 0.951 0.884 0.209  0.320 0.939 0.831 0.208
30 20 0.353 0968 0.880 0.076  0.377 0.954 0.815 0.090
30 0.283 00957 0.890 0.236  0.307 0.947 0.839 0.232
40 0.247 0.953 0.885 0.427  0.268 0.935 0.824 0.425
40 20 0.301 0.975 0.881 0.140  0.324 0961 0.823 0.150
30 0.248 0963 0.888 0.387  0.268 0.947 0.829 0.373
40 0.212 0951 0.881 0.642  0.232 00937 0.817 0.601

where Xo; = [2151,22.41]", for = [¥3.16,Ta14) ", Xit, Bo and {e;;} are generated in exactly the
same way as in DGP1. We compute the RMSE of the first and second stage estimators for
DGP2, denoted them by RMSE1 and RMSE2 respectively. To evaluate the finite sample
performance of our inference procedure, we compute the empirical coverage rates (ECR) of
the non-zero elements in By, i.e., 5o1-Bo5. We then take the average across these elements.
We also report the average shares of the relevant variables included (TPR, true positive rate)
and the average shares of the irrelevant variables included (FPR, false positive rate) of the
conservative LASSO procedure, as well as the exact estimation rate (EER) of the number
of factors by using the singular value thresholding procedure. Tables 5-8 show the results of
DGP2 for dy7 = 50 and dy7 = 500 respectively.

Tables 5 and 7 reveals some notable points. First, the first-stage ¢;-nuclear norm penalized
estimator has a larger RMSE due to the regularization, which slowly vanishes as the sample
size increases. On the other hand, the second-stage has much smaller RMSE, which decreases
as both N and T increase. Second, for p. = 0.5, the finite sample coverage probabilities
are smaller than their nominal level (95%) when T is small, but are quite close to 95% as
T increases. Third, CSD and TSA in {e;} significantly affect the accuracy of our model
selection procedure. For each pair of (N, T), larger p. and 0, infer larger FPR. Nevertheless,
our procedure can pick up all the relevant variables when either N or 7' is larger than 40, and
FPR converges to zero quickly when either N or T' is large. Finally, the proposed singular
value thresholding procedure can correctly determine the number of factors when the sample
size is not too small.

Table 6 reports the simulation results of DGP2 for dy7 = 500. We find similar patterns.
Similar to DGP1, RMSE1 for dy; = 500 is slightly larger than that for dyr = 50, which
is consistent with our theoretical prediction. Notably, increasing dyr does not significantly
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affect the estimation accuracy of the number of factors.

Table 5: Simulation Results of DGP 2 for dyr = 50

pe = 0.2,6.. = 0.2

pe =0.2,6., =0.5

N T RMSEI RMSE2 ECR TPR FPR BER RMSEI RMSE2 TPR FPR RSC EER
50 50 0.154  0.050 0.903 1.000 0.018 0.995 0.133  0.053 0.900 1.000 0.020 0.997
100 0119  0.035 0.920 1.000 0.007 1.000 0.089  0.037 0925 1.000 0.008 1.000
200 0126  0.024 0.938 1.000 0.003 0.997 0.063  0.026 0.935 1.000 0.000 1.000
400 0.090  0.017 0945 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.078  0.018 0.944 1.000 0.000 1.000
100 50  0.115  0.034 0.906 1.000 0.015 1.000 0.098  0.037 0.906 1.000 0.010 1.000
100 0.077  0.024 0928 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.067  0.026 0.926 1.000 0.000 1.000
200  0.063  0.017 0.929 1.000 0.003 1.000 0.045  0.018 0.924 1.000 0.000 1.000
400 0.059  0.012 0945 1.000 0.003 1.000 0.031  0.013 0941 1.000 0.000 1.000
200 50 0132  0.024 0916 1.000 0.003 0.997 0123  0.026 0914 1.000 0.015 0.997
100 0062 0017 0914 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.050  0.019 0913 1.000 0.000 1.000
200 0038  0.012 0.943 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.033  0.013 0.944 1.000 0.000 1.000
400 0.034  0.009 0931 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.023  0.009 0931 1.000 0.000 1.000
400 50 0.088  0.017 0.902 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.089  0.019 0.902 1.000 0.000 1.000
100 0.058  0.012 0904 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.060  0.013 0.906 1.000 0.000 1.000
200 0.034 0008 0.933 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.026  0.009 0.936 1.000 0.000 1.000
400 0.020  0.006 0.931 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.017  0.006 0.942 1.000 0.000 1.000
pe =050, =02 pe=05,0. =05
N T "RMSEI RMSE2Z ECR TPR FPR EER RMSEI RMSE2 ECR TPR FPR EER
50 50 0.154  0.061 0.877 1.000 0.080 0.972 0.142  0.064 0.864 1.000 0.120 0.952
100 0121  0.042 0913 1.000 0.068 0.970 0.099  0.045 0.903 1.000 0.048 0.970
200 0145  0.029 0.926 1.000 0.010 0.995 0079  0.031 0923 1.000 0.030 0.987
400 0.100  0.021 0938 1.000 0.005 1.000 0.090  0.022 0939 1.000 0.008 1.000
100 50  0.107  0.041 0.881 1.000 0.033 0.985 0.100  0.045 0.882 1.000 0.050 0.980
100 0.080  0.029 0910 1.000 0.013 0.997 0072  0.031 0909 1.000 0.015 0.997
200 0.063  0.020 0.922 1.000 0.010 1.000 0.050  0.022 0921 1.000 0.010 1.000
400 0.066  0.014 0942 1.000 0.008 1.000 0.041  0.016 0934 1.000 0.018 0.997
200 50 0126 0.029 0.892 1.000 0.025 0.992 0.080  0.031 0.894 1.000 0.050 0.992
100 0054  0.021 0.906 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.051  0.023 0901 1.000 0.003 1.000
200 0040  0.014 0.938 1.000 0.003 1.000 0.037  0.015 0942 1.000 0.010 1.000
400 0.034  0.010 0.930 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.027 0011 0.927 1.000 0.000 1.000
400 50 0.090  0.021 0.876 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.091  0.023 0876 1.000 0.003 1.000
100 0.061  0.015 0.895 1.000 0.005 0.997 0.042  0.016 0.909 1.000 0.010 1.000
200 0028 0010 0.923 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.027  0.011 0.926 1.000 0.000 1.000
400 0.021  0.007 0929 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.019  0.008 0.936 1.000 0.000 1.000

4 Empirical Application

Firm level characteristics which potentially can drive return and risk have drawn considerable
attention in the literature of asset pricing. See Kelly et al. (2019), Chen and Zimmermann
(2022), Belloni et al. (2023), and many references therein for example. In this section, we
aim to contribute to this line of research by applying the aforementioned approaches to a set
of firm level data.

We collect the return data of different firms of S&P 500 from Center for Research in
Security Prices (CRSP) (available at https://www.crsp.org/), and match them with firm
characteristics assembled by Chen and Zimmermann (2022), which are available at https:
//www.openassetpricing.com/. These data are recorded monthly, and we pay attention
to the period from Jan of 1990 to Dec of 2023 which in total gives 408 time periods. After
matching “permno” code in both datasets and removing firm characteristics with missing
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Table 6: Simulation Results of DGP 2 for dy7 = 500

pe =020, =02

pe=02,0., =05

N T "RMSElI RMSE2 ECR TPR FPR EER RMSElI RMSE2 TPR FPR RSC EER
50 50 0.192  0.054 0.899 1.000 0.028 0.995 0.172  0.056 0.900 1.000 0.035 0.995
100 0.144  0.035 0915 1.000 0.008 0.997 0.115  0.037 0.926 1.000 0.005 0.997
200 0.163  0.024 0.923 1.000 0.003 0.997 0.080  0.026 0.930 1.000 0.000 1.000
400 0.113  0.017 0.937 1.000 0.003 1.000 0.101  0.018 0.937 1.000 0.005 1.000
100 50 0.142  0.035 0.906 1.000 0.025 0.995 0.124  0.037 0912 1.000 0.013 0.995
100 0.095  0.024 0.908 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.085  0.026 0.919 1.000 0.000 1.000
200 0.074  0.017 0.934 1.000 0.008 1.000 0.058  0.018 0.941 1.000 0.000 1.000
400 0.075  0.012  0.942 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.040  0.013 0.939 1.000 0.000 1.000
200 50  0.164  0.024 0.900 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.158  0.026 0.905 1.000 0.000 1.000
100 0.076  0.017 0.914 1.000 0.003 1.000 0.064  0.019 0.912 1.000 0.000 1.000
200 0.047  0.012 0.939 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.042  0.012 0.93% 1.000 0.000 1.000
400 0.039  0.008 0.943 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.028  0.009 0.940 1.000 0.000 1.000
400 50  0.112  0.017 0.899 1.000 0.003 1.000 0.100  0.019 0.900 1.000 0.000 1.000
100 0.075  0.012  0.909 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.074  0.013 0911 1.000 0.000 1.000
200 0.039  0.008 0.938 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.031  0.009 0.935 1.000 0.000 1.000
400 0.025  0.006 0.943 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.022  0.006 0.939 1.000 0.000 1.000
pe = 05,0, =02 pe = 0.5,0., = 0.5
N T RMSEI RMSE2 ECR TPR FPR EER RMSEI RMSE2 ECR TPR FPR EER
50 50 0.197  0.062 0.887 1.000 0.118 0.965 0.184  0.066 0.879 1.000 0.145 0.950
100 0.151  0.042 0.904 1.000 0.028 0.990 0.120  0.044 0910 1.000 0.035 0.980
200 0.174  0.030 0.923 1.000 0.008 0.997 0.097  0.032 0919 1.000 0.035 0.970
400 0.125  0.021 0.928 1.000 0.005 1.000 0.111  0.023 0.930 1.000 0.020 0.992
100 50 0.132  0.041 0.890 1.000 0.035 0.990 0.128  0.044 0.893 1.000 0.048 0.980
100 0.098  0.029 0.909 1.000 0.003 0.997 0.091  0.031 0914 1.000 0.013 0.997
200 0.077  0.021 0.926 1.000 0.015 1.000 0.065  0.022 0.926 1.000 0.015 1.000
400 0.083  0.014 0936 1.000 0.005 0.997 0.050  0.016 0.932 1.000 0.005 1.000
200 50  0.161  0.029 0.884 1.000 0.005 0.970 0.0908  0.031 0.882 1.000 0.023 0.980
100 0.068  0.021 0.899 1.000 0.005 1.000 0.066  0.023 0.890 1.000 0.010 1.000
200 0.049  0.014 0.930 1.000 0.003 1.000 0.046  0.015 0.932 1.000 0.005 1.000
400 0.042  0.010 0.939 1.000 0.008 1.000 0.033  0.011 0.936 1.000 0.005 1.000
400 50  0.114  0.021 0.877 1.000 0.003 1.000 0.112  0.023 0.878 1.000 0.020 0.997
100 0.076  0.015 0.898 1.000 0.005 0.997 0.050  0.016 0.908 1.000 0.005 1.000
200 0.034  0.010 0.935 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.033  0.011 0934 1.000 0.005 1.000
400 0.025  0.007 0.934 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.024  0.008 0.939 1.000 0.000 1.000

values, we end up with 161 firms (i.e., N = 161) and 60 characteristics (i.e., dyy = 60).
We present the variable names with their means and standard deviations in Table B.1 of
Appendix B.1 of the online supplementary document, and refer interested readers to Chen and
Zimmermann (2022) for detailed definitions of these variables. As these variables are measured
in different units and have significant differences in terms of their standard deviations, we
normalize each variable (including stock return) to ensure mean 0 and standard deviation 1
before regression.

To run regression, we always regress the return of firm ¢ at time ¢ (y;;) on the firm level
characteristics of firm ¢ at time period ¢ — 1 (x;;-1), and we consider the model (2.3) with
fixed effects as in the simulation studies and the model (2.4) with unobservable shocks, of
which the latter one is also considered in Kelly et al. (2019) but under the finite dimensional
framework. For both models, we end up with T" = 407.

We mainly focus on the model (2.4) above, as it offers more features from the modeling
perspective. The estimation procedure is identical to those presented in Section 2.2, so we
do not repeat the details here. Since our conservative Lasso procedure may select irrelevant
variables in finite sample according to simulation studies, we further eliminate irrelevant firm
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Table 7: Simulation Results of DGP 2 for dy7 = 50

pe =020, =02

pe=02,6.. =05

N T RMSEI RMSE2 ECR TPR FPR EER RMSEI RMSE2 TPR FPR RSC BER
20 20 0499 0248 0.660 00959 0.555 0.841 0.385 0241 0.710 0.953 0.526 0.856
30 0378  0.165 0.768 0.994 0.364 0.898 0284  0.163 0.796 0.993 0.333 0.908
40 0358 0139 0806 1.000 0.278 0.941 0241 0129 0.832 0999 0.222 0.956
30 20 0388 0175 0.734 0995 0.370 0.901 0.308  0.169 0.758 0.989 0.369 0.914
30 0262  0.108 0.835 1.000 0.194 0.964 0220  0.108 0.840 1.000 0.168 0.963
40 0219  0.081 0.873 1.000 0.101 0.983 0.188  0.084 0.873 1.000 0.096 0.990
40 20 0.355  0.143  0.756 1.000 0.255 0.930 0268  0.132 0.783 1.000 0.265 0.952
30 0224  0.082 0.860 1.000 0.105 0.982 0.194  0.083 0.860 1.000 0.122 0.983
40 0.187  0.063 0.893 1.000 0.058 0.982 0.163  0.066 0.898 1.000 0.051 0.989
pe = 05,0, =02 pe = 05,0, =05
N T RMSEI RMSE2 ECR TPR FPR EER RMSEI RMSE2 ECR TPR FPR EER
20 20 0481 0266 0640 0949 0.698 0.746 0394 0260 0673 0936 0.714 0.789
30 0377 0185 0.739 0.988 0.586 0.810 0.304  0.180 0.764 0.983 0.576 0.811
40 0376 0157 0.766 1.000 0.526 0.805 0264  0.143 0.811 0.998 0.486 0.852
30 20 0345  0.183  0.713 0.987 0.538 0.819 0.308  0.185 0.726 0.982 0.557 0.808
30 0257 0121  0.804 0.999 0.381 0.874 0230 0123 0.809 0.999 0.390 0.871
40 0227 0.096 0.846 1.000 0.241 0.910 0204  0.098 0.853 1.000 0.271 0.907
40 20 0295  0.148 0.737 0.999 0.390 0.862 0264  0.146 0.743 0.998 0.461 0.876
30 0218  0.094 0.832 1.000 0.244 0.920 0203  0.097 0.833 1.000 0.287 0.901
40 0193 0075 0.869 1.000 0.151 0.934 0.175  0.080 0.871 1.000 0.171 0.920

level characteristics based on the constructed confidence intervals. Then, three firm level
characteristics are selected, and are reported in Table 9 below. Compared to some selection
results in the aforementioned literature, our results do not only provide estimates, but also
show the signs of these coefficients are identified correctly with probability approaching 1.
For example, we expect earnings announcement return has positive impact on the return,
while past liquidity beta has negative impact on the return. For the purpose of compari-
son, in Table 9, we also report the estimates associated with the selected variables using the
fixed effects model plus debiased LASSO method in Section 2.2. Interestingly, we find that
after accounting for the interactive fixed effects, the estimates tend to have narrower confi-
dence intervals overall. In addition, the estimation results obtained from model (2.4) indicate
that idiosyncratic skewness and returns are significantly and negatively correlated, which is
consistent with the asset pricing theory (cf., Boyer et al., 2010). In contrast, this result is
not supported by model (2.3), which implies the necessity of introducing the common factor
structure as emphasized by the literature on asset pricing.

The selection result shares certain similarity with Belloni et al. (2023). For example,
both studies acknowledge the importance of liquidity beta. While they focus on the selection
at different quantile, we emphasize the importance of accounting for dependence of error
terms. To show the necessity of accounting for the weak cross-sectional dependence of the
estimation residuals, we conduct the CD test! of Pesaran (2021) on the residuals, and obtain
the test statistic -11.837 which is a sign of the existence of weak cross-sectional dependence.
Additionally, we run Jarque-Bera test based on the estimation residuals for each ¢, and find
that we reject the null for all ¢’s, which infers that no individual has normally distributed
residuals. Therefore, it shows the necessity of accounting for non-Gaussian error process in
theory.

Finally, we further justify the necessity of including the factor structure. We note that

'The asymptotic distribution of the CD test follows the standard normal distribution, so at the 5% signif-
icance level, the critical values are +1.96. We refer interested readers to Pesaran (2021) for more details.
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Table 8: Simulation Results of DGP 2 for dy7 = 500

pe =020, =02

pe =020, =05

N T RMSEl RMSE2 ECR TPR FPR EER RMSE1 RMSE2 TPR FPR RSC EER
20 20 0.794 0.438 0.463 0.837 0.800 0.650 0.614 0.457  0.552 0.726 0.735 0.773
30 0.588 0.312 0.546 0.967 0.575 0.838 0.402 0.310 0.632 0.951 0.497 0.898
40 0.563 0.245 0.577 0.995 0.451 0.856 0.327 0.226  0.690 0.987 0.373 0.934
30 20 0.601 0.313 0.584 0.965 0.579 0.819 0.448 0.320  0.657 0.933 0.529 0.891
30 0.352 0.192  0.711 0.999 0.345 0.945 0.302 0.200 0.722 0.997 0.366 0.949
40 0.300 0.141  0.764 1.000 0.252 0.976 0.254 0.148  0.773 1.000 0.235 0.983
40 20  0.540 0.243 0.619 0.995 0.435 0.867 0.387 0.233  0.687 0.993 0.427 0.928
30 0.301 0.142  0.761 0.999 0.262 0.974 0.260 0.147  0.767 0.998 0.268 0.975
40  0.246 0.097 0.833 1.000 0.166 0.986 0.218 0.104 0.836 1.000 0.186 0.987
pe=050. =02 pe=05,0. =05
N T RMSE1 RMSE2 ECR TPR FPR EER RMSE1 RMSE2 ECR TPR FPR EER
20 20 0.763 0.452 0.466 0.793 0.878 0.578 0.618 0.467 0.542 0.699 0.854 0.679
30 0.591 0.327  0.549 0.960 0.791 0.695 0.429 0.325 0.626 0.925 0.739 0.781
40  0.572 0.259  0.564 0.991 0.703 0.731 0.356 0.236  0.689 0.985 0.646 0.824
30 20 0.517 0.319 0.610 0.943 0.710 0.726 0.430 0.323 0.649 0.912 0.709 0.784
30 0.348 0.204  0.703 0.998 0.578 0.846 0.318 0.211  0.706 0.994 0.592 0.855
40 0.307 0.157  0.748 1.000 0.463 0.908 0.274 0.161  0.755 0.999 0.503 0.894
40 20 0425 0.241  0.658 0.990 0.605 0.803 0.358 0.243 0.676 0.980 0.637 0.836
30 0.291 0.155  0.747 0.999 0.490 0.883 0.273 0.162  0.743 0.997 0.534 0.882
40 0.250 0.109  0.807 1.000 0.377 0.923 0.232 0.114  0.810 1.000 0.428 0.906
Table 9: Selected Key Variables
IFE FE
Key Variables Definitions Est CI Est CI
announcementreturn Earnings announcement return 0.034 (0.012, 0.057) | 0.047 (0.015, 0.079)
betaliquidityps Pastor-Stambaugh liquidity beta -0.032  (-0.058, -0.007) | -0.062  (-0.088, -0.035)
returnskew3f Idiosyncratic skewness -0.024 (-0.039, -0.009) | -0.030  (-0.085, 0.026)

three factors are selected, and they are plotted in Figure 1. In a typical PCA operation,
one aims to examine how much of the variation of the response variable is explained by the
unobservable factors. We do the same, and report the explanation power of those selected
firm level characteristics and those unobservable factors in Table 10. Overall, 75% of the
variation of return is explained by the three unobservables and the three observables selected.
Interestingly, although we manage to collect 60 firm level characteristics, and identify 3 im-
portant ones, majority explanation power still comes from those unobservables. It then shows
the necessity of including the factor structure practically, and so demonstrates the practical
relevance of Section 2.2.

Table 10: Explanation Power

Observable Unobservable

announcementreturn  0.0342  f;; 0.2478
betaliquidityps 0.0323  fis 0.2232
returnskew3f 0.0237  fis 0.1843
total 0.0902 0.6553
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Figure 1: Estimated Three Factors
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5 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose a robust inferential procedure for the proposed high-dimensional
panel data models. Specifically, (1) we allow for the number of regressors to grow faster
than the sample size, (2) we pay particular attention to non-Gaussian, serially and cross-
sectionally correlated and heteroskedastic error processes, (3) we discuss the estimation of
the high-dimensional long-run covariance matrix involved using a thresholded estimator. IN
order to establish the corresponding theory, we derive two Nagaev-types of concentration
inequalities, one for a partial sum and the other for a quadratic form, subject to a set of easily
verifiable conditions. Leveraging these two inequalities, we derive a non-asymptotic bound for
the LASSO estimator, achieve asymptotic normality via the nodewise LASSO regression, and
obtain a sharp convergence rate for the thresholded heteroskedasticity and autocorrelation
consistent (HAC) estimator. We believe that our study provides the relevant literature with
a complete toolkit for conducting inference about the parameters of interest within a high-
dimensional panel data framework. We also demonstrate the practical relevance of these
estimation and inferential results by investigating a high-dimensional panel data model with
interactive fixed effects. Moreover, we conduct extensive numerical studies using simulated
and real data examples.
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A.1 Justification of Assumption 1

Example 1. Consider a high-dimensional MA (co) process e = 3772, Bjet—j, where B;’s are N x N
matrices. Suppose that (a). |Bjla = O(k~%) for some ae > 2, and (b). {eu} is independent over
i,t and Elei|? < oo for some g > 2. Then

1. §4(e,k) = O(k™);
2. |E|, = Op(max(v/'N,VT)) if E(s}) < 0o, where E = [ey, ..., er];

3. Suppose further for some |p| < 1, |Bjla = O(p?), |Bjl1 = O(p?), |Bjloc = O(p?) and E(£,) < oc.
Then {e:} also satisfy Assumption C of Bai (2009) which regulates the correlation along both
dimensions of e;.

Verification of Example 1:
(1). Without loss of generality, let ¢ = 4 in what follows. For notational simplicity, let B; =

{Bjri}kein) and ﬁleij = (Bj,.1,---,Bj,.n). As {€;} are independent over i, we can write
4 N ?
2 2

’ 13 Bj(er—j — k)| =E|> B} i(eth—j — clny)
VN =1

N-1 N ’

+4F Z Z Bj aBj a(e1t—5 — 14— ) (Eki—j — Ehi—j)
I=1 k=I+1
N 2 N-1 N

1) (Z B?,.l> +0(1) > > B

=1 =1 k=l+1

1 2
<o) (3 13B/B v ) = O(B,H).
where the first inequality follows from some direct calculation, and the second inequality follows

N—1<N 2 P2 N p2 32
from 37,507 31 By 4 Bj p < (0121 Bi)”

Based on the above development, we have

O(IBjl2) = O(i™%).

L T
HNlN(et H\/»lNB Ek—j — Ehj) 4:

(2). Note that E = 3272 Bje_; with e_; = [e1-j,...,e7r—j]. Since €_; is an N x T random
matrix consisting of independent random variables such that E(c},) < oo, we have Ele_j|o =
O(max(v/N,VT)) (cf., Latala, 2005), which follows that

BIE]; < 3" [BylaEle-slz = O(max(VN, V).

=0

(3). For the proof of part (3), please see Example 1 in Gao et al. (2023). O
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A.2 Numerical Implementation

When estimating model (2.3), we use the following modified BIC (cf., Wang et al., 2009) to select
the tuning parameter W1, NT

log(NT)

W1, NT = al‘gmm 7\3’ X Bun [3 + | Juoy | =2 log(log(dnr)), (A.2.1)

where Bwl denotes the LASSO estimator obtained using the tuning parameter w; and Jy, = {j :
Bun,j # 0}. When constructing ﬁm similarly, we choose wy7; for 1 < j < dy7 using the above
modified BIC. When estimating the long-run covariance matrix, we use the Bartlett kernel function
(ie., a(z) = (1—|z|)I(|z| < 1)) and let £ = [0.75T'/3] following the suggestion of Stock and Watson
(2017). To select the threshold level u for thresholded HAC estimator, we use the 2-fold cross
validation method as suggested by Bickel and Levina (2008).

To obtain the first-stage ¢1-nuclear norm penalized estimator for model (2.4), following Belloni
et al. (2023) we propose a modified BIC to select the best pair of tuning parameters (w1 n7, w2, NT)-
Given a pair (wy,ws), our estimation method produces the estimates (B(wl, wg),g(wl, wsg)). Then
the estimates of w1 y7 and wy N is given by

~ ~ 1 Py —
(@187, W2, NT) = argmin —— |y — XB (w1, w2) — vec(E(wr, ws))|%
wiwy NT

+<|J(w1,w2)\10g]£;; )log(log(dNT))+|?(w1,w2)|NN+TT>, (A.2.2)

where J(wy,w2) = {j : Bj(wl,wg) # 0} and 7(wy,ws) denotes the rank of E(wi,w,). For the
second-stage iterated weighted LASSO estimator, we use the following modified BIC to select the
tuning parameter w3 y,

_ 1 = PPN log(NT
3, n7 = argmin ——[y — X B, — vec(Fu, Ay )[E + [ Jus | = sUNT) log(log(dn)), (A.2.3)
ws NT NT

where ﬂwS, wy and Aw3 denote the estimates of By, Fg and Ay obtained using the tuning parameter
ws and Jy, = {J : ﬁww # 0}. In addition, we use the 2-fold cross validation method to select the
penalty term v when estimating €.

A.3 Preliminary Lemmas

In this section, we list several preliminary lemmas, and their proofs are given in Appendix B.3 of
the online document.

Lemma A.1.

1. Let Assumption 1 hold with ¢ > 2. Then for some constant ¢, > 0 only depending on q

g cqVNTAs(uj,0)+ cq\/ﬁTl/q Z min(m,T)l/Q_l/qdq(uj,m),

m=1

1S [l

where Sj Nt = Y00y Yhoy Tjaseis and Dg(uj,m) = 332, 64(uj, k);
2. Let Assumption 2.1 hold with v > 2. Then for some constant ¢, > 0 only depending on v

Z Z LjisTj! is — («Tj,isxj’,is)]

1<ier
¢ 1=1s=1

v

< e, VNTAg(zjx,0) + e, VNTYY Z min(m,T)l/Zfl/”é,,(xjxj/, m),

m=1
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where Ay (xjxjr,m) = > 32, 6u(xjzj, k).

Lemma A.2. Let Assumption 2.1 hold with v > 2. Ifx = \/NT,uglﬁH/qy for any y > 1, then for
some constants C1,Csy,C3 > 0 not depending on x, N, T,
> :c>

t
Z Z TjikTy ik — E(T,i2 5 k)]
=1 k=1

max
1<t<T

TNV/2 2
o +C’Qexp< CgTN)

where fiy = > 001 fham < 00 and flym = (m”/2_15l’j(:njxj/,m)

<C;

>1/<u+1>.

Lemma A.3. Let Assumption 2 hold for some v > 2.

1. Let B, = X X/(NT). For any v € RINT satisfying |v| # 0 and |vye|y < 3|vs]1, we have

vIZ,v>vIE,v— Cys\/logdyr/(NT)|v|?

with probability larger than

dNTTlfl//Q c
1-C3| ———= +dyt
3 ((longT)V/2 tanT

for some constant Cy, Cs,Cy > 0 not depending on N and T'.
2. |XTn;/(NT)|e = Op(y/log dnr/(NT)),

155 = il2 = Op(y/s;log dnr /(NT)),

‘A‘ - ’Y]h = OP<Sj V longT/(NT)) fOT’j = 1727 <o 7dNT7

where s; = |{k # j : Qj # 0}| denotes the row sparsity with respect to rows of Q, = I 1.

Let Q, j denote the j*" row of Q, maxi<j<dy, Sj = 0(v/NT/logdnr) and wnr; = O(\/logdnt/(NT))
for 1 <j <dnr, then

3. 1/77 = Op(1),
|ﬁm,j - Q, z,511 — OP( longT/(NT))
Q. = Qujl2 = Op(y/s;log dr/(NT)),

12501 = O(s5/?) and |91 = Op(s}/?).

~ — 1 «N = 1 N =~
Let Uy = Eluy | Fiomg), Wir = Xiej, Uy = TN dimq Wi, U = TN doim1 Wity Fromy =

(ety...,€—m) and
oo 1/(1/
U, (uj,m (Z 53 uj, k )

with ¢ = min(2, q).
Lemma A.4. Let Assumption 1 hold with ¢ > 2. Then
by ((=op)v?),
| S b (@0 = Ty lg = O (SL1 6)2A (s, m + 1)),

for any fized sequences {b; }1<i<T, where w;, and w;, are the jth elements of 4y = \/Lﬁ Zi]il u;;

and W, = ﬁ Zfil u;¢, respectively.

25



2. Let aj,az,... € R, Ap = (X0, a})Y?, and djpmq = S50 o min(dg(uj, t), Wo(uj, m +1)). Fur-

ther, denote LNty = Y1<ocp<r Gt-sTjaljrs and Lz = Yy <ocrar Gt-stjtly,s, for some
q > 4 we have

ILnT,j0 — B(Lntjj) = LT — E(Lnrg)lles2
= O(VTAr(djmg + djr.mq));

3. ZsT,t:1 st (Ujij s — E(Wj4tj ) g2 = O (\/TBT) for some q > 4 and any fized sequences

{as}1<s i<, where B} = max {mamgg Yria?, maxicecr Y, a?,t}'
Lemma A.5. Let Assumption 1 hold with q > 4.

1. Let xp > 0 with T'*0/xp — 0 for some § > 0. For 0 < § < 1, there exists a constant Cq,6,0
only depending on q, § and 0 such that

Pr(|Lntjj0 — E(LnTjg)| > 21) < cq75,9x;q/2(log T)(79/?~(cw=1)0a/2 )

2. Let ap = 0 for k > ¢ and 1 > 0 such that T°NTl/xr — 0 for some § > 0. For 0 < 0 < 1,
there exists a constant ¢y 59 only depending on q, 0 and 0 such that

Pr(|Lnry — E(Lntj5)| = 27)
< Cq,67655;q/2(10gT)((Tg)q/4T_(au_1)0q/2 _|_T€q/2—1—(au—1)o9q/2 -f-T)

Lemma A.6. Let Assumptions 1-4 hold with q,v > 4.

1. IfM — 0, we have

TZ]OngT)q/4
| T
T tszzzla((t — 8)/0) (Uk s — E(Uk )| = Op(y/Llogdnt/T).

2./
2. If% — 0, we have

T

Z ((t—19)/0) (uk,t — Uk,t) (ﬁl,s - ﬂas)

max
1<k,i<dnT

= op(y/llogdnT/T).

TlogT TlogT
3. If%%Oand%—)O,wehave

(TllogdnT)e/% (TtlogdnT)¥/*
1 T
5 [ 35, o0 9/0) (3 ) | = oplyfPoscr D)

Lemma A.7. Let Assumptions 1, 2 and 5 hold. Let further that
W1,NT = \/log(dNT)/(NT), W NT = max(l/\/T, \/7)

_ _ d Tl—q/ d Tl v/2
s — o(maX(T 12 N 1/2)NT/longT), Al =0, and (ST 0,

Then we have
1 T
1. ‘W D=1 X:]r,tMK(l)et‘oo = Op (max(y/swi NT, W2, NT));

2 | e S X ] Mg Aofor| = Op (max(v/swr, v, wanr));
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3. |§](l) — Xlmax = Op(max(y/swi N1, w2 NT), Where >0 = ﬁzzil X:an)xt and ¥ =
plim 7 37 X Ma, Xy
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In this document, Appendix B.1 presents the summary statistics of the data used for our empirical
study; Appendix B.2 provides two secondary lemmas; we offer the proofs of the preliminary lemmas
in Appendix B.3; and, finally, Appendices B.4-B.5 present the proofs of the main results of the

paper.

Appendix B
B.1 Omitted Table of the Empirical Study

In this section, we present the summary statistics of the data used in our empirical study.

Table B.1: Summary Statistics of Firm Characteristics

Mean Std Mean Std Mean
accruals 0.040 0.092 | delfinl -0.018 0.105 | pricedelaytstat 1.784 1.
announcementreturn 0.006 0.085 | dellti -0.007 0.052 | rdipo 0.000 0.
assetgrowth -0.126 0.991 | delnetfin -0.008 0.136 | rds -822.066  22660.
bmdec 0.640 1.177 | dolvol -3.819 3.375 | realizedvol -0.029 0.
beta 0.883 0.670 | earningsconsistency 0.059 1.511 | residualmomentum -0.036 0.
betafp 0.908 0.523 | equityduration -16.823 19.766 | returnskew -0.137 0.
betaliquidityps 0.016 0.397 | grltnoa 0.035 0.103 | returnskew3f -0.117 0.
bidaskspread 0.015 0.024 | high52 0.804 0.224 | roe -0.065 7.
bookleverage -3.531  55.527 | idiovol3f -0.024 0.027 | sharerepurchase 0.521 0.
cheq -1.365  10.219 | idiovolaht -0.028 0.024 | totalaccruals -0.006 0.
chinv -0.006 0.041 | illiquidity 0.000 0.000 | volmkt -0.128 0.
chnncoa 0.003 0.117 | maxret -0.062 0.081 | volsd -11.827 49.
chnwc 0.007 0.087 | noa -0.513 0.742 | volumetrend -0.006 0.
chtax 0.001 0.023 | netdebtfinance -0.012 0.086 | xfin -0.009 0.
convdebt -0.065 0.247 | netequityfinance 0.002 0.128 | betavix 0.000 0.
coskewacx 0.142 0.238 | opleverage 0.828 0.780 | dnoa -0.070 0.
coskewness 0.253 0.348 | pctacc 2.120 23.208 | hire -0.019 0.
delcoa -0.013 0.081 | pcttotacc -0.407 20.494 | zerotrade 0.788 2.
delcol -0.011 0.061 | pricedelayrsq 0.288 0.317 | zerotradealtl 0.707 2.
delequ -0.022 0.188 | pricedelayslope -1.224  111.948 | zerotradealt12 0.794 2.

Std
418
022
487
030
327
871
810
261
500
203
257
032
018
159
019
858
225
330
350
287

B.2 Secondary Lemmas

Lemma B.1. Let Xy,..., X1 be mean zero independent random variables with maxi<i<7 || X¢|lq <
oo for some q > 2. Then,

t

2
Pr | max Xs>x S(l—l—
s=1

xT

2)‘1 > X
S X013

q
q 24 Hq+2€XP —2¢7(q +2)7

Corollary 1.8 in Nagaev (1979) shows that the above inequality holds for S"7_; X, while Borovkov
(1973) prove that the above inequality also holds for max;<;<7 >.5_; X.

Lemma B.2. Let X1,..., X7 be mean zero independent random variables.

1. Suppose maxi<i<t || X¢|lg < 00 for some1 < q < 2. Then forxz >y andy > (437, HXtHg)l/q,
we have 1)
z/(2y
d e iy | Xelld

Tyd—!

)

t=1 t=1



2. Suppose maxi<i<t || X¢|q < 00 for some ¢ > 2, 8 =q/(¢+2) and o =1 — 5. Then,

Bx/y
222 i \XtHZ>

T T
—Qr _
TE:&>$><§:HC&>nyH« )+< =L
(tl t=1 2e¢! Zthl 1 X135 Bryi~!

Lemma B.2 (1) is Corollary 1.6 in Nagaev (1979), while Lemma B.2 (2) is Corollary 1.7 in Nagaev
(1979).

B.3 Proofs of the Preliminary Lemmas

Proof of Lemma A.1.

(1). We apply the martingale approximation technique and approximate x; ;e;; by m-dependent pro-
cesses. Then we prove this lemma by using delicate block techniques and the results on independent
random variables.

For t > 1 and m > 0, define S; nt.m = Zf\il Sty Wjikm and Wjikm = E [Tk | Frk—ml,
where F, k—m = (€k,€k—1, - -, Ek—m). Therefore, u; i and u; ik m are independent if |k —k'| > m.
Write

Ujit = WUjit — Ujst,T + Z (Wjit,m — Wjit,m—1) + Uj,it,0,
m=1

which follows that

max |5 nt|

< ; —S; .
e < || max 1Sj,ve — &mm+ZHmmsmn%Mmmq

S S I.
+H1T£ta§XT| intolllg =T + o+ I3

Consider I, first. By the stationarity of {Zfil Ujikm} i1, we have

N
H lrgta<XT ’S] Nt,m Sj,Nt,m—lwq = || 0<Itn<a7>,( 1 Z Ujik,m — uj,ik,m—l)|||¢]'
- k=T—-ti=1

Note that {um(T_k),m—uj7,~(T_k),m_1}£:_()1 are martingale differences with respect to (e7_g_m, €7 k—mit1, - -

and thus

T N T-1
Z Z (Wjik,m — Ujikm—1)
k=T—ti=1 k=0

is a positive submartingale with respect to (er_g—m,€r—k—m+1,...). Therefore, by the Doob L,
maximal inequality, we have

Il max |Sj.xtm = Sjvem-1llls < ¢/(@ = DISinTm = Sjntm=1llq-

Define Y, = > ity Z?Hﬁrz Tl (Wj,ik,m — Wjikm—1) and b= [T/m] + 1, we have

IS NTm — SjNTm—1| =

Note that Y1 5, Y3 m, . . . are independent and Y5 ,,, Y4 1, . . . are also independent, then by the Rosen-

),



thal inequality for independent variables (e.g., Johnson, 1985), i.e

l is odd [ is odd

145q AR
Y Yimllg < 1> Yimlla+| > 1Yimld ,

for ¢ > 2 we have

14.5¢
1S, NT.m — SjNTm-1llg < lll Yo Vimlla 1 Y- Yimlle

logq l is odd l is even
1/q 1/q
+< > HYZ,mHZ> +< > HYl,mHZ> :
[ is odd [ is even

In addition, by the Burkholder inequality for martingale differences, we have

min(im,T)

N
Wimlle < (@—=1) > I (wjikm — wjikm—1)ll-

k=1+(-1)m i=1

For || Zi\il(uj,ik,m — Ujik,m—1)|lg, by Assumption 1 we have

N N
1> (Wjikm — jikm—1)llg = 11D E (Wi (F) | Frogom) — B (wi(F) | Fropom+1) llq
=1 =1

N
= ZE(uj,i<~7:m) | Fm,0) — E (uji(Fm) | Fma) llg

= HZE (uji(Fm) | Fmo) = E(ugi(Fp) | Fmo) llg
< \qu(uj,m).

Hence, for 1 <1 < b we have

Yimllg < /(@ — D) (min(im, T) — (I — 1)m)vV/Nég(uz, m).

Then, for 1 < m < T, we have
29 _
”Sj,NT,m - Sj,NT,mflnq ~ q (\/ 52(11,], ) + \/N\/ q— 1T1/qm1/2 1/q5q(uj, m)) .

By the above developments and ¢/(¢ — 1) < 2 when ¢ > 2, we have

Z || max |S; Nem — S Ntm—1lllq

1<t<T
T
- li;qq (m > Ga(uj,m) + VNg— 1T Y ml/Q‘”%q(Uj»m)) :
m=1 m=1

Similar to the above developments, for I;, we have

| max [Sjne = Sinverllly < 3vVa —1VNT 3y dy(uj,m)

1<t<T
t m=T+1

For I3, note that {u; 0} are independent random variables, by the Doob L, maximal inequality



and the Rosenthal inequality for independent variables, we have

I max [Sjntollly < q/(q = DIISjnTollg

1<t<T
14.5¢ N N Ha
<q/(qg—1)— (\/TH S wjaolle + T (H Z%}z‘td!iﬁ) ) :
=1 =1

log q

Note that Ujit,0 = E(Ujﬂ'(ft) ‘ ft,t) =D E(uj7i(f0) ‘ E()) and E(u],l(]:a‘) ’ 60) = 0, in which =p
denotes equal in distribution, we have

N
1> " wjitollg < VNGG(uj,0).
=1

Hence, || maxi<i<r |5 niollly < 225 (VNTS(uj,0) + TV NG, (u,0)).

Combining the above analysis, we have

87q

S
2 Sivl |

T
29
262 uj,m)+3y/q—1 Z dq(uj,m lgqq52(uja0)]

m=T+1

+V/NTV4 l87qvq— Z 1/2— 1/q5 m) +

29q
logq 5Q(u]’0)‘|

log g

m=1

< ¢V NTAs(uj,0) + ¢V NTY4 S min(m, T)/2795,(uj, m).

m=1
The proof of part (1) is now complete.
(2). The proof of part (2) is similar with that of part (1), so omitted here. O
Proof of Lemma A.2.
The proof of Lemma A.2 is similar with that of Lemma 1 (1), so omitted here. O

Proof of Lemma A.3.

(1). Note that
Vi1 = |vil1 + |vielh < 4|vili < 4Vs|valz,

which follows that
VS, v>v X, v— |ZA]:E — Zz\max|vﬁ
>vIiy,v— 163|§3x — Ex|max|v|%.

Note that by using Lemma A.2 and z = % logdnT/(NT) for some constant Cy > 0, By =
Am — Xz|max < ¢ holds with probability larger than
b by hold h bability 1 h

dNTTlfu/Q c
1-C3| ———= +dyt

3 ((longT)V/2 tanT
for some C3,Cy > 0.

(2). Given the condition |y;|1 < oo, we first show the weak dependence properties of 7;. By the
construction of n;, we have 7;;; = ;i — xjjyit'yj, where x_;;; is the sub-vector of x;; with the jth



column removed. Then, by using Assumption 2.1 and |v;|; < oo, for any j' # j, we have

N
1
JN ; LjritNyt — x;’,itnj,it) )
1 .
= | = 2 (@griewsar — @ arx gy — Ty + 250X 0%)
\/N =1 ”
1 X dnT
< \/N Z(mj',itl'j,it - ufx] zt + Z \/* Z Tjr itTlit — itxzk,it) ‘)\j’[‘
=1 v lil,f‘] v
1 ; = Oz,
- 1<]<dNT \/> Z Ly itLjit — ZL']/ th] ’Lt) l/ ( + ’7]‘1) O(t )

Then, given the weak dependence properties of 2 ; ;1 i, and by choosing wnt ; < v/logdn7/(NT),
the proof of part (2) is similar with that of Lemma 2, so omitted here.

(3). The Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) condition of the optimization problem (2.9) implies that
there exists a subgradient k; such that

_WXT (X5 —X75) + wNT,JkJ =0

T+ 1
! XT (Xj —X_;%;) + wnr,j[7il1 =0

i NT
which implies that
7= (Xj - X)X,/ (NT)
_ 77}—77]' i 77;—ij’73' B (¥ — 'Yj)TXI—jXﬂ"Yj _ A — )TXT]nj

NT NT NT NT
Hence, for all j =1,...,dyr, we have
w2 |l X || ) XX || (=) X
J J'=| NT J NT NT NT
:I4—|-I5—|—16+I7.
T
For I, it can be shown that ’n;v;] - 7'2‘ = Op((NT)~/?) by using similar arguments as the

J
proof of Lemma A.4 (1). For I5, by part (2) of this lemma, we have

Is < |n)] X/ (NT)lool¥il1 < V5510 X/ (NT)|sol¥il2 = Op(y/5jlog dnr/(NT)).

Consider Is. Note that by the KKT condition, we have

—WXT (X; — X_;7;) + \jkj =0

—WXT (X—jvj +mj — X-j7;) + \jk; = 0.

Hence, by using part (2) of this lemma, we have

7 — ) TXI,X_;

L = |X;n;/(NT) + \jK;j|oo = Op(y/log dnr/(NT))




and

5 =) XX
NT

I < %1 = Op(y/sjlog dyr/(NT)).

o0

Similarly, I = Op(s; log dr/(NT)). Therefore, |72 — 72| = Op(/s; log dnr/(NT)).

Note that Tj2 =1/Qs5 > 1/¢max () = Ymin(B5) > 0, and thus ?3-2 > TJ.Q — \?JQ — 7']2| > 0 with

probability approaching to 1 as |7' - 7'2| = OP(\/S]' logdnt/(NT)) = op(1), which also implies that

1 1 ]T — 7 2|
=5 — o 2 2 —OP<\/8j10ngT/<NT)) ZOP(I).
7j T 7575

Next, consider \ﬁm] — Q1. As ﬁx,j = (A?j/?jz, by using part (2) of this lemma and |v;|1 =
O(,/55), we have

100 — il = |C;/72 — C; /21 < [1/72 = 1/73| + [R;/72 — /72
<V/7F =17+ 17/7 — v/ + v /7 — /i
:OP(\/SjlongT/(NT))+OP(Sj 10ngT/(NT))—|-OP( longT/(NT))
= Op(sjy\/logdnt/(NT)).

Similarly, by using |y;]s = O(1), we have [, ; — ;]2 = Op(y/s; log dnr/(NT)).

Proof of Lemma A.J.

(1). Consider || 3L, be(wj e — ﬁj,t)”q first. Define Dy, = E[uj¢ | Fi—kt] — E[Wj+ | Fi—k+1,4), then
{Dyk, t =T,...,1} form martingale differences with respect to F;_j o. In addition, by Jensen
inequality, we have || Dy |l < 0q(uj, k).

By using Burkholder inequality and Minkowski inequality, for ¢ > 2, we have

2
Dt,k

T
<o( Z 1beDe sl = O(1) D b dg (us, k)
t=1

Since u;; — ﬁj,t = Y hems1 Dtk the result follows.
The proof of || SF, b, 4|4 is similar to above, so omitted here.

(2). In what follows, let

t t
it = E App1—sUjs, Ljrg = E At y1—sUjr g,

s=1 s=1
T
o - = —
Ly = Z At —sUj Uyl s = Zuj,th',t—l-
1<s<t<T t=2

Also, let Z;; (x1,Uj ¢ (k) be the coupled version of Z; and z; replacing e with €}
Define the projection operator Py(-) = E[- | Ft] — E|- | Fi—1]. By Jensen inequality,

1 Zk(Lrjg — L7 lqs2
T

T
= HE [Z[uﬂ(zw \— Zjria |]:k] - B lz Uit 1y (Zj 1,0k} — Zjr 4=1,{k}) |]:k:]

t=2 t=2

q/2



T
Zu]t (Zjrim1 = Zyp 1) = ey (Zjri1ny — Zit4—1.45))]
—

T

Z t {k} Z i’ = 1= Zj,7t_1 - Zjlﬂt_l){k} + Zjlvt_l){k})
t=2

q/2

IN

q/2
T

S @ — 0 ) (Zy -1 — Zjra—)
t=2

= Ig + Iy.

+

a/2
We consider Ig first. Since |[w;r s — Wy ¢ 11y llg < 0q(uyr, t — k) and |[w , — Ujrgllg <P g(uf,m+1),
we thus obtain that
Hu]/t — ’U,j/ t — u it {k} +u U Gt {k}”q < 2 min ((5q(Uj/,t — k),\I’q(Uj/,m + 1)) .

In addition, by Minkowski inequality, Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and part (1) of this lemma, we
have

T—-1
Is = | > (Wjrs = Wjrs —Wjr g 5y + Wjros (1)) D Ge—slhjy (1}
s=1 t=s+1 q/2
< Z s = T = W iy + T {k}H Z a5y, ]
s=1 t=s+1

O(Ar) Zmln q(ujr, s — k), Wy(uy,m+1)).

We now consider Iy. By part (1) of this lemma, we have

/ — v/ < 5/ .
IQ&XT 1Zj1 -1 — Z; ,t—1H4 < O()ApAg(ujr,m+1)

Also, note that Ig is actually Iyj, and the sub-index k is suppressed previously for notational
simplicity. In addition, by , we have

2

Z ng<O Z ATA2 (ujr,m+1) (Zéq uj,t—k )

k=—o00 k=—o00 t=1
T T
< OMAFAY (uj,m+1) Y D 6y(uj,t — k)
k=—oco t=1

= O(1)TAFAZ (ujr,m+1).

Similarly, "5 I827,C = O(1)T A% dj2 m.q- Since { P (Lt — LE)}y is a sequence of martingale differ-
ences, by Burkholder inequality and A q(ujr,m+1) <djr 4, we have

2
T
HLT,j,j’ - E(LT,j,j/) - L%,j,j’ - E( %,j,j’)”iﬂ = Z yk(LT,j,j/ - L%,j,j’)

k=—oc0

q/2

T
<O0) Y NPu(Lryy — Ly )i, = O)T ARG, .
k=—oc0

Similarly, we have HET,j,j’ — E(ET,j,j’) - L%,j,j’ - ( T,j.j' )||2/2 = O( )TA2 dJqu
The proof is now complete.



(3). The proof of part (3) is similar to that of part (2), so omitted here. O

Proof of Lemma A.5.

(1). Let m = |T?] for some 0 < § < 1. By Lemmas A.4 (2) and (3) and using Markov inequality,
we have

Pr(|Lnry — B(Enrgy) — vty — B(Lnrgy)| = wr/2) < Cqap 2T/ low=10/2,
Then to complete the proof, it is sufficient to show
Pr(|Lyry — B(Lnrj)| > 21/2) < Cqppup®*(Tlog T)(me/2 1= (0w 10/2 1 1),
since

Pr(|Lnry — E(Lnryg)| 2 or) < Pr(|Lnryy — B(Lyry) = Ity — B(Lnrgg)l 2 a1/2)
+Pr(|Lnryy — E(Lnr)| = or/2),

Let zp satisfy T /zp — 0 and Iy = |—log(logT)/(log )| such that T%7 < e. Let yp =
ZT/(QZT) and 1 <m < T/4. N N
Define 0,9 = Efuy | ‘Ft—\_mgj,t]’ Ui g = ﬁ sz\il Ui g, Yjre1 = i;?im_l stUjrs and Zj g1 =

t
s=1V(t—3m)

ﬁj,t and ﬁjyﬁ) are independent of Yj 4, for [ = 1,2.

We first consider Zle(ﬁj,th/7t71 — ﬁj,tﬁnggt,g). Split [1,...,77] into blocks By, ..., By, with
block size 4m and define Wp) = EteBb(ij,th’,t,l — 5j7t,9Zj/7t,2). Let yr satisfy yr < zr/2 and
T1*9/2 Jyp — 0. Since Wrj, and Wy are independent if b — | > 1, by Lemma B.2 (1), Lemma
A4 (3) and Lemma A.4 (2), for any M > 1, there exists a constant Cy s,59 such that

o )

br
< Cymsoyr™ + > Pr((Wry — E(Wrp)| > yr/Chss)
b=1

_ —a/2 L
SC%M,tS,GyTM‘f’C’M’(;’gqu/ Tmd/2—1=(au—-1)0q/2

as’tﬁjr’s. Define Y} ;2 and Zj ;o similarly by replacing ﬁj/,s with ij/@g. Observe that

T T
Y (Wi Zjreg —Wj0Z540) — B <Z(Uj,tzj/,t,1 - Uj,tﬁZj’,t,z)>
t=1 t=1

We next deal with the term S/ (%;Yjre1 —Uj10Yj +2)- Split [1,...,T] into blocks Bj, ..., By
with size m. Define Rpp = ZteB; (WjtYjr i1 — Uj0Yje2). Let & be the o-fields generated by
(e1,,€1,_y»---), where I, = max{B;}. Note that {R7p}pis odd i a martingale sequence with respect
to {&}b is odd, and so are {R7p}pis even a0d {&p}p is even- By Lemma 1 of Haeusler (1984), for any
M > 1 there exists a constant Cjs s such that

> yT>

er

T
D @Yy i1 — Ujr0Yj0.2)
t=1

B7
< Cusyp™ +4Pr ( STE(R}, | €-2)| > y3/(log T)/ 2)
b=1
B
+> Pr(|Rrp| > yr/logT) = Lo + i1 + ho.
b=1



Consider I first. Since (Uj¢, Ujr9) and (Yjr¢1,Yj +2) are independent, by using similar argu-
ments as Lemma A.4 (2), we have

IRzblly < Cq(mT)4/2m(u=Dba

which implies that
Iy < Cyyz(log yp) T4/ 2+ e/ 1= (eu=1)0q

Consider I1;. Let rj ¢ = (uj tuj s)and 749 = E(ﬁj,t’gﬁj@g), then we have
b7, b

ZE RTb | &p2) <2 Z Z (rjs—tYj s1Yjr 01+ Tjs—t,0Y5 s2Y} ¢2)
b—1 b=1 | steB;

= s 1100 (T s + Z @js,t,0U50£,6Uj" 5,05
1<s<t<T 1<s<t<T

in which |ajs;] < CT and |ajss9| < CT since Y ez |rji| < oo and Zlezml@’ < 00. Define

U(T,m,xr) = suppa, 3 Pr(|XCicocicr sty ity — B (C1<acicr Gty allys )| 2 ﬂfT)v where the
supremum is taken over all arrays {as:} such that |as¢| < 1. Therefore, we have

In < CoU(T.m, y7/(T(log T)?)) + CoU(T, m® |, y3/(T(log T)?)).

Combining the above analysis, we have shown that U(T,m, zr) is bounded from above by (up
to a constant)

U(T, [m?], zr — 2yr) + U(T,m, y7/(T(log T)?))
+U(T, |m® ), y3./(T(10g T)%)) + yp ! + yg /> Tma/2- 1 (@u=10a/2
+y7(log Yy )IT9/ 2+ /21 (au=1)6g (B.3.1)

Since sup,, _, [|L1j5 — E(L1j50) — ET,M/HQ/Q = O(T) by Lemma A.4 (3), by applying (B.3.1)

recursively to deal with the term U(T,m,y%/(T(logT)?)) for p times such that (y/T)"2"¢ =
O(y;(M+1))

, we have (up to a constant)

U(T,m, zr) < U(T, |m®], zr — 2yr) + yz ™ + yp? *Tma/>= 1~ (eu=104/2
+y7 " (log yp )T/ >+ /21 (0w =100, (B.3.2)

Using similar arguments, we can show for 1 <m <3
U(T,m,zr/(2lr)) < O(1) (Z}M + z;q/leogT + 279(log zT)qHTq/ZH) :
Using (B.3.2) for Ip — 1 times, we have
U(T,m, zr) < O(1)(log 20)™*! (22T 4 21T ) (/21 -(w=D09/2 4 1) (B.3.3)

Plugging (B.3.3) back into (B.3.1) for the terms U (T, m,y2 /(T (log T)?)) and U (T, |m®], 42 /(T (log T')?))
and using T1+5/2/yT — 0, we have

U(T,m,zp) <U(T,|m%)], 27 — 2yr) + O(1) 29T (m4/> -1~ (ew=1)0a/2 4 1), (B.3.4)
Finally, by using (B.3.4) for [p — 1 times, we obtain
U(T,m, 2r) < O(1)2:9T log T(m®/?~1=(@u=10a/2 11,

The proof is now complete.



(2). For I > 1, define mp; = T, Wiy = Ewi | Fromp, ), Oy = ﬁzi]\il ;s and Qnry =

do1<s<t<T a—stj ¢ Uy 5. Let Ip = [—log(logT)/log 0] and thus m7,, < e. By using Lemmas A.4
(2) and (3), we have

Pr(|Lyrjj — E(Lntjj) — Qnr + E(Qnta)| > ar/lr) < Cogllog ) 22 ()04~ (0u=104/2,

Let I} be the smallest [ such that mp; < £/4. For 1 <1 < I, split [1, 7] into blocks Bi, ..., BéTl with
size (+my,. Define Wrp = e gt Yncoas Gr—stija sy and Wiy = 3y gt 3 1< o G-t 101,41

Then, by using Lemma B.2 (1) and using Lemma A.4 (3), we have for any C' > 2

Pr(|Qnty — E(@Qn1) — (@NnTi+1 — E(@QNTi41))| = 27/ (217))

& T
< ZPT(IWT,z,b — EWrp) = Wrip — E(Wrp))| > JJT/(CZT)) +0(1) [ ng] .(B.3.5)
b=1 T

Note that for any M > 1, there exists a constant Cjy ¢ such that the second term in the right hand
of (B.3.5) is less than Cyy g9z, For the first term, by using Lemmas A.4 (2) and (3), we have

by,

> Pf(\WT,l,b — E(Wrup) — Wryp — EWry))| > xT/(ClT))
b=1
< O(l)Tmi%/log Tx;q/z(mT’lﬂ)q/‘lm;’(ﬁ’fl)q/Q < O(l)az;q/zx/log TTE‘Z/‘*m%/f*l*(a“*l)eq/Q
< O(1)ay"?log T ((Tey/4r=(en=ba/2  pga/2=1=(ew=1)00/2) (B.3.6)
Combining (B.3.5) and (B.3.6), we have

Pr(|Lnr = E(Lnrj)| > or) < Pr(lQnry, — E@yra)l > o1/2) + 0oz
+O(1)£L’;q/2\/@ ((Tﬁ)q/4T_(a“_1)GQ/2 + TEq/Q—l—(au—l)Gq/Q) .

or Pr(|QnxTy. — NTI.)| =TT , split [1,...,7| into blocks By,..., By, wit ock size
FPQ?TEQ,T 2 lit |1 T blocks B B h block

2¢ and define WT’l’lT’b = D teB, 2 1<s<t at_sﬁj7t7l/Tﬁj,757l/T. Similarly, we have

T

br

Pr(’QNT,l’T — E(@nry)| = xT/2) < ZPY(’WT,VT,I) -~ EWry p)| = xT/C) + CapM.
b=1

By using part (1) of this lemma, we have
Pr(’WT,l/T,b — EWry 5)| = $T/C) < O(1)ap"?(log T)(¢9/~(n=10a/2 4 g),
which follows that
Pr(|Quriy, — E@nri)| = wr/2) < O(1)ay”*(Tlog T) (¢9/2 1~ lew=10a/2 1 1),

The proof is now complete.

Proof of Lemma A.6.
(1). By using Lemma 1 (2) and letting 7 = M+/T?logdyr for some sufficient large but fixed M

10



and 0 = 1/(a,, — 1), we have
T

Pr max Z
1<k I<dNT P

a((t — 5) /) (Tket,s — E(tksT,s))

> fL‘T)

dnT T
< Z Pr Z a((t—s)/0) (ﬂkﬂfﬂl,s — E(ﬂkz,tﬂhs)) > T
k=1 t,s=1

< O d2prp " 1og T(T~9/409* + T0~' +T) + O(1)d% " + 03T~ — 0

if d%,+T1ogT/(T¢logdynT)?* — 0. Hence, we have proved

T
-1 _ — _ _
1§£}%}§sz T tsZZI a((t — s)/0) (k1 s E(ukytuljs))| Op(y/llogdnr/T).

(2). By using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

T N
T Z YD) Z Tk itTk, jt L1t Ll 5t

2 1 T 1 N 2
< — — 2.0 | = :
< Jnax o > {N ;xk,zt} Op(1)

t=1

1 N
T Z <N Z xk,itxl,it>

Hence, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, if s?/¢logdyr/T — 0, we have

[y

T N
> T > =5 > wrazkgiriare i (B — ) (Br — Br)
1<l <dyr

o N i,j=1

1 N

T W Z Tk itTh, jtL1,it Ll 5t
t=1 i,j=1

= Op(¢s®logdyt/T) = op(y/Clogdnr/T).

The proof of part (2) is now complete.

M:

< NQ@EHDIE =B oy, e

3 3
(3). By using similar arguments of Lemma 1 (2), if InpTIosT () and —2vrT8 T\ 6 we have

> (Telogdyr)e/* (T¢logdy7)¥/*

max
1§k7l7l/SdNT

1 Z L X
T Z a((t —s)/0) <N 1/2 Zxk,itﬂfl',itﬂl,s - E(N 1/2 Z xk,itﬁ’,it“hs)) ‘
t,s=1 i=1 i=1

= Op(y/LlogdnT/T).

Since E(N~Y2 "N | 2y, i01.447,s) = 0 (implied by E(e; | X) = 0), then we have

1 & ~ N\
B, |7 2 el =90 (e — et ) 1

11



a((t—s)/ﬁ I/QZxkztxl/ tuls X |/3 IB|1

1 =1

1
< max —
T 1<k LU<dnr T

= OP(\/“OngT/T) x Op(s\/logdnr/(NT)) = op(y/{logdn1/T).

HM%

The proof is now complete.

Proof of Lemma A.7.

(1). Write

1 T

NT Z XJtMA(l)et

By using Lemma A.2 (1), the first term is of order Op(\/logdn7/(NT)). For the second term, by

using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have
2y 1/2
l
)eit } .
F

1/2
< {max ‘XTtA(l /N‘ } {;Z

<

[e.9]

wag 2 X AUVAD:

t=1

S :

NT Z X jse

1 X N
P

i=1

]EJ =

T
‘ ZX l)Al)T
N2T

t=1 oo

Note that ‘X /N‘ <FN-IYN 193] i and

N
1 ZZ (m2 — E(a:?lt))‘ = Op(y/logdnT/(NT)),

we then have

mas IX A0/, <mN*ZZ

In addition, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

F
2

L+ R TIBNY

N;)\Oieit ., + T; N;(Am —H' X\ eit
<O0p(1/N QTlNA ﬁTX(”QlNz
<OpUN) + 73 5 o - HIAP] 5 3l

= Op(1/N + maX(Sw%,NTa wg,NT))-

9 T
< ZHEY
t=1

F

Combining the above analyses, we have proved part (1).
(2). Note that Mz |2 = 1, then
T

1

— "X ,M; AofOt
, AD

NT =

1 & L
N7 Z X Mz (AgH — ADYH ',

= Imax
JE

<T§}‘*Z|N Y B [M o N 2 AgH — A [

= Op(max(y/swi N7, W2 NT))-

12



(3). Note that ‘PX —Pa,
using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

o= Op(max(y/swi N7, w2 N7)) by the proof of Theorem 2.1, and by

1 & 1 & X7
ﬁ Z Xt MA(Z) Xt ﬁ MA()Xt
t=1 t=1

max

<|Pz - Pa,

N T
F 1<]<dNT 21 g max(\/gwl,NT, wa, NT))-

In addition by using Lemma A.2, we can show

1 T

—TZXZMADXt—z = Op(y/logdnr/(NT)).
t=1

max

The proof is now complete. O

B.4 Asymptotic Properties of the Oracle Least Squares
Estimator

Given the information of set J, the oracle least squares estimator can be written as
T
o ) -
(ﬂh A) = argmin Y (y: — X:8) Ma(y: — X:8).
ﬁGRS,AERNXT =1

Similar to Bai (2009), interchanging the ¢ and ¢ dimensions, we have the following relationship:

T -1 p
B = <Z XItMKXJ,t> ZXLMKW?

t=1 t=1

T
AV T = < S (ye — XyeBa)(ye — XJ,t,BJ)T> A,

t:l

where V yr is a diagonal matrix that consists of the r largest eigenvalues of the matrix ﬁ Zthl(yt —
XgiBs)(ye — X8 7) " arranged in a descending order.

Proposition B.1. Let {e;} satisfy the conditions of Assumption C in Bai (2009). Suppose further
that (1) E(z};) < oo and infA D(A) > 0 with ATA/N = 1,; (2) zF{Fy —p Ty > 0 with
Elfpe|} < 00, and A Ag —p Ay > 0 with E|Xo;| < oo; (3) {e.} is independent of X, Ag and
Fy. Then
R T
VNTp' (B = Bo.r) = /N/TpT&+/T/NpTC+p D7 (o) = b X Ma,ex
t=1
+Op(s?/VNT + 5*537%),

where 6NT = min(\/ﬁ, \/T), D(A) = ﬁ Z’f:l X}:tMAX'LLt7 XJ,t = XJ7t — % Zzzl astXJVS, Qgt =
fo (Fg Fo/T)fos,

1 & X A0 (AJA T (FIF . (X
_ _n-1 Jit 0 430 0ro0 e
5 =-D (AO) NT Z N N T fOS ;E(eztezs) ’

t,s=1

13



and .
1
> X Ma,QeAo(Ag Ag/N)H(Fg Fo/T) oy

¢=-D"'(Ao)
YNT &=

Proof of Proposition B.1.

Proposition B.1 follows directly from Lemmas B.5 (2)-(4) and B.6. O
Lemma B.3. Under the conditions of Proposition B.1, then
=O0@/T);

1T P 15T |2
1. E|\7 -1 fOteth—O(l/T) and E |71 eit

2
2. F ’% Zle[eitejt - E(eitejt)]‘ =0(1/T) and

2

1 L&
W Z Z €it€is — ezteis)] = 0(1/(NT))’

i=11t=1

3. K NTZ 121& 1f0t>\0161t P O(1/(NT)) and

2
O(1/(NT)), E’NTZ’L 12.t= 1)‘016th

] N7 2
‘NTZZ%% = O(1/(NT));

i=1t=1

F

4. E’NTZ 123 1x]Zt615fOs

= O(1/(NT));

5. E\N - 1x] aeis|> = O(1/N) and E\N SN Aoieit]: = O(1/N);
6. E‘T 1 ekszv i 1 25isAg|* = O(1/T);

7. B3 Y v T Z§V=1 T it(€isejs — E(eisejs)))\oTj‘QF =0O(1/T);

2
8. E|§p Yot XLy wra(eisess — E(eisejs))‘F =O(1/(NT));

2
9. E |3 i1 & iy Sl Aairg(eisejs — E(eisejS))‘F = O(1/T);

Lemma B.4. Under the conditions of Proposition B.1, then

1. N“V2A — AoH|p = Op (1B = Boslr + Oy ), where H = (F{Fo/T)(AJ A/N)V i and
V N1 is a diagonal matriz that consists of the r largest eigenvalues of the matriz ﬁ Ethl(Yt —
XJ,tﬁJ)(Yt - XJ,tﬂJ)T;

2. N7'AJ (A — AgH) = Op <|BJ = Boglr + 51@%) and
NT'AT(A — AcH) = Op (1Bs — Boslr +033)
-1 ~
2 HH = (AoTAo/N) +O0p(|Bs — Bos|F + On7);:

4. PR = Paglr = Op(1Bs — Bo,slr + OnT):

5. [NTIXJ,(A - AgH)| = Op (V3lBy -

SONT) for 1<t <T;

14



6. ’ﬁ S X M (A - AoH)‘F =Op (\/§|BJ = Boslr + \/551§2T);

7. Nle[ (A — AgH) = Op (V3o p|Bs — Bolr + 035 for 1 <t <T;

8. N2 L ef (A — AoH) = Op (V30yp|Bs — Boslr + T2 48373 );

9. (TN)' L, fue/ (A — AgH) = Op (W|§J — Bolr+T7' + T_1/25X;2T);

10. (TN)™! ZL(XLAO/NXATAO/N)(KH—l Ao)Ter = 7 Sy L (X A0/N)(AJ Ao/N)
X (FJFo/T) Hou( S, cuverr) + Op (v/5TNT)|Bs — Boslr + V/37To33):

Lemma B.5. Under the conditions of Proposition B.1, then

1.

N2T2 Z Z XJtM (es - Qe)KGfUt
s=1t=1

= Op (\/s/NT)IB = Bl + 5/ TIBs — ol + /s (NI ).

where G = (AJ A/N)"HFJFo/T)™" and Q, = E(ere/ );

~ N 1 T T
VNT(B; — Bo,.s) = D_I(A)ﬁ ; [X}—,t Z CLstXJsM’:| e + \/;CNT

s 1

+Op(VsNT|By — Boj|3 + VsNTONG By — Boslr + VSNTINS),

o~

where as = fOt(FTFO/T)fOS, D(A) = lT ZtT 1i}|:tMKXJ’t, f((],t =Xyt —+

i z:l astXJ,s
and {yp = —D YA ) S 1XLM ~Q.AGfy;;

1 T
> Xtz - NzameMK] g

=1

T
Z [XJ ¢Ma, — Z atsX g sMA0‘|

s 1

XJtAo <A0 A0>1 (FJF())l (N >
ZZ fos Zeiteis
NT N T 2

t=1s=1

+Op(VNs|By — ﬂo,Jﬁf + 5185 — Bolr + VNsoE);

~+

~

=

ﬂ\Z %H %H

4. By — Boslr = Op(\/s/(NT)).

Lemma B.6. Under the conditions of Proposition B.1, then
1. ]D(K) . D(Ao)‘F — Op(s/2)V/NT + s67b);
2. |€nT —€&|lF = Op(\/s/N + 82/\/ NT + 83/25&%), where

1 KL XT A0 (AT A, FIF,\ N
£NT:—D_1(A)7E E 0 0 fos E €it€is |
NT N N T 2

t=1s=1
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and

3. |¢nr — ¢lp = Op(s?/V/NT + 3261, where

_ 1 & _ _
¢=-D 1(A0)WZXLMA096AO(AJ Ao/N) Y (FFo/T) ;.
t=1

Lemma B.7. Under the conditions of Proposition B.1, then
145 [f = H Yolh = Op (2/(NT) + 037 )
2. % S (f - H o)), = Op (s/\/ﬁ—F 6&%) ;
5. FTF/T — H-Y(FJFo/TH T = Op (s/VNT +03%);

4 (FTR/T) "~ H(FJFo/T)"'H = Op (s/VNT + 635

Proof of Lemma B.3.

By using the weak dependence conditions of {e;} in Assumption C of Bai (2009), this lemma can
be proved by using similar arguments as in the proof of Bai (2009), e.g., the proof of Lemma A.2 in
Bai (2009). 0

Proof of Lemma B.4.
(1). Note that y; = X 7¢80,7 + Aofor + e, write

T

AVyy = Z +(Bs — Bo,7)(Bs — Bo.y) XLK + = Z X14(Bo,s — By A A

NT

N N 1 XL . N
— Z X:(Bo,s — Brlef A+ —=>" Aofor(Bo.s — Bs) XA
T Pt NT e
T L T
A T~T R TR
7T tz::l et(ﬁQJ — /BJ) XJ’tA + ﬁ Z Aof()tet A

T T
+% ; ey A A + % t; ee] A + %7 Z Aofo ), A A
=K +--- + Ky,
which implies that
AVNr(AJA/N)THFJF/T) ™ = Ag = (K + -+ + Kg)(Ag A/N) " (F§ Fo/T) ™"
Since |N~Y/2A|p = /7 and we can show that N~Y/2K;, ..., N~1/2Kg are all op(1) in the below, we

have |V — (ATAg/N)(FJFo/T)(AJ A/N)|F = op(1).
Given the invertibility of V y7, we have

N7Y2|A — AgH|p = N"Y2(K; + - + Kg) x Op(1).
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We next prove the convergence rate of Ky, ..., Kg. For Kj,

T
INTV2K, | < ]‘\{; > 1Xs4(Bs = Bo)lE = (Bs = Bo)' ZXJt 52(Bs = Bo)

< |BJ - IBO,J@T‘wmax ( ZZXJtiJ1t> = OP(|/§J - IBO,J‘%‘)'

i=1t=1
For Ko, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have
- - 1/2 LT 1/2
T7?Ks|p < \/;{NT ; 1 Xt(By — BO,J)@?} {NT t; |Aof0t2p}
=Op(|Bs - F)-

Similar to the term Ky, we can show that Kg,...,Ks are all Op(|EJ — Bo,s|r). For K¢ and K7, by
using Lemma B.3 (1), we have

2

N
1 1
ZAOfOtet S — Z |>\Oz|% X — Z ngt(iﬂ = Op(l/T).
NT N3 ] 1
For Kg, by using Lemma B.3 (2), we have
1 T 1 & T T 1 T
NT Zetet < ﬁZ(etet —E(ee; )| + N|E(etet )F
t=1 F t=1 F
1 L1 & 2
< =3 D |70 (eieje — Eener))| + —=|E(ese] )2
? 2,7=1 T t=1 \/N
= Op(1/VT) + Op(1/VN)

2
as N“25N_ B [+ S0 (enesi — Blewesr)| = 0(1/T),
Combing the above analyses, we have proved part (1).
(2). We first consider the term N_lAa—(jAX — AoH), which can be decomposed into eight terms.

Similar to the proof of part (1), it is easy to show the first five terms are each OP(’BJ — BoJ|F).
Next, consider the last three terms. For the sixth term, by using Lemma B.3 (3), we have

1 - 1 &, 4
VA0 Ao ; fore, A

F
;I ) ‘ ‘ | NoT
< ) —=> fOtetT “VZIA - AgH| +0p(1 D> Noifgrei
TV'N = NT &5 5 F
= Op(1/VT)Op (1B — 60,J|F +dyr) +Op(1/VNT)
= Op(55p|Bs = Bos|F + 6N7)-
Similarly, for the seventh term, we have
1 & 1, 1= 1 L Z
—TZAJfOteZNAJA < O0p(1 WZZ)\Oif&eit = Op(1/VNT).
t=1 F i=1t=1 F
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For the last term, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and using Lemma B.3 (5), we have
1
NoT Z Ajee; TA

F

T
< |H]F% Z ‘N*lAJet\i + %Z ‘N’lAOTet)F IN~2¢,|pN"Y2|A — AgH|p

1/2 T 1/2
1 ~
< Op(1/N) + (Z!N leet\> (TZ|N‘”2et|%) NV2|R — AgHp
t=1

=1
= O0p(|Bs - Bo.s| FON + OnT)-

For the term N~'AT (A — AgH), which is bounded by
~1/2/R 2 “1AT(R a )
INTVX(A = AoH)| | +[H|r [NTIAJ (A = AoH)| | = Op (1B — Bolr +637).

The proof is now complete.

(3). By using ATA/N = I, we have
PO 11 = 1
=ATA/N = NAT(A — AoH) + (A AgH)TA + — (A AoH)T(A — AgH) + NHTAJ AoH,

which implies that +AJ Ag/N = H VTH™! + 0p(18s — Bos|r + Snr)-
The proof is now complete.

(4). By using parts (1)-(3), we have

1~ ~ 1 -~ 1 -
Pi =P, = (A= AgH)(A — AoH)T + ~AH(A - AoH)T + A AH)HTA]

A Al
+ (HHT — (A Ag/N) 1) 52

\/N \/N = OP(|BJ - ﬁO,J|F + 5]?[%“)

(5). Note that N_lXIt(./A\ — AoH) = N_IXL(K1 + -+ Kg)Vyh. For N_IXLKl, we have

) ) R |, N7
INT'X ] Ki|p < VPINTYEX | p|By — Bos b ¥max (NT S xyax J1t>
i=11=1

= 0p(v/5|Bs — Bo.%)-
For N_1XItK2, we have

T 1/2

1/2 T
N IXT K,|» < [IN"V2X AJA/N|p [ —— Y IX — 2 Ny 2
! 7 Kalr < JtlF|Ag A/N|F T\/N;’ Jt(Bs — Bos)l® T\/N;’()t’F
= Op(v/s|Bs — Bo.7|F)-

Similarly, we can show that N’lXLKg, e ,N’lXLK5 are all OP(\/E’,/B\J — Bo,1|F)-
Consider the last three terms. For IV *IXLK(;, we have
1
Ni Z Z eitA(]if(;

INT'X ] Kelr < [X],Ao/N|p H|

F

’ﬂ

+IX ], Ao/N| N-2|A — AoH]x




= Op(y/s/(NT)) + Op(y/s/T)Op(IBs — Bo.slr + 657).

For N_IXItK% we have

N7'X] K7 < |IAJA/N|p

Z Z X7 ztezsfos

2131

— Op(y/s/(NT)).

For N_lxthg, we have

X Ks < H|p

1 N
XJ ztezs ~ €isA0i
N
=1 F

1 o
ﬁzete;r N 1/2|A—AOH|F
t=1 F

= Op(V5/N) + Op(V/s0 51 |Bs — Bo.s | + V5057)-

+INTV2X P

The proof is now complete.
(6). Write
! XT:X M; (A — AgH) liix (A — AoH) + — Z LXT,~AAT(A - AoH).
Al 0 TN 72 0 TUN 0
The first term on the right is an average of (3) over ¢ and thus it can be show that its order is of
same magnitude. For the second term,

1 1~
T LNAAT(A — AgH)
F

1
N

|XJt/\ﬁ!F\A/‘F|F| AT(A AoH)|r = Op(V3|B — Bos|r + Vs637)-

™= M=

’ﬂ \

The proof is now complete.

(7). Note that N~'e] (A — AgH) = N~te] (Ki +---+ Ks)V y, we next consider these eight terms
respectively. For N _1etT K1, by Cauchy—Schwarz 1nequahty,

1/2
‘NﬁletTKllF < |N71/2]A\|F|B\] —

1/2 -
F ( Z |IN™ 1etTXJt|2> (;Z\Xﬂ By — Bo.)| )

t=1
(\/S/N)OP(WJ—BO JlF) = \/S/N\ﬂJ—

For N~'e/ Ks, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

~ VilBs -

_ -~ ~ 1
Nl Ko|, < |AJA/N|#|Bs — Boslr Il

1/2 ) T )
T Z ‘fOSIF}
{Ts_l

1 N
N Z X JyisCit
i=1

1/2

<Op (|BJ - ﬂO,J\F) { Z Z stezt

s=1

P (\/S/iN\BJ - ﬁo,J!F> .
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Similarly, we can show that N~'e] Ks, ..., N~te] Kj are both Op(\/s/N|B,—

we have

). For ’N‘letTKﬁ .

T
1 T
|H|F + W ; fOtet

T
_ 1 .
]N 1etTK6’F < le/ Ao/N|r < 7NT§ :fOtejAo |A — A0H|F>
t=1 3 F

= O0p(1/V/N) (0p(1/VT) + Op(1/VT)Op (1B — Bo,i|r + by7) )
= Op(By — Bo,s|FOxy + 37).

Similarly, we can show the next two terms are both Op (|8 — Bo.7|FOnr + Snr)-
The proof is now complete.

(8). Note that N~'T-1/25T el (A — AgH) = NT'T 25T e (Ky + - + Kg) V.
For the first term, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

T
IN“IT1/2 S e/ Kilr
t=1

T
NT)™23 el X,
t=1

IN

1By — ,30,J|F!XJ,S(BJ — Bo.s)|FINY2A|p

P
2\ 1/2 LT )

(NT)~1/2 szjzsezt } {NT ; ‘XJ,S(IBJ - ,BO,J)‘F}
= V7|8 — Bo.s|rOp(\/s/N)Op(IBs — Bo.s|F) = Op(y/s/N|Bs — Bo,sl}).

i=1t=1
For the second term, we have

1
WZ(

s=1

1/2

<\f!ﬂJ—ﬁ0J\F{NT

T

IN~ 1T_1/QZeTK2\F<N 1/2|6J_60J‘F Z
=1 T=

= 0p(y/s/N|Bs — BoslF).

Similarly, we have N~1T-1/25T  eTKs = Op(y/s/N|Bs — Bos|r) and N1T-1/25T &K, =
Op(v/s/NIBj — Bo,slr).

For the fifth term, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

\for| | Ag A/N |
F

N T
(NT)~'/2 >N xyiteis

i=1s=1

|N lT—1/2 ZeTKE)’F

11 1 1 & 1 & .
S N 2| T 2 Cit| | D sy 2 Xawsdak| [HlrlBy — Blr
TNz‘:l Tt:l F \/Tszl Nk:l F
r Ll Ly Ly (1i o~ H )| [ - Bl
= —= -~ XJks | —= D _ €is k= 0k J— PIF
TN ZIVT I N4 \/Tszl I
2y 1/2 9y 1/2
< 0n(fr— B2 L5 Ly Lyl Ly, 1% Al
pPlBs—PIF) /=4~ — ) e — — — X7 ks Aok
T Nz:l thl F Nz:l Tsz N k=1 F
2y 1/2 95 1/2
+0p(1Bs — Bl = LY LY Ly Lo Ly
- T = €; - — — X €;
g ! " \/T N i=1 Tt:l ! F N k=1 N =1 \/Tszl et F

20




= Op(\/s/T|Bs — Blr).

For the sixth term,

NI T Kol

t=1
<1 LiZA ZZA foeeis || [H]|
a N\/T NTz‘:lt:l it z 1s=1 et F :
+L 71 ii)\ Zfo e, N_1/2|1/i - AOH|F
N NTi:lt:l et ’ F

= Op(N~IT71/2 ¢ N_l/glﬂj - BO,J|F + 7).

For the seventh term,

T
|]\771T71/2 Z etTK7|F

t=1
121 1 & TR
<T" Z f Zen i, > eisfos| |Ag A/N|p = Op(1/VT).
i=1 s=1 F

For the last term, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

1 K1 1 X
< — Z ZeisAOz ’H|F
NTs:1 NT == F N'
1 1 51 Y
+—= - E € ezs ezs)\ 7 H
NTT; N;; (et ; Z 0i | |F
| T . N T 2 1/2 T 1/2 -
ANV ST =TS (eneis — Eeeis)) S lez/N|  NTYEA - AoH|p
T HIVNT =S T
s= i=1t= F t=1
1 12|17 /R Loia
N — Ele;eis e;/VN| NT'7*A—-AH
TTS; N;; (cir )F / ’F | oH|r
= Op(1/N) + Op(1/VNT) + Op(N"Y2|B; — Bo,s|r + 5%) + Op(T™Y2B; — Bo.s|r + 5%).-

Combining the above analysis, the proof is now complete.

(9). The proof of part (9) is similar to that of part (8). The details are omitted.
0)

1

. The proof of part (10) is similar to that of part (8). The details are omitted. O

Proof of Lemma B.5.
(1). Write

wa7a 2 O X[ Mg (ese] — Q) AGH

T T
— )Y X (ese) — Q) AHGSy, + N2T2 Z Z X Ji(ese] — Q)(A — AgH)Gfy,
t=1s=1 t=1s=1
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~~_SN"xXT.A/N AT (ee] — Q)AGH,
tz:l Jit / NQTE_: e ) 0t

=Ky + Ky + Kyo.

For Kp, we have

| NN T T
Ky = N2 z; z:l 221 zzli,it(eisejs — E(eisejs)) Ao HG Ao
i=1j=11t=1 s=
1 1§TI 1 Zliix ( E(eisejs))Ag; ¢ HGE
= T =7 = ~ it\€is€js — €is€js i
NVTT T INI j=1 o ! ! N "
= Op(Vs/(NVT))
For K11, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have
1 o 5 T T
Kii|r = Wiii Z Z { SN xileises — E(eisejs))} (Aj —H ' Xoj) HGfy,
T NT s=11=1 F
171X 1 TN 2)1/2
< Op(1/VNT) {T ; N Z INT Z EXJ,it(eisejs — E(eisejs)) }
= 7j=1 s=11i=1 F
LN 1/2
X {N PIEY —HTAOJyF}
= Op(\/s/NT|By — Bo.s|F +/s/NToyr).
For K19, as |X;/VN|r = Op(y/3) and |A/V/N|p = /T, we have
Kuslr < ’XLA/N’ |G el |~ ZAT (ese] — QA
T = N T .
1 T
T T N
1 & 1 & R
< Op(V5) | 5= D A (ese] —Q)Ao| +Op(Vs) |~5= > Ag (ese] — Q) (A — AgH)
N2T = - N2T &
1 I
s=1 F

— OP(\/E)(KIQ,I + K12,2 + K12,3)'

For K121, we have

T N N . 1
Ry A )‘z is€hs — F(€isers =0 < /—>
NVT N TZZZ 0k 0(6 €k (6 ek’)) P NVT
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For K22, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

1 1 N N T N
K122/ = ‘\/WN > {F > Z oi(€isejs — (eisejs))} (A —H X)) "
i=1 =15=1

F

1 N T 2\ 1/2 1/2
S\/t N; \/tgg 0 ezsejs_E(eisejs)) F} { ]Zl‘A -H )‘0]‘ }
1 =~ —
= 0P8 = Boslr NT)-

—

'ﬂ

1 XX T
TFZZ HT}‘OJ ()‘ HT}‘OZ { Z €it€jt — eztejt))}

t:1

F

2y 1/2
F}

1

7T (eiejt — Eleiejt))

M=

t

I
—

| N . N N
I<N§}\ -H >\03|F) {Ng:z::
ﬁ 1By — Bos|% + 0x%).

Combing the above analyses, we have proved part (1).

(2). Note that

1 & ~ 1 KL 1 T
t= — =
Consider 7 >2/_; X ], Mz Aofr, since MKJAXH_I = 0, we have

| T
NT Z X}:tMKAOfOt =—— Z XJt 1 (K + -+ Kg) Gy,
=1

=K13+-~~K20-

For K13,SiHC6 |X A‘F< ’M ‘ ’XJt|F—OP (\/ ),We have K13:OP (\/§|B\J—BO7J’%\). For
K4, we have

Ky = % lTQ > ZX MKXJ,sast] (Bs — Bo,s)-

t=1s=1

For K5, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and [Mz |2 = 1, we have

TA
|Kis5|r = ‘NTQ ZZXJSM X .4(Bs — Bo.y) ( N ) Gfos

t=1s=1 F

/\

2y 1/2
F}

1 T . 1/2 T
< Glr ( \ﬁz X sl nyS\F> {NT > [Xu(Bs - IBO,J)‘;} { S|
t=1 =1

T T
) (;Z %

— N
= Op(Vs6551Bs — Boslr + Vs|By —

< Op(V/s|Bs —

+ % sz let/VN| _|(A — AoH)/
F t=t
7).
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For K4, since MKA = 0, we have

Kiglr = T2N2 Z Z X ] Mz (Ao — AH Yfo,(B) — Bo,s) " X AGEy

t=1s=1 F

< \/\/%‘Ao—IAXH_HF’G”F( \1/>Z|XJt|F|fOt|F> ( Z| 7.5(BJ — Bo J)|F|f03|F>
= Op(\/s|Bs —

Bo.7|FOny)-

For K7, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality
1 I /T R R R
Ka7|p = ’W > (Z XLMKeSth> (FgFo/T) " (ATAo/N)"ATX;4(Bs — Bo.s)
s=1 \t=1

1 T

< OP(1)fZ::1

F

— B, J)

’\FX“
9 1/2 o A ,
F} {M;‘XJ,S(IBJ_IBO,J)‘F}

2y 1/2
F}

Next, consider = 37—, X}’tMKesf(;, by using [Pa, — P3[r = Op(1Bs — Bo.slr + Snp), we have

T
1
T Z XItMKeSfOt
t=1

1/2
1 & 4

< Op(1) {T >

s=1

1 T
~T ZX Moefy

T

= 0p(|1Bs — Bo.s|F) { = Z ZX Mefy

NT

T
1
WZXItMXeSfJ;
t=1 F
<1 ET: f; £ ! §T: s O (A Ap/N) A0
——— €;
= T\/Nt: p J’Lt ZSOtF T\/Nt:1 N 0 0 \/7 OtF
1 T
T T
+ 'NT t:ZIXJ,t(PK — Py, )esfy ;

-1
NT)-

< Op(v/5/VN) + 0p(\/s/N) + v/s0p(|B5 —

Hence, we have [Ki7|r = Op(V/5l87 — Bol} + VsIBs — Bo,slroyT).
For K3, using My Ag = MK(AO — AH™Y), we have

K| < Op(1) \XH/\F’ (0| # N ~V/2|Ag — AH | NT Z fosel A
F
N B 1 N
< V50p(1Bs = Boslr + 0n7) | 70 Z fosel A| .
s=1 F
In addition, by using Lemma B.4 (9),
1 & TR 1 & T 1 &
ﬁ Z 0s€g A= ﬁ Z fOses AoH + ﬁ Z f()seS (A — AOH)

= Op(1/VNT) + Op(/s/(NT)|Bs — Boslr + T~ + T~ 263%).

Bo.s|% + /56 y+). The term Kyg is simply

Hence, [K1s|p = Op(v/s5y2/Bs —
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Kig = — 42 Sim1 Lami as X ) Mjes.
For Ko, by part (1), we have

T
3 X M;QAGH,

Koo = — 77
N*T

1 T T R
— gz 2 2 XyMj(esel — 2)AGHy
t=1s=1
1

= 7 Z X ] M; QAGHy,
t=1

+Op (\/s/uvT)\BJ -

Combining the above analyses, we have

1 T 1 1 T T
— > X MiAofy = — [ dOS X M, stast] (Bs — Bo.y)
NT t=1 A N T2 t=1 s=1

s/T|B

ol + /5 (NT)a%).

T2 ;;astX 7iMe, — N2T ZX M1 Q. AGHy,

+0p(Vs|Bs = Bo.slt + Vsdyr|Bs — /30,J|F + /50,

In addition, by using the equality % Z;?;le kgl = Qts, We have

1 & 1 - - -
Y XM X, — l -~ Z Z X M:X J,Sast] = — > X),M;X;; =D(A),
NT & T NT &
which implies that
. 1 X
VNT(Bs — Bo,s) = D_I(A)ﬁ > lXL Z asX ) Mz
t=1

t=1s=1
T
et+\/NCNT
s 1

+Op(VsNT|By — Bos|b + VsNTONGBs — Boslr + VSNTIR).

(3). Consider ﬁ ST, XL(MAO — M3 )et, write

ZX (Mp, — M;)e;
T XT,(A—AoH T XT(A—AgH
Z Jt 0 )HTAget—i— Z Jz 0 )(A AOH)
1 T X' AgH
Z “ (A — AgH) e, + Z “ CHHT - (Al Ag/N) DAJ e

= K21 + K22 + Koz + Koy.

For K1, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

1N 1 NT
NZ(\/W;Z Jzteytko]) (>\ ~-HT Aoi)

i=1

|Koi|p =

F
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1/2 1/2
1 N 1 N N - 9 /
Z ZZ Jztejt)\()] {NZ Ai —H' A, F} H|p

zl jltl

= /sO0p(|1Bs — Bo.slr + o).

Similarly, for Kog, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

| NN LT
|Koo|p = ]\TZZ i —H )TN —H Ay) (ZXJ,zte]t>
—1=1 T4 »
) | NN T 2\ 1/2
) LSS L S yen
paie AV Aw P

</ (33
= VNsO (’/BJ — Boslw + 057)-

For Kos, write

X]
Z “ "HHT(AH ' — Ag)Te,

Z Xb O(A(TAO/N)A (AH ' — Ag)Te,

1 & X}t T T AN T
Z (HH ~ (AgAo/N) >(AH —Ao) ey

= K23,1 + K23,2-

For Ks3 1, by using Lemma B.4 (10), we have

N B N
Kasi =17 NT ZZ (XJ:A0/N)(Ag Ao/N) x (Fg Fo/T) ™ fos (Z eiseit>
=1

t=1s=1
+Op(\V/s|B —

For K3 9, by using Lemma B.4 (3) and the arguments of Lemma B.4 (9), we have

Koso = VNT LET:eT(KH*1 —Ag) ® Xiiho vee (HH — (AJ Ao/N)™)
23,2 = NT 2 " 0 N 0 \o
= VNTOp (\/5/(NT)|BJ — Boglr +Vs/T + 8/T5N2T> Op (!BJ — Bo,slr + 5&%) '

Similarly, by using Lemma B.4 (3), we have Koy = Op (|,§J — Boglr + (5;%) In summary, we have

sONT)-

1 T
X[, (Mp, — M2)e
NT; J,t Ao A) t
1 r r N
S ST A0 T (S

=1

Nl =

t=1s=1

+0p(V5|1Bs — Boslr +VNs|Bs — Bos% + VNsoyZ).

Let Vi = 7> s—1 atsX . Then replacing X ;s with V ;s and using same arguments as above
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we have

1 T
—— 3" V], (Ma, - Mj)e
INT 2 Vi (Mag = Mg)er
N1 LT
- ?Tt§_1:§_1: JiAo/N)(Ag Ag/N) x (FJFo/T)~ fos<§ ezsezt>

+Op(V3|By — Boalr + VNs|By — Bosld + VNsiy2).

Combing the above results, we have completed the proof.

(4). Part (4) follows directly from parts (1)-(3). O

Proof of Lemma B.6.
(1). Write
T

- 1 ~
D(A) - D(Ag)|, < 57 > Kualp x [P~ Paglr
t=1

= O0p(s|Bs — Bo.slr + s0x1).

(2). Note that [D™1(A)—=D~1(Ag)|r < [D(A)—D(Ag)|r

s6 ). Tt is sufficient to show

T T XT T 1/ eT -1 N

t 1s=1 i=1

wmmda(x)) Ty = OP(slBs—Boslr+

which can be proved by using Assumption C (iv) of Bai (2009).
(3). It suffices to show that

1 & .
~T > X M; Q. AGEy,
t=1

1 & _ _ ~ _
NT > X7 M, QeAo(Ag Ao/N)H(FG Fo/T) oy + Op(Vs|Bs — Boslr + VsonT).
t=1

By adding and subtracting terms, we first consider

X ] (Mg — Ma,)QA(A] A/N) " (FgFo/T) o,

)

M=

1
NT

t

Il
a

F

\/\
%\

T
Z X 4/VN|plfor|p % [P3 = Pa,lr
t=

(\[’BJ_BOJ|F+\[5NT)

Next, note that |Ma,€2¢|2 = O(1), we have

1 a -~ ATK -1 ATA - FTF -1
—N"X],M Al =2 _ A, | 2020 0¥o P
NT t; 7Maa? ( N > 0 < N ) < T 0t

) F
~ (AJA ATA
<Op 1*Z’XJt/\ﬁ’F’f0t!F><N 1/2 A(%) —A0< (}V 0)
t=1 i
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= Op(V/3|Bs — Boslr + V505s)

_(ATAN ! ATAL\ !
N—1/2 A 0 —A 0 0
( < N NN

~\ —1 ~y\ —1
N N [(ATA ~ [AlA
N-L/2 (A — PAOA) < ]O\f ) = (P; - Pa,)N"2A (&)

since

= 0p(1Bs — Boslr + Snr)-

Proof of Lemma B.7.
(1). By using %./AXT./A\ = I,, we have

S 1~ S 1 - 1 _
fo—H o= AT (Ao~ ATH) for + A e + S ATX ], (Bo.s — By),

which follows that

1 ~ 2
—ATe
N F

3T
&

AT (AO KTH—l) i 4
F

1 & . 3 &
T Y —H Molf < T > [forli x
t=1 t=1
3 « N-1/2 2 | ar—1/2R 2 a2
TX; XJ,t|F‘N A‘F|/30,J_BJ|F
Op(s/(NT) + 8y7) + Op(1/N +s/(NT) + 657) + Op(s*/(NT))

provided that

92 T

Ko < =
Tt:l

= Op(1/N +5/(NT) + 535

2 & ~ 2
Aoet ><|H|%+fZ!N_metﬁw‘N_1/2(A—HA0)’F
t=1

(2). Write

1<

|T > (f — H o)fy,
t=1 F

1 & . 1 I

< 7 > Mol AT (AO—ATH_1> 1 ﬁZATetf(;

t=1 t=1 F
1 T

+TZ‘ Y XJt!F\fOt!F’N 1/21\‘ |Bo,; — Bslr

provided that

N~Y2|A — AgH|p
F

H|r +
F

= Op (1/\/W + T Y2055 + s/(NT))) .

T

T T
Z A, efy,
t:l

1 T

-
) ey
TN'/? &

1 &
— > Alefy
NT &~ -
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(3)-(4). By using the identity F = F — FgH 5T + FogH L7 parts (3)-(4) follow directly from parts
(1) and (3). O

B.5 Proofs of the Main Results

Proof of Lemma 1.

For notational simplicity, let

My, = Z Hu,m < 00 and Hum = (mq/2715g(uj’m))1/(q+l)'

m=1

(1). We apply the martingale approximation technique and approximate w;;; = xjei by m-
dependent processes. Then we prove this lemma by using delicate block techniques and the results
on independent random variables.

Let {A\n}T _, be a positive sequence such that 37 _; A,, < 1. For any ¢ > 1 and m > 0, define
SiNtm = Somy ket Wiikm and Wik = B [ 1€k | Fiooom], Where Fi jm = (€k, €51, - -, Ebom)-
Therefore, w; ik m and ;. ,, are independent if |k — K| > m. Write Ujit = Ujit — WjiT +
S (Witm =it m—1) T 0. Let My = S5 1 SN () ik m—j ik m—1) and M7, = maxy<i<r [Mim|,
and thus S; N7 — SjNT0 = Dpet Sorey (Wit — Wjit0) = Somim1 Mom.

Write
T
Pr (féltax |Sj Nt > 59:) < Z (MTm > 3)\mx) + Pr < max |SJ Nto| > az)
m=1
+Pr <1I£Ita<XT|SJ Nt — SjNer| > £U> =1L+ I+ Is.
Consider I1. Let Yy, = > ;5 szriﬁr; Tl)) (Wjikm —Ujikm—1), b= |T/m]|+1, W, = Yoo ((1+

é—l)l)/2) Yo, Wom =200 1(( —(=1D)Y/2) - Vi and |t]m = [t/m] x m. Hence, for any = > 0 we

Pr (Mim > SAmx) <Pr (1I£Ita<XT |M\4),ml > 2)\m:r) + Pr ( rgta<x I M 4]0 m — M| > )\m:r>
<P > P >
< Pr (1121&2( [We, | Ama:) +Pr (r;lax |We | > )\mx)
T
+— Pr( max ’Mt,m‘ >Amx | =111+ T2+ 11 3.
m 1<t<m
For I 1, since Y2,,,Y4m,... are independent, then by using the Nagaev inequality for i.i.d.
random variables (see Lemma B.1), we have

>t [[Yimld
€ > < - 1
Pr (lrgggblws,ml > Amx> < (1+2/9)° Do) + 2exp i

2(Am)? >
q+2)2 50 | Yimll3

In addition, by the proof of Lemma A.1, we have

Yimllg < /(@ = D) (min(lm, T) — (I — 1)m)vV/Nég(uz, m),
which follows that

2T Nq/qu/z_lég(Uj, m)
x4 AL

L <(1+2/9)%(g—1) T )> .

2 _
reew ( e?(q + 2)2NTo5(uj,m
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Similarly,

T N‘I/Qm‘J/Q_lég(uj, m)

x4 pYS

Lo < (142/9)% (g —1)1

+ 2exp (— 2(Am)? )> .

e?(q+ 2)2NT63(uj, m
Consider I; 3. By the Doob L, maximal inequality and the Burkholder inequality, we have

m N
E q — .. — .. _ q
(s, IVenl?) = (mm 22D ik~ k)| )

k=t i=1

<(q¢/(¢—1))'E (\ i > (W ikm — uj,ik,m—1)|q>

1i=1
< (a/(a—1))"(q = D"2N2m25(uj, m),

which follows that

N/2m/259(q,.
Pr (s (Mol 2 dn ) < (/g — 1)g — e 000

I,
Combining the above analysis and choose A, = fiym/ftu, We have
T T 2-1 T
. N‘Z/2 md/ 63 (uj,m) 2(Apmx)?
> Pr (M 2 8hmz) < S AP Dh N0 ey
m=1 m=1 =
TNY/2 I 2 (p )2
+1 u,m
Sy W A2, e ( “ONT 253 (uj, m)
m=1

for some constant ¢, > 0 only depending on g.
Consider I5. Note that {u; 0} are independent random variables, by using the Nagaev inequality
and || N < VNé4(uj,0), we have

TSN wiieoll? 222
Pr ( max 1SN0 > m) <(1+4+2/¢)* P byl +2exp <_ 2 : N 2)
1<t< zd e(q + 2)°T[| 32521 wjitoll3

TNY254(u;,0) 222
——— 4+ 2exp | — 5 .
x4 ed(q + 2)?T'Né5(uj,0)

< 3Vq—1VNT Y5 11 0q(uj, m) by

< (1+2/9)°

Finally, consider I3. Since || maxi<;<7 |S;nt — S},
the proof of Lemma A.1, we have

(3va—TIVNT 3% _piq 0q(uj,m))?

x4

N2T (30 741 Hum) Tt
x4

Pr ( max |Sj.Nt — Sj.neT| > ac) <

1<t<

<cq

in view of

o0

Yo Sgluym)T < (Y 6 (uy, m)) T
m=T+41 m=T+1

/ —
<( Y (m/T)iqqill53/(q+1)(uj,m))q+1
m=T+1

o0
:Tl—q/Q( Z Mu,m)q+1
m=T+1
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Combining the above analysis, we then have for any = > 0,

TN4/? Hatym @
+1 um
Pr (f?ax |S] Nt| > m) < ¢y o (Mq + 5‘1 uj, ) +4 Z exp ( CqNTu%LéZ(uJ, )

e [ e
P\ TN&(u;,0) )

Note that if z = \/NTui+1/qy with y > 0, then p , 2*/(NTp285 (uj, m)) > m'=2/4y% and thus
22

00 M 00 e
j : u,m® Z _
m=1 o ( “a NTM252(U]’ )) : P (_Cqml /qy ) ’

In addition, since for any s > 0

sup Z exp ( ) exp( ) Z exp (—m®) exp(1)

y=1 .,

and

i exp (— ) Z exp (— exp(l — yQ),

m=1

thus for some cﬁl >0

The proof of part (1) is now complete.

(2). For notation simplicity, let £ < T7. For v < 0 < 1, let mp = LT‘/EJ, ﬁtﬂ = ﬁ Zi]L U, 9 and

QNTH = D1<s<t<T at_sﬁj7t’96]‘/7579. By using Lemmas A.4 (2) and (3), we have

Pr(|Lnr o — E(Lnrjj) — Qnro + B(Qure)| = 210/2) < Cyapay?(T0)Y/ AT (0u=1)VEa/2,

Split [1,...,T]into blocks By, ..., By, with block size 2m and define Qnrgr = > ep, D1<s<t at_sﬁj,tﬂﬁjgsﬁ.
By using Lemma B.2 (2) and Lemma A.4 (3), we have for any M > 1

Pr(|QnTp — E(Q@NT9)| > 27/2)

by -1 /4 Cano
C Tm . (mpl)4
éZPquNT,e,k—E(QNT,e,kNz:sT/cq,M,eH{ aspTmy (mrl) }

Pt (Tg)q/4
21og d
Cpexm {HT}
Cq
br

<> Pr(|Qnroxk — E(@n104)| = 27/Conip) + C Moldyp +T7M).

By using Lemma A.5 (2), we have

Pr(|Qnrok — E(QnTok)| > 27/Conr0)
< O(V)ay " log T (100 /A== 0a/2p V0 ga/2-1= (= 0/2 V)

Combining the above analysis, the proof is complete. ]

31



Proof of Lemma 2.

(1). This proof is conditional on the following two events

1

NT®
~ CO

BNT = {|Zm - 2x|max S E\/ lOngT/(NT)

for some constant Cp > 0. Note that by using Lemma 1 (1) and wy n7 < v/logdn7/(NT), the event
ANt = {|ﬁeTX]oo < wLNT/Q} holds with probability larger than

dNTTI*Q/Q _c
1-C | ——= +dn?
1 <(log dn)1/? TNt

ANt = { TX’ < w1,NT/2}

[e.e]

and

for some C1,Co > 0. In addition, by using Lemma A.2 (1) and = = %\/log dnt/(NT) for some
constant Cy > 0, By = {|§x — X max < ;17} holds with probability larger than

dNTTlfu/Q —c
1-Cs | ————= + dp+

3 ((longT)V/2 taNT
for some C3,C4 > 0. Hence, we have

Pr(.ANT N BNT) = PI"(ANT) + PT(BNT) — Pr(.ANT U BNT)

dNTTl—q/Q . dNTTl—V/Q .
>1-C1| ————=+dy? | - C3 | —= +dt ] .
- ! ((log dnr)9/? TNt 5 (log dnT)v/? Nt

By the nature of minimizing procedure in (2.5), we have

1
2NT

1

— X B2
2NT‘y Bolz +wi,nT|Bol1,

ly — XB2 + wl,NT|/§\1 <

which follows that

1

~ ~ 1 ~
T X(B = Bo)l3 + winT|Bh < Some X(B — Bo) + win|Bol1.

NT

Since xre X (8 — Bo) < |xipe! X|wlB — Bol1 < LL|B — Boli, we have

1 . . R
—IX(B = Bo)l5 + 2wi,n7|Bl < wi,nT|B — Bol1 + 2wi,n7|Bol1-
NT

Note that |8 — Bol1 + |Bol — |81 = |8 — Bo.sl1 + 1Bo,sh — |Bs1 < 2|8y — Bo.s1, we have

1 ~ ~ N
ﬁp{(ﬂ — Bo)|3 + w1 nT|B — Bol1 < 4wi Nr|Bs — Bosl1,

and

1 ~ ~ —~
N7 1 X8~ Bo)l5 + winrlBre — Boselt < 3winr|Bs — Boli-
By using Lemma A.3 (1) and the condition s < wgég‘]) loé\ng we have

71X (B~ B0 > (. () — Cos\flomdr/(NT)IB — ol > “=5 015 — o

conditional on the event Ayt N Byr.
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Hence,

) 5 ~ ~
1#25()‘13 — Bol3 < 4wi nT|Bs — Bosl < 4w nTV5|Bs — Bo.gl2

< 4wy N7V/5)B — Bola,

which follows that
8v/swi NT

|/3 - /80|2 < ¢ZT(J)

and
32swi NT

/\_ 4/\ _ — .
1B = Bolr <487 = Bos Vs, (J)

1 <458y — Bogl2 <

We now complete the proof.
(2). Similar to part (1), this proof is conditional on the event Ayx7 N Byr.

Define b = (sgn(B;)g;j)jes- Due to the property of convex optimization, Bw € RINT ig a solution
if and only if there exists a subgradient

dnT
geo Z 9ilBi| = {z € RINT | z; = sgn(B;)g; for Bj # 0 and |z;| < g; elsewhere}
j=1
such that
1 X'XB L xTy 4+ =0
NT w T NT W1,NT8 =
1 e (2 (- L
77X X (Bu— Bo) — 57X et winrg =0.
Hence, sgn(B,) = sgn(Bo) if and only if
]. T o ]. T -
WXJcXJ (ﬂw,J - ﬂO,J) - WXJCG = —W1,NT8J¢,
LXTX (ﬁ - B ) - LXTG = —wi N7 = —wi NTD
NT JJ w,J 0,J NT J 1, J 1, )

sgn(Buw,s) =sgn(Bo,s) and By, = Bo,je =0,
where X ; denotes the sub-matrix of X only containing the columns indexed by J, and By ; denotes
the sub-vector of B containing the elements indexed by J.

By standard results in matrix perturbation theory, Lemma A.3 (1) and s < %(OJ) log:law we
have

[min(NT) 71X X 1) = tomin(S1.0)|

< N XX, B, VK, B, 2 P

where 3, ;7 is the sub-matrix of ¥, that contains

Therefore, conditional on the set Byr = {]f)x — ¥ max < % log dNT/(NT)}, we have

J
Vin(VT) XX ) > P2
and thus (NT)~'X [ X is nonsingular.
Given the invertibility of (NT)~!X X, to prove sgn(B,) = sgn(fBy), it suffices to show

sgn (Bw,]) = sgn |:,807J + ((NT)’lX}XJ)_l ((NT)”X}e — wl,NTB)

= sgn(Bo,7) (B.5.1)
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and for any j € J¢

T ST -1 ST N I o7
(NT) XX, ((NT)T'X] X)) ((NT) XJe—wLNTb)—ﬁXje

= | — w1 nTFj| < w1 NTY;- (B.5.2)
Consider (B.5.1) first. It is sufficient to show ](ﬁX}XJ)_l(ﬁX}e—wl,NTBNOO < Bmin. Since
((7p X Xg) 2 < ¢212(7) and Smin > 7\{&?(1{}]; (1 +2maxjey|gj|), we have

I oo Y1/ 1
— XTX XTe—
‘(NT J) (NT 7€ wlNTb)

< <1XTX >_1 i
= \NT /7 _INT

o0

X}e — wl,NTb

2/s 1 o7 ~
< —X bl
< m () (‘NT Jeoo+|w1,NT | )
2/s

< s () <w1,NT/2 +wi NT Ijrlefi}( !gﬂ) < Brmin-

Next consider (B.5.2). By the triangle inequality, it suffices to show for any j € J¢

—XTXJ

X)X
NT (NT 7

1 .
X'le— b —XT
(NT J €T WLNT )) NT

< w1,NTGj-
The first term is bounded by

1 B
ﬁXTXJ( XIx)H!

(WX;E} — wLNTB)

1 .
—XTXJ(—XJXJ) X < —X}e + |w1,NTb|oo)
1 o0
[ T 1
(NTX x,)7Y x ( XJe +|w1,NTb|oo)
< wg NT jXJ X (’]VTX e + ‘wl,NTb’oo>-

Since maxc je |NTXTXJ\OO < [Zefmax + T8 vlongT/ (NT) by Lemma A.3 (1), the left hand of
(B.5.2) is bounded by

(2155(];;)( . wgf éJ )) <w1,2NT

The proof is now completed provided that

25’2x|max ¢E (J)> (1 >
> z — .
o2 (i + ) (2 e

+ wi,NT I;flefi}( \gj!) .

Proof of Theorem 2.1.

(1). Due to the property of convex optimization, B € RINT s a solution if and only if there exists a
subgradient

dnT
geco Z 85| = {z € RINT | 2; = sgn(B;) for B # 0 and |z;] < 1 elsewhere}

j=1
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such that €] < 1,

1

1 xixg. LxTy 0,
NT B — + wi NTE =

NT
XX (B By) +winrE= =X e
NT ’ NT '

Hence, we have

. -1 PN .

T _ T T T . .

VNTPT (Bue = Bo) = P~z X e+ VNTPT (L, — 25) (B - o)
=J + Jo.

Here, Jy is the error resulting from using an approximate inverse of f]x, which will be proved
asymptotically negligible. In addition, the bias term wy ny7€2g resulting from the penalization of the
parameters is known to be equal to ﬁXT (Y - XB)
Hence, we have
1 N N
VNTp (,Bbc ,30) = pTQﬁXTe +VNTp' (IdNT — sz) (B — Bo).
We will then provide: (1) a central limit theorem for Ji; and (2) a verification of asymptotic
negligibility of J.
Consider J, first. By Yuan (2010), we have
1 -1 1
Qojj = Bajj = Baj—iBe ) jBe—gsl  and Qujj=—0q ;35 ;35 "
where (), ; ; denotes the jth diagonal entry of €, €, ; _; is the 1 x (dy7 — 1) vector obtained by
removing the j* entry of the j** row of Q,, Yj,; is the 4t diagonal entry of X, Y. —j—j is the
submatrix of ¥, with the j** row and column removed, X.,j,—j is the Gt row of B, with its j*
entry removed, 3, _; ; is the j® column of ¥, with its j'* entry removed. Define the (dyr —1) x 1
vector

1
~7 BIX; — X_ ;b3

v; = argmin
J bGRdNT71 T
such that .
T T 1
Vi = (NTE(X Xj)) WE(X Xj) =%, ¥ -j;

and |'yJ]2 < \233 —j—jl2I¥s —jjle < oo. Define n; = X; — X_j~; and thus E(XTJnj) = 0. Define
= FFEIX; = X3 = Seyy — Bayi S0, ;Te—jj = 1/Qu;. Observe that Q,; ; =
—Y; T/r? 7;7 and thus we can erte Q, = T2C, where T and C is defined similarly to T~! and C but
with 77 and ~; replacing 7. 7' and 4 'yj

Let Qx,j and Cx,] denote the j** row of Q and Cw, respectively, and thus Q € = 7' 2C By
the properties of Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) condition, we have

3.9, ; — ejloe < /77 = Op(y/logdnr/(NT)),
where e; is the 4% unit column vector. Hence, by using Lemma A.3 (3), we have
52| < lph x [VNT(B — Bo)l1 x Ene%dirﬁ;j — €jloc

= Op(svlogdnr)Op(y/logdnt/(NT)) = op(1).
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Next, consider J;. Write

1
X'e+ pTﬂiiXTe =Ji1+ Ji.

J1:PT (QI*QJJ) \/W

1
VNT
For Ji,1, by using Lemma A.3 (3), we have

[Tl < 1) (Q 2,)Pjl1 X | ﬁXTe|oo
JjEH
=O0p()_ sj\/logdnr/(NT))Op(/logdnr) = op(1).
jeH

To complete the proof, it is sufficient to show that
Jiq —p N(0,1).

We next prove the asymptotic normality by using martingale apprxoimation technique and the
martingale central limit theorem. Define S; y7 = % Z?:l w; and Uj; = TIN Zfil X iteir. Hence,
Jig = Yken Z?LT P8 kS NT-

Let Sj 7 = —= S, SEG Pri(@y) and 8 vr = = S5 SOE Pulii ), in which Py() =
E[- | F] = E[- | Fi=1] , L = o0 and L/T — 0. Note that w;; = 7% Py—1(;¢) and {Pr—y () }y
is a sequence of martingale differences, and thus

1 T oo
Tzzpt lujt

t—ll L

Zpt lujt

gl

1S;NT.L — Sjnrll2 = |
2

0 T 1/2 00
TZ{ZE[?% (@ ﬂ} <0(1) by, 1) = 0,
=L \t=1 I=L

where the second inequality follows from Burkholder’s inequality, and the last step follows from
L — oo. Similarly, by using Burkholder’s inequality, we have as L — oo and L/T — 0

= 0(1)@ — 0.

L VT

l 0

Z Pi(j,1+1)

t=T-1+1

1S, nTL — SinTLl2 <
j j, f Z

Hence, we have ng,NT,L — S nrll2 — 0. Note that {37 Py(Tj441)}1_; is a sequence of martingale
differences subject to .%;, so the asymptotic normality can be easily obtained by using a standard
martingale central limit theory.

The proof is now completed. O

Proof of Theorem 2.2.
Write

T.(©0) - © = (Tu(®) - E(©))) + (E(®,) - ©)
=J3+ Jy.

Consider the bias term J4 first. Note that I'y = F(dou, ) and thus

4 4 L T-1 T _k
Ji= 3 la(k/0) =Pk = 37 Zla(k/0) =T = 3~ (Te+T])

j— j—; k=(+1
= Jy1+ Ja2+ Jus.
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For Jy 1, by Assumption 4 (1), for Ve > 0, we choose v, > 0 such that

/€] < ve and ’W—Cq <e
Letting % = |v{], write
g N Ak -1 Soak/O—1
X = k:z_z ks ’k‘ b +l§ ;Jrl k€| ‘k’ (Ti+ ).

Since [Tkl = O(k~(%+9) for some ¢ > 1, the first term of the right-hand side converges to
Tt | < (M+1)/vge

da

—Cy Y52 _ o |k|9 T in spectral norm. For the second term, since |a(-)| <
due to the fact that k/¢ > v.. Then this term in spectral norm is bounded by

o0
(M +1)/v8 > KTy + /| — 0.
k=41

Therefore, |Jy 1]z = O(¢79%). Similarly, it can be shown that |Jy 2|2 = o(¢7%) and |Js 3|2 = o(£79),
which implies that |Jy|2 = O£~ %). R
Now consider J3. We first prove maxi<y j<dy, |O0k — Ov kil = Op(\/Llogdnt/T). Write

. 1 L L 1 T
Ok — Opp = T > a((t—s)/0) (ﬁk,ﬂz,s - ﬂk,tﬂl,s) +r > a((t = ) /0) (Ut — E(g )
t,s=1 t,s=1
=Js5+ Js.

By using Lemma A.6 (1), we have maxi<y <dy, |J6| = Op(\/£logdnt/T). For Js, write

Js = % i a((t — S)/g) (ﬁk,t — Uk,t) (ﬁl,s — ﬂl,s) i a t — 8 /E (um — ﬂk,t) Uy s

t,s=1

+ Z t—s/fuks(ult—ult>

tsl

Applying Lemmas A.6 (2)-(3) to the above three terms, we have J; = op(y/¢logdyr/T). Hence,
we have proved maxi<k <dy, Ok — Orri| = Op(y/ClogdnT/T). Next, write

T.(80) — Tu(E(®y))],

Tu(©0) — B(©y)|, <

Tu(E(©0) = E(©y)|, = Ja1 + Jaa.

The term J32 is bounded by

dnT
max >~ |0l ] < u) < u'PC(dyr) = O ((Clogdr/T)P2C(dxr)) .
1<k<dnT -1
For J3,1,
dNT dNT -
J3 1 < max Z ‘@g klm(’@g kl‘ > u, ’@g kl‘ < u) —I— max Z ‘Gé,klm(’@&kl‘ < u, ‘@E,kl| > ’U,)
1<l€dNTl1 k:lel
dnT

O — O kll(180 k| > u, 1O 1| >
+1§%123<NT;\ el — Ou | 1(|O¢ k| > u, O pi| = )

= J311 + J3,12 + J3.13.
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For J3713, by using maxi<gi<dnyr ‘éﬂ,kl - @é7kl| == Op(\/flog dNT/T), we have

dnT

J3 13 < 1<]£I%a)(§ ’ég,kl @g kl‘ max Z |@g kl]pu P = Op ((ElongT/T) 1 P /2C(dNT))
For J3 11, write
dNT dnT
< >
J3.11 | Jpax z:: 6011 — Oul1(|O0 k1| > u, |Opp| < w) + | pax Z 1©0 1 |I(|Og1| < u)

< J3111 + J3112-
For J37112, we have J37112 < ul_pC(dNT). For J37111, take some a € (0, 1), then

dnT

J3112 < Ot — O 11O | > u, |©
32 < | max ; 190k — O ri|I(|Or k1| > u, [Op ] < au)

dnT

+ max Y ©041 — Oru|l(|Op | > u,au < |Op | < u)
1<k<dnT =1

dnT

< max |(:)£,kl — @wfﬂ X max Z ]I(‘(:)g,kl — @Z,kl| > (1 —a)u)
T 1<k<dnT -1

Oup — O C(d 1-p,
+1§1£%>§NT! ekt — Ou il x CldnT)(au)

Note that since maxi<g i<dy, |@g7kl — Oy | = Op(\/LlogdnT/T), then for some large C' > 0 and

u= Cy\/llogdnt/T, we have

L<k<dyr = 1<k,I<dnr

dnT
Pr ( max 1(1©¢0 — @g,k” > au) > 0) =Pr ( max |@£,kl — @Z,kl| > (1-— a)u) — 0.

Combining the above analysis, we have J311 = Op ((f log dNT/T)(l_p)/QC(dNT)).
For J3 12, we have

dnT
a2 < 1<I1?<a§(N ; (‘@Ml — Op | + ’96,k1|) I(1O¢ k1] < u,[Opri| > u)
~ dnT
< - >
- 1S$%§NT ’@&kl @Z,kl‘ % 1§I£§§{NT ; H(‘G&'Iﬁ” B U)
dNT
+u  max Z I(|®¢ki| > u) =Op ((“OngT/T) (1-p /2C(dNT))
1<k<dnT =

Combining the above results, the proof is now complete.

Proof of Proposition 2.1.
(1). We first evaluate the difference of the objective function defined in (2.13) at (B,Z) and (8o, Zo).
Thus, by the definition of (8, E), we have

1 9 ~ W2,NT (=
o (¥ = XB = vecE) ~ lef3) + wivr (181 — 8ol) + 22 (]
=Jr+ Jg+ Jg <0,
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where the definitions of J7, Jg and Jg are self-evident.
Consider J7. Note that the event Ay = {‘ﬁeTX‘ < wi, Nt/ 2} holds with probability larger

than g2
dNTT -4 _02
1-G ((longT)tI/2 +dvr |-

Conditional on Ay7, using Assumption 5.1, (vec(A))Tvec(B) = tr(A"B) and tr(A"B) < |A|2|Bl|s,
we have

1 P 1 -
= =_= N\ 2 - AT o _ T & =
Jr = 2NT|X(B Bo) + vee(E — Eo)|3 ~7e X(B-PBo) 7NTe vee(E — o)
= 2NT’X(B Bo) + vec(E — E )|2—|7XTe|oo|5—ﬁ0\1—7\E\2!=—:o\*
W1,NT W NT
> X E E _ 5 _ _ ,_ E ..
= 2NT’ (B = Bo) + vec( )3 = =518 — Bl Nl

For Js, we have Js = wi n7(|B.1]1 + |Brelt — |Bo.sl1) = wint(|Bseli — 1B — Bo.slh)-
Consider Jy. Let P(E) = My, ,EMy, , and M(E) = B - MUO,[T] EMy, ,- Note that [A +

B|. = |Al, + |B|. if ATB =0 and ABT = 0, and thus we hav,

which follows that

W2 NT W2 NT —
Jg > —= E - Eo)). — —=2 E — o).
> ULP(E - o). - 2L M(E - So)

Combing the above analyses, we have

1 W2 NT
== c PE - = %
NTIX(B = o)+ vec(E ~ Bo)d + winrlBul + ELIP(E - Zo)

~ NT
< 3wi nT|Bs — Bosli +3 22

T

Hence, (,é — By, B — o) € C and thus by Assumption 5.2, we have

]M(E —Zo)|«-

In addition, since [E[} = [P(E)[} + M(E)[F + 2tx(P(E) 'M(E)) = PE)F + M@, [EZ <
|E|%rank(E) and rank(M(E — Ey)) < 2r (which we will prove in the following), we have
[vee(E — Eo)l3

~ 1
Hc|ﬁ - ﬁo\% + KVCNT

~ Wa, NT _
< 3w nr|Bs — Bo,sl1 +3 IM(E — o)

Vi

< 3v/swi,nT|B — Bol2 + 3V2r \/Q—T|-—a — Eolr

" 1 =
< max {6\/§w1,NT, 6V 27‘102,NT \/W —Bol3 + WIE — o

2
Jak

We now prove rank(M(Z — Zg)) < 2r. Define the matrix A = UJ (2 — E¢)Vo = UJM(E —
E0)Vo + UJP(E — Ey) V), and write it in block form as

Al App
A = ,
[Am A22]
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where Aj; € R™ and Aqy € RT=X(V=) Gince UJMUO,[T] = [0T><T7UO,[T—7~]]T and VJMVO,[T] _
[Onxr Vo n—r] ", We have

~ A A

T = _ 11 12

Uy M(E - Eo)Vo [Am 0 ] ;
which implies that

rank(M(Z — Zg)) = rank(UJ M(Z —

0 A
<
_rank([o 0 ) +rank<[A21

Hence, we have proved

—
=)
—i()

~ 6 SW1.NT 6 27“w2NT
5 e e [ 0
Ke Ke
and
1 = 6 6v/2
|2 — Eo|lr < max \/gwl’NT, TLNT
vVNT Ke Re
. e 1-q/2 _
with probability larger than 1 — C (% +d N?‘Q)'
2). Let fb\ = Ao Ay/N, f]f FTFO/T and 81 > --- > S, be the r nonzero eigenvalues of

EJE0/(NT) = AOEfAT/N Note that the nonzero eigenvalues of AOEfAT/N are the same as

those of 2}\/22 E}\/Q. Then with probability approaching to 1 (w.p.a.1), for some 0 < C' < 0o and
1 < j <r, by using the Weyl’s theorem, we have

5 - < B8 8-S Bl < o N,

which also implies that |Eg|o/VNT = \/81 + Op(T~1/2 4+ N-1/2).
Let 31 > --- > Syar be the eigenvalues of 212 (NT). Again, by using the Weyl’s theorem,
part (1) of this lemma and the condition s = o (max(T 12 N=12)NT/log dNT>, we have

5; — sj] < C - max(y/swi N1, wonT) = 0(C\/Wa NT)

w.p.a.1forall j > 1 and |Z|/vNT = \/31 + op(C\/wz NT). In addition, since V;(B)/VNT = \/3;,
we have %(é)/\/ﬁ > \/m w.p.a.l for 1 < j < r. The above results imply that
Ur(8) > (wo,ntVNT|E|2)Y? and ¥,41(8) < (woneVNT|E[2)Y? wp.a.l.

We next prove |1~X — A0ﬁ|F/\/N = Op (max(y/swi y7, w2 N7)) for some rotation matrix H
depending on (Fo, Ap). Let V be the 7 xr matrix whose columns are the eigenvectors of 21/ 25 ¥ f]}\/ 2

Then D = VTZVQZ 21/ V is a diagonal matrix of the eigenvalues of > /22 21/2. Let H =
E 12V and then

EEoAoH = Ao E)7V = A8, 1’88, 5PV

~1/2

-

= A=, *VD = AGHD.

In addition, we have (AgH)T AgH/N = I, and thus the columns of AgH/v/N are the eigenvectors
of 2TZ with the associated eigenvalues in D. In addition, conditional on the event 7 = r, by using
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Davis-Kahan sin(©) theorem, we have

(NT)METE — By "Eol»

min; <, min([8j-1 — 851, [5; — 8541

A — AoH|p/VT <

7= Op(max(v/swi N7, w2, NT)).
In addition, we have

Py~ Pay| < [AHATAJ/N — Ao(AJA))'AJ| + A~ AGH[ /N

+2 ‘.7\ — AOﬁ‘F ‘AOITI‘F /N = Op(max(\/gwl,NT,wg,NT)).

The proof is now complete. O

Proof of Proposition 2.2.

(1). Let G = diag(g1,..-,9dy,)- Note that maxjeje |3;| = maxjeye|B; — Boj| < |8 — Bol2 =
Op(max(y/swi y7, w2 NT)) = op(ws, 1) by Assumption 6, which follows that G je = I, s w.p.a.l.
In addition, since max;je s |Bj\ > Bmin — \B — Bol2 > w3 Ny w.p.a.l by using Assumptions 6, which
implies that G; = 05 w.p.a.l.

By concentrating out F, the estimator B(Z) can be re-written as

dnT
B = argmin ST~ XB)' Mz ®@Ir)(y — XB) +wsnr Y, 95185,
BERINT j=1

By the properties of convex optimization, we have

1 ~ 1 .
X Mz ©1)X (BY — Bo) — 75X (Mg @ Ir) (vec(FoAg) +e) +wsnrGE = 0,

where |g|oc <1 and g; = sgn(BJ(-l)) if BJ(-I) #0forj=1,...,dnT.
Hence, sgn(ﬁ(l)) = sgn(Bo) if and only if

1 ~(1 1 .
NTXIC (MK(Zfl) ®IT)XJ (/65) - ﬁo,])_NTX:]rc(MK(l,U@IT) (VeC(FOAJ) + e) = —wngTGchJc,
1 ~(1 1 .
WX;(MX(H) ®Ir)Xy (55) - ﬂo,J) - WX}—(MK(Zfl) ®1I7) (VGC(FOAJ) + e) = —w3 n7G gy,

sen(BY) = sen(Bo.s) and BV =By =0.

Let (0 = ﬁXT(MK(” ® I7)X. By standard results in matrix perturbation theory, Lemma
A.7 (3) and Assumption 6, we have

[min(NT) X (Mg ) © Tr)Xg) = Vimin(S)|
< ‘(NT)_IX}—(MK(lfl) ®1Ir)X; — EJ,J’2

<s ‘(NT)_1X}(MK(1_1) RIP)X;—X,

max

= s x Op(max(v/swi n7, wa nT)) = 0p(1).

Hence, given the invertibility of f)t(]l)J, to prove sgn(B(l)) = sgn(By), it suffices to show w.p.a.1.

\2931),*1 ((NT) 71X (Mg sy @ Tr) (vee(FoA] ) +€) — wy nrGg J)Lo < Bmin  (B.5.3)
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and for any j € J¢

1

‘(NT)lXjT(MK(zn ®Ir)X; ('B —Bo J) NT

=X (Mg ©1Tr) (VeC(FoAg )+ e) ‘ < w3,NTYj-

(B.5.4)
Consider (B.5.3) first, by using Lemmas A.7 (1)-(2) and Assumption 6.1, we have

S0, (VD)X (Mg @ Tr) (vee(FoAd) +e) — ws nrGagy)|
< 8007 o (VD)X (Mg © Tr)vee(FoAd oo + [(NT) X ] (Mg, 1y @ Tr)elos + waxr)
< \/§|2],; ’71|2 X (Op(max(v/sw1 N7, w2 NT)) + w3, NT) = 0P (Bmin),
which implies that (B.5.3) holds w.p.a.1. Similarly, using Lemma A.7, (B.5.4) holds w.p.a.1. We
then have proved Pr (sgn(é(l)) = sgn(,@o)) —las (N, T) — (00, 00).

(2). By the proof of part (1), we have

By —Bos = XT(MA ® Ir) (VeC(FvoT) + e) — w3 NnTG g,

JJNT

and
T

~NT (vt — X74B1) (vt — X7:85) A = AVyr,
t=1

where 3 JJ = ﬁX} (MK®IT)X 7 and V 7 is a diagonal matrix that consists of the 7 eigenvalues of
ﬁ Z?ZI(Yt—XLLt,BJ)(Yt—XJJj,BJ)T. By part (1), max;cs g; = 0 w.p.a.l and thus pTU)37NTGJgJ =
P ((N 7)Y/ 2). Then we can follow the analysis of oracle least squares estimator to establish the

asymptotic distribution of 8. Specifically, by using Proposition B.1, if s3/2 x max(1/VN,1/VT) —
0, we have

VNTp" (B — Bo,s) = \/N/Tp &+ \/T/Np' ¢+ p D} (Ao

ﬁ Z XJtMAOet +op(1).

In addition, by using a similar arguments as the proof of Theorem 2.1, we have

pTDfl (AO)

Ly X T Ty—1 —1
W;XJ,tMAoet —>DN(O,p ,0,%; p>,

The proof is now complete. O

Proof of Proposition 2.3.

(1). Similar to the proof of Theorem 2.1, to show |T, (ﬁe) — Q|2 =0p ((log N/T)(l_pe)/QCe(N)>
it suffices to prove

T
| Jax ;Z(eitgjt - E(eitejt))‘ =Op (\/log N/T> :
Write
1
| Jnax | ;(eitejt — E(eitejt»‘
1 1 &
< | Dax o t:1(eitejt —eieji)| + | nax o ;(eite’jt - E(eitejt))|
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= Jio+ Ji1.

By using concentration inequality in Lemma A.2, we have J;; = Op (\/ log N/ T).
Now consider Jig, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

| T
X T ;(a‘t@t — €itejt)
B 1 XL o . 1 X 21/2 1 21/2

T 1/2
=0Op (122255\[{ ;elt €it) } )

For maxi<;j<n % Zthl(éit — e;t)?, by using Lemma B.7 (1), we have
1 L
~ 2
max — €t — €
1<i<N T t;( it — €it)

T
< 3|85 — Bo.s? m Z X7t P + 3 max. IAg;H|% Z £, — H 'y, |%
t:l

1< <NT

1 ~
T ,27 2

= Op (52 J(NT) +log N/6%r)

provided that max;<i<y |A; — H' Agi|% = Op(log N/6%1). By the proof of Lemma B.4 (1), we have

Ai—H" X\ = xJit(Bs — Bo,7)(Bs — Bo.s) "%y i\ Vi

~

3|~
||Mﬂ
M=

—

<
Il
—_

xJ.(Bs — Bo.) ) AojA] Vi

M=
hE

_l’_

H
Il

R
<
Il

—

+

T (a STv—1
X7t(Bs — Bo,s)ejtA; Vyp

M=
M=

)
A
<
I
I\

£ Xoi(By — ﬁo,J)TXJ,th]TVz_vlT

4~
Il

—
<
Il

_

T N

1
eit(By — Bo.s) " XJ]t)\ Vi + —= NT Z Z fOt)‘OZeJt)‘ Vil
t=1j=1

M=
Mz

+ +
-
M=
Mz

=
~
(]~
MZ

il
A
<.

I

I

o~
I

_
.
Il

—

1 T N

eifoy AojA] Vg + ~F SN enep A Vi
t=1j=1

+

= Jio1 + -+ Jios-
For Jip,1, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

1

< J—
e | Jio,1l% < 1By IBOJ’21<<NTZ

sy Raalty z ATVl

t 1j5=1
= Op(s*/(NT)?) = op(log N/6}r)-

43



Similarly, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have maxi<;<y |J104|% = Op(s/(NT)) = op(log N/631)
for 2 <[ <5.
For Jyo6, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

1 T
max, |J10,6F < m?;vlkoﬂ%fZ!foﬂ% Z| ZA el x [Vyirl> = Op(log N/6%or)
- t=1 ] 1

since by using Lemma A.1 (1)
T N
1 1
TZ NZ i€t s
t=1 7j=1
2 Lo 1o 2 o > s Ty 2
HFTZ’NZ eyt|F+2NTZZ\€Jt\ ZP\J’—H Al
t=1 =1 N =

t=1 j=1
= Op(1/N +s/(NT) + 657).
Similarly, we can show that maxi<;<n |J10,7‘%7 and maxi<j<ny |J1078|% are both Op(log N/5]2VT).
Combining the above results, we have proved part (1).

(2). We first show the consistency of fic. By using Lemma B.6 (1), part (1) of this proposition and
the condition \/s(log N/T)(1=Pe)/2C,(N) — 0, it suffices to consider the following term:

since

~Tay -1
S, ] e - ()
t=1 F
= Op(V/5(log N/T)'7P)2C (N)).
To proceed, we first note that
FTF 1 Gt T PO
=7 Z £.f, N Z — X Byt — XsBs) A = Vyr,

where V yr includes the largest r eigenvalues of % ZtT:1(Yt - X JJB 7y — X J,t,é\ 7)1 in descending

order, the second equality follows from the definition of E, and the third equality follows from the
definition of PCA. Second, by Lemmas B.4 (1)-(2), we have

% ‘KT(K - AOH)’F =0Op (\/8/<NT) + 5&%) and \/1N ‘IAXH_l - AO‘F = OP(\/M‘HW%),

where H = (F] Fo/T)(AJ A/N)V ..
In addition, since Mz — Map,|r = Op(dy) by Lemma B.4 (4), we have
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1 Iy _(FTR\ '
szjvtMAOQeA< T ) ft—l-OP(\/g/(SNT)
t=1

1 & 1 1 & SO
~T Z XLMAOQeAVNlTNATAOft + 7 Z X}tMAoneAvN;NATet

NTZXJtMAOQ AVNT A XJt(ﬁJ_ﬂJ)—i_OP(\[/(SNT)

= Jia+ Ji3 + Jia + Op(\/s/6NT).

It is straightforward to show that Jy3 and Jyi4 are both Op(y/s/dnT), we next investigate Jio.

the proofs of Lemmas B.4 (1) and B.6 (3), we have

IVt — (ATAg/N)(F{Fo/T)(AJA/N)|p = Op(Syy),

_(ATAN ! ATAL)
N—L/2 (A<]O\f> —A0< 3\TO> ):op(aNlT)’

Jig = ZXJtMAOQ A(AJA/N)"YFJFo/T) 4+ Op(V/soyh)

and

which follows that

~

S

1 _ _ _
—TZX}tMAOQeAO(AJ Ao/N) L (FJFo/T), + Op(v/s05).
t=1

We next prove consider the consistency of > 7. Write

1 T

T
1
— Y X M Xy - —— Y XM X
VA, 2 JEVER T st
Tt:l NT t,s=1

where dg = £,/ (FTF/T)f,. For the first term, by using Lemma B.4 (4), we have

1T
NTZX7M MAO)XJthNTZmﬁ\F)M ~Ma,|,

= OP(3/5NT)

For the second term, it suffices to show
T2 Z X Mxxls(ast — a5t> = OP(S/(sNT).

t,s=1

Adding and subtracting terms yields
ast — Agst = (/f\t — Hilf()t)—r(f‘Tf‘/T)il/f\s
+Ho HVT[(FTF/T) 7 - H (B Fy/T) " H £,
+f0(Fg Fo/T)'H(f, — H'fo,)
= bst + Cst + dst-

For the term by, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

1

N7 Z X M X bt

t,s=1 F
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< (FTR/)-1 1 & —1/2 2 -1 1 & —1/2
R S, LY,

- If:| 7

T 1/2
< Op(s) (T > 16~ H_lfOtﬁv) = Op(s/dnT).

t=1

Similarly, we can show ’ﬁ ng:l X}:tMKXJ,sdst
Lemma B.7 (4), we have

p e Op(s/dnT). For the term cg, by using

T
1
NT2 > XMz Xscs
t,s=1

= Op(s*/VNT + s05%) = op(s/dnT).
F

In addition, by using similar arguments as the proof of Theorem 2.1 and using moments inequality
in Lemma A.4 (3), we have ‘(aJ - @J‘z = O(t~%) + Op [s(¢/T)'/?].
Combining the above results, we have now completed the proof. ]
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