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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 (TSA), 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
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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.

• 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.

• 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).

• 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 ∈ Rn, |x|p denotes the ℓp norm such that |x|p = (∑n

i=1 |xi|p)1/p, in
which xi stands for the ith element of x; for a random variable v, ∥v∥p = (E|v|pp)1/p; | · |
denotes the absolute value of a scalar or the cardinality of a set; for an m × n matrix A =
(Aij)i≤m,j≤n, |A|p denotes the induced ℓp matrix norm such that |A|p = maxx ̸=0 |Ax|p/|x|p;
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|A|max = maxi≤m,j≤n |Aij| denotes the matrix element-wise max norm; |A|F denotes the
Frobenius norm; |A|∗ = ∑min(m,n)

k=1 ψk(A) denotes the nuclear norm, where ψk(·) is the kth
largest singular value of a matrix; ψmax(A) and ψmin(A) denote the largest and smallest
singular value of A, respectively; Ia stands for an a × a identity matrix; 0a×b stands for an
a×b matrix of zeros, and we write 0a for short when a = b; let →P and →D 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
∀(i, t) ∈ {1, . . . , N} × {1 . . . , T}, let

ui(Ft) = (u1,i(Ft), . . . , udNT ,i(Ft))⊤ (2.1)

be a dNT × 1 vector, where dNT may diverge and may be larger than NT , Ft = (εt, εt−1, . . .),
{εt}t∈Z is a sequence of independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) random vectors, and
uj,i(·)’s are measurable functions. Accordingly, we define the following coupled version of Ft

in order to measure dependence:

F∗
t = (εt, . . . , ε1, ε

∗
0, ε−1, . . .), (2.2)

where ε∗
0 is an i.i.d. copy of {εt}. For each element of ui(Ft), we assume that the following

condition holds.

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

max
j≤dNT

|δq(uj, t)| = O(t−αu),

where δq(uj, t) = ∥ 1√
N

∑N
i=1[uj,i(Ft) − uj,i(F∗

t )]∥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 x =
√
NTµ1+1/q

u y for any y ≥ 1 and µu = ∑∞
m=1(mq/2−1δqq(uj,m))1/(q+1) < ∞.

Then there exist constants C1, C2, C3 > 0 such that

Pr
(

max
1≤t≤T

∣∣∣∣∣
t∑

s=1

N∑
i=1

uj,i(Fs)
∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ x

)
≤ C1

TN q/2

xq
+ C2 exp

(
−C3

x2

TN

)
.

2. Define LNT,jj′ = ∑
1≤s<t≤T at−suj,tuj′,s and uj,t = 1√

N

∑N
i=1 uj,i(Ft), where {ak}∞

k=1 is a
sequence of non-negative constants satisfying that ak = 0 for k > ℓ with ℓ = O(T γ) and
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0 < γ < 1. Let further xT = cq
√
TMℓ log dNT for some constants cq > 0 and any M > 1.

Then for γ < θ < 1 and q > 4, there exist constants C4, C5 > 0 such that

Pr (|LNT,jj′ − E(LNT,jj′)| ≥ xT )

≤ C4 log T
x
q/2
T

(
(Tℓ)q/4

T (αu−1)θq/2 + Tℓq/2−1−(αu−1)θq/2 + T

)
+ C5

(
1
dMNT

+ 1
TM

)
.

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 max1≤j≤dNT

| 1
NT

∑T
t=1

∑N
i=1 uj,i(Ft)|, 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: yit = x⊤
itβ0 + eit, (2.3)

Model 2: yit = x⊤
itβ0 + λ⊤

0if0t + eit, (2.4)

where β0 = [β0,1, . . . , β0,dNT
]⊤ includes the true parameters, xit = [x1,it, . . . , xdNT ,it]⊤ is a dNT -

dimensional vector of regressors, and eit is an idiosyncratic error. In (2.4), {λ0i} and {f0t}
are r-dimensional unobservable factor loadings and factors, and can be correlated with {xit}.
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 = (g1,i(Ft), . . . , gdNT ,i(Ft))⊤, eit = ϕi(Ft), E(eit | xit) = 0,

where gj,i(·) and ϕi(·) are measurable functions such that gj,i(Ft) and ϕi(Ft) are well defined.
Without loss of generality, we suppose that xit and eit are driven by the common innovations.
When they are driven by different innovations, say εx,t’s and εe,t’s, we can always write
εt = [ε⊤

x,t, ε
⊤
e,t]⊤. Then, it is reasonable to let

xiteit ≡ ui(Ft),

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

Assumption 2.
1. There exist αx > 2 and ν > 2 such that

max
1≤j,j′≤dNT

|δν(xjxj′ , t)| = O(t−αx),

where δν(xjxj′ , t) = ∥ 1√
N

∑N
i=1[gj,i(Ft)gj′,i(Ft) − gj,i(F∗

t )gj′,i(F∗
t )]∥ν.
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2. Suppose that

ψΣx(J) = min
{v∈RdNT ,̸=0,|vJc |1≤3|vJ |1}

v⊤Σxv
v⊤v

> 0,

where Σx = 1
N

∑N
i=1 E(xitx⊤

it), J ∈ {1, 2, . . . , dNT} is an index set such that j ∈ J if and
only if β0,j ̸= 0, and J c = {1, 2, . . . , dNT} \ 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 xit. 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:

β̂ = argmin
β∈RdNT

1
2NT |y − Xβ|22 + w1,NT |β|1, (2.5)

where X = [X⊤
1 , . . . ,X⊤

N ]⊤ with Xi = [xi1, . . . ,xiT ]⊤, y is defined accordingly, and w1,NT
is a tuning parameter.

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

β̂w = argmin
β∈RdNT

1
2NT |y − Xβ|22 + w1,NT

dNT∑
j=1

gj|βj|, (2.6)

where {gj} is a sequence of predetermined weights and may depend on β̂.

Given gj = 1/|β̂j| or gj = wNT

max(|β̂j |,wNT )
with a threshold wNT , (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

w1,NT ≍
√

log(dNT )/(NT ), s = |J |, and βmin = min
j∈J

|β0,j|.

Then for constants C0, C1, C2, C3, C4 > 0, the following two results hold.

1. If s ≤ ψΣx (J)
2C0

√
NT

log dNT
,

|β̂ − β0|2 ≤ 8
√
s w1,NT

ψΣx(J) and |β̂ − β0|1 ≤ 32s w1,NT

ψΣx(J)

with probability larger than 1 − C1
(
dNTT

1−q/2

(log dNT )q/2 + d−C2
NT

)
− C3

(
dNTT

1−ν/2

(log dNT )ν/2 + d−C4
NT

)
.

2. Suppose further that
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• s ≤ ψmin(Σx)
2C0

√
NT

log dNT
,

• βmin >
√
sw1,NT

ψΣx (J) (1 + 2 maxj∈J |gj|),

• minj∈Jc |gj| ≥
(

2s|Σx|max
ψΣx (J) + ψΣx (J)

16

) (
1
2 + maxj∈J |gj|

)
.

Then
sgn(β̂w) = sgn(β0)

with probability larger than 1 − C1
(
dNTT

1−q/2

(log dNT )q/2 + d−C2
NT

)
− C3

(
dNTT

1−ν/2

(log dNT )ν/2 + d−C4
NT

)
.

Under the conditions

dNTT
1−q/2

(log dNT )q/2 → 0 and dNTT
1−ν/2

(log dNT )ν/2 → 0, (2.7)

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
dNT may grow at a polynomial order of T . If we impose further, for example, exponential
tail assumption, dNT 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 dNT .

To proceed further, we introduce some extra notation. Let Xj be the jth column of X with
1 ≤ j ≤ dNT , and let X−j be the sub-matrix of X with the jth column removed. Accordingly,
we define

γj = [E(X⊤
−jX−j)]−1E(X⊤

−jXj) := Σ−1
x,−j,−jΣx,−j,j and ηj = Xj − X−jγj. (2.8)

It is easy to check that |γj|2 < ∞, and E(X⊤
−jηj) = 0. To debias the LASSO estimator and

perform inference, we define the following node-wise LASSO estimates:

γ̂j = argmin
b∈RdNT −1

1
NT

|Xj − X−jb|22 + 2wNT,j|b|1, (2.9)

where {wNT,j}dNT
j=1 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:

β̂bc = β̂ + Ω̂x
X⊤(y − Xβ̂)

NT
, (2.10)

where Ω̂x = T̂−1Ĉ is the approximated inverse of X⊤X/(NT ), T̂ = diag(τ̂ 2
1 , . . . , τ̂

2
dNT

)
with τ̂ 2

j = 1
NT

|Xj − X−jγ̂j|22 + wNT,j|γ̂j|1, and Ĉ = (ĉj,k)dNT ×dNT
with ĉj,k = −γ̂j,kI(j ̸=

k) + I(j = k) and γ̂j,k being the kth element of γ̂j.

To study Step 3, we let Θ = E
[

1
NT

(∑N
i=1

∑T
t=1 xiteit)(

∑N
i=1

∑T
t=1 xiteit)⊤

]
and Ωx := Σ−1

x

with Σx = 1
N

∑N
i=1 E

[
xitx⊤

it

]
, and require the following conditions.

Assumption 3.
1. Suppose that

6



(a) wNT,j ≍
√

log dNT/(NT ) for 1 ≤ j ≤ dNT ;

(b) s log dNT/
√
NT → 0, and maxj≤dNT

sj = o(
√
NT/ log dNT ), where sj = |{k ̸= j :

Ωx,j,k ̸= 0}| denotes the sparsity with respect to rows of Ωx.

2. maxj |γj|1 < ∞, ψmin(Σx) > 0 and ψmin(Θ) > 0.
Assumption 3.1 regulates a few parameters. Assumption 3.2 requires some conditions

on some population matrices, and are rather standard. The restriction maxj |γj|1 < ∞
imposes certain sparsity condition on Σx, and is used to ensure the elements of ηj have week
dependence along both dimensions.

We then establish Theorem 2.1, which applies to all elements of β0 including those 0’s.

Theorem 2.1 (Step 3). Let Assumptions 1-3 and (2.7) hold, and w1,NT ≍
√

log(dNT )/(NT ).
Let ρ be a dNT × 1 vector such that |H| < ∞ with H = {j = 1, . . . , dNT : ρj ̸= 0}. As
(N, T ) → (∞,∞),

√
NT (ρ⊤ΩxΘΩxρ)−1/2ρ⊤(β̂bc − β0) →D N (0, 1) .

To close our investigation about (2.3), we construct confidence interval below. Thus,
we consider the estimation of Ωx and Θ, wherein the estimate of Ωx is already obtained
via the nodewise LASSO. Thus, we pay attention on Θ, 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 Θ by

Tu(Θ̂ℓ) =
(
Θ̂ℓ,klI(|Θ̂ℓ,kl| ≥ u)

)
k,l≤dNT

, (2.11)

where Θ̂ℓ = 1
T

∑T
s,t=1 a((t− s)/ℓ)ûtû

⊤
s , ût = 1√

N

∑N
i=1 xit(yit − x⊤

it β̂), and u 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

lim|x|→0
1−a(x)
|x|qa = Cqα for qa ∈ {1, 2} and 0 < Cqα < ∞. Additionally, ℓ → ∞ and

ℓ log dNT/T → 0.

2. Let |Γt|2 = O(t−(qa+ϵ)) for some ϵ > 1, where Γt = E(u0u⊤
t ) and ut = 1√

N

∑N
i=1 ui(Ft).

3. Let max1≤k≤l
∑dNT
l=1 |Θp

ℓ,kl| ≤ C(dNT ) for some 0 ≤ p < 1, where Θℓ = (Θℓ,kl)k,l≤dNT
,

Θℓ = E(Θ̃ℓ), and Θ̃ℓ = 1
T

∑T
s,t=1 a((t− s)/ℓ)utu⊤

s .
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 Θℓ, which allows the presence of many “small” but nonzero elements in
Θℓ.
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Theorem 2.2 (Step 4). Assume that Assumption 1-4 hold with q > 4 and ν > 4, E(eit |
X) = 0, u ≍

√
ℓ log dNT/T , s2

√
ℓ log dNT√
T

→ 0, d3
NTT log T

(Tℓ log dNT )q/4 → 0, and d3
NTT log T

(Tℓ log dNT )ν/4 → 0. Then
we have

|Tu(Θ̂ℓ) − Θ|2 = O(ℓ−qα) +OP

(
(ℓ log dNT/T )(1−p)/2C(dNT )

)
.

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

√
NT (ρ⊤Ω̂xTu(Θ̂ℓ)Ω̂xρ)−1/2ρ⊤

(
β̂bc − β0

)
→D 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 = Xβ0 + vec (Ξ0) + e, (2.12)

where y and X have been defined previously, Ξ0 = F0Λ⊤
0 , F0 = [f01, . . . , f0T ]⊤, Λ0 =

[λ01, . . . ,λ0N ]⊤, and e is defined accordingly. Note that Ξ0 also admits the singular value
decomposition (SVD):

Ξ0 = U0D0V⊤
0 ,

where U0 and V0 are T × T and N ×N respectively. Let U0,[r] ∈ RT×r and V0,[r] ∈ RN×r be
the sub-matrices of singular vectors associated with the largest r singular values of Ξ0.

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 ℓ1-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 β0 and Ξ0 by

(β̃, Ξ̃) = argmin
β∈RdNT ,Ξ∈RT ×N

1
2NT |y − Xβ − vec (Ξ) |22 + w1,NT |β|1 + w2,NT√

NT
|Ξ|∗, (2.13)

where w1,NT and w2,NT are tuning parameters. Accordingly, we estimate r by

r̂ =
min{T,N}∑

k=1
I
(
ψk(Ξ̃) ≥ (w2,NT

√
NT |Ξ̃|2)1/2

)
,

and obtain a preliminary estimate of Λ0 by Λ̃ =
√
NṼ·,[r̂], where Ṽ[r̂] includes the sin-

gular vectors associated with the largest r̂ singular values of Ṽ, and Ṽ is from the SVD
decomposition Ξ̃ = ŨD̃Ṽ⊤.
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Step 2 (Iterative Estimate) Set Λ̂(0) = Λ̃, for any integer l ≥ 1, we update the estimates of β0
and F0 by the weighted LASSO:

(β̂(l), F̂(l)) = argmin
β∈RdNT ,F∈RT ×r̂

1
2NT

∣∣∣y − Xβ − (Λ̂(l−1) ⊗ IT )vec (F)
∣∣∣2
2

+ w3,NT

dNT∑
j=1

gj |βj |, (2.14)

where gj = I(|β̃j | < w3,NT ) for some w3,NT > 0. The estimate of Λ̂(l) corresponds to the
first r̂ eigenvalues of 1

NT

∑T
t=1(yt − Xtβ̂

(l))(yt − Xtβ̂
(l))⊤, where yt = [y1t, . . . , yNt]⊤ and

Xt = [x1t, . . . ,xNt]⊤.
Iterate the above steps until numerical convergence, and denote the final estimators as β̂,
F̂ and Λ̂.

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

Assumption 5.
1. |E|2/

√
NT ≤ w2,NT/2, where w2,NT ≍ max(1/

√
N, 1/

√
T ), and E = [e1, . . . , eN ] with

ei = [ei1, . . . , eiT ]⊤.

2. Define

C =
{
β ∈ RdNT ,Ξ ∈ RT×N

∣∣∣ w1,NT |βJc|1 + w2,NT√
NT

∣∣∣MU0,[r]ΞMV0,[r]

∣∣∣
∗

≤ 3w1,NT |βJ |1 + 3w2,NT√
NT

∣∣∣Ξ − MU0,[r]ΞMV0,[r]

∣∣∣
∗

}
.

If (β,Ξ) ∈ C, then there exists a constant κc > 0 such that

1
NT

|Xβ + vec(Ξ)|22 ≥ κc|β|22 + κc
1
NT

|vec(Ξ)|22.

3. |F⊤
0 F0/T − Σf |F = OP (1/

√
T ) and |Λ⊤

0 Λ0/N − Σλ|F = OP (1/
√
N) for some positive

definite matrices Σf and Σλ, and there exist constants s1 > · · · > sr > 0 such that sj
equals the jth largest eigenvalue of Σ1/2

λ ΣfΣ1/2
λ .

Assumption 5.1 requires the idiosyncratic error matrix to have an operator norm of order
max(

√
N,

√
T ), and nests high-dimensional MA(∞) 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 Σ1/2

λ ΣfΣ1/2
λ 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, w1,NT ≍
√

log(dNT )/(NT ), dNTT
1−q/2

(log dNT )q/2 → 0, and
s = o(max(T−1/2, N−1/2)NT/ log dNT ). Then the following results hold:

1. |β̃ − β0|2 = OP (max(
√
sw1,NT , w2,NT ));

1√
NT

|Ξ̃ − Ξ0|F = OP (max(
√
sw1,NT , w2,NT )).
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2. limN,T→∞ Pr(r̂ = r) = 1;
|Λ̃ − Λ0H̃|F/

√
N = OP (max(

√
sw1,NT , w2,NT )) for some rotation matrix H̃ depending on

(F0,Λ0).

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

Assumption 6.

1.
√
sw3,NT

βmin
→ 0, max(

√
sw1,NT ,w2,NT )
w3,NT

→ 0, and s · max(
√
sw1,NT , w2,NT ) → 0.

2. ψmin (D(Λ0)) > 0, in which D(Λ0) =
∑T

t=1 X̃⊤
J,tMΛ0 X̃J,t

NT
, X̃J,t = XJ,t −

∑T

s=1 astXJ,s

T
, and

ast = f⊤
0t(

F⊤
0 F0
T

)f0s.

The first condition of Assumption 6.1 requires that the non-zero elements of β0 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 β0, 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
w1,NT ≍

√
log(dNT )/(NT ). As (N, T ) → (∞,∞), the following results hold:

1. Pr
(
sgn(β̂(l)) = sgn(β0)

)
→ 1 for any l ≥ 1.

2. Suppose e is independent of X, Λ0 and F0. In addition, let {et} satisfy the conditions of
Example 1.3 of Appendix A.3, maxj∈J E(x4

j,it) < ∞, E|f0t|4F < ∞, E|λ0i|4F < ∞, N/T → α

with α being a positive constant and s3/2 max(1/
√
N, 1/

√
T ) → 0. Conditional on the event

{sgn(β̂) = sgn(β0)}, we have
√
NTρ⊤(β̂J − β0,J) →D N

(
α1/2ρ⊤µξ + α−1/2ρ⊤µζ ,ρ

⊤Σ−1
J ΘJΣ−1

J ρ
)
,

where µξ = plim ξ, µζ = plim ζ,

ξ = −D−1(Λ0)
1
NT

T∑
t,s=1

X̃⊤
J,tΛ0

N

(
Λ⊤

0 Λ0

N

)−1 (F⊤
0 F0

T

)−1

f0s

(
N∑
i=1

E(eiteis)
)
,

ζ = −D−1(Λ0)
1
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ0ΩeΛ0(Λ⊤

0 Λ0/N)−1(F⊤
0 F0/T )−1f0t,

Ωe = E(ete⊤
t ), ΣJ = plim D(Λ0), and ΘJ = lim Var

(
1√
NT

∑T
t=1 X̃⊤

J,tMΛ0et
)
.

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 β̂J and in view of
Section 2.3 of Gao et al. (2023), we defined the bias corrected estimator as follows:

β̂J,bc = β̃J,bc − 1
N

µ̂ζ , β̃J,bc = 2β̂J − (β̂J,S1 + β̂J,S2)/2,
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µ̂ζ = −D(Λ̂)−1 1
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂Tu

(
Ω̂e

)
Λ̂
(

F̂⊤F̂
T

)−1

f̂t,

where β̂J,S1 and β̂J,S2 are obtained using sample from {(i, t) : i ∈ [N ], t ∈ S1} and
{(i, t) : i ∈ [N ], t ∈ S2} respectively, [N ] = {1, 2, . . . , N}, S1 = {1, . . . , ⌊T/2⌋}, S2 =
{⌊T/2⌋+1, . . . , T}, Tu(·) is defined in (2.11), Ω̂e = 1

T

∑T
t=1 êtê⊤

t , and êt = yt−XJ,tβ̂J−Λ̂f̂t.

Proposition 2.3. Let the conditions of Proposition 2.2.2 hold, δNT = min(
√
T ,

√
N), and

u ≍
√

logN/T . Then the following results hold:

1. If max1≤i≤N |λ0i|2 = OP (
√

logN) and max1≤i≤N
∑N
j=1 |ωpe

e,ij| ≤ Ce(N) for some 0 ≤ pe < 1
with Ωe = (ωe,ij)1≤i,j≤N ,

|Tu
(
Ω̂e

)
− Ωe|2 = OP

(
(logN/δ2

NT )(1−pe)/2Ce(N)
)
.

2. If
√
s(logN/T )(1−pe)/2Ce(N) → 0, we have

√
NT (ρ⊤Σ̂−1

J Θ̂JΣ̂−1
J ρ)−1/2ρ⊤(β̂J,bc − β0,J) →D N (0, 1) ,

where Σ̂J =
∑T

t=1 X̂⊤
J,tM

Λ̂
X̂J,t

NT
, Θ̂J =

∑T

t,s=1 a((t−s)/ℓ)(X̂⊤
J,tM

Λ̂
êt)(X̂⊤

J,sM
Λ̂

ês)⊤

NT
, and X̂J,t is defined

in the same way as X̃J,t with F0 and f0t replaced by F̂ and f̂t, respectively.

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 : yit = αi + x⊤
itβ0 + eit, et = ρeet−1 + Σ1/2

e εe,t,

where αi = 1
T

∑T
t=1(x1,it + x2,it) is individual fixed effect, Σε = {δ|i−j|

εe
}1≤i,j≤N , εe,t is from an

N -dimension t-distribution with a degree freedom of 5, and ρe, δεe ∈ {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 xit as follows;

xl,t = ρx + 0.2xl,t−1 + Σ1/2
x εl,t, for l = 1, . . . , dNT

where Σx = {0.2|i−j|}1≤i,j≤N , ρx ∼ N(0, 1), εl,t is from an N -dimension t-distribution with
a degree freedom of 5 and {εl,t}l is mutually independent for l = 1, . . . , dNT . Here, we let
dNT ∈ {50, 500}, β0,j = 0.2 + 0.1j for j = 1, . . . , 5 and β0,6 = β0,7 = · · · = β0,dNT

= 0. When
running regression, we deal with the fixed effects αi 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):

RMSE(β̂) =
√√√√ 1

1000

1000∑
j=1

|β̂(j) − β0|2F ,
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where β̂(j) is the LASSO estimate of β0 at the jth 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 β0, i.e., β0,1-β0,5 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
{β̂(j)

w =s β0}1000
j=1 . Tables 1-4 report these results for the cases with dNT = 50 and dNT = 500
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respectively.

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

ρe = 0.2, δεe = 0.2 ρe = 0.2, δεe = 0.5
N T RMSE ECR ECR2 RSC RMSE ECR ECR2 RSC
50 50 0.106 0.943 0.905 1.000 0.115 0.931 0.844 0.999

100 0.073 0.948 0.913 1.000 0.080 0.942 0.862 1.000
200 0.053 0.946 0.921 1.000 0.058 0.944 0.867 1.000
400 0.037 0.944 0.916 1.000 0.041 0.942 0.863 1.000

100 50 0.075 0.946 0.908 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 0.946 0.918 1.000 0.041 0.946 0.859 1.000
400 0.026 0.951 0.923 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 0.948 0.917 1.000 0.041 0.944 0.859 1.000
200 0.027 0.949 0.916 1.000 0.029 0.949 0.864 1.000
400 0.019 0.948 0.919 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 0.951 0.913 1.000 0.029 0.945 0.854 1.000
200 0.019 0.952 0.916 1.000 0.021 0.948 0.867 1.000
400 0.013 0.950 0.917 1.000 0.015 0.948 0.862 1.000

ρe = 0.5, δεe = 0.2 ρe = 0.5, δεe = 0.5
N T RMSE ECR ECR2 RSC RMSE ECR ECR2 RSC
50 50 0.123 0.907 0.878 0.999 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 0.931 0.904 1.000 0.071 0.929 0.849 1.000
400 0.044 0.936 0.911 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 0.939 0.910 1.000 0.050 0.932 0.854 1.000
400 0.031 0.939 0.911 1.000 0.035 0.937 0.855 1.000

200 50 0.062 0.918 0.885 1.000 0.071 0.912 0.821 1.000
100 0.044 0.932 0.903 1.000 0.050 0.927 0.840 1.000
200 0.032 0.934 0.903 1.000 0.035 0.936 0.847 1.000
400 0.023 0.939 0.908 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 0.930 0.894 1.000 0.036 0.925 0.833 1.000
200 0.023 0.936 0.903 1.000 0.025 0.932 0.851 1.000
400 0.016 0.940 0.910 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 T increase. Second, as expected, RMSE increases if either
ρe or δεe increases. Third, when ρe = 0.2, ECR is very close to its nominal level even when
T = 20, although the distortion in ECR increases with the increase of ρe and alters with δεe

slightly. Fourth, when ρe = 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 δεe . 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 ρe = 0.2, ECR tends to be larger than its nominal level when T is relatively
small. In addition, RMSE for dNT = 500 is slightly larger than that for dNT = 50, which
is consistent with our theoretical prediction, i.e., RMSE should be proportion to

√
log dNT
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Table 3: Simulation Results of DGP 1 for dNT = 50

ρe = 0.2, δεe = 0.2 ρe = 0.2, δεe = 0.5
N T RMSE ECR ECR2 RSC RMSE ECR ECR2 RSC
20 20 0.264 0.931 0.893 0.478 0.286 0.920 0.840 0.478

30 0.211 0.939 0.902 0.723 0.231 0.921 0.849 0.663
40 0.183 0.938 0.906 0.873 0.195 0.931 0.854 0.848

30 20 0.214 0.942 0.894 0.667 0.231 0.926 0.840 0.669
30 0.173 0.939 0.903 0.904 0.188 0.929 0.850 0.886
40 0.149 0.939 0.899 0.975 0.162 0.935 0.857 0.970

40 20 0.187 0.945 0.897 0.820 0.202 0.927 0.845 0.789
30 0.152 0.936 0.894 0.968 0.165 0.934 0.853 0.944
40 0.128 0.944 0.910 0.992 0.140 0.938 0.850 0.991

ρe = 0.5, δεe = 0.2 ρe = 0.5, δεe = 0.5
N T RMSE ECR ECR2 RSC RMSE ECR ECR2 RSC
20 20 0.297 0.892 0.865 0.496 0.332 0.867 0.805 0.467

30 0.245 0.898 0.872 0.712 0.276 0.879 0.813 0.698
40 0.214 0.895 0.873 0.829 0.214 0.895 0.873 0.829

30 20 0.246 0.904 0.862 0.649 0.277 0.883 0.807 0.656
30 0.200 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 0.897 0.868 0.814 0.239 0.882 0.801 0.815
30 0.175 0.906 0.874 0.936 0.199 0.895 0.825 0.939
40 0.153 0.916 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 dNT = 500

ρe = 0.2, δεe = 0.2 ρe = 0.2, δεe = 0.5
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 0.945 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

ρe = 0.5, δεe = 0.2 ρe = 0.5, δεe = 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 1.000 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
100 0.084 0.949 0.896 1.000 0.092 0.935 0.835 1.000
200 0.059 0.948 0.912 1.000 0.065 0.937 0.850 1.000
400 0.041 0.952 0.925 1.000 0.046 0.948 0.869 1.000

200 50 0.084 0.955 0.885 1.000 0.092 0.943 0.825 1.000
100 0.059 0.949 0.896 1.000 0.065 0.940 0.840 1.000
200 0.042 0.943 0.906 1.000 0.046 0.939 0.854 1.000
400 0.029 0.941 0.913 1.000 0.032 0.940 0.845 1.000

400 50 0.060 0.950 0.879 1.000 0.065 0.938 0.817 1.000
100 0.042 0.954 0.903 1.000 0.046 0.944 0.841 1.000
200 0.030 0.943 0.904 1.000 0.033 0.941 0.846 1.000
400 0.021 0.948 0.916 1.000 0.023 0.945 0.860 1.000

We then evaluate the findings of Section 2.2. Consider the following DGP:

DGP2 : yit = x⊤
itβ0 + λ⊤

0if0t + eit, et = ρeet−1 + Σ1/2
e εe,t,

15



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

ρe = 0.2, δεe = 0.2 ρe = 0.2, δεe = 0.5
N T RMSE ECR ECR2 RSC RMSE ECR ECR2 RSC
20 20 0.385 0.978 0.899 0.032 0.414 0.972 0.862 0.021

30 0.307 0.972 0.908 0.117 0.332 0.964 0.864 0.096
40 0.259 0.976 0.914 0.271 0.281 0.969 0.861 0.199

30 20 0.314 0.983 0.908 0.098 0.339 0.977 0.853 0.078
30 0.249 0.977 0.912 0.304 0.270 0.971 0.866 0.260
40 0.215 0.973 0.911 0.565 0.233 0.966 0.860 0.463

40 20 0.267 0.985 0.907 0.211 0.291 0.980 0.853 0.163
30 0.217 0.980 0.910 0.532 0.236 0.974 0.863 0.428
40 0.186 0.972 0.906 0.794 0.202 0.968 0.851 0.700

ρe = 0.5, δεe = 0.2 ρe = 0.5, δεe = 0.5
N T RMSE ECR ECR2 RSC RMSE ECR ECR2 RSC
20 20 0.432 0.958 0.875 0.027 0.458 0.946 0.823 0.033

30 0.350 0.949 0.883 0.095 0.376 0.937 0.821 0.110
40 0.296 0.951 0.884 0.209 0.320 0.939 0.831 0.208

30 20 0.353 0.968 0.880 0.076 0.377 0.954 0.815 0.090
30 0.283 0.957 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 0.149 0.324 0.961 0.823 0.150
30 0.248 0.963 0.888 0.387 0.268 0.947 0.829 0.373
40 0.212 0.951 0.881 0.642 0.232 0.937 0.817 0.601

where λ0i = [x1,i1, x2,i1]⊤, f0t = [x3,1t, x4,1t]⊤, xit, β0 and {eit} 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 β0, i.e., β0,1-β0,5. 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 dNT = 50 and dNT = 500 respectively.

Tables 5 and 7 reveals some notable points. First, the first-stage ℓ1-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 ρe = 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 {eit} significantly affect the accuracy of our model
selection procedure. For each pair of (N, T ), larger ρe and δεe infer larger FPR. Nevertheless,
our procedure can pick up all the relevant variables when either N or T 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 dNT = 500. We find similar patterns.
Similar to DGP1, RMSE1 for dNT = 500 is slightly larger than that for dNT = 50, which
is consistent with our theoretical prediction. Notably, increasing dNT does not significantly
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affect the estimation accuracy of the number of factors.

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

ρe = 0.2, δεe = 0.2 ρe = 0.2, δεe = 0.5
N T RMSE1 RMSE2 ECR TPR FPR EER RMSE1 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 0.119 0.035 0.920 1.000 0.007 1.000 0.089 0.037 0.925 1.000 0.008 1.000
200 0.126 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 0.945 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 0.928 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 0.945 1.000 0.003 1.000 0.031 0.013 0.941 1.000 0.000 1.000

200 50 0.132 0.024 0.916 1.000 0.003 0.997 0.123 0.026 0.914 1.000 0.015 0.997
100 0.062 0.017 0.914 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.050 0.019 0.913 1.000 0.000 1.000
200 0.038 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 0.931 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.023 0.009 0.931 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 0.904 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.060 0.013 0.906 1.000 0.000 1.000
200 0.034 0.008 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

ρe = 0.5, δεe = 0.2 ρe = 0.5, δεe = 0.5
N T RMSE1 RMSE2 ECR TPR FPR EER RMSE1 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 0.121 0.042 0.913 1.000 0.068 0.970 0.099 0.045 0.903 1.000 0.048 0.970
200 0.145 0.029 0.926 1.000 0.010 0.995 0.079 0.031 0.923 1.000 0.030 0.987
400 0.100 0.021 0.938 1.000 0.005 1.000 0.090 0.022 0.939 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 0.910 1.000 0.013 0.997 0.072 0.031 0.909 1.000 0.015 0.997
200 0.063 0.020 0.922 1.000 0.010 1.000 0.050 0.022 0.921 1.000 0.010 1.000
400 0.066 0.014 0.942 1.000 0.008 1.000 0.041 0.016 0.934 1.000 0.018 0.997

200 50 0.126 0.029 0.892 1.000 0.025 0.992 0.080 0.031 0.894 1.000 0.050 0.992
100 0.054 0.021 0.906 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.051 0.023 0.901 1.000 0.003 1.000
200 0.040 0.014 0.938 1.000 0.003 1.000 0.037 0.015 0.942 1.000 0.010 1.000
400 0.034 0.010 0.930 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.027 0.011 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 0.876 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 0.028 0.010 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 0.929 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 dNT = 500

ρe = 0.2, δεe = 0.2 ρe = 0.2, δεe = 0.5
N T RMSE1 RMSE2 ECR TPR FPR EER RMSE1 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 0.915 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 0.912 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 0.938 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 0.109 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 0.911 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

ρe = 0.5, δεe = 0.2 ρe = 0.5, δεe = 0.5
N T RMSE1 RMSE2 ECR TPR FPR EER RMSE1 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 0.129 0.044 0.910 1.000 0.035 0.980
200 0.174 0.030 0.923 1.000 0.008 0.997 0.097 0.032 0.919 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 0.914 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 0.936 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 0.098 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 0.934 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., dNT = 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 i at time t (yit) on the firm level
characteristics of firm i at time period t − 1 (xi,t−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 dNT = 50

ρe = 0.2, δεe = 0.2 ρe = 0.2, δεe = 0.5
N T RMSE1 RMSE2 ECR TPR FPR EER RMSE1 RMSE2 TPR FPR RSC EER
20 20 0.499 0.248 0.660 0.959 0.555 0.841 0.385 0.241 0.710 0.953 0.526 0.856

30 0.378 0.165 0.768 0.994 0.364 0.898 0.284 0.163 0.796 0.993 0.333 0.908
40 0.358 0.139 0.806 1.000 0.278 0.941 0.241 0.129 0.832 0.999 0.222 0.956

30 20 0.388 0.175 0.734 0.995 0.370 0.901 0.308 0.169 0.758 0.989 0.369 0.914
30 0.262 0.108 0.835 1.000 0.194 0.964 0.220 0.108 0.840 1.000 0.168 0.963
40 0.219 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 0.268 0.132 0.783 1.000 0.265 0.952
30 0.224 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

ρe = 0.5, δεe = 0.2 ρe = 0.5, δεe = 0.5
N T RMSE1 RMSE2 ECR TPR FPR EER RMSE1 RMSE2 ECR TPR FPR EER
20 20 0.481 0.266 0.640 0.949 0.698 0.746 0.394 0.260 0.673 0.936 0.714 0.789

30 0.377 0.185 0.739 0.988 0.586 0.810 0.304 0.180 0.764 0.983 0.576 0.811
40 0.376 0.157 0.766 1.000 0.526 0.805 0.264 0.143 0.811 0.998 0.486 0.852

30 20 0.345 0.183 0.713 0.987 0.538 0.819 0.308 0.185 0.726 0.982 0.557 0.808
30 0.257 0.121 0.804 0.999 0.381 0.874 0.230 0.123 0.809 0.999 0.390 0.871
40 0.227 0.096 0.846 1.000 0.241 0.910 0.204 0.098 0.853 1.000 0.271 0.907

40 20 0.295 0.148 0.737 0.999 0.390 0.862 0.264 0.146 0.743 0.998 0.461 0.876
30 0.218 0.094 0.832 1.000 0.244 0.920 0.203 0.097 0.833 1.000 0.287 0.901
40 0.193 0.075 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 test1 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 i, and find
that we reject the null for all i’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
1The 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 dNT = 500

ρe = 0.2, δεe = 0.2 ρe = 0.2, δεe = 0.5
N T RMSE1 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

ρe = 0.5, δεe = 0.2 ρe = 0.5, δεe = 0.5
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 0.425 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 f̂t,1 0.2478
betaliquidityps 0.0323 f̂t,2 0.2232
returnskew3f 0.0237 f̂t,3 0.1843
total 0.0902 0.6553
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Figure 1: Estimated Three Factors

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(∞) process et =

∑∞
j=0 Bjεt−j , where Bj’s are N×N

matrices. Suppose that (a). |Bj |2 = O(k−αe) for some αe > 2, and (b). {εit} is independent over
i, t and E|εit|q < ∞ for some q > 2. Then

1. δq(e, k) = O(k−αe);

2. |E|2 = OP (max(
√
N,

√
T )) if E(ε4

it) < ∞, where E = [e1, . . . , eT ];

3. Suppose further for some |ρ| < 1, |Bj |2 = O(ρj), |Bj |1 = O(ρj), |Bj |∞ = O(ρj) and E(ε8
it) < ∞.

Then {et} also satisfy Assumption C of Bai (2009) which regulates the correlation along both
dimensions of eit.

Verification of Example 1:
(1). Without loss of generality, let q = 4 in what follows. For notational simplicity, let Bj =
{Bj,kl}k,l∈[N ] and 1√

N
1⊤
NBj = (Bj, �1, . . . , Bj, �N ). As {εit} are independent over i, we can write

E

∣∣∣∣ 1√
N

1⊤
NBj(εk−j − ε′

k−j)
∣∣∣∣4 = E

∣∣∣∣∣
N∑
l=1

B2
j, �l(εl,k−j − ε′

l,k−j)2
∣∣∣∣∣
2

+4E

∣∣∣∣∣∣
N−1∑
l=1

N∑
k=l+1

Bj, �lBj, �k(εl,t−j − ε′
l,t−j)(εk,t−j − ε′

k,t−j)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

≤ O(1)
(

N∑
l=1

B2
j, �l

)2

+O(1)
N−1∑
l=1

N∑
k=l+1

B2
j, �lB

2
j, �k

≤ O(1)
( 1
N

1⊤
NBjB⊤

j 1N
)2

= O(|Bj |42),

where the first inequality follows from some direct calculation, and the second inequality follows
from

∑N−1
l=1

∑N
k=l+1B

2
j, �lB

2
j, �k ≤ (

∑N
l=1B

2
j, �l)2.

Based on the above development, we have∥∥∥∥ 1
N

1⊤
N (et − e∗

t )
∥∥∥∥

4
=
∥∥∥∥ 1√

N
1⊤
NBj(εk−j − ε′

k−j)
∥∥∥∥

4
= O(|Bj |2) = O(j−αe).

(2). Note that E =
∑∞
j=0 Bjε−j with ε−j = [ε1−j , . . . , εT−j ]. Since ε−j is an N × T random

matrix consisting of independent random variables such that E(ε4
it) < ∞, we have E|ε−j |2 =

O(max(
√
N,

√
T )) (cf., Lata la, 2005), which follows that

E|E|2 ≤
∞∑
j=0

|Bj |2E|ε−j |2 = O(max(
√
N,

√
T )).

(3). For the proof of part (3), please see Example 1 in Gao et al. (2023). □
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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 ,

ŵ1,NT = argmin
w1

1
NT

|y − Xβ̂w1 |2F + |Jw1 | log(NT )
NT

log(log(dNT )), (A.2.1)

where β̂w1 denotes the LASSO estimator obtained using the tuning parameter w1 and Jw1 = {j :
β̂w1,j ̸= 0}. When constructing Ω̂x, similarly, we choose wNT,j for 1 ≤ j ≤ dNT using the above
modified BIC. When estimating the long-run covariance matrix, we use the Bartlett kernel function
(i.e., a(x) = (1 − |x|)I(|x| ≤ 1)) and let ℓ = ⌈0.75T 1/3⌉ 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 ℓ1-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,NT , w2,NT ).
Given a pair (w1, w2), our estimation method produces the estimates (β̃(w1, w2),Ξ̃(w1, w2)). Then
the estimates of w1,NT and w2,NT is given by

(ŵ1,NT , ŵ2,NT ) = argmin
w1,w2

1
NT

|y − Xβ̃(w1, w2) − vec(Ξ̃(w1, w2))|2F

+
(

|J(w1, w2)| log(NT )
NT

log(log(dNT )) + |r̂(w1, w2)|N + T

NT

)
, (A.2.2)

where J(w1, w2) = {j : β̂j(w1, w2) ̸= 0} and r̂(w1, w2) denotes the rank of Ξ̃(w1, w2). For the
second-stage iterated weighted LASSO estimator, we use the following modified BIC to select the
tuning parameter w3,NT ,

ŵ3,NT = argmin
w3

1
NT

|y − Xβ̂w3 − vec(F̂w3Λ̂⊤
w3)|2F + |Jw3 | log(NT )

NT
log(log(dNT )), (A.2.3)

where β̂w3 , F̂w3 and Λ̂w3 denote the estimates of β0, F0 and Λ0 obtained using the tuning parameter
w3 and Jw3 = {j : β̂w3,j ̸= 0}. In addition, we use the 2-fold cross validation method to select the
penalty term u when estimating Ωe.

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 q > 2. Then for some constant cq > 0 only depending on q∥∥∥∥ max
1≤t≤T

|Sj,Nt|
∥∥∥∥
q

≤ cq
√
NT∆2(uj , 0) + cq

√
NT 1/q

∞∑
m=1

min(m,T )1/2−1/qδq(uj ,m),

where Sj,Nt =
∑N
i=1

∑t
s=1 xj,iseis and ∆q(uj ,m) =

∑∞
k=m δq(uj , k);

2. Let Assumption 2.1 hold with ν > 2. Then for some constant cν > 0 only depending on ν∥∥∥∥∥ max
1≤t≤T

∣∣∣∣∣
N∑
i=1

t∑
s=1

[xj,isxj′,is − E(xj,isxj′,is)]
∣∣∣∣∣
∥∥∥∥∥
ν

≤ cν
√
NT∆2(xjxj′ , 0) + cν

√
NT 1/ν

∞∑
m=1

min(m,T )1/2−1/νδν(xjxj′ ,m),
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where ∆ν(xjxj′ ,m) =
∑∞
k=m δν(xjxj′ , k).

Lemma A.2. Let Assumption 2.1 hold with ν > 2. If x =
√
NTµ

1+1/q
x y for any y ≥ 1, then for

some constants C1, C2, C3 > 0 not depending on x,N, T ,

Pr
(

max
1≤t≤T

∣∣∣∣∣
N∑
i=1

t∑
k=1

[xj,ikxj′,ik − E(xj,ikxj′,ik)]
∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ x

)

≤ C1
TNν/2

xν
+ C2 exp

(
−C3

x2

TN

)
,

where µx =
∑∞
m=1 µx,m < ∞ and µx,m =

(
mν/2−1δνν (xjxj′ ,m)

)1/(ν+1)
.

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

1. Let Σ̂x = X⊤X/(NT ). For any v ∈ RdNT satisfying |v| ≠ 0 and |vJc |1 ≤ 3|vJ |1, we have

v⊤Σ̂xv ≥ v⊤Σxv − C0s
√

log dNT /(NT )|v|22

with probability larger than

1 − C3

(
dNTT

1−ν/2

(log dNT )ν/2 + d−C4
NT

)

for some constant C0, C3, C4 > 0 not depending on N and T .

2. |X⊤
−jηj/(NT )|∞ = OP (

√
log dNT /(NT )),

|γ̂j − γj |2 = OP (
√
sj log dNT /(NT )),

|γ̂j − γj |1 = OP (sj
√

log dNT /(NT )) for j = 1, 2, . . . , dNT ,
where sj = |{k ̸= j : Ωj,k ̸= 0}| denotes the row sparsity with respect to rows of Ωx = Σ−1

x .

Let Ωx,j denote the jth row of Ωx, max1≤j≤dNT
sj = o(

√
NT/ log dNT ) and wNT,j = O(

√
log dNT /(NT ))

for 1 ≤ j ≤ dNT , then

3. 1/τ̂2
j = OP (1),

|Ω̂x,j − Ωx,j |1 = OP (sj
√

log dNT /(NT )),

|Ω̂x,j − Ωx,j |2 = OP (
√
sj log dNT /(NT )),

|Ωx,j |1 = O(s1/2
j ) and |Ω̂x,j |1 = OP (s1/2

j ).

Let ũit = E[uit | Ft−m,t], uit = xiteit, ut = 1√
N

∑N
i=1 uit, ũt = 1√

N

∑N
i=1 ũit, Ft−m,t =

(εt, . . . , εt−m) and

Ψq(uj ,m) =
( ∞∑
k=m

δq
′
q (uj , k)

)1/q′

with q′ = min(2, q).

Lemma A.4. Let Assumption 1 hold with q ≥ 2. Then

1. ∥
∑T
t=1 btuj,t∥q = O

(
(
∑T
t=1 b

2
t )1/2

)
,

∥
∑T
t=1 bt(uj,t − ũj,t)∥q = O

(
(
∑T
t=1 b

2
t )1/2∆q(uj ,m+ 1)

)
,

for any fixed sequences {bt}1≤t≤T , where uj,t and ũj,t are the jth elements of ut = 1√
N

∑N
i=1 uit

and ũt = 1√
N

∑N
i=1 ũit, respectively.
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2. Let a1, a2, . . . ∈ R, AT = (
∑T
t=1 a

2
t )1/2, and dj,m,q =

∑∞
t=0 min(δq(uj , t),Ψq(uj ,m + 1)). Fur-

ther, denote LNT,j,j′ =
∑

1≤s<t≤T at−suj,tuj′,s and L̃NT,j,j′ =
∑

1≤s<t≤T at−sũj,tũj′,s, for some
q ≥ 4 we have

∥LNT,j,j′ − E(LNT,j,j′) − L̃NT,j,j′ − E(L̃NT,j,j′)∥q/2

= O(
√
TAT (dj,m,q + dj′,m,q));

3. ∥
∑T
s,t=1 as,t

(
uj,tuj′,s − E(uj,tuj′,s)

)
∥q/2 = O

(√
TBT

)
for some q ≥ 4 and any fixed sequences

{as,t}1≤s,t≤T , where B2
T = max

{
max1≤t≤T

∑T
s=1 a

2
s,t,max1≤s≤T

∑T
t=1 a

2
s,t

}
.

Lemma A.5. Let Assumption 1 hold with q > 4.

1. Let xT > 0 with T 1+δ/xT → 0 for some δ > 0. For 0 < θ < 1, there exists a constant cq,δ,θ
only depending on q, δ and θ such that

Pr
(
|LNT,j,j′ − E(LNT,j,j′)| ≥ xT

)
≤ cq,δ,θx

−q/2
T (log T )(T q/2−(αu−1)θq/2 + T ).

2. Let ak = 0 for k > ℓ and xT > 0 such that T δ
√
Tℓ/xT → 0 for some δ > 0. For 0 < θ < 1,

there exists a constant cq,δ,θ only depending on q, δ and θ such that

Pr
(
|LNT,j,j′ − E(LNT,j,j′)| ≥ xT

)
≤ cq,δ,θx

−q/2
T (log T )((Tℓ)q/4T−(αu−1)θq/2 + Tℓq/2−1−(αu−1)θq/2 + T ).

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

1. If d2
NTT log T

(Tℓ log dNT )q/4 → 0, we have

max
1≤k,l≤dNT

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1T
T∑

t,s=1
a((t− s)/ℓ) (uk,tul,s − E(uk,tul,s))

∣∣∣∣∣∣ = OP (
√
ℓ log dNT /T ).

2. If s2
√
ℓ log dNT√
T

→ 0, we have

max
1≤k,l≤dNT

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1T
T∑

t,s=1
a((t− s)/ℓ)

(
ûk,t − uk,t

) (
ûl,s − ul,s

)∣∣∣∣∣∣ = oP (
√
ℓ log dNT /T ).

3. If d3
NTT log T

(Tℓ log dNT )q/4 → 0 and d3
NTT log T

(Tℓ log dNT )ν/4 → 0, we have

max
1≤k,l≤dNT

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1T
T∑

t,s=1
a((t− s)/ℓ)

(
ûk,t − uk,t

)
ul,s

∣∣∣∣∣∣ = oP (
√
ℓ log dNT /T ).

Lemma A.7. Let Assumptions 1, 2 and 5 hold. Let further that
w1,NT ≍

√
log(dNT )/(NT ), w2,NT ≍ max(1/

√
T ,

√
N),

s = o
(
max(T−1/2, N−1/2)NT/ log dNT

)
, dNTT

1−q/2

(log dNT )q/2 → 0, and dNTT
1−ν/2

(log dNT )ν/2 → 0.
Then we have

1.
∣∣∣ 1
NT

∑T
t=1 X⊤

J,tMΛ̂(l)et
∣∣∣
∞

= OP (max(
√
sw1,NT , w2,NT ));

2.
∣∣∣ 1
NT

∑T
t=1 X⊤

J,tMΛ̂(l)Λ0f0t
∣∣∣
∞

= OP (max(
√
sw1,NT , w2,NT ));
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3. |Σ̃(l) − Σ|max = OP (max(
√
sw1,NT , w2,NT ), where Σ̃(l) = 1

NT

∑T
t=1 X⊤

t MΛ̂(l)Xt and Σ =
plim 1

NT

∑T
t=1 X⊤

t MΛ0Xt.
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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 Std
accruals 0.040 0.092 delfinl -0.018 0.105 pricedelaytstat 1.784 1.418
announcementreturn 0.006 0.085 dellti -0.007 0.052 rdipo 0.000 0.022
assetgrowth -0.126 0.991 delnetfin -0.008 0.136 rds -822.066 22660.487
bmdec 0.640 1.177 dolvol -3.819 3.375 realizedvol -0.029 0.030
beta 0.883 0.670 earningsconsistency 0.059 1.511 residualmomentum -0.036 0.327
betafp 0.908 0.523 equityduration -16.823 19.766 returnskew -0.137 0.871
betaliquidityps 0.016 0.397 grltnoa 0.035 0.103 returnskew3f -0.117 0.810
bidaskspread 0.015 0.024 high52 0.804 0.224 roe -0.065 7.261
bookleverage -3.531 55.527 idiovol3f -0.024 0.027 sharerepurchase 0.521 0.500
cheq -1.365 10.219 idiovolaht -0.028 0.024 totalaccruals -0.006 0.203
chinv -0.006 0.041 illiquidity 0.000 0.000 volmkt -0.128 0.257
chnncoa 0.003 0.117 maxret -0.062 0.081 volsd -11.827 49.032
chnwc 0.007 0.087 noa -0.513 0.742 volumetrend -0.006 0.018
chtax 0.001 0.023 netdebtfinance -0.012 0.086 xfin -0.009 0.159
convdebt -0.065 0.247 netequityfinance 0.002 0.128 betavix 0.000 0.019
coskewacx 0.142 0.238 opleverage 0.828 0.780 dnoa -0.070 0.858
coskewness 0.253 0.348 pctacc 2.120 23.208 hire -0.019 0.225
delcoa -0.013 0.081 pcttotacc -0.407 20.494 zerotrade 0.788 2.330
delcol -0.011 0.061 pricedelayrsq 0.288 0.317 zerotradealt1 0.707 2.350
delequ -0.022 0.188 pricedelayslope -1.224 111.948 zerotradealt12 0.794 2.287

B.2 Secondary Lemmas
Lemma B.1. Let X1, . . . , XT be mean zero independent random variables with max1≤t≤T ∥Xt∥q <
∞ for some q > 2. Then,

Pr
(

max
1≤t≤T

t∑
s=1

Xs ≥ x

)
≤
(

1 + 2
q

)q ∑T
t=1 ∥Xt∥qq
xq

+ 2 exp
(

−2e−q(q + 2)−2 x2∑T
t=1 ∥Xt∥2

2

)
.

Corollary 1.8 in Nagaev (1979) shows that the above inequality holds for
∑T
s=1Xs, while Borovkov

(1973) prove that the above inequality also holds for max1≤t≤T
∑t
s=1Xs.

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

1. Suppose max1≤t≤T ∥Xt∥q < ∞ for some 1 ≤ q ≤ 2. Then for x > y and y ≥ (4
∑T
t=1 ∥Xt∥qq)1/q,

we have

Pr
(

T∑
t=1

Xt ≥ x

)
≤

T∑
t=1

Pr (Xt ≥ y) +
(
e2∑T

t=1 ∥Xt∥qq
xyq−1

)x/(2y)

;
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2. Suppose max1≤t≤T ∥Xt∥q < ∞ for some q ≥ 2, β = q/(q + 2) and α = 1 − β. Then,

Pr
(

T∑
t=1

Xt ≥ x

)
≤

T∑
t=1

Pr (Xt ≥ y) + exp
(

−α2x2

2et
∑T
t=1 ∥Xt∥2

2

)
+
(∑T

t=1 ∥Xt∥qq
βxyq−1

)βx/y
.

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 xj,iteit 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 Sj,Nt,m =
∑N
i=1

∑t
k=1 uj,ik,m and uj,ik,m = E [xj,ikeik | Fk,k−m],

where Fk,k−m = (εk, εk−1, . . . , εk−m). Therefore, uj,ik,m and uj,ik′,m are independent if |k−k′| > m.
Write

uj,it = uj,it − uj,it,T +
T∑

m=1
(uj,it,m − uj,it,m−1) + uj,it,0,

which follows that∥∥∥∥ max
1≤t≤T

|Sj,Nt|
∥∥∥∥
q

≤ ∥ max
1≤t≤T

|Sj,Nt − Sj,Nt,T |∥q +
T∑

m=1
∥ max

1≤t≤T
|Sj,Nt,m − Sj,Nt,m−1|∥q

+∥ max
1≤t≤T

|Sj,Nt,0|∥q = I1 + I2 + I3.

Consider I2 first. By the stationarity of {
∑N
i=1 uj,ik,m}Tk=1, we have

∥ max
1≤t≤T

|Sj,Nt,m − Sj,Nt,m−1|∥q = ∥ max
0≤t≤T−1

|
T∑

k=T−t

N∑
i=1

(uj,ik,m − uj,ik,m−1)|∥q.

Note that {uj,i(T−k),m−uj,i(T−k),m−1}T−1
k=0 are martingale differences with respect to (εT−k−m, εT−k−m+1, . . .),

and thus 
∣∣∣∣∣∣

T∑
k=T−t

N∑
i=1

(uj,ik,m − uj,ik,m−1)

∣∣∣∣∣∣

T−1

k=0

is a positive submartingale with respect to (εT−k−m, εT−k−m+1, . . .). Therefore, by the Doob Lp
maximal inequality, we have

∥ max
1≤t≤T

|Sj,Nt,m − Sj,Nt,m−1|∥q ≤ q/(q − 1)∥Sj,NT,m − Sj,NT,m−1∥q.

Define Yl,m =
∑N
i=1

∑min(lm,T )
k=1+(l−1)m(uj,ik,m − uj,ik,m−1) and b = ⌊T/m⌋ + 1, we have

|Sj,NT,m − Sj,NT,m−1| =
∣∣∣∣∣
b∑
l=1

Yl,m

∣∣∣∣∣ .
Note that Y1,m, Y3,m, . . . are independent and Y2,m, Y4,m, . . . are also independent, then by the Rosen-

2



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

∥
∑

l is odd
Yl,m∥q ≤ 14.5q

log q

∥
∑

l is odd
Yl,m∥2 +

( ∑
l is odd

∥Yl,m∥qq

)1/q
 ,

for q ≥ 2 we have

∥Sj,NT,m − Sj,NT,m−1∥q ≤ 14.5q
log q

[
∥
∑

l is odd
Yl,m∥2 + ∥

∑
l is even

Yl,m∥2

+
( ∑
l is odd

∥Yl,m∥qq

)1/q

+
( ∑
l is even

∥Yl,m∥qq

)1/q
 .

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

∥Yl,m∥2
q ≤ (q − 1)

min(lm,T )∑
k=1+(l−1)m

∥
N∑
i=1

(uj,ik,m − uj,ik,m−1)∥2
q .

For ∥
∑N
i=1(uj,ik,m − uj,ik,m−1)∥q, by Assumption 1 we have

∥
N∑
i=1

(uj,ik,m − uj,ik,m−1)∥q = ∥
N∑
i=1

E (uj,i(Fk) | Fk,k−m) − E (uj,i(Fk) | Fk,k−m+1) ∥q

= ∥
N∑
i=1

E (uj,i(Fm) | Fm,0) − E (uj,i(Fm) | Fm,1) ∥q

= ∥
N∑
i=1

E (uj,i(Fm) | Fm,0) − E (uj,i(F∗
m) | Fm,0) ∥q

≤
√
Nδq(uj ,m).

Hence, for 1 ≤ l ≤ b we have

∥Yl,m∥q ≤
√

(q − 1)(min(lm, T ) − (l − 1)m)
√
Nδq(uj ,m).

Then, for 1 ≤ m ≤ T , we have

∥Sj,NT,m − Sj,NT,m−1∥q ≤ 29q
log q

(√
NTδ2(uj ,m) +

√
N
√
q − 1T 1/qm1/2−1/qδq(uj ,m)

)
.

By the above developments and q/(q − 1) ≤ 2 when q ≥ 2, we have

T∑
m=1

∥ max
1≤t≤T

|Sj,Nt,m − Sj,Nt,m−1|∥q

≤ 87q
log q

(
√
NT

T∑
m=1

δ2(uj ,m) +
√
N
√
q − 1T 1/q

T∑
m=1

m1/2−1/qδq(uj ,m)
)
.

Similar to the above developments, for I1, we have

∥ max
1≤t≤T

|Sj,Nt − Sj,Nt,T |∥q ≤ 3
√
q − 1

√
NT

∞∑
m=T+1

δq(uj ,m).

For I3, note that {uj,it,0} are independent random variables, by the Doob Lp maximal inequality

3



and the Rosenthal inequality for independent variables, we have

∥ max
1≤t≤T

|Sj,Nt,0|∥q ≤ q/(q − 1)∥Sj,NT,0∥q

≤ q/(q − 1)14.5q
log q

√
T∥

N∑
i=1

uj,it,0∥2 + T 1/q
(

∥
N∑
i=1

uj,it,0∥qq

)1/q .
Note that uj,it,0 = E(uj,i(Ft) | Ft,t) =D E(uj,i(F0) | ε0) and E(uj,i(F∗

0 ) | ε0) = 0, in which =D

denotes equal in distribution, we have

∥
N∑
i=1

uj,it,0∥q ≤
√
Nδq(uj , 0).

Hence, ∥ max1≤t≤T |Sj,Nt,0|∥q ≤ 29
log q

(√
NTδq(uj , 0) + T 1/q√Nδq(uj , 0)

)
.

Combining the above analysis, we have

∥∥∥∥ max
1≤t≤T

|Sj,Nt|
∥∥∥∥
q

≤
√
NT

 87q
log q

T∑
m=1

δ2(uj ,m) + 3
√
q − 1

∞∑
m=T+1

δq(uj ,m) + 29q
log q δ2(uj , 0)


+

√
NT 1/q

[
87q

√
q − 1

log q

T∑
m=1

m1/2−1/qδq(uj ,m) + 29q
log q δq(uj , 0)

]

≤ cq
√
NT∆2(uj , 0) + cq

√
NT 1/q

∞∑
m=1

min(m,T )1/2−1/qδq(uj ,m).

The proof of part (1) is now complete.

(2). The proof of part (2) is similar with that of part (1), so omitted here.

Proof of Lemma A.2.
The proof of Lemma A.2 is similar with that of Lemma 1 (1), so omitted here.

Proof of Lemma A.3.
(1). Note that

|v|1 = |vJ|1 + |vJc |1 ≤ 4|vJ|1 ≤ 4
√
s|vJ|2,

which follows that

v⊤Σ̂xv ≥ v⊤Σxv − |Σ̂x − Σx|max|v|21
≥ v⊤Σxv − 16s|Σ̂x − Σx|max|v|22.

Note that by using Lemma A.2 and x = C0
16
√

log dNT /(NT ) for some constant C0 > 0, BNT ={
|Σ̂x − Σx|max ≤ x

}
holds with probability larger than

1 − C3

(
dNTT

1−ν/2

(log dNT )ν/2 + d−C4
NT

)

for some C3, C4 > 0.

(2). Given the condition |γj |1 < ∞, we first show the weak dependence properties of ηj . By the
construction of ηj , we have ηj,it = xj,it − x⊤

−j,itγj , where x−j,it is the sub-vector of xit with the jth

4



column removed. Then, by using Assumption 2.1 and |γj |1 < ∞, for any j′ ̸= j, we have∥∥∥∥∥ 1√
N

N∑
i=1

(xj′,itηj,it − x∗
j′,itη

∗
j,it)

∥∥∥∥∥
ν

=
∥∥∥∥∥ 1√

N

N∑
i=1

(xj′,itxj,it − xj′,itx⊤
−j,itγj − x∗

j′,itx
∗
j,it + x∗

j′,itx
∗,⊤
−j,itγj)

∥∥∥∥∥
ν

≤
∥∥∥∥∥ 1√

N

N∑
i=1

(xj′,itxj,it − x∗
j′,itx

∗
j,it)

∥∥∥∥∥
ν

+
dNT∑
l=1, ̸=j

∥∥∥∥∥ 1√
N

N∑
i=1

(xj′,itxl,it − x∗
j′,itx

∗
l,it)
∥∥∥∥∥
ν

|λj,l|

≤ max
1≤j≤dNT

∥∥∥∥∥ 1√
N

N∑
i=1

(xj′,itxj,it − x∗
j′,itx

∗
j,it)

∥∥∥∥∥
ν

(1 + |γj |1) = O(t−αx).

Then, given the weak dependence properties of xj′,itηj,it, and by choosing wNT,j ≍
√

log dNT /(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 k⃗j such that

− 1
NT

X⊤
−j (Xj − X−jγ̂j) + wNT,jk⃗j = 0

−γ̂⊤
j

1
NT

X⊤
−j (Xj − X−jγ̂j) + wNT,j |γ̂j |1 = 0

which implies that

τ̂2
j = (Xj − X−jγ̂j)⊤Xj/(NT )

=
η⊤
j ηj

NT
+

η⊤
j X−jγj

NT
−

(γ̂j − γj)⊤X⊤
−jX−jγj

NT
−

(γ̂j − γj)⊤X⊤
−jηj

NT
.

Hence, for all j = 1, . . . , dNT , we have

|τ̂2
j − τ2

j | ≤
∣∣∣∣∣η

⊤
j ηj

NT
− τ2

j

∣∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣∣η

⊤
j X−jγj

NT

∣∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣∣(γ̂j − γj)⊤X⊤

−jX−jγj

NT

∣∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣∣(γ̂j − γj)⊤X⊤

−jηj

NT

∣∣∣∣∣
= I4 + I5 + I6 + I7.

For I4, it can be shown that
∣∣∣∣η⊤

j ηj

NT − τ2
j

∣∣∣∣ = OP ((NT )−1/2) by using similar arguments as the
proof of Lemma A.4 (1). For I5, by part (2) of this lemma, we have

I8 ≤ |η⊤
j X−j/(NT )|∞|γj |1 ≤ √

sj |η⊤
j X−j/(NT )|∞|γj |2 = OP (

√
sj log dNT /(NT )).

Consider I6. Note that by the KKT condition, we have

− 1
NT

X⊤
−j (Xj − X−jγ̂j) + λjk⃗j = 0

− 1
NT

X⊤
−j (X−jγj + ηj − X−jγ̂j) + λjk⃗j = 0.

Hence, by using part (2) of this lemma, we have∣∣∣∣∣(γ̂j − γj)⊤X⊤
−jX−j

NT

∣∣∣∣∣
∞

= |X⊤
−jηj/(NT ) + λjk⃗j |∞ = OP (

√
log dNT /(NT ))
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and

I9 ≤
∣∣∣∣∣(γ̂j − γj)⊤X⊤

−jX−j

NT

∣∣∣∣∣
∞

|γj |1 = OP (
√
sj log dNT /(NT )).

Similarly, I7 = OP (sj log dNT /(NT )). Therefore, |τ̂2
j − τ2

j | = OP (
√
sj log dNT /(NT )).

Note that τ2
j = 1/Ωx,j,j ≥ 1/ψmax(Ωx) = ψmin(Σx) > 0, and thus τ̂2

j ≥ τ2
j − |τ̂2

j − τ2
j | > 0 with

probability approaching to 1 as |τ̂2
j − τ2

j | = OP (
√
sj log dNT /(NT )) = oP (1), which also implies that∣∣∣∣∣ 1

τ̂2
j

− 1
τ2
j

∣∣∣∣∣ =
|τ̂2
j − τ2

j |
τ̂2
j τ

2
j

= OP (
√
sj log dNT /(NT )) = oP (1).

Next, consider |Ω̂x,j − Ωx,j |1. As Ω̂x,j = Ĉj/τ̂
2
j , by using part (2) of this lemma and |γj |1 =

O(√sj), we have

|Ω̂x,j − Ωx,j |1 = |Ĉj/τ̂
2
j − Cj/τ

2
j |1 ≤ |1/τ̂2

j − 1/τ2
j | + |γ̂j/τ̂2

j − γj/τ
2
j |1

≤ |1/τ̂2
j − 1/τ2

j | + |γ̂j/τ̂2
j − γj/τ̂

2
j |1 + |γj/τ̂2

j − γj/τ
2
j |1

= OP (
√
sj log dNT /(NT )) +OP (sj

√
log dNT /(NT )) +OP (sj

√
log dNT /(NT ))

= OP (sj
√

log dNT /(NT )).

Similarly, by using |γj |2 = O(1), we have |Ω̂x,j − Ωx,j |2 = OP (
√
sj log dNT /(NT )).

Proof of Lemma A.4.
(1). Consider ∥

∑T
t=1 bt(uj,t − ũj,t)∥q first. Define Dt,k = E[uj,t | Ft−k,t] − E[uj,t | Ft−k+1,t], then

{Dt,k, t = T, . . . , 1} form martingale differences with respect to Ft−k,∞. In addition, by Jensen
inequality, we have ∥Dt,k∥q ≤ δq(uj , k).

By using Burkholder inequality and Minkowski inequality, for q ≥ 2, we have∥∥∥∥∥
T∑
t=1

btDt,k

∥∥∥∥∥
2

q

≤ O(1)
T∑
t=1

∥btDt,k∥2
q = O(1)

T∑
t=1

b2
t δ

2
q (uj , k).

Since uj,t − ũj,t =
∑∞
k=m+1Dt,k, the result follows.

The proof of ∥
∑T
t=1 btuj,t∥q is similar to above, so omitted here.

(2). In what follows, let

Zj,t =
t∑

s=1
at+1−suj,s, Z̃j′,t =

t∑
s=1

at+1−sũj′,s,

L⋄
T,j,j′ =

∑
1≤s<t≤T

at−suj,tũj′,s =
T∑
t=2

uj,tZ̃j′,t−1.

Also, let Zj,t,{k}, uj,t,{k} be the coupled version of Zt and xt replacing εk with ε′
k.

Define the projection operator Pt(·) = E[· | Ft] − E[· | Ft−1]. By Jensen inequality,

∥Pk(LT,j,j′ − L⋄
T,j,j′)∥q/2

=
∥∥∥∥∥E

[
T∑
t=2

[uj,t(Zj′,t−1 − Z̃j′,t−1) | Fk

]
− E

[
T∑
t=2

[uj,t,{k}(Zj′,t−1,{k} − Z̃j′,t−1,{k}) | Fk

]∥∥∥∥∥
q/2

6



≤
∥∥∥∥∥
T∑
t=2

[uj,t(Zj′,t−1 − Z̃j′,t−1) − uj,t,{k}(Zj′,t−1,{k} − Z̃j′,t−1,{k})]
∥∥∥∥∥
q/2

≤
∥∥∥∥∥
T∑
t=2

uj,t,{k}(Zj′,t−1 − Z̃j′,t−1 − Zj′,t−1,{k} + Z̃j′,t−1,{k})
∥∥∥∥∥
q/2

+
∥∥∥∥∥
T∑
t=2

[uj,t − uj,t,{k}](Zj′,t−1 − Z̃j′,t−1)
∥∥∥∥∥
q/2

:= I8 + I9.

We consider I8 first. Since ∥uj′,t − uj′,t,{k}∥q ≤ δq(uj′ , t− k) and ∥uj′,t − ũj′,t∥q ≤ Ψq(u′
j ,m+ 1),

we thus obtain that

∥uj′,t − ũj′,t − uj′,t,{k} + ũj′,t,{k}∥q ≤ 2 min
(
δq(uj′ , t− k),Ψq(uj′ ,m+ 1)

)
.

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

I8 =
∥∥∥∥∥
T−1∑
s=1

(uj′,s − ũj′,s − uj′,s,{k} + ũj′,s,{k})
T∑

t=s+1
at−suj,t,{k}

∥∥∥∥∥
q/2

≤
T−1∑
s=1

∥∥∥uj′,s − ũj′,s − uj′,s,{k} + ũj′,s,{k}

∥∥∥
q

·
∥∥∥∥∥

T∑
t=s+1

at−suj,t,{k}

∥∥∥∥∥
q

= O(AT )
T−1∑
s=1

min
(
δq(uj′ , s− k),Ψq(uj′ ,m+ 1)

)
.

We now consider I9. By part (1) of this lemma, we have

max
1≤t≤T

∥Zj′,t−1 − Z̃j′,t−1∥4 ≤ O(1)AT∆q(uj′ ,m+ 1).

Also, note that I9 is actually I9,k, and the sub-index k is suppressed previously for notational
simplicity. In addition, by , we have

T∑
k=−∞

I2
9,k ≤ O(1)

T∑
k=−∞

A2
T∆2

q(uj′ ,m+ 1)
(

T∑
t=1

δq(uj , t− k)
)2

≤ O(1)A2
T∆2

q(uj′ ,m+ 1)
T∑

k=−∞

T∑
t=1

δq(uj , t− k)

= O(1)TA2
T∆2

q(uj′ ,m+ 1).

Similarly,
∑T
k=−∞ I2

8,k = O(1)TA2
Td

2
j′,m,q. Since {Pk(LT −L⋄

T )}k is a sequence of martingale differ-
ences, by Burkholder inequality and ∆q(uj′ ,m+ 1) ≤ dj′,m,q, we have

∥LT,j,j′ − E(LT,j,j′) − L⋄
T,j,j′ − E(L⋄

T,j,j′)∥2
q/2 =

∥∥∥∥∥∥
T∑

k=−∞
Pk(LT,j,j′ − L⋄

T,j,j′)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

q/2

≤ O(1)
T∑

k=−∞
∥Pk(LT,j,j′ − L⋄

T,j,j′)∥2
q/2 = O(1)TA2

Td
2
j′,m,q.

Similarly, we have ∥L̃T,j,j′ − E(L̃T,j,j′) − L⋄
T,j,j′ − E(L⋄

T,j,j′)∥2
q/2 = O(1)TA2

Td
2
j,m,q.

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

Proof of Lemma A.5.
(1). Let m = ⌊T θ⌋ for some 0 < θ < 1. By Lemmas A.4 (2) and (3) and using Markov inequality,
we have

Pr
(
|LNT,j,j′ − E(LNT,j,j′) − L̃NT,j,j′ − E(L̃NT,j,j′)| ≥ xT /2

)
≤ Cqx

−q/2
T T q/2−(αu−1)θq/2.

Then to complete the proof, it is sufficient to show

Pr
(
|L̃NT,j,j′ − E(L̃NT,j,j′)| ≥ xT /2

)
≤ Cq,δ,θx

−q/2
T (T log T )(mq/2−1−(αu−1)θq/2 + 1).

since

Pr
(
|LNT,j,j′ − E(LNT,j,j′)| ≥ xT

)
≤ Pr

(
|LNT,j,j′ − E(LNT,j,j′) − L̃NT,j,j′ − E(L̃NT,j,j′)| ≥ xT /2

)
+ Pr

(
|L̃NT,j,j′ − E(L̃NT,j,j′)| ≥ xT /2

)
.

Let zT satisfy T 1+δ/zT → 0 and lT = ⌊− log(log T )/(log θ)⌋ such that T θlT ≤ e. Let yT =
zT /(2lT ) and 1 < m < T/4.

Define ũit,θ = E[uit | Ft−⌊mθ⌋,t], ũt,θ = 1√
N

∑N
i=1 ũit,θ, Yj′,t,1 =

∑t−3m−1
s=1 as,tũj′,s and Zj′,t,1 =∑t

s=1∨(t−3m) as,tũj′,s. Define Yj′,t,2 and Zj′,t,2 similarly by replacing ũj′,s with ũj′,s,θ. Observe that
ũj,t and ũj,t,θ are independent of Yj′,t,l for l = 1, 2.

We first consider
∑T
t=1(ũj,tZj′,t,1 − ũj,t,θZj′,t,2). Split [1, . . . , T ] into blocks B1, . . . , BbT

with
block size 4m and define WT,b =

∑
t∈Bb

(ũj,tZj′,t,1 − ũj,t,θZj′,t,2). Let yT satisfy yT < zT /2 and
T 1+δ/2/yT → 0. Since WT,b and WT,b′ are independent if |b − b′| > 1, by Lemma B.2 (1), Lemma
A.4 (3) and Lemma A.4 (2), for any M > 1, there exists a constant Cq,M,δ,θ such that

Pr
(∣∣∣∣∣

T∑
t=1

(ũj,tZj′,t,1 − ũj,t,θZj′,t,2) − E

(
T∑
t=1

(ũj,tZj′,t,1 − ũj,t,θZj′,t,2)
)∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ yT

)

≤ Cq,M,δ,θy
−M
T +

bT∑
b=1

Pr (|WT,b − E(WT,b)| ≥ yT /CM,δ)

≤ Cq,M,δ,θy
−M
T + Cq,M,δ,θy

−q/2
T Tmq/2−1−(αu−1)θq/2.

We next deal with the term
∑T
t=1(ũj,tYj′,t,1 − ũj,t,θYj′,t,2). Split [1, . . . , T ] into blocks B∗

1 , . . . , B
∗
bT

with size m. Define RT,b =
∑
t∈B∗

b
(ũj,tYj′,t,1 − ũj,t,θYj′,t,2). Let ξb be the σ-fields generated by

(εlb , εlb−1 , . . .), where lb = max{B∗
b }. Note that {RT,b}b is odd is a martingale sequence with respect

to {ξb}b is odd, and so are {RT,b}b is even and {ξb}b is even. By Lemma 1 of Haeusler (1984), for any
M > 1 there exists a constant CM,δ such that

Pr
(∣∣∣∣∣

T∑
t=1

(ũj,tYj′,t,1 − ũj,t,θYj′,t,2)
∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ yT

)

≤ CM,δy
−M
T + 4 Pr

∣∣∣∣∣∣
B∗

T∑
b=1

E(R2
T,b | ξb−2)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ > y2
T /(log T )3/2


+

B∗
T∑

b=1
Pr (|RT,b| ≥ yT / log T ) = I10 + I11 + I12.
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Consider I12 first. Since (uj,t, uj,t,θ) and (Yj′,t,1, Yj′,t,2) are independent, by using similar argu-
ments as Lemma A.4 (2), we have

∥RT,b∥q ≤ Cq(mT )q/2m−(αu−1)θq,

which implies that
I12 ≤ Cqy

−q
T (log yT )qT q/2+1mq/2−1−(αu−1)θq.

Consider I11. Let rj,s−t = E(ũj,tũj,s) and rj,s−t,θ = E(ũj,t,θũj,s,θ), then we have

b∗
T∑

b=1
E(R2

T,b | ξb,2) ≤ 2
b∗

T∑
b=1

 ∑
s,t∈B∗

b

(rj,s−tYj′,s,1Yj′,t,1 + rj,s−t,θYj′,s,2Yj′,t,2)


=

∑
1≤s≤t≤T

aj,s,tũj′,tũj′,s +
∑

1≤s≤t≤T
aj,s,t,θũj′,t,θũj′,s,θ,

in which |aj,s,t| ≤ CT and |aj,s,t,θ| ≤ CT since
∑
l∈Z |rj,l| < ∞ and

∑
l∈Z |rj,l,θ| < ∞. Define

U(T,m, xT ) = sup{aj,s,t} Pr
(∣∣∣∑1≤s≤t≤T aj,s,tũj′,tũj′,s − E

(∑
1≤s≤t≤T as,tũj′,tũj′,s

)∣∣∣ ≥ xT
)
, where the

supremum is taken over all arrays {as,t} such that |as,t| ≤ 1. Therefore, we have

I11 ≤ CθU(T,m, y2
T /(T (log T )2)) + CθU(T, ⌊mθ⌋, y2

T /(T (log T )2)).

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

U(T, ⌊mθ⌋, zT − 2yT ) + U(T,m, y2
T /(T (log T )2))

+U(T, ⌊mθ⌋, y2
T /(T (log T )2)) + y−M

T + y
−q/2
T Tmq/2−1−(αu−1)θq/2

+y−q
T (log yT )qT q/2+1mq/2−1−(αu−1)θq. (B.3.1)

Since supaj,s,t
∥LT,j,j′ − E(LT,j,j′) − L̃T,j,j′∥q/2 = O(T ) by Lemma A.4 (3), by applying (B.3.1)

recursively to deal with the term U(T,m, y2
T /(T (log T )2)) for p times such that (yt/T )−2pq =

O(y−(M+1)
T ), we have (up to a constant)

U(T,m, zT ) ≤ U(T, ⌊mθ⌋, zT − 2yT ) + y−M
T + y

−q/2
T Tmq/2−1−(αu−1)θq/2

+y−q
T (log yT )qT q/2+1mq/2−1−(αu−1)θq. (B.3.2)

Using similar arguments, we can show for 1 ≤ m ≤ 3

U(T,m, zT /(2lT )) ≤ O(1)
(
z−M
T + z

−q/2
T T log T + z−q

T (log zT )q+1T q/2+1
)
.

Using (B.3.2) for lT − 1 times, we have

U(T,m, zT ) ≤ O(1)(log zT )q+1
(
z

−q/2
T T + z−q

T T q/2+1
)

(mq/2−1−(αu−1)θq/2 + 1). (B.3.3)

Plugging (B.3.3) back into (B.3.1) for the terms U(T,m, y2
T /(T (log T )2)) and U(T, ⌊mθ⌋, y2

T /(T (log T )2))
and using T 1+δ/2/yT → 0, we have

U(T,m, zT ) ≤ U(T, ⌊mθ⌋, zT − 2yT ) +O(1)z−q
T T (mq/2−1−(αu−1)θq/2 + 1). (B.3.4)

Finally, by using (B.3.4) for lT − 1 times, we obtain

U(T,m, zT ) ≤ O(1)z−q
T T log T (mq/2−1−(αu−1)θq/2 + 1).

The proof is now complete.
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(2). For l ≥ 1, define mT,l = ⌊T θl⌋, ũit,l = E[uit | Ft−mT,l,t], ũt,l = 1√
N

∑N
i=1 ũit,l and QNT,l =∑

1≤s<t≤T at−sũj,t,lũj′,s,l. Let lT = ⌈− log(log T )/ log θ⌉ and thus mT,lT ≤ e. By using Lemmas A.4
(2) and (3), we have

Pr
(
|LNT,j,j′ − E(LNT,j,j′) −QNT,1 + E(QNT,1)| ≥ xT /lT

)
≤ Cq,θ(log T )1/2x

−q/2
T (Tℓ)q/4T−(αu−1)θq/2.

Let l′T be the smallest l such that mT,l ≤ ℓ/4. For 1 ≤ l ≤ l′T , split [1, T ] into blocks Bl
1, . . . , B

l
bT,l

with
size ℓ+mT,l. DefineWT,l,b =

∑
t∈Bl

b

∑
1≤s≤t at−sũj,t,lũj′,s,l andW ′

T,l,b =
∑
t∈Bl

b

∑
1≤s≤t at−sũj,t,l+1ũj′,s,l+1.

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

Pr(|QNT,l − E(QNT,l) − (QNT,l+1 − E(QNT,l+1))| ≥ xT /(2lT ))

≤
bT,l∑
b=1

Pr
(
|WT,l,b − E(WT,l,b) − (W ′

T,l,b − E(W ′
T,l,b))| ≥ xT /(ClT )

)
+O(1)

[
Tℓl2T
x2
T

]C/4

.(B.3.5)

Note that for any M > 1, there exists a constant CM,δ,θ such that the second term in the right hand
of (B.3.5) is less than CM,δ,θx

−M
T . For the first term, by using Lemmas A.4 (2) and (3), we have

bT,l∑
b=1

Pr
(
|WT,l,b − E(WT,l,b) − (W ′

T,l,b − E(WT,l,b′))| ≥ xT /(ClT )
)

≤ O(1)Tm−1
T,l

√
log Tx−q/2

T (mT,lℓ)q/4m
−(αu−1)q/2
T,l+1 ≤ O(1)x−q/2

T

√
log TTℓq/4m

q/4−1−(αu−1)θq/2
T,l

≤ O(1)x−q/2
T

√
log T

(
(Tℓ)q/4T−(αu−1)θq/2 + Tℓq/2−1−(αu−1)θq/2

)
. (B.3.6)

Combining (B.3.5) and (B.3.6), we have

Pr
(
|LNT,j,j′ − E(LNT,j,j′)| ≥ xT

)
≤ Pr

(
|QNT,l′T − E(QNT,l′T )| ≥ xT /2

)
+O(1)x−M

T

+O(1)x−q/2
T

√
log T

(
(Tℓ)q/4T−(αu−1)θq/2 + Tℓq/2−1−(αu−1)θq/2

)
.

For Pr
(
|QNT,l′T − E(QNT,l′T )| ≥ xT /2

)
, split [1, . . . , T ] into blocks B1, . . . , BbT

with block size
2ℓ and define WT,l′T ,b

=
∑
t∈Bb

∑
1≤s≤t at−sũj,t,l′T ũj′,s,l′T

. Similarly, we have

Pr
(
|QNT,l′T − E(QNT,l′T )| ≥ xT /2

)
≤

bT∑
b=1

Pr
(
|WT,l′T ,b

− E(WT,l′T ,b
)| ≥ xT /C

)
+ Cx−M

T .

By using part (1) of this lemma, we have

Pr
(
|WT,l′T ,b

− E(WT,l′T ,b
)| ≥ xT /C

)
≤ O(1)x−q/2

T (log T )(ℓq/2−(αu−1)θq/2 + ℓ),

which follows that

Pr
(
|QNT,l′T − E(QNT,l′T )| ≥ xT /2

)
≤ O(1)x−q/2

T (T log T )(ℓq/2−1−(αu−1)θq/2 + 1).

The proof is now complete.

Proof of Lemma A.6.
(1). By using Lemma 1 (2) and letting xT = M

√
Tℓ log dNT for some sufficient large but fixed M
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and θ = 1/(αu − 1), we have

Pr

 max
1≤k,l≤dNT

∣∣∣∣∣∣
T∑

t,s=1
a((t− s)/ℓ) (uk,tul,s − E(uk,tul,s))

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ xT


≤

dNT∑
k,l=1

Pr

∣∣∣∣∣∣
T∑

t,s=1
a((t− s)/ℓ) (uk,tul,s − E(uk,tul,s))

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ xT


≤ O(1)d2

NTx
−q/2
T log T (T−q/4ℓq/4 + Tℓ−1 + T ) +O(1)d2−M

NT +O(1)d2
NTT

−M → 0

if d2
NTT log T/(Tℓ log dNT )q/4 → 0. Hence, we have proved

max
1≤k,l≤dNT

∣∣∣∣∣∣T−1
T∑

t,s=1
a((t− s)/ℓ) (uk,tul,s − E(uk,tul,s))

∣∣∣∣∣∣ = OP (
√
ℓ log dNT /T ).

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

max
1≤k,l,l′≤dNT

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1T
T∑
t=1

1
N2

N∑
i,j=1

xk,itxk,jtxl,itxl′,jt

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤ max

1≤k,l≤dNT

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1T
T∑
t=1

(
1
N

N∑
i=1

xk,itxl,it

)2∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ max
1≤k≤dNT

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1T
T∑
t=1

{
1
N

N∑
i=1

x2
k,it

}2∣∣∣∣∣∣ = OP (1).

Hence, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, if s2√ℓ log dNT /T → 0, we have

max
1≤k,l≤dNT

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1T
T∑

t,s=1
a((t− s)/ℓ)

(
ûk,t − uk,t

) (
ûl,s − ul,s

)∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤ (2ℓ+ 1) max

1≤k≤dNT

∣∣∣∣∣ 1T
T∑
t=1

(
ûk,t − uk,t

)2
∣∣∣∣∣

= N(2ℓ+ 1) max
1≤k≤dNT

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

1≤l,l′≤dNT

1
T

T∑
t=1

1
N2

N∑
i,j=1

xk,itxk,jtxl,itxl′,jt(β̂l − βl)(β̂l′ − βl′)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤ N(2ℓ+ 1)|β̂ − β|21 max

1≤k≤dNT

max
l,l′∈J

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1T
T∑
t=1

1
N2

N∑
i,j=1

xk,itxk,jtxl,itxl′,jt

∣∣∣∣∣∣
= OP (ℓs2 log dNT /T ) = oP (

√
ℓ log dNT /T ).

The proof of part (2) is now complete.

(3). By using similar arguments of Lemma 1 (2), if d3
NTT log T

(Tℓ log dNT )q/4 → 0 and d3
NTT log T

(Tℓ log dNT )ν/4 → 0 we have

max
1≤k,l,l′≤dNT

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1T
T∑

t,s=1
a((t− s)/ℓ)

(
N−1/2

N∑
i=1

xk,itxl′,itul,s − E((N−1/2
N∑
i=1

xk,itxl′,itul,s)
)∣∣∣∣∣∣

= OP (
√
ℓ log dNT /T ).

Since E(N−1/2∑N
i=1 xk,itxl,itul,s) = 0 (implied by E(eit | X) = 0), then we have

max
1≤k,l≤dNT

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1T
T∑

t,s=1
a((t− s)/ℓ)

(
ûk,t − uk,t

)
ul,s

∣∣∣∣∣∣
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≤ max
1≤k,l,l′≤dNT

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1T
T∑

t,s=1
a((t− s)/ℓ)N−1/2

N∑
i=1

xk,itxl′,itul,s

∣∣∣∣∣∣× |β̂ − β|1

= OP (
√
ℓ log dNT /T ) ×OP (s

√
log dNT /(NT )) = oP (

√
ℓ log dNT /T ).

The proof is now complete.

Proof of Lemma A.7.
(1). Write ∣∣∣∣∣ 1

NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂(l)et

∣∣∣∣∣
∞

≤
∣∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tet

∣∣∣∣∣
∞

+
∣∣∣∣∣ 1
N2T

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tΛ̂(l)Λ̂(l),⊤et

∣∣∣∣∣
∞
.

By using Lemma A.2 (1), the first term is of order OP (
√

log dNT /(NT )). For the second term, by
using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

∣∣∣∣∣ 1
N2T

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tΛ̂(l)Λ̂(l),⊤et

∣∣∣∣∣
∞

≤
{

max
j∈J

1
T

T∑
t=1

∣∣∣X⊤
j,tΛ̂(l)/N

∣∣∣2
F

}1/2 1
T

T∑
t=1

∣∣∣∣∣ 1
N

N∑
i=1

λ̂
(l)
i eit

∣∣∣∣∣
2

F


1/2

.

Note that
∣∣∣X⊤

j,tΛ̂(l)/N
∣∣∣2
F

≤ r̂N−1∑N
i=1 x

2
j,it and

max
j∈J

∣∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

T∑
t=1

N∑
i=1

(
x2
j,it − E(x2

j,it)
)∣∣∣∣∣ = OP (

√
log dNT /(NT )),

we then have

max
j∈J

1
T

T∑
t=1

∣∣∣X⊤
j,tΛ̂(l)/N

∣∣∣2
F

≤ max
j∈J

r

NT

T∑
t=1

N∑
i=1

x2
j,it = OP (1).

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

1
T

T∑
t=1

∣∣∣∣∣ 1
N

N∑
i=1

λ̂
(l)
i eit

∣∣∣∣∣
2

F

≤ 2
T

|H̃|2F
T∑
t=1

∣∣∣∣∣ 1
N

N∑
i=1

λ0ieit

∣∣∣∣∣
2

F

+ 2
T

T∑
t=1

∣∣∣∣∣ 1
N

N∑
i=1

(λ0i − H̃⊤λ̂
(l)
i )eit

∣∣∣∣∣
2

F

≤ OP (1/N) + 2
T

T∑
t=1

1
N

N∑
i=1

∣∣∣λ0i − H̃⊤λ̂
(l)
i

∣∣∣2
F

1
N

N∑
i=1

e2
it

= OP (1/N + max(sw2
1,NT , w

2
2,NT )).

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

(2). Note that |MΛ̂(l) |2 = 1, then∣∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂(l)Λ0f0t

∣∣∣∣∣
∞

= max
j∈J

∣∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
j,tMΛ̂(l)(Λ0H̃ − Λ̂(l))H̃−1ft

∣∣∣∣∣
≤ max

j∈J

1
T

T∑
t=1

|N−1/2Xj,t|F |ft|F |MΛ̂(l) |2N−1/2|Λ0H̃ − Λ̂(l)|F |H̃−1|F

= OP (max(
√
sw1,NT , w2,NT )).
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(3). Note that
∣∣∣PΛ̃ − PΛ0

∣∣∣
F

= OP (max(
√
sw1,NT , w2,NT )) by the proof of Theorem 2.1, and by

using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have∣∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
t MΛ̂(l)Xt − 1

NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
t MΛ0Xt

∣∣∣∣∣
max

≤
∣∣∣PΛ̃ − PΛ0

∣∣∣
F

max
1≤j≤dNT

1
NT

N∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

x2
j,it = OP (max(

√
sw1,NT , w2,NT )).

In addition by using Lemma A.2, we can show∣∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
t MΛ0Xt − Σ

∣∣∣∣∣
max

= OP (
√

log dNT /(NT )).

The proof is now complete.

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

(
β̂J , Λ̂

)
= argmin

β∈Rs,Λ∈RN×r

T∑
t=1

(yt − XJ,tβ)⊤MΛ(yt − XJ,tβ).

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

β̂J =
(

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂XJ,t

)−1 T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂yt,

Λ̂VNT =
(

1
NT

T∑
t=1

(yt − XJ,tβ̂J)(yt − XJ,tβ̂J)⊤
)

Λ̂,

where VNT is a diagonal matrix that consists of the r largest eigenvalues of the matrix 1
NT

∑T
t=1(yt−

XJ,tβ̂J)(yt − XJ,tβ̂J)⊤ arranged in a descending order.

Proposition B.1. Let {et} satisfy the conditions of Assumption C in Bai (2009). Suppose further
that (1) E(x4

j,it) < ∞ and infΛ D(Λ) > 0 with Λ⊤Λ/N = Ir; (2) 1
T F⊤

0 F0 →P Σf > 0 with
E|f0t|4F < ∞, and 1

NΛ⊤
0 Λ0 →P Λλ > 0 with E|λ0i|4F < ∞; (3) {et} is independent of XJ , Λ0 and

F0. Then

√
NTρ⊤(β̂J − β0,J) =

√
N/Tρ⊤ξ +

√
T/Nρ⊤ζ + ρ⊤D−1(Λ0) 1√

NT

T∑
t=1

X̃⊤
J,tMΛ0et

+OP (s2/
√
NT + s3/2δ−1

NT ),

where δNT = min(
√
N,

√
T ), D(Λ) = 1

NT

∑T
t=1 X̃⊤

J,tMΛX̃J,t, X̃J,t = XJ,t − 1
T

∑T
s=1 astXJ,s, ast =

f⊤
0t(F⊤

0 F0/T )f0s,

ξ = −D−1(Λ0) 1
NT

T∑
t,s=1

X̃⊤
J,tΛ0

N

(
Λ⊤

0 Λ0
N

)−1(F⊤
0 F0
T

)−1

f0s

(
N∑
i=1

E(eiteis)
)
,
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and

ζ = −D−1(Λ0) 1
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ0ΩeΛ0(Λ⊤

0 Λ0/N)−1(F⊤
0 F0/T )−1f0t.

Proof of Proposition B.1.
Proposition B.1 follows directly from Lemmas B.5 (2)-(4) and B.6.

Lemma B.3. Under the conditions of Proposition B.1, then

1. E
∣∣∣ 1
T

∑T
t=1 f0teit

∣∣∣2
F

= O(1/T ) and E
∣∣∣ 1
T

∑T
t=1 eit

∣∣∣2 = O(1/T );

2. E
∣∣∣ 1
T

∑T
t=1[eitejt − E(eitejt)]

∣∣∣2 = O(1/T ) and

E

∣∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

N∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

[eiteis − E(eiteis)]
∣∣∣∣∣
2

= O(1/(NT ));

3. E
∣∣∣ 1
NT

∑N
i=1

∑T
t=1 f0tλ

⊤
0ieit

∣∣∣2
F

= O(1/(NT )), E
∣∣∣ 1
NT

∑N
i=1

∑T
t=1 λ0ieit

∣∣∣2
F

= O(1/(NT )) and

E

∣∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

N∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

xj,iseit

∣∣∣∣∣
2

F

= O(1/(NT ));

4. E
∣∣∣ 1
NT

∑N
i=1

∑T
s=1 xj,iteisf⊤

0s

∣∣∣2
F

= O(1/(NT ));

5. E| 1
N

∑N
i=1 xj,iteis|2 = O(1/N) and E| 1

N

∑N
i=1 λ0ieit|2F = O(1/N);

6. E| 1
T

∑T
s=1 eks

1
N

∑N
i=1 xj,isλ

⊤
0i|2 = O(1/T );

7. E
∣∣∣ 1
T

∑T
s=1

1
N

∑N
i=1

∑N
j=1 xk,it(eisejs − E(eisejs))λ⊤

0j

∣∣∣2
F

= O(1/T );

8. E
∣∣∣ 1
NT

∑T
s=1

∑N
i=1 xk,it(eisejs − E(eisejs))

∣∣∣2
F

= O(1/(NT ));

9. E
∣∣∣ 1
T

∑T
s=1

1
N

∑N
i=1

∑N
j=1 λ0iλ

⊤
0j(eisejs − E(eisejs))

∣∣∣2
F

= O(1/T );

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

1. N−1/2|Λ̂ − Λ0H|F = OP
(
|β̂J − β0,J |F + δ−1

NT

)
, where H = (F⊤

0 F0/T )(Λ⊤
0 Λ̂/N)V−1

NT and
VNT is a diagonal matrix that consists of the r largest eigenvalues of the matrix 1

NT

∑T
t=1(yt−

XJ,tβ̂J)(yt − XJ,tβ̂J)⊤;

2. N−1Λ⊤
0 (Λ̂ − Λ0H) = OP

(
|β̂J − β0,J |F + δ−2

NT

)
and

N−1Λ̂⊤(Λ̂ − Λ0H) = OP
(
|β̂J − β0,J |F + δ−2

NT

)
;

3. HH⊤ =
(
Λ⊤

0 Λ0/N
)−1

+OP (|β̂J − β0,J |F + δ−2
NT );

4. |PΛ̂ − PΛ0 |F = OP (|β̂J − β0,J |F + δ−1
NT );

5.
∣∣∣N−1X⊤

J,t(Λ̂ − Λ0H)
∣∣∣
F

= OP
(√

s|β̂J − β0,J |F +
√
sδ−2
NT

)
for 1 ≤ t ≤ T ;
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6.
∣∣∣ 1
NT

∑T
t=1 X⊤

J,tMΛ̂(Λ̂ − Λ0H)
∣∣∣
F

= OP
(√

s|β̂J − β0,J |F +
√
sδ−2
NT

)
;

7. N−1e⊤
t (Λ̂ − Λ0H) = OP

(√
sδ−1
NT |β̂J − β0,J |F + δ−2

NT

)
for 1 ≤ t ≤ T ;

8. N−1T−1/2∑T
t=1 e⊤

t (Λ̂ − Λ0H) = OP
(√

sδ−1
NT |β̂J − β0,J |F + T−1/2 + δ−2

NT

)
;

9. (TN)−1∑T
t=1 f0te⊤

t (Λ̂ − Λ0H) = OP
(√

s/(NT )|β̂J − β0,J |F + T−1 + T−1/2δ−2
NT

)
;

10. (TN)−1∑T
t=1(X⊤

J,tΛ0/N)(Λ⊤
0 Λ0/N)(Λ̂H−1 −Λ0)⊤et = 1

T 2
∑T
t=1

∑T
s=1(X⊤

J,tΛ0/N)(Λ⊤
0 Λ0/N)

× (F⊤
0 F0/T )−1f0s( 1

N

∑N
i=1 eiseit) +OP

(√
s/(NT )|β̂J − β0,J |F +

√
s/Tδ−2

NT

)
;

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

1.
1

N2T 2

T∑
s=1

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂(ese⊤

s − Ωe)Λ̂Gf0t

= OP

(√
s/(NT )|β̂J − β0,J |F +

√
s/T |β̂J − β0,J |2F +

√
s/(NT )δ−1

NT

)
,

where G = (Λ⊤
0 Λ̂/N)−1(F⊤

0 F0/T )−1 and Ωe = E(ete⊤
t );

2.
√
NT (β̂J − β0,J) = D−1(Λ̂) 1√

NT

T∑
t=1

[
X⊤
J,tMΛ̂ − 1

T

T∑
s=1

astX⊤
J,sMΛ̂

]
et +

√
T

N
ζNT

+OP (
√
sNT |β̂J − β0,J |2F +

√
sNTδ−1

NT |β̂J − β0,J |F +
√
sNTδ−3

NT ),

where ats = f⊤
0t(F⊤

0 F0/T )f0s, D(Λ̂) = 1
NT

∑T
t=1 X̃⊤

J,tMΛ̂X̃J,t, X̃J,t = XJ,t − 1
s

∑T
s=1 astXJ,s

and ζNT = −D−1(Λ̂) 1
NT

∑T
t=1 X⊤

J,tMΛ̂ΩeΛ̂Gf0t;

3.
1√
NT

T∑
t=1

[
X⊤
J,tMΛ̂ − 1

N

T∑
s=1

atsX⊤
J,sMΛ̂

]
et

= 1√
NT

T∑
t=1

[
X⊤
J,tMΛ0 − 1

N

T∑
s=1

atsX⊤
J,sMΛ0

]
et

−

√
N

T

1
NT

T∑
t=1

T∑
s=1

X̃⊤
J,tΛ0

N

(
Λ⊤

0 Λ0
N

)−1(F⊤
0 F0
T

)−1

f0s

(
N∑
i=1

eiteis

)
+OP (

√
Ns|β̂J − β0,J |2F +

√
s|β̂J − β0,J |F +

√
Nsδ−2

NT );

4. |β̂J − β0,J |F = OP (
√
s/(NT )).

Lemma B.6. Under the conditions of Proposition B.1, then

1.
∣∣∣D(Λ̂) − D(Λ0)

∣∣∣
F

= OP (s3/2/
√
NT + sδ−1

NT );

2. |ξNT − ξ|F = OP (
√
s/N + s2/

√
NT + s3/2δ−1

NT ), where

ξNT = −D−1(Λ̂) 1
NT

T∑
t=1

T∑
s=1

X̃⊤
J,tΛ0

N

(
Λ⊤

0 Λ0
N

)−1(F⊤
0 F0
T

)−1

f0s

(
N∑
i=1

eiteis

)
,
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and

ξ = −D−1(Λ0) 1
NT

T∑
t=1

T∑
s=1

X̃⊤
J,tΛ0

N

(
Λ⊤

0 Λ0
N

)−1(F⊤
0 F0
T

)−1

f0s

(
N∑
i=1

E(eiteis)
)

;

3. |ζNT − ζ|F = OP (s2/
√
NT + s3/2δ−1

NT ), where

ζ = −D−1(Λ0) 1
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ0ΩeΛ0(Λ⊤

0 Λ0/N)−1(F⊤
0 F0/T )−1f0t.

Lemma B.7. Under the conditions of Proposition B.1, then

1. 1
T

∑T
t=1 |f̂t − H−1f0t|2F = OP

(
s2/(NT ) + δ−2

NT

)
;

2. 1
T

∑T
t=1(f̂t − H−1f0t)f⊤

0t = OP
(
s/

√
NT + δ−2

NT

)
;

3. F̂⊤F̂/T − H−1(F⊤
0 F0/T )H−1,⊤ = OP

(
s/

√
NT + δ−2

NT

)
;

4.
(
F̂⊤F̂/T

)−1
− H⊤(F⊤

0 F0/T )−1H = OP
(
s/

√
NT + δ−2

NT

)
;

Proof of Lemma B.3.
By using the weak dependence conditions of {et} 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).

Proof of Lemma B.4.
(1). Note that yt = XJ,tβ0,J + Λ0f0t + et, write

Λ̂VNT = 1
NT

T∑
t=1

XJ,t(β̂J − β0,J)(β̂J − β0,J)⊤X⊤
J,tΛ̂ + 1

NT

T∑
t=1

XJ,t(β0,J − β̂J)f⊤
0tΛ⊤

0 Λ̂

+ 1
NT

T∑
t=1

XJ,t(β0,J − β̂J)e⊤
t Λ̂ + 1

NT

T∑
t=1

Λ0f0t(β0,J − β̂J)⊤X⊤
J,tΛ̂

+ 1
NT

T∑
t=1

et(β0,J − β̂J)⊤X⊤
J,tΛ̂ + 1

NT

T∑
t=1

Λ0f0te⊤
t Λ̂

+ 1
NT

T∑
t=1

etf⊤
0tΛ⊤

0 Λ̂ + 1
NT

T∑
t=1

ete⊤
t Λ̂ + 1

NT

T∑
t=1

Λ0f0tf⊤
0tΛ⊤

0 Λ̂

= K1 + · · · + K9,

which implies that

Λ̂VNT (Λ⊤
0 Λ̂/N)−1(F⊤

0 F0/T )−1 − Λ0 = (K1 + · · · + K8)(Λ⊤
0 Λ̂/N)−1(F⊤

0 F0/T )−1.

Since |N−1/2Λ̂|F =
√
r and we can show that N−1/2K1, . . . , N

−1/2K8 are all oP (1) in the below, we
have |VNT − (Λ̂⊤Λ0/N)(F⊤

0 F0/T )(Λ⊤
0 Λ̂/N)|F = oP (1).

Given the invertibility of VNT , we have

N−1/2|Λ̂ − Λ0H|F = N−1/2(K1 + · · · + K8) ×OP (1).
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We next prove the convergence rate of K1, . . . ,K8. For K1,

|N−1/2K1|F ≤
√
r

NT

T∑
t=1

|XJ,t(β̂J − β0,J)|2F = (β̂J − β0,J)⊤
√
r

NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tXJ,t(β̂J − β0,J)

≤ |β̂J − β0,J |2Fψmax

( √
r

NT

N∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

xJ,itx⊤
J,it

)
= OP (|β̂J − β0,J |2F ).

For K2, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

|T−1/2K2|F ≤
√
r

{
1
NT

T∑
t=1

|XJ,t(β̂J − β0,J)|2F

}1/2{
1
NT

T∑
t=1

|Λ0f0t|2F

}1/2

= OP (|β̂J − β0,J |F ).

Similar to the term K2, we can show that K3, . . . ,K5 are all OP (|β̂J − β0,J |F ). For K6 and K7, by
using Lemma B.3 (1), we have∣∣∣∣∣ 1

NT

T∑
t=1

Λ0f0te⊤
t

∣∣∣∣∣
2

F

≤ 1
N

N∑
i=1

|λ0i|2F × 1
N

N∑
j=1

∣∣∣∣∣ 1T
T∑
t=1

f0tejt

∣∣∣∣∣
2

F

= OP (1/T ).

For K8, by using Lemma B.3 (2), we have∣∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

T∑
t=1

ete⊤
t

∣∣∣∣∣
F

≤
∣∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

T∑
t=1

(ete⊤
t − E(ete⊤

t ))
∣∣∣∣∣
F

+ 1
N

|E(ete⊤
t )|F

≤

√√√√√ 1
N2

N∑
i,j=1

[
1
T

T∑
t=1

(eitejt − E(eitejt))
]2

+ 1√
N

|E(ete⊤
t )|2

= OP (1/
√
T ) +OP (1/

√
N)

as N−2∑N
i,j=1E

[
1
T

∑T
t=1 (eitejt − E(eitejt))

]2
= O(1/T ).

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

(2). We first consider the term N−1Λ⊤
0 (Λ̂ − Λ0H), 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 (|β̂J − β0,J |F ).
Next, consider the last three terms. For the sixth term, by using Lemma B.3 (3), we have∣∣∣∣∣ 1

N
Λ⊤

0 Λ0
1
NT

T∑
t=1

f0te⊤
t Λ̂

∣∣∣∣∣
F

≤ OP (1)
∣∣∣∣∣ 1
T

√
N

T∑
t=1

f0te⊤
t

∣∣∣∣∣
F

N−1/2
∣∣∣Λ̂ − Λ0H

∣∣∣
F

+OP (1)
∣∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

N∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

λ0if⊤
0teit

∣∣∣∣∣
F

= OP (1/
√
T )OP (|β̂J − β0,J |F + δ−1

NT ) +OP (1/
√
NT )

= OP (δ−1
NT |β̂J − β0,J |F + δ−2

NT ).

Similarly, for the seventh term, we have∣∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

T∑
t=1

Λ⊤
0 f0te⊤

t

1
N

Λ⊤
0 Λ̂

∣∣∣∣∣
F

≤ OP (1)
∣∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

N∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

λ0if⊤
0teit

∣∣∣∣∣
F

= OP (1/
√
NT ).
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For the last term, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and using Lemma B.3 (5), we have∣∣∣∣∣ 1
N2T

T∑
t=1

Λ⊤
0 ete⊤

t Λ̂
∣∣∣∣∣
F

≤ |H|F
1
T

T∑
t=1

∣∣∣N−1Λ⊤
0 et

∣∣∣2
F

+ 1
T

T∑
t=1

∣∣∣N−1Λ⊤
0 et

∣∣∣
F

|N−1/2et|FN−1/2|Λ̂ − Λ0H|F

≤ OP (1/N) +
(

1
T

T∑
t=1

∣∣∣N−1Λ⊤
0 et

∣∣∣2
F

)1/2(
1
T

T∑
t=1

|N−1/2et|2F

)1/2

N−1/2|Λ̂ − Λ0H|F

= OP (|β̂J − β0,J |F δ−1
NT + δ−2

NT ).

For the term N−1Λ̂⊤(Λ̂ − Λ0H), which is bounded by∣∣∣N−1/2(Λ̂ − Λ0H)
∣∣∣2
F

+ |H|F
∣∣∣N−1Λ⊤

0 (Λ̂ − Λ0H)
∣∣∣
F

= OP (|β̂J − β0,J |F + δ−2
NT ).

The proof is now complete.

(3). By using Λ̂⊤Λ̂/N = Ir, we have

Ir = Λ̂⊤Λ̂/N = 1
N

Λ̂⊤(Λ̂ − Λ0H) + 1
N

(Λ̂ − Λ0H)⊤Λ̂ + 1
N

(Λ̂ − Λ0H)⊤(Λ̂ − Λ0H) + 1
N

H⊤Λ⊤
0 Λ0H,

which implies that 1
NΛ⊤

0 Λ0/N = H−1,⊤H−1 +OP (|β̂J − β0,J |F + δ−1
NT ).

The proof is now complete.

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

PΛ̂ − PΛ0 = 1
N

(Λ̂ − Λ0H)(Λ̂ − Λ0H)⊤ + 1
N

Λ0H(Λ̂ − Λ0H)⊤ + 1
N

(Λ̂ − Λ0H)H⊤Λ⊤
0

+ Λ0√
N

(
HH⊤ − (Λ⊤

0 Λ0/N)−1
) Λ⊤

0√
N

= OP (|β̂J − β0,J |F + δ−1
NT ).

(5). Note that N−1X⊤
J,t(Λ̂ − Λ0H) = N−1X⊤

J,t(K1 + · · · + K8)V−1
NT . For N−1X⊤

J,tK1, we have

|N−1X⊤
J,tK1|F ≤

√
r|N−1/2XJ,t|F |β̂J − β0,J |2Fψmax

(
1
NT

N∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

xJ,itx⊤
J,it

)
= OP (

√
s|β̂J − β0,J |2F ).

For N−1X⊤
J,tK2, we have

|N−1X⊤
J,tK2|F ≤ |N−1/2XJ,t|F |Λ⊤

0 Λ̂/N |F

(
1

T
√
N

T∑
t=1

|XJ,t(β̂J − β0,J)|2F

)1/2(
1

T
√
N

T∑
t=1

|f0t|2F

)1/2

= OP (
√
s|β̂J − β0,J |F ).

Similarly, we can show that N−1X⊤
J,tK3, . . . , N

−1X⊤
J,tK5 are all OP (

√
s|β̂J − β0,J |F ).

Consider the last three terms. For N−1X⊤
J,tK6, we have

|N−1X⊤
J,tK6|F ≤ |X⊤

J,tΛ0/N |F

∣∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

N∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

eitλ0if⊤
0t

∣∣∣∣∣
F

|H|F

+|X⊤
J,tΛ0/N |F

∣∣∣∣∣ 1
T

√
N

T∑
t=1

f0te⊤
t

∣∣∣∣∣
F

N−1/2|Λ̂ − Λ0H|F
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= OP (
√
s/(NT )) +OP (

√
s/T )OP (|β̂J − β0,J |F + δ−1

NT ).

For N−1X⊤
J,tK7, we have

N−1X⊤
J,tK7 ≤

∣∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

N∑
i=1

T∑
s=1

xJ,iteisf⊤
0s

∣∣∣∣∣
F

|Λ⊤
0 Λ̂/N |F

= OP (
√
s/(NT )).

For N−1X⊤
J,tK8, we have

N−1X⊤
J,tK8 ≤ 1

T

T∑
s=1

∣∣∣∣∣ 1
N

N∑
i=1

xJ,iteis

∣∣∣∣∣
F

∣∣∣∣∣ 1
N

N∑
i=1

eisλ0i

∣∣∣∣∣
F

|H|F

+|N−1/2XJ,t|F

∣∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

T∑
t=1

ete⊤
t

∣∣∣∣∣
F

N−1/2|Λ̂ − Λ0H|F

= OP (
√
s/N) +OP (

√
sδ−1
NT |β̂J − β0,J |F +

√
sδ−2
NT ).

The proof is now complete.

(6). Write

1
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂(Λ̂ − Λ0H) = 1

T

T∑
t=1

1
N

X⊤
J,t(Λ̂ − Λ0H) + 1

T

T∑
t=1

1
N

X⊤
J,t

1
N

Λ̂Λ̂⊤(Λ̂ − Λ0H).

The first term on the right is an average of (3) over t and thus it can be show that its order is of
same magnitude. For the second term,∣∣∣∣∣ 1T

T∑
t=1

1
N

X⊤
J,t

1
N

Λ̂Λ̂⊤(Λ̂ − Λ0H)
∣∣∣∣∣
F

≤ 1
T

T∑
t=1

|XJ,t/
√
N |F |Λ̂/

√
T |F | 1

N
Λ̂⊤(Λ̂ − Λ0H)|F = OP (

√
s|β̂J − β0,J |F +

√
sδ2
NT ).

The proof is now complete.

(7). Note that N−1e⊤
t (Λ̂ − Λ0H) = N−1e⊤

t (K1 + · · · + K8)V−1
NT , we next consider these eight terms

respectively. For N−1e⊤
t K1, by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

∣∣∣N−1e⊤
t K1

∣∣∣
F

≤ |N−1/2Λ̂|F |β̂J − β0,J |F

(
1
T

T∑
t=1

|N−1e⊤
t XJ,t|2

)1/2(
1
NT

T∑
t=1

|XJ,t(β̂J − β0,J)|2
)1/2

=
√
r|β̂J − β0,J |FOP (

√
s/N)OP (|β̂J − β0,J |F ) = OP (

√
s/N |β̂J − β0,J |2F ).

For N−1e⊤
t K2, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

∣∣∣N−1e⊤
t K2

∣∣∣
F

≤ |Λ⊤
0 Λ̂/N |F |β̂J − β0,J |F

1
T

T∑
s=1

∣∣∣∣∣ 1
N

N∑
i=1

xJ,iseit

∣∣∣∣∣
F

|f0s|F

≤ OP
(
|β̂J − β0,J |F

) 1
T

T∑
s=1

∣∣∣∣∣ 1
N

N∑
i=1

xJ,iseit

∣∣∣∣∣
2

F


1/2{

1
T

T∑
s=1

|f0s|2F

}1/2

= OP

(√
s/N |β̂J − β0,J |F

)
.
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Similarly, we can show thatN−1e⊤
t K3, . . . , N

−1e⊤
t K5 are bothOP (

√
s/N |β̂J−β0,J |F ). For

∣∣∣N−1e⊤
t K6

∣∣∣
F

,
we have

∣∣∣N−1e⊤
t K6

∣∣∣
F

≤ |e⊤
t Λ0/N |F

(∣∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

T∑
t=1

f0te⊤
t Λ0

∣∣∣∣∣
F

|H|F +
∣∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

T∑
t=1

f0te⊤
t

∣∣∣∣∣
F

|Λ̂ − Λ0H|F

)

= OP (1/
√
N)

(
OP (1/

√
T ) +OP (1/

√
T )OP (|β̂J − β0,J |F + δ−1

NT )
)

= OP (β̂J − β0,J |F δ−1
NT + δ−2

NT ).

Similarly, we can show the next two terms are both OP (|β̂J − β0,J |F δ−1
NT + δ−2

NT ).
The proof is now complete.

(8). Note that N−1T−1/2∑T
t=1 e⊤

t (Λ̂ − Λ0H) = N−1T−1/2∑T
t=1 e⊤

t (K1 + · · · + K8)V̂−1
NT .

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

|N−1T−1/2
T∑
t=1

e⊤
t K1|F

≤ 1
NT

T∑
s=1

∣∣∣∣∣(NT )−1/2
T∑
t=1

e⊤
t XJ,s

∣∣∣∣∣
F

|β̂J − β0,J |F |XJ,s(β̂J − β0,J)|F |N−1/2Λ̂|F

≤
√
r|β̂J − β0,J |F

 1
NT

T∑
s=1

∣∣∣∣∣(NT )−1/2
N∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

xJ,iseit

∣∣∣∣∣
2

F


1/2{

1
NT

T∑
s=1

∣∣∣XJ,s(β̂J − β0,J)
∣∣∣2
F

}1/2

=
√
r|β̂J − β0,J |FOP (

√
s/N)OP (|β̂J − β0,J |F ) = OP (

√
s/N |β̂J − β0,J |2F ).

For the second term, we have

|N−1T−1/2
T∑
t=1

e⊤
t K2|F ≤ N−1/2|β̂J − β0,J |F

1
T

T∑
t=1

∣∣∣∣∣(NT )−1/2
N∑
i=1

T∑
s=1

xJ,iteis

∣∣∣∣∣
F

|f0t|F |Λ⊤
0 Λ̂/N |F

= OP (
√
s/N |β̂J − β0,J |F ).

Similarly, we have N−1T−1/2∑T
t=1 e⊤

t K3 = OP (
√
s/N |β̂J − β0,J |F ) and N−1T−1/2∑T

t=1 e⊤
t K4 =

OP (
√
s/N |β̂J − β0,J |F ).

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

|N−1T−1/2
T∑
t=1

e⊤
t K5|F

≤ 1√
T

1
N

N∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣∣ 1√
T

T∑
t=1

eit

∣∣∣∣∣
F

∣∣∣∣∣ 1√
T

T∑
s=1

eis
1
N

N∑
k=1

xJ,ksλ⊤
0k

∣∣∣∣∣
F

|H|F |β̂J − β|F

+ 1√
T

1
N

N∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣∣ 1√
T

T∑
t=1

eit

∣∣∣∣∣
F

∣∣∣∣∣ 1
N

N∑
k=1

xJ,ks

(
1√
T

T∑
s=1

eis

)
(λ̂k − H⊤λ0k)⊤

∣∣∣∣∣
F

|β̂J − β|F

≤ OP (|β̂J − β|F ) 1√
T

 1
N

N∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣∣ 1√
T

T∑
t=1

eit

∣∣∣∣∣
2

F


1/2 1

N

N∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣∣ 1√
T

T∑
s=1

eis
1
N

N∑
k=1

xJ,ksλ⊤
0k

∣∣∣∣∣
2

F


1/2

+OP (|β̂J − β|F ) 1√
T

 1
N

N∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣∣ 1√
T

T∑
t=1

eit

∣∣∣∣∣
2

F


1/2 1

N

N∑
k=1

1
N

N∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣∣ 1√
T

T∑
s=1

xJ,kseis

∣∣∣∣∣
2

F


1/2

×
{

1
N

N∑
k=1

|λ̂k − H⊤λ0k|2F

}1/2
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= OP (
√
s/T |β̂J − β|F ).

For the sixth term,

|N−1T−1/2
T∑
t=1

e⊤
t K6|F

≤
∣∣∣∣∣ 1
N

√
T

(
1√
NT

N∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

λ⊤
0ieit

)(
1√
NT

N∑
i=1

T∑
s=1

λ0if⊤
0seis

)∣∣∣∣∣
F

|H|F

+ 1√
N

∣∣∣∣∣ 1√
NT

N∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

λ⊤
0ieit

∣∣∣∣∣
F

∣∣∣∣∣ 1
T

√
N

T∑
s=1

f0se⊤
s

∣∣∣∣∣
F

N−1/2|Λ̂ − Λ0H|F

= OP (N−1T−1/2 +N−1/2|β̂J − β0,J |F + δ−2
NT ).

For the seventh term,

|N−1T−1/2
T∑
t=1

e⊤
t K7|F

≤ T−1/2 1
N

N∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣∣ 1√
T

T∑
t=1

eit

∣∣∣∣∣
F

∣∣∣∣∣ 1√
T

T∑
s=1

eisf0s

∣∣∣∣∣
F

|Λ⊤
0 Λ̂/N |F = OP (1/

√
T ).

For the last term, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have∣∣∣∣∣N−1T−1/2
T∑
t=1

e⊤
t

1
NT

T∑
s=1

ese⊤
s Λ̂

∣∣∣∣∣
F

≤ 1
NT

T∑
s=1

∣∣∣∣∣ 1√
NT

N∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

(eiteis − E(eiteis))
∣∣∣∣∣
F

∣∣∣∣∣ 1√
N

N∑
i=1

eisλ0i

∣∣∣∣∣
F

|H|F

+ 1√
NT

1
T

T∑
s=1

∣∣∣∣∣ 1
N

N∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

E(eiteis)
∣∣∣∣∣
F

∣∣∣∣∣ 1√
N

N∑
i=1

eisλ0i

∣∣∣∣∣
F

|H|F

+N−1/2

 1
T

T∑
s=1

∣∣∣∣∣ 1√
NT

N∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

(eiteis − E(eiteis))
∣∣∣∣∣
2

F

1/2(
1
T

T∑
t=1

|et|2F /N
)1/2

N−1/2|Λ̂ − Λ0H|F

+ 1√
T

1
T

T∑
s=1

∣∣∣∣∣ 1
N

N∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

E(eiteis)
∣∣∣∣∣
F

∣∣∣es/√N ∣∣∣
F
N−1/2|Λ̂ − Λ0H|F

= OP (1/N) +OP (1/
√
NT ) +OP (N−1/2|β̂J − β0,J |F + δ−2

NT ) +OP (T−1/2|β̂J − β0,J |F + δ−2
NT ).

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.

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

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

1
N2T 2

T∑
t=1

T∑
s=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂(ese⊤

s − Ωe)Λ̂Gf0t

= 1
N2T 2

T∑
t=1

T∑
s=1

X⊤
J,t(ese⊤

s − Ωe)Λ0HGf0t + 1
N2T 2

T∑
t=1

T∑
s=1

X⊤
J,t(ese⊤

s − Ωe)(Λ̂ − Λ0H)Gf0t
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− 1
T

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tΛ̂/N

1
N2T

T∑
s=1

Λ̂⊤(ese⊤
s − Ωe)Λ̂Gf0t

= K10 + K11 + K12.

For K10, we have

K10 = 1
N2T 2

N∑
i=1

N∑
j=1

T∑
t=1

T∑
s=1

xJ,it(eisejs − E(eisejs))λ⊤
0jHGf0t

= 1
N

√
T

1
T

T∑
t=1

 1√
T

T∑
s=1

1
N

N∑
i=1

N∑
j=1

xJ,it(eisejs − E(eisejs))λ⊤
0j

HGf0t

= OP (
√
s/(N

√
T )).

For K11, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

|K11|F =

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1√
NT

1
T

T∑
t=1

1
N

N∑
j=1

{
1√
NT

T∑
s=1

N∑
i=1

xJ,it(eisejs − E(eisejs))
}

(λ̂j − H⊤λ0j)⊤HGf0t

∣∣∣∣∣∣
F

≤ OP (1/
√
NT )

 1
T

T∑
t=1

1
N

N∑
j=1

∣∣∣∣∣ 1√
NT

T∑
s=1

N∑
i=1

xJ,it(eisejs − E(eisejs))
∣∣∣∣∣
2

F


1/2

×

 1
N

N∑
j=1

|λ̂j − H⊤λ0j |2F


1/2

= OP (
√
s/NT |β̂J − β0,J |F +

√
s/NTδ−1

NT ).

For K12, as |XJ,t/
√
N |F = OP (

√
s) and |Λ̂/

√
N |F =

√
r, we have

|K12|F ≤ 1
T

T∑
t=1

∣∣∣X⊤
J,tΛ̂/N

∣∣∣
F

|Gf0t|F

∣∣∣∣∣ 1
N2T

T∑
s=1

Λ̂⊤(ese⊤
s − Ωe)Λ̂

∣∣∣∣∣
F

≤ OP (
√
s)
∣∣∣∣∣ 1
N2T

T∑
s=1

Λ̂⊤(ese⊤
s − Ωe)Λ̂

∣∣∣∣∣
F

≤ OP (
√
s)
∣∣∣∣∣ 1
N2T

T∑
s=1

Λ⊤
0 (ese⊤

s − Ωe)Λ0

∣∣∣∣∣
F

+OP (
√
s)
∣∣∣∣∣ 1
N2T

T∑
s=1

Λ⊤
0 (ese⊤

s − Ωe)(Λ̂ − Λ0H)
∣∣∣∣∣
F

+OP (
√
s)
∣∣∣∣∣ 1
N2T

T∑
s=1

(Λ̂ − Λ0H)⊤(ese⊤
s − Ωe)(Λ̂ − Λ0H)

∣∣∣∣∣
F

= OP (
√
s)(K12,1 + K12,2 + K12,3).

For K12,1, we have

1
N2T

T∑
s=1

Λ⊤
0 (ese⊤

s − Ωe)Λ0

= 1
N

√
T

1
N

√
T

T∑
s=1

N∑
k=1

N∑
i=1

λ0kλ
⊤
0i(eiseks − E(eiseks)) = OP

( 1
N

√
T

)
.
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For K12,2, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

|K12,2|F =

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1√
NT

1
N

N∑
j=1

{
1√
NT

N∑
i=1

T∑
s=1

λ0i(eisejs − E(eisejs))
}

(λ̂j − H⊤λ0j)⊤

∣∣∣∣∣∣
F

≤ 1√
NT

 1
N

N∑
j=1

∣∣∣∣∣ 1√
NT

N∑
i=1

T∑
s=1

λ0i(eisejs − E(eisejs))
∣∣∣∣∣
2

F


1/2 1

N

N∑
j=1

∣∣∣λ̂j − H⊤λ0j
∣∣∣2
F


1/2

= 1√
NT

OP (|β̂J − β0,J |F + δ−1
NT ).

For K12,3, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

|K12,3|F =

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1√
T

1
N2

N∑
i=1

N∑
j=1

(λ̂j − H⊤λ0j)(λ̂i − H⊤λ0i)⊤
{

1√
T

T∑
t=1

(eitejt − E(eitejt))
}∣∣∣∣∣∣

F

≤ 1√
T

 1
N

N∑
j=1

|λ̂j − H⊤λ0j |2F

 1
N2

N∑
i=1

N∑
j=1

∣∣∣∣∣ 1√
T

T∑
t=1

(eitejt − E(eitejt))
∣∣∣∣∣
2

F


1/2

= 1√
T
OP (|β̂J − β0,J |2F + δ−2

NT ).

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

(2). Note that(
1
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂XJ,t

)
(β̂J − β0,J) = 1

NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂Λ0f0t + 1

NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂et.

Consider 1
NT

∑T
t=1 X⊤

J,tMΛ̂Λ0f0t, since MΛ̂Λ̂H−1 = 0, we have

1
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂Λ0f0t = − 1

NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂ (K1 + · · · + K8) Gf0t

= K13 + · · · K20.

For K13, since |X⊤
J,tMΛ̂|F ≤ |MΛ̂|2|XJ,t|F = OP

(√
Ns
)
, we have K13 = OP

(√
s|β̂J − β0,J |2F

)
. For

K14, we have

K14 = 1
N

[
1
T 2

T∑
t=1

T∑
s=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂XJ,sast

]
(β̂J − β0,J).

For K15, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and |MΛ̂|2 = 1, we have

|K15|F =
∣∣∣∣∣ 1
NT 2

T∑
t=1

T∑
s=1

X⊤
J,sMΛ̂XJ,t(β̂J − β0,J)

(
e⊤
t Λ̂
N

)
Gf0s

∣∣∣∣∣
F

≤ |G|F

(
1

T
√
N

T∑
s=1

|XJ,s|F |f0s|F

){
1
NT

T∑
t=1

∣∣∣XJ,t(β̂J − β0,J)
∣∣∣2
F

}1/2 1
T

T∑
t=1

∣∣∣∣∣e⊤
t Λ̂
N

∣∣∣∣∣
2

F


1/2

≤ OP (
√
s|β̂J − β0,J |F )

(
1
T

T∑
t=1

∣∣∣∣∣e⊤
t Λ0
N

∣∣∣∣∣
F

+ 1
T

T∑
t=t

∣∣∣et/√N ∣∣∣
F

∣∣∣(Λ̂ − Λ0H)/
√
N
∣∣∣
F

)
= OP (

√
sδ−1
NT |β̂J − β0,J |F +

√
s|β̂J − β0,J |2F ).
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For K16, since MΛ̂Λ̂ = 0, we have

|K16|F =
∣∣∣∣∣ 1
T 2N2

T∑
t=1

T∑
s=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂(Λ0 − Λ̂H−1)f0s(β̂J − β0,J)⊤X⊤

J,sΛ̂Gf0t

∣∣∣∣∣
F

≤
√
r√
N

|Λ0 − Λ̂H−1|F |G|F

(
1

T
√
N

T∑
t=1

|XJ,t|F |f0t|F

)(
1

T
√
N

T∑
s=1

|XJ,s(β̂J − β0,J)|F |f0s|F

)
= OP (

√
s|β̂J − β0,J |2F +

√
s|β̂J − β0,J |F δ−1

NT ).

For K17, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

|K17|F =
∣∣∣∣∣ 1
N2T 2

T∑
s=1

(
T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂esf⊤

0t

)
(F⊤

0 F0/T )−1(Λ̂⊤Λ0/N)−1Λ̂⊤XJ,s(β̂J − β0,J)
∣∣∣∣∣
F

≤ OP (1) 1
T

T∑
s=1

∣∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂esf⊤

0t

∣∣∣∣∣
F

∣∣∣∣ 1√
N

XJ,s(β̂J − β0,J)
∣∣∣∣
F

≤ OP (1)

 1
T

T∑
s=1

∣∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂esf⊤

0t

∣∣∣∣∣
2

F


1/2{

1
NT

N∑
s=1

∣∣∣XJ,s(β̂J − β0,J)
∣∣∣2
F

}1/2

= OP (|β̂J − β0,J |F )

 1
T

T∑
s=1

∣∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂esf⊤

0t

∣∣∣∣∣
2

F


1/2

.

Next, consider 1
NT

∑T
t=1 X⊤

J,tMΛ̂esf⊤
0t , by using |PΛ0 − PΛ̂|F = OP (|β̂J − β0,J |F + δ−1

NT ), we have∣∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂esf⊤

0t

∣∣∣∣∣
F

≤
∣∣∣∣∣ 1
T

√
N

T∑
t=1

1√
N

N∑
i=1

xJ,iteisf⊤
0t

∣∣∣∣∣
F

+
∣∣∣∣∣ 1
T

√
N

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tΛ0

N
(Λ⊤

0 Λ0/N)−1 Λ⊤
0 es√
N

f⊤
0t

∣∣∣∣∣
F

+
∣∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,t(PΛ̂ − PΛ0)esf⊤

0t

∣∣∣∣∣
F

≤ OP (
√
s/

√
N) +OP (

√
s/N) +

√
sOP (|β̂J − β0,J |F + δ−1

NT ).

Hence, we have |K17|F = OP (
√
s|β̂J − β0,J |2F +

√
s|β̂J − β0,J |F δ−1

NT ).
For K18, using MΛ̂Λ0 = MΛ̂(Λ0 − Λ̂H−1), we have

|K18| ≤ OP (1) 1
T

T∑
t=1

∣∣∣XJ,t/
√
N
∣∣∣
F

|f0t|FN−1/2|Λ0 − Λ̂H−1|F

∣∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

T∑
s=1

f0se⊤
s Λ̂

∣∣∣∣∣
F

≤
√
sOP (|β̂J − β0,J |F + δ−1

NT )
∣∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

T∑
s=1

f0se⊤
s Λ̂

∣∣∣∣∣
F

.

In addition, by using Lemma B.4 (9),

1
NT

T∑
s=1

f0se⊤
s Λ̂ = 1

NT

T∑
s=1

f0se⊤
s Λ0H + 1

NT

T∑
s=1

f0se⊤
s (Λ̂ − Λ0H)

= OP (1/
√
NT ) +OP (

√
s/(NT )|β̂J − β0,J |F + T−1 + T−1/2δ−2

NT ).

Hence, |K18|F = OP (
√
sδ−2
NT |β̂J − β0,J |F + s/

√
NT |β̂J − β0,J |2F +

√
sδ−3
NT ). The term K19 is simply
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K19 = − 1
NT 2

∑T
t=1

∑T
s=1 astX⊤

J,tMΛ̂es.
For K20, by part (1), we have

K20 = − 1
N2T

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂ΩeΛ̂Gf0t

− 1
N2T 2

T∑
t=1

T∑
s=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂(ese⊤

s − Ωe)Λ̂Gf0t

= − 1
N2T

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂ΩeΛ̂Gf0t

+OP
(√

s/(NT )|β̂J − β0,J |F +
√
s/T |β̂J − β0,J |2F +

√
s/(NT )δ−1

NT

)
.

Combining the above analyses, we have

1
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂Λ0f0t = 1

N

[
1
T 2

T∑
t=1

T∑
s=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂XJ,sast

]
(β̂J − β0,J)

− 1
NT 2

T∑
t=1

T∑
s=1

astX⊤
J,tMΛ̂es − 1

N2T

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂ΩeΛ̂Gf0t

+OP (
√
s|β̂J − β0,J |2F +

√
sδ−1
NT |β̂J − β0,J |F +

√
sδ−3
NT ).

In addition, by using the equality 1
N

∑T
k=1 atkask = ats, we have

1
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂XJ,t − 1

N

[
1
T 2

T∑
t=1

T∑
s=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂XJ,sast

]
= 1
NT

T∑
t=1

X̃⊤
J,tMΛ̂X̃J,t = D(Λ̂),

which implies that

√
NT (β̂J − β0,J) = D−1(Λ̂) 1√

NT

T∑
t=1

[
X⊤
J,tMΛ̂ − 1

T

T∑
s=1

astX⊤
J,sMΛ̂

]
et +

√
T

N
ζNT

+OP (
√
sNT |β̂J − β0,J |2F +

√
sNTδ−1

NT |β̂J − β0,J |F +
√
sNTδ−3

NT ).

(3). Consider 1√
NT

∑T
t=1 X⊤

J,t(MΛ0 − MΛ̂)et, write

1√
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,t(MΛ0 − MΛ̂)et

= 1√
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,t(Λ̂ − Λ0H)

N
H⊤Λ⊤

0 et + 1√
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,i(Λ̂ − Λ0H)

N
(Λ̂ − Λ0H)⊤et

+ 1√
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tΛ0H
N

(Λ̂ − Λ0H)⊤et + 1√
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tΛ0

N
(HH⊤ − (Λ⊤

0 Λ0/N)−1)Λ⊤
0 et

= K21 + K22 + K23 + K24.

For K21, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

|K21|F =

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1
N

N∑
i=1

 1√
NT

N∑
j=1

T∑
t=1

xJ,itejtλ⊤
0j

H(λ̂i − H⊤λ0i)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
F
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≤

 1
N

N∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1√
NT

N∑
j=1

T∑
t=1

xJ,itejtλ⊤
0j

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

F


1/2{

1
N

N∑
i=1

∣∣∣λ̂i − H⊤λ0i
∣∣∣2
F

}1/2

|H|F

=
√
sOP (|β̂J − β0,J |F + δ−1

NT ).

Similarly, for K22, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

|K22|F =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
√
N

1
N2

N∑
i=1

N∑
j=1

(λ̂i − H⊤λ0i)⊤(λ̂j − H⊤λ0j)
(

1√
T

T∑
t=1

xJ,itejt

)∣∣∣∣∣∣
F

≤
√
N

(
1
N

N∑
i=1

∣∣∣λ̂i − H⊤λ0i
∣∣∣2
F

) 1
N2

N∑
i=1

N∑
j=1

∣∣∣∣∣ 1√
T

T∑
t=1

xJ,itejt

∣∣∣∣∣
2

F


1/2

=
√
NsOP (|β̂J − β0,J |2F + δ−2

NT ).

For K23, write

K23 = 1√
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tΛ0

N
HH⊤(Λ̂H−1 − Λ0)⊤et

= 1√
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tΛ0

N

(
Λ⊤

0 Λ0/N
)−1

(Λ̂H−1 − Λ0)⊤et

+ 1√
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tΛ0

N

(
HH⊤ −

(
Λ⊤

0 Λ0/N
)−1

)
(Λ̂H−1 − Λ0)⊤et

= K23,1 + K23,2.

For K23,1, by using Lemma B.4 (10), we have

K23,1 =

√
N

T

1
NT

T∑
t=1

T∑
s=1

(X⊤
J,tΛ0/N)(Λ⊤

0 Λ0/N) × (F⊤
0 F0/T )−1f0s

(
N∑
i=1

eiseit

)
+OP (

√
s|β̂J − β0,J |F +

√
Nsδ−2

NT ).

For K23,2, by using Lemma B.4 (3) and the arguments of Lemma B.4 (9), we have

K23,2 =
√
NT

(
1
NT

T∑
t=1

e⊤
t (Λ̂H−1 − Λ0) ⊗

(
X⊤
J,tΛ0

N

))
vec

(
HH⊤ − (Λ⊤

0 Λ0/N)−1
)

=
√
NTOP

(√
s/(NT )|β̂J − β0,J |F +

√
s/T +

√
s/Tδ−2

NT

)
OP

(
|β̂J − β0,J |F + δ−2

NT

)
.

Similarly, by using Lemma B.4 (3), we have K24 = OP
(
|β̂J − β0,J |F + δ−2

NT

)
. In summary, we have

1√
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,t(MΛ0 − MΛ̂)et

=

√
N

T

1
NT

T∑
t=1

T∑
s=1

(X⊤
J,tΛ0/N)(Λ⊤

0 Λ0/N) × (F⊤
0 F0/T )−1f0s

(
N∑
i=1

eiseit

)
+OP (

√
s|β̂J − β0,J |F +

√
Ns|β̂J − β0,J |2F +

√
Nsδ−2

NT ).

Let VJ,t = 1
T

∑T
s=1 atsXJ,s. Then replacing XJ,s with VJ,s and using same arguments as above,
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we have

1√
NT

T∑
t=1

V⊤
J,t(MΛ0 − MΛ̂)et

=

√
N

T

1
NT

T∑
t=1

T∑
s=1

(X⊤
J,tΛ0/N)(Λ⊤

0 Λ0/N) × (F⊤
0 F0/T )−1f0s

(
N∑
i=1

eiseit

)
+OP (

√
s|β̂J − β0,J |F +

√
Ns|β̂J − β0,J |2F +

√
Nsδ−2

NT ).

Combing the above results, we have completed the proof.

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

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

∣∣∣D(Λ̂) − D(Λ0)
∣∣∣
F

≤ 1
NT

T∑
t=1

|X̃J,t|2F × |PΛ̂ − PΛ0 |F

= OP (s|β̂J − β0,J |F + sδ−1
NT ).

(2). Note that |D−1(Λ̂)−D−1(Λ0)|F ≤ |D(Λ̂)−D(Λ0)|F 1
ψmin(D(Λ̂))

1
ψmin(D(Λ0)) = OP (s|β̂J−β0,J |F +

sδ−1
NT ). It is sufficient to show

1
NT

T∑
t=1

T∑
s=1

X̃⊤
J,tΛ0

N

(
Λ⊤

0 Λ0
N

)−1(F⊤
0 F0
T

)−1

f0s

(
N∑
i=1

[eiteis − E(eiteis)]
)

= OP (
√
s/N),

which can be proved by using Assumption C (iv) of Bai (2009).

(3). It suffices to show that

1
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂ΩeΛ̂Gf0t

= 1
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ0ΩeΛ0(Λ⊤

0 Λ0/N)−1(F⊤
0 F0/T )−1f0t +OP (

√
s|β̂J − β0,J |F +

√
sδ−1
NT ).

By adding and subtracting terms, we first consider∣∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,t(MΛ̂ − MΛ0)ΩeΛ̂(Λ⊤

0 Λ̂/N)−1(F⊤
0 F0/T )−1f0t

∣∣∣∣∣
F

≤ OP (1) 1
T

T∑
t=1

|XJ,t/
√
N |F |f0t|F × |PΛ̂ − PΛ0 |F

= OP (
√
s|β̂J − β0,J |F +

√
sδ−1
NT ).

Next, note that |MΛ0Ωe|2 = O(1), we have∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ0Ωe

Λ̂
(

Λ⊤
0 Λ̂
N

)−1

− Λ0

(
Λ⊤

0 Λ0
N

)−1
(F⊤

0 F0
T

)−1

f0t

∣∣∣∣∣∣
F

≤ OP (1 1
T

T∑
t=1

|XJ,t/
√
N |F |f0t|F ×N−1/2

∣∣∣∣∣∣Λ̂
(

Λ⊤
0 Λ̂
N

)−1

− Λ0

(
Λ⊤

0 Λ0
N

)−1
∣∣∣∣∣∣
F
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= OP (
√
s|β̂J − β0,J |F +

√
sδ−1
NT )

since

N−1/2

Λ̂
(

Λ⊤
0 Λ̂
N

)−1

− Λ0

(
Λ⊤

0 Λ0
N

)−1


= N−1/2
(
Λ̂ − PΛ0Λ̂

)(Λ⊤
0 Λ̂
N

)−1

= (PΛ̂ − PΛ0)N−1/2Λ̂
(

Λ⊤
0 Λ̂
N

)−1

= OP (|β̂J − β0,J |F + δ−1
NT ).

Proof of Lemma B.7.
(1). By using 1

N Λ̂⊤Λ̂ = Ir, we have

f̂t − H−1f0t = 1
N

Λ̂⊤
(
Λ0 − Λ̂⊤H−1

)
f0t + 1

N
Λ̂⊤et + 1

N
Λ̂⊤X⊤

J,t(β0,J − β̂J),

which follows that

1
T

T∑
t=1

|f̂t − H−1f0t|2F ≤ 3
T

T∑
t=1

|f0t|2F ×
∣∣∣∣ 1
N

Λ̂⊤
(
Λ0 − Λ̂⊤H−1

)∣∣∣∣2
F

+ 3
T

T∑
t=1

∣∣∣∣ 1
N

Λ̂⊤et
∣∣∣∣2
F

+ 3
T

T∑
t=1

|N−1/2XJ,t|2F
∣∣∣N−1/2Λ̂

∣∣∣2
F

|β0,J − β̂J |2F

= OP (s/(NT ) + δ−4
NT ) +OP (1/N + s/(NT ) + δ−2

NT ) +OP (s2/(NT ))

provided that

K26 ≤ 2
T

T∑
t=1

∣∣∣∣ 1
N

Λ⊤
0 et

∣∣∣∣2
F

× |H|2F + 2
T

T∑
t=1

|N−1/2et|2F
∣∣∣N−1/2(Λ̂ − HΛ0)

∣∣∣2
F

= OP (1/N + s/(NT ) + δ−2
NT ).

(2). Write ∣∣∣∣∣ 1T
T∑
t=1

(f̂t − H−1f0t)f⊤
0t

∣∣∣∣∣
F

≤ 1
T

T∑
t=1

|f0t|2F ×
∣∣∣∣ 1
N

Λ̂⊤
(
Λ0 − Λ̂⊤H−1

)∣∣∣∣
F

+
∣∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

T∑
t=1

Λ̂⊤etf⊤
0t

∣∣∣∣∣
F

+ 1
T

T∑
t=1

|N−1/2XJ,t|F |f0t|F
∣∣∣N−1/2Λ̂

∣∣∣
F

|β0,J − β̂J |F

= OP (δ−2
NT ) +OP (1/N + δ−2

NT ) +OP (s/
√
NT )

provided that∣∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

T∑
t=1

Λ̂⊤etf⊤
0t

∣∣∣∣∣
F

≤
∣∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

T∑
t=1

Λ⊤
0 etf⊤

0t

∣∣∣∣∣
F

|H|F +
∣∣∣∣∣ 1
TN1/2

T∑
t=1

etf⊤
0t

∣∣∣∣∣
F

N−1/2|Λ̂ − Λ0H|F

= OP

(
1/

√
NT + T−1/2(δ−1

NT +
√
s/(NT ))

)
.
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(3)-(4). By using the identity F̂ = F̂ − F0H−1,⊤ + F0H−1,⊤, parts (3)-(4) follow directly from parts
(1) and (3).

B.5 Proofs of the Main Results
Proof of Lemma 1.
For notational simplicity, let

µu =
∞∑
m=1

µu,m < ∞ and µu,m = (mq/2−1δqq(uj ,m))1/(q+1).

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

Let {λm}Tm=1 be a positive sequence such that
∑T
m=1 λm ≤ 1. For any t ≥ 1 and m ≥ 0, define

Sj,Nt,m =
∑N
i=1

∑t
k=1 uj,ik,m and uj,ik,m = E [xj,ikeik | Fk,k−m], where Fk,k−m = (εk, εk−1, . . . , εk−m).

Therefore, uj,ik,m and uj,ik′,m are independent if |k − k′| > m. Write uj,it = uj,it − uj,it,T +∑T
m=1(uj,it,m−uj,it,m−1)+uj,it,0. LetMt,m =

∑t
k=1

∑N
i=1(uj,ik,m−uj,ik,m−1) andM∗

T,m = max1≤t≤T |Mt,m|,
and thus Sj,NT,T − Sj,NT,0 =

∑T
t=1

∑N
i=1(uj,it,T − uj,it,0) =

∑T
m=1MT,m.

Write

Pr
(

max
1≤t≤T

|Sj,Nt| ≥ 5x
)

≤
T∑

m=1
Pr
(
M∗
T,m ≥ 3λmx

)
+ Pr

(
max

1≤t≤T
|Sj,Nt,0| ≥ x

)
+ Pr

(
max

1≤t≤T
|Sj,Nt − Sj,Nt,T | ≥ x

)
= I1 + I2 + I3.

Consider I1. Let Yl,m =
∑N
i=1

∑min(lm,T )
k=1+(l−1)m(uj,ik,m−uj,ik,m−1), b = ⌊T/m⌋+1, W e

s,m =
∑s
l=1((1+

(−1)l)/2) · Yl,m, W o
s,m =

∑s
l=1((1 − (−1)l)/2) · Yl,m and ⌊t⌋m = ⌊t/m⌋ ×m. Hence, for any x > 0 we

have

Pr
(
M∗
T,m ≥ 3λmx

)
≤ Pr

(
max

1≤t≤T
|M⌊t⌋m,m| ≥ 2λmx

)
+ Pr

(
max

1≤t≤T
|M⌊t⌋m,m −Mt,m| ≥ λmx

)
≤ Pr

(
max

1≤s≤b
|W e

s,m| ≥ λmx

)
+ Pr

(
max

1≤s≤b
|W o

s,m| ≥ λmx

)
+ T

m
Pr
(

max
1≤t≤m

|Mt,m| ≥ λmx

)
= I1,1 + I1,2 + I1,3.

For I1,1, since Y2,m, Y4,m, . . . are independent, then by using the Nagaev inequality for i.i.d.
random variables (see Lemma B.1), we have

Pr
(

max
1≤s≤b

|W e
s,m| ≥ λmx

)
≤ (1 + 2/q)q

∑b
l=1 ∥Yl,m∥qq
(λmx)q + 2 exp

(
− 2(λmx)2

eq(q + 2)2∑b
l=1 ∥Yl,m∥2

2

)
.

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

∥Yl,m∥q ≤
√

(q − 1)(min(lm, T ) − (l − 1)m)
√
Nδq(uj ,m),

which follows that

I1,1 ≤ (1 + 2/q)q (q − 1)q/2 T

xq
N q/2mq/2−1δqq(uj ,m)

λqm
+ 2 exp

(
− 2(λmx)2

eq(q + 2)2NTδ2
2(uj ,m)

)
.
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Similarly,

I1,2 ≤ (1 + 2/q)q (q − 1)q/2 T

xq
N q/2mq/2−1δqq(uj ,m)

λqm
+ 2 exp

(
− 2(λmx)2

eq(q + 2)2NTδ2
2(uj ,m)

)
.

Consider I1,3. By the Doob Lp maximal inequality and the Burkholder inequality, we have

E

(
max

1≤t≤m
|Mt,m|q

)
= E

(
max

1≤t≤m
|
m∑
k=t

N∑
i=1

(uj,ik,m − uj,ik,m−1)|q
)

≤ (q/(q − 1))qE
(

|
m∑
k=1

N∑
i=1

(uj,ik,m − uj,ik,m−1)|q
)

≤ (q/(q − 1))q(q − 1)q/2N q/2mq/2δqq(uj ,m),

which follows that

Pr
(

max
1≤t≤m

|Mt,m| ≥ λmx

)
≤ (q/(q − 1))q(q − 1)q/2N

q/2mq/2δqq(uj ,m)
xqλqm

.

Combining the above analysis and choose λm = µu,m/µu, we have

T∑
m=1

Pr
(
M∗
T,m ≥ 3λmx

)
≤ cq

TN q/2

xq

T∑
m=1

mq/2−1δqq(uj ,m)
λqm

+ 4
T∑

m=1
exp

(
−cq

2(λmx)2

NTδ2
2(uj ,m)

)

≤ cq
TN q/2

xq
µq+1 + 4

T∑
m=1

exp
(

−cq
2(µu,mx)2

NTµ2δ2
2(uj ,m)

)

for some constant cq > 0 only depending on q.
Consider I2. Note that {uj,it,0} are independent random variables, by using the Nagaev inequality

and ∥
∑N
i=1 uj,it,0∥q ≤

√
Nδq(uj , 0), we have

Pr
(

max
1≤t≤T

|Sj,Nt,0| ≥ x

)
≤ (1 + 2/q)q

T∥
∑N
i=1 uj,it,0∥qq
xq

+ 2 exp
(

− 2x2

eq(q + 2)2T∥
∑N
i=1 uj,it,0∥2

2

)

≤ (1 + 2/q)q
TN q/2δqq(uj , 0)

xq
+ 2 exp

(
− 2x2

eq(q + 2)2TNδ2
2(uj , 0)

)
.

Finally, consider I3. Since ∥ max1≤t≤T |Sj,Nt − Sj,Nt,T |∥q ≤ 3
√
q − 1

√
NT

∑∞
m=T+1 δq(uj ,m) by

the proof of Lemma A.1, we have

Pr
(

max
1≤t≤T

|Sj,Nt − Sj,Nt,T | ≥ x

)
≤

(3
√
q − 1

√
NT

∑∞
m=T+1 δq(uj ,m))q

xq

≤ cq
N q/2T (

∑∞
m=T+1 µu,m)q+1

xq

in view of

(
∞∑

m=T+1
δq(uj ,m))q ≤ (

∞∑
m=T+1

δq/(q+1)
q (uj ,m))q+1

≤ (
∞∑

m=T+1
(m/T )

q/2−1
q+1 δq/(q+1)

q (uj ,m))q+1

= T 1−q/2(
∞∑

m=T+1
µu,m)q+1
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Combining the above analysis, we then have for any x > 0,

Pr
(

max
1≤t≤T

|Sj,Nt| ≥ x

)
≤ cq

TN q/2

xq

(
µq+1 + δqq(uj , 0)

)
+ 4

∞∑
m=1

exp
(

−cq
µ2
u,mx

2

NTµ2
uδ

2
2(uj ,m)

)

+2 exp
(

− cqx
2

TNδ2
2(uj , 0)

)
.

Note that if x =
√
NTµ

1+1/q
u y with y > 0, then µ2

u,mx
2/(NTµ2

uδ
2
2(uj ,m)) ≥ m1−2/qy2 and thus

∞∑
m=1

exp
(

−cq
µ2
u,mx

2

NTµ2
uδ

2
2(uj ,m)

)
≤

∞∑
m=1

exp
(
−cqm1−2/qy2

)
.

In addition, since for any s > 0

sup
y≥1

∞∑
m=1

exp
(
−msy2

)
exp

(
y2
)

=
∞∑
m=1

exp (−ms) exp(1)

and ∞∑
m=1

exp
(
−msy2

)
≤

∞∑
m=1

exp (−ms) exp
(
1 − y2

)
,

thus for some c′
q > 0

∞∑
m=1

exp
(

−cq
µ2
u,mx

2

NTµ2
uδ

2
2(uj ,m)

)
≤ c′

q exp
(
−cqx2(NTµ2+2/q

u )
)
.

The proof of part (1) is now complete.

(2). For notation simplicity, let ℓ ≤ T γ . For γ < θ < 1, let mT = ⌊T
√
θ⌋, ũt,θ = 1√

N

∑N
i=1 ũit,θ and

QNT,θ =
∑

1≤s<t≤T at−sũj,t,θũj′,s,θ. By using Lemmas A.4 (2) and (3), we have

Pr
(
|LNT,j,j′ − E(LNT,j,j′) −QNT,θ + E(QNT,θ)| ≥ xT /2

)
≤ Cq,Mx

−q/2
T (Tℓ)q/4T−(αu−1)

√
θq/2.

Split [1, . . . , T ] into blocksB1, . . . , BbT
with block size 2mT and defineQNT,θ,k =

∑
t∈Bk

∑
1≤s≤t at−sũj,t,θũj′,s,θ.

By using Lemma B.2 (2) and Lemma A.4 (3), we have for any M > 1

Pr(|QNT,θ − E(QNT,θ)| ≥ xT /2)

≤
bT∑
k=1

Pr(|QNT,θ,k − E(QNT,θ,k)| ≥ xT /Cq,M,θ) +
{
Cq,M,θTm

−1
T (mT ℓ)q/4

(Tℓ)q/4

}Cq,M,θ

+Cθ exp
{
c2
q log dNT
Cq

}

≤
bT∑
k=1

Pr(|QNT,θ,k − E(QNT,θ,k)| ≥ xT /Cq,M,θ) + Cq,M,θ(d−M
NT + T−M ).

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

Pr(|QNT,θ,k − E(QNT,θ,k)| ≥ xT /Cq,M,θ)

≤ O(1)x−q/2
T log T

(
(T

√
θℓ)q/4T−(αu−1)θq/2T

√
θℓq/2−1−(αu−1)θq/2 + T

√
θ
)
.

Combining the above analysis, the proof is complete.
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Proof of Lemma 2.
(1). This proof is conditional on the following two events

ANT =
{∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

e⊤X
∣∣∣∣
∞

≤ w1,NT /2
}

and
BNT =

{
|Σ̂x − Σx|max ≤ C0

16

√
log dNT /(NT )

}
for some constant C0 > 0. Note that by using Lemma 1 (1) and w1,NT ≍

√
log dNT /(NT ), the event

ANT =
{

| 1
NT e⊤X|∞ ≤ w1,NT /2

}
holds with probability larger than

1 − C1

(
dNTT

1−q/2

(log dNT )q/2 + d−C2
NT

)

for some C1, C2 > 0. In addition, by using Lemma A.2 (1) and x = C0
16
√

log dNT /(NT ) for some
constant C0 > 0, BNT =

{
|Σ̂x − Σx|max ≤ x

}
holds with probability larger than

1 − C3

(
dNTT

1−ν/2

(log dNT )ν/2 + d−C4
NT

)

for some C3, C4 > 0. Hence, we have

Pr(ANT ∩ BNT ) = Pr(ANT ) + Pr(BNT ) − Pr(ANT ∪ BNT )

≥ 1 − C1

(
dNTT

1−q/2

(log dNT )q/2 + d−C2
NT

)
− C3

(
dNTT

1−ν/2

(log dNT )ν/2 + d−C4
NT

)
.

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

1
2NT |y − Xβ̂|22 + w1,NT |β̂|1 ≤ 1

2NT |y − Xβ0|22 + w1,NT |β0|1,

which follows that

1
2NT |X(β̂ − β0)|22 + w1,NT |β̂|1 ≤ 1

NT
e⊤X(β̂ − β0) + w1,NT |β0|1.

Since 1
NT e⊤X(β̂ − β0) ≤ | 1

NT e⊤X|∞|β̂ − β0|1 ≤ w1,NT

2 |β̂ − β0|1, we have

1
NT

|X(β̂ − β0)|22 + 2w1,NT |β̂|1 ≤ w1,NT |β̂ − β0|1 + 2w1,NT |β0|1.

Note that |β̂ − β0|1 + |β0|1 − |β̂|1 = |β̂J − β0,J |1 + |β0,J |1 − |β̂J |1 ≤ 2|β̂J − β0,J |1, we have

1
NT

|X(β̂ − β0)|22 + w1,NT |β̂ − β0|1 ≤ 4w1,NT |β̂J − β0,J |1,

and
1
NT

|X(β̂ − β0)|22 + w1,NT |β̂Jc − β0,Jc |1 ≤ 3w1,NT |β̂J − β0,J |1.

By using Lemma A.3 (1) and the condition s ≤ ψΣx (J)
2C0

√
NT

log dNT
, we have

1
NT

|X(β̂ − β0)|22 ≥ (ψΣx(J) − C0s
√

log dNT /(NT ))|β̂ − β0|22 ≥ ψΣx(J)
2 |β̂ − β0|22

conditional on the event ANT ∩ BNT .
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Hence,

ψΣx(J)
2 |β̂ − β0|22 ≤ 4w1,NT |β̂J − β0,J |1 ≤ 4w1,NT

√
s|β̂J − β0,J |2

≤ 4w1,NT
√
s|β̂ − β0|2,

which follows that
|β̂ − β0|2 ≤ 8

√
sw1,NT

ψΣx(J)
and

|β̂ − β0|1 ≤ 4|β̂J − β0,J |1 ≤ 4
√
s|β̂J − β0,J |2 ≤ 32sw1,NT

ψΣx(J) .

We now complete the proof.
(2). Similar to part (1), this proof is conditional on the event ANT ∩ BNT .

Define b⃗ = (sgn(βj)gj)j∈J . Due to the property of convex optimization, β̂w ∈ RdNT is a solution
if and only if there exists a subgradient

g⃗ ∈ ∂
dNT∑
j=1

gj |β̂j | =
{

z ∈ RdNT | zj = sgn(β̂j)gj for β̂j ̸= 0 and |zj | ≤ gj elsewhere
}

such that

1
NT

X⊤Xβ̂w − 1
NT

X⊤Y + w1,NT g⃗ = 0
1
NT

X⊤X
(
β̂w − β0

)
− 1
NT

X⊤e + w1,NT g⃗ = 0.

Hence, sgn(β̂w) = sgn(β0) if and only if

1
NT

X⊤
JcXJ

(
β̂w,J − β0,J

)
− 1
NT

X⊤
Jce = −w1,NT g⃗Jc ,

1
NT

X⊤
J XJ

(
β̂w,J − β0,J

)
− 1
NT

X⊤
J e = −w1,NT g⃗J = −w1,NT b⃗,

sgn(β̂w,J) = sgn(β0,J) and β̂w,Jc = β0,Jc = 0,

where XJ denotes the sub-matrix of X only containing the columns indexed by J , and β0,J denotes
the sub-vector of β containing the elements indexed by J .

By standard results in matrix perturbation theory, Lemma A.3 (1) and s ≤ ψΣx (J)
2C0

√
NT

log dNT
, we

have ∣∣∣ψmin((NT )−1X⊤
J XJ) − ψmin(Σx,J,J)

∣∣∣
≤
∣∣∣(NT )−1X⊤

J XJ − Σx,J,J

∣∣∣
2

≤ s
∣∣∣(NT )−1X⊤

J XJ − Σx,J,J

∣∣∣
max

≤ ψΣx(J)
2 .

where Σx,J,J is the sub-matrix of Σx that contains
Therefore, conditional on the set BNT =

{
|Σ̂x − Σx|max ≤ C0

16
√

log dNT /(NT )
}

, we have

ψmin((NT )−1X⊤
J XJ) ≥ ψΣx(J)

2

and thus (NT )−1X⊤
J XJ is nonsingular.

Given the invertibility of (NT )−1X⊤
J XJ , to prove sgn(β̂w) = sgn(β0), it suffices to show

sgn
(
β̂w,J

)
= sgn

[
β0,J +

(
(NT )−1X⊤

J XJ

)−1 (
(NT )−1X⊤

J e − w1,NT b⃗
)]

= sgn(β0,J) (B.5.1)
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and for any j ∈ Jc∣∣∣∣(NT )−1X⊤
j XJ

(
(NT )−1X⊤

J XJ

)−1 (
(NT )−1X⊤

J e − w1,NT b⃗
)

− 1
NT

X⊤
j e
∣∣∣∣

= | − w1,NT g⃗j | ≤ w1,NT gj . (B.5.2)

Consider (B.5.1) first. It is sufficient to show |( 1
NT X⊤

J XJ)−1( 1
NT X⊤

J e−w1,NT b⃗)|∞ < βmin. Since
|( 1
NT X⊤

J XJ)−1|2 ≤ 2
ψΣx (J) and βmin >

√
sw1,NT

ψΣx (J) (1 + 2 maxj∈J |gj |), we have∣∣∣∣∣
( 1
NT

X⊤
J XJ

)−1 ( 1
NT

X⊤
J e − w1,NT b⃗

)∣∣∣∣∣
∞

≤
∣∣∣∣∣
( 1
NT

X⊤
J XJ

)−1
∣∣∣∣∣
∞

∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

X⊤
J e − w1,NT b⃗

∣∣∣∣
∞

≤ 2
√
s

ψΣx(J)

(∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

X⊤
J e
∣∣∣∣
∞

+ |w1,NT b⃗|∞
)

≤ 2
√
s

ψΣx(J)

(
w1,NT /2 + w1,NT max

j∈J
|gj |
)
< βmin.

Next consider (B.5.2). By the triangle inequality, it suffices to show for any j ∈ Jc∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

X⊤
j XJ( 1

NT
X⊤
J XJ)−1( 1

NT
X⊤
J e − w1,NT b⃗)

∣∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

X⊤
j e
∣∣∣∣ ≤ w1,NT gj .

The first term is bounded by∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

X⊤
j XJ( 1

NT
X⊤
J XJ)−1( 1

NT
X⊤
J e − w1,NT b⃗)

∣∣∣∣
≤
∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

X⊤
j XJ( 1

NT
X⊤
J XJ)−1

∣∣∣∣
1

×
(∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

X⊤
J e
∣∣∣∣
∞

+ |w1,NT b⃗|∞
)

≤
√
s

∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

X⊤
j XJ( 1

NT
X⊤
J XJ)−1

∣∣∣∣
2

×
(∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

X⊤
J e
∣∣∣∣
∞

+ |w1,NT b⃗|∞
)

≤ 2s
ψΣx(J)

∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

X⊤
j XJ

∣∣∣∣
∞

×
(∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

X⊤
J e
∣∣∣∣
∞

+ |w1,NT b⃗|∞
)
.

Since maxj∈Jc | 1
NT X⊤

j XJ |∞ ≤ |Σx|max + C0
16
√

log dNT /(NT ) by Lemma A.3 (1), the left hand of
(B.5.2) is bounded by (2s|Σx|max

ψΣx(J) + ψΣx(J)
16

)(
w1,NT

2 + w1,NT max
j∈J

|gj |
)
.

The proof is now completed provided that

min
j∈Jc

|gj | ≥
(2s|Σx|max

ψΣx(J) + ψΣx(J)
16

)(1
2 + max

j∈J
|gj |
)
.

Proof of Theorem 2.1.
(1). Due to the property of convex optimization, β̂ ∈ RdNT is a solution if and only if there exists a
subgradient

g⃗ ∈ ∂
dNT∑
j=1

|β̂j | =
{

z ∈ RdNT | zj = sgn(β̂j) for β̂j ̸= 0 and |zj | ≤ 1 elsewhere
}

34



such that |g⃗|∞ ≤ 1,

1
NT

X⊤Xβ̂ − 1
NT

X⊤Y + w1,NT g⃗ = 0,
1
NT

X⊤X
(
β̂ − β0

)
+ w1,NT g⃗ = 1

NT
X⊤e.

Hence, we have
√
NTρ⊤

(
β̂bc − β0

)
= ρ⊤Ω̂x

1√
NT

X⊤e +
√
NTρ⊤

(
IdNT

− Ω̂xΣ̂x

)
(β̂ − β0)

= J1 + J2.

Here, J2 is the error resulting from using an approximate inverse of Σ̂x, which will be proved
asymptotically negligible. In addition, the bias term w1,NT Ω̂g⃗ resulting from the penalization of the
parameters is known to be equal to 1

NT X⊤
(
Y − Xβ̂

)
.

Hence, we have
√
NTρ⊤

(
β̂bc − β0

)
= ρ⊤Ω̂ 1√

NT
X⊤e +

√
NTρ⊤

(
IdNT

− Ω̂Σ̂x

)
(β̂ − β0).

We will then provide: (1) a central limit theorem for J1; and (2) a verification of asymptotic
negligibility of J2.

Consider J2 first. By Yuan (2010), we have

Ωx,j,j = [Σx,j,j − Σx,j,−jΣ−1
x,−j,−jΣx,−j,j ]−1 and Ωx,j,−j = −Ωx,j,jΣx,j,−jΣ−1

x,−j,−j ,

where Ωx,j,j denotes the jth diagonal entry of Ωx, Ωx,j,−j is the 1 × (dNT − 1) vector obtained by
removing the jth entry of the jth row of Ωx, Σx,j,j is the jth diagonal entry of Σx, Σx,−j,−j is the
submatrix of Σx with the jth row and column removed, Σx,j,−j is the jth row of Σx with its jth
entry removed, Σx,−j,j is the jth column of Σx with its jth entry removed. Define the (dNT − 1) × 1
vector

γj = argmin
b∈RdNT −1

1
NT

E|Xj − X−jb|22

such that
γj =

( 1
NT

E(X⊤
−jX−j)

)−1 1
NT

E(X⊤
−jXj) = Σ−1

x,−j,−jΣx,−j,j

and |γj |2 ≤ |Σ−1
x,−j,−j |2|Σx,−j,j |2 < ∞. Define ηj = Xj − X−jγj and thus E(X⊤

−jηj) = 0. Define
τ2
j = 1

NTE|Xj − X−jγj |22 = Σx,j,j − Σx,j,−jΣ−1
x,−j,−jΣx,−j,j = 1/Ωx,j,j . Observe that Ωx,j,−j =

−γ⊤
j /τ

2
j , and thus we can write Ωx = T−2C, where T and C is defined similarly to T̂−1 and Ĉ but

with τ2
j and γj replacing τ̂2

j and γ̂j .
Let Ω̂x,j and Ĉx,j denote the jth row of Ω̂x and Ĉx, respectively, and thus Ω̂x,j = τ̂−2

j Ĉj . By
the properties of Karush–Kuhn–Tucker (KKT) condition, we have

|Σ̂xΩ̂⊤
x,j − ej |∞ ≤ λj/τ̂

2
j = OP (

√
log dNT /(NT )),

where ej is the jth unit column vector. Hence, by using Lemma A.3 (3), we have

|J2| ≤ |ρ|1 × |
√
NT (β̂ − β0)|1 × max

j∈H
|Σ̂xΩ̂⊤

x,j − ej |∞

= OP (s
√

log dNT )OP (
√

log dNT /(NT )) = oP (1).
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Next, consider J1. Write

J1 = ρ⊤
(
Ω̂x − Ωx

) 1√
NT

X⊤e + ρ⊤Ωx
1√
NT

X⊤e = J1,1 + J1,2.

For J1,1, by using Lemma A.3 (3), we have

|J1,1| ≤ |
∑
j∈H

(Ω̂x,j − Ωx,j)ρj |1 × | 1√
NT

X⊤e|∞

= OP (
∑
j∈H

sj

√
log dNT /(NT ))OP (

√
log dNT ) = oP (1).

To complete the proof, it is sufficient to show that

J1,1 →D N(0, 1).

We next prove the asymptotic normality by using martingale apprxoimation technique and the
martingale central limit theorem. Define Sj,NT = 1√

T

∑T
t=1 uj,t and uj,t = 1√

N

∑N
i=1Xj,iteit. Hence,

J1,1 =
∑
k∈H

∑dNT
j=1 ρkΩx,k,jSj,NT .

Let Sj,NT,L = 1√
T

∑T
t=1

∑L−1
l=0 Pt−l(uj,t) and Ŝj,NT,L = 1√

T

∑T
t=1

∑L−1
l=0 Pt(uj,t+l), in which Pt(·) =

E[· | Ft] − E[· | Ft−1] , L → ∞ and L/T → 0. Note that uj,t =
∑∞
l=0 Pt−l(uj,t) and {Pt−l(uj,t)}Tt=1

is a sequence of martingale differences, and thus

∥Sj,NT,L − Sj,NT ∥2 =
∥∥∥∥∥ 1√

T

T∑
t=1

∞∑
l=L

Pt−l(uj,t)
∥∥∥∥∥

2

≤ 1√
T

∞∑
l=L

∥∥∥∥∥
T∑
t=1

Pt−l(uj,t)
∥∥∥∥∥

2

≤ O(1) 1√
T

∞∑
l=L

{
T∑
t=1

E
[
(Pt−l(uj.t))2

]}1/2

≤ O(1)
∞∑
l=L

δ2(uj , l) → 0,

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

∥Ŝj,NT,L − Sj,NT,L∥2 ≤ 1√
T

L−1∑
l=0

∥∥∥∥∥
l∑

t=1
Pt−l(uj,t)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+ 1√
T

L−1∑
l=0

∥∥∥∥∥∥
T∑

t=T−l+1
Pt(uj,t+l)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

= O(1)
√
L√
T

→ 0.

Hence, we have ∥Ŝj,NT,L −Sj,NT ∥2 → 0. Note that {
∑L−1
l=0 Pt(uj,t+l)}Tt=1 is a sequence of martingale

differences subject to Ft, so the asymptotic normality can be easily obtained by using a standard
martingale central limit theory.

The proof is now completed.

Proof of Theorem 2.2.
Write

Tu(Θ̂ℓ) − Θ =
(
Tu(Θ̂ℓ) − E(Θ̃ℓ)

)
+
(
E(Θ̃ℓ) − Θ

)
= J3 + J4.

Consider the bias term J4 first. Note that Γk = E(u0u⊤
k ) and thus

J4 =
ℓ∑

k=−ℓ
[a(k/ℓ) − 1]Γk −

ℓ∑
k=−ℓ

k

T
[a(k/ℓ) − 1]Γk −

T−1∑
k=ℓ+1

T − k

k

(
Γk + Γ⊤

k

)
= J4,1 + J4,2 + J4,3.
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For J4,1, by Assumption 4 (1), for ∀ϵ > 0, we choose νϵ > 0 such that

|k/ℓ| < νϵ and
∣∣∣∣1 − a(k/ℓ)

|k/ℓ|qa
− Cq

∣∣∣∣ < ϵ.

Letting ℓ∗T = ⌊νϵℓ⌋, write

ℓqa × J4,1 =
ℓ∗T∑

k=−ℓ∗T

a (k/ℓ) − 1
|k/ℓ|qa

|k|qaΓk +
ℓ∑

k=ℓ∗T +1

a (k/ℓ) − 1
|k/ℓ|q

|k|q(Γk + Γ⊤
k ).

Since |Γk|2 = O(k−(qa+ϵ)) for some ϵ > 1, the first term of the right-hand side converges to
−Cq

∑∞
k=−∞ |k|qaΓk in spectral norm. For the second term, since |a(·)| ≤ M ,

∣∣∣1−a(k/ℓ)
|k/ℓ|qa

∣∣∣ ≤ (M+1)/νqa
ϵ

due to the fact that k/ℓ ≥ νϵ. Then this term in spectral norm is bounded by

(M + 1)/νqa
ϵ

∞∑
k=ℓ∗T +1

k2|Γk + Γ⊤
k |2 → 0.

Therefore, |J4,1|2 = O(ℓ−qa). Similarly, it can be shown that |J4,2|2 = o(ℓ−qa) and |J4,3|2 = o(ℓ−qa),
which implies that |J4|2 = O(ℓ−qa).

Now consider J3. We first prove max1≤k,l≤dNT
|Θ̂ℓ,kl − Θℓ,kl| = OP (

√
ℓ log dNT /T ). Write

Θ̂ℓ,kl − Θℓ,kl = 1
T

T∑
t,s=1

a((t− s)/ℓ)
(
ûk,tûl,s − uk,tul,s

)
+ 1
T

T∑
t,s=1

a((t− s)/ℓ) (uk,tul,s − E(uk,tul,s))

= J5 + J6.

By using Lemma A.6 (1), we have max1≤k,l≤dNT
|J6| = OP (

√
ℓ log dNT /T ). For J5, write

J5 = 1
T

T∑
t,s=1

a((t− s)/ℓ)
(
ûk,t − uk,t

) (
ûl,s − ul,s

)
+ 1
T

T∑
t,s=1

a((t− s)/ℓ)
(
ûk,t − uk,t

)
ul,s

+ 1
T

T∑
t,s=1

a((t− s)/ℓ)uk,s
(
ûl,t − ul,t

)
.

Applying Lemmas A.6 (2)-(3) to the above three terms, we have J5 = oP (
√
ℓ log dNT /T ). Hence,

we have proved max1≤k,l≤dNT
|Θ̂ℓ,kl − Θℓ,kl| = OP (

√
ℓ log dNT /T ). Next, write

J3 =
∣∣∣Tu(Θ̂ℓ) − E(Θ̃ℓ)

∣∣∣
2

≤
∣∣∣Tu(Θ̂ℓ) − Tu(E(Θ̃ℓ))

∣∣∣
2

+
∣∣∣Tu(E(Θ̃ℓ)) − E(Θ̃ℓ)

∣∣∣
2

= J3,1 + J3,2.

The term J3,2 is bounded by

max
1≤k≤dNT

dNT∑
l=1

|Θℓ,kl|I(|Θℓ,kl| ≤ u) ≤ u1−pC(dNT ) = O
(
(ℓ log dNT /T )(1−p)/2C(dNT )

)
.

For J3,1,

J3,1 ≤ max
1≤k≤dNT

dNT∑
l=1

|Θ̂ℓ,kl|I(|Θ̂ℓ,kl| ≥ u, |Θℓ,kl| < u) + max
1≤k≤dNT

dNT∑
l=1

|Θℓ,kl|I(|Θ̂ℓ,kl| < u, |Θℓ,kl| ≥ u)

+ max
1≤k≤dNT

dNT∑
l=1

|Θ̂ℓ,kl − Θℓ,kl|I(|Θ̂ℓ,kl| ≥ u, |Θℓ,kl| ≥ u)

= J3,11 + J3,12 + J3,13.
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For J3,13, by using max1≤k,l≤dNT
|Θ̂ℓ,kl − Θℓ,kl| = OP (

√
ℓ log dNT /T ), we have

J3,13 ≤ max
1≤k,l≤dNT

|Θ̂ℓ,kl − Θℓ,kl| max
1≤k≤dNT

dNT∑
l=1

|Θℓ,kl|pu−p = OP
(
(ℓ log dNT /T )(1−p)/2C(dNT )

)
.

For J3,11, write

J3,11 ≤ max
1≤k≤dNT

dNT∑
l=1

|Θ̂ℓ,kl − Θℓ,kl|I(|Θ̂ℓ,kl| ≥ u, |Θℓ,kl| < u) + max
1≤k≤dNT

dNT∑
l=1

|Θℓ,kl|I(|Θℓ,kl| < u)

≤ J3,111 + J3,112.

For J3,112, we have J3,112 ≤ u1−pC(dNT ). For J3,111, take some a ∈ (0, 1), then

J3,112 ≤ max
1≤k≤dNT

dNT∑
l=1

|Θ̂ℓ,kl − Θℓ,kl|I(|Θ̂ℓ,kl| ≥ u, |Θℓ,kl| < au)

+ max
1≤k≤dNT

dNT∑
l=1

|Θ̂ℓ,kl − Θℓ,kl|I(|Θ̂ℓ,kl| ≥ u, au ≤ |Θℓ,kl| < u)

≤ max
1≤k,l≤dNT

|Θ̂ℓ,kl − Θℓ,kl| × max
1≤k≤dNT

dNT∑
l=1

I(|Θ̂ℓ,kl − Θℓ,kl| > (1 − a)u)

+ max
1≤k,l≤dNT

|Θ̂ℓ,kl − Θℓ,kl| × C(dNT )(au)1−p.

Note that since max1≤k,l≤dNT
|Θ̂ℓ,kl − Θℓ,kl| = OP (

√
ℓ log dNT /T ), then for some large C > 0 and

u = C
√
ℓ log dNT /T , we have

Pr

 max
1≤k≤dNT

dNT∑
l=1

I(|Θ̂ℓ,kl − Θℓ,kl| > au) > 0

 = Pr
(

max
1≤k,l≤dNT

|Θ̂ℓ,kl − Θℓ,kl| > (1 − a)u
)

→ 0.

Combining the above analysis, we have J3,11 = OP
(
(ℓ log dNT /T )(1−p)/2C(dNT )

)
.

For J3,12, we have

J3,12 ≤ max
1≤k≤dNT

dNT∑
l=1

(
|Θ̂ℓ,kl − Θℓ,kl| + |Θ̂ℓ,kl|

)
I(|Θ̂ℓ,kl| < u, |Θℓ,kl| ≥ u)

≤ max
1≤k,l≤dNT

|Θ̂ℓ,kl − Θℓ,kl| × max
1≤k≤dNT

dNT∑
l=1

I(|Θℓ,kl| ≥ u)

+u max
1≤k≤dNT

dNT∑
l=1

I(|Θℓ,kl| ≥ u) = OP
(
(ℓ log dNT /T )(1−p)/2C(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 (β̃, Ξ̃) and (β0,Ξ0).
Thus, by the definition of (β̃, Ξ̃), we have

1
2NT

(
|y − Xβ̃ − vec(Ξ̃)|22 − |e|22

)
+ w1,NT (|β̃|1 − |β0|1) + w2,NT√

NT

(
|Ξ̃|∗ − |Ξ0|∗

)
:= J7 + J8 + J9 ≤ 0,
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where the definitions of J7, J8 and J9 are self-evident.
Consider J7. Note that the event ANT =

{∣∣∣ 1
NT e⊤X

∣∣∣
∞

≤ w1,NT /2
}

holds with probability larger
than

1 − C1

(
dNTT

1−q/2

(log dNT )q/2 + d−C2
NT

)
.

Conditional on ANT , using Assumption 5.1, (vec(A))⊤vec(B) = tr(A⊤B) and tr(A⊤B) ≤ |A|2|B|∗,
we have

J7 = 1
2NT |X(β̃ − β0) + vec(Ξ̃ − Ξ0)|22 − 1

NT
e⊤X(β̃ − β0) − 1

NT
e⊤vec(Ξ̃ − Ξ0)

≥ 1
2NT |X(β̃ − β0) + vec(Ξ̃ − Ξ0)|22 − | 1

NT
X⊤e|∞|β̃ − β0|1 − 1

NT
|E|2|Ξ̃ − Ξ0|∗

≥ 1
2NT |X(β̃ − β0) + vec(Ξ̃ − Ξ0)|22 − w1,NT

2 |β̃ − β0|1 − w2,NT

2
√
NT

|Ξ̃ − Ξ0|∗.

For J8, we have J8 = w1,NT (|β̃J |1 + |β̃Jc |1 − |β0,J |1) ≥ w1,NT (|β̃Jc |1 − |β̃J − β0,J |1).
Consider J9. Let P(Ξ) = MU0,[r]ΞMV0,[r] and M(Ξ) = Ξ − MU0,[r]ΞMV0,[r] . Note that |A +

B|∗ = |A|∗ + |B|∗ if A⊤B = 0 and AB⊤ = 0, and thus we have

|Ξ̃|∗ = |Ξ̃ − Ξ0 + Ξ0|∗ = |Ξ0 + P(Ξ̃ − Ξ0) + M(Ξ̃ − Ξ0)|∗
≥ |Ξ0 + P(Ξ̃ − Ξ0)|∗ − |M(Ξ̃ − Ξ0)|∗ = |Ξ0|∗ + |P(Ξ̃ − Ξ0)|∗ − |M(Ξ̃ − Ξ0)|∗,

which follows that
J9 ≥ w2,NT√

NT
|P(Ξ̃ − Ξ0)|∗ − w2,NT√

NT
|M(Ξ̃ − Ξ0)|∗.

Combing the above analyses, we have

1
NT

|X(β̃ − β0) + vec(Ξ̃ − Ξ0)|22 + w1,NT |β̃Jc |1 + w2,NT√
NT

|P(Ξ̃ − Ξ0)|∗

≤ 3w1,NT |β̃J − β0,J |1 + 3w2,NT√
NT

|M(Ξ̃ − Ξ0)|∗.

Hence, (β̃ − β0, Ξ̃ − Ξ0) ∈ C and thus by Assumption 5.2, we have

κc|β̃ − β0|22 + κc
1
NT

|vec(Ξ̃ − Ξ0)|22 ≤ 1
NT

|X(β̃ − β0) + vec(Ξ̃ − Ξ0)|22.

In addition, since |Ξ|2F = |P(Ξ)|2F + |M(Ξ)|2F + 2tr(P(Ξ)⊤M(Ξ)) = |P(Ξ)|2F + |M(Ξ)|2F , |Ξ|2∗ ≤
|Ξ|2F rank(Ξ) and rank(M(Ξ̃ − Ξ0)) ≤ 2r (which we will prove in the following), we have

κc|β̃ − β0|22 + κc
1
NT

|vec(Ξ̃ − Ξ0)|22

≤ 3w1,NT |β̃J − β0,J |1 + 3w2,NT√
NT

|M(Ξ̃ − Ξ0)|∗

≤ 3
√
sw1,NT |β̃ − β0|2 + 3

√
2rw2,NT√

NT
|Ξ̃ − Ξ0|F

≤ max
{

6
√
sw1,NT , 6

√
2rw2,NT

}√
|β̃ − β0|22 + 1

NT
|Ξ̃ − Ξ0|2F .

We now prove rank(M(Ξ̃ − Ξ0)) ≤ 2r. Define the matrix ∆ = U⊤
0 (Ξ̃ − Ξ0)V0 = U⊤

0 M(Ξ̃ −
Ξ0)V0 + U⊤

0 P(Ξ̃ − Ξ0)V0, and write it in block form as

∆ =
[
∆11 ∆12
∆21 ∆22

]
,
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where ∆11 ∈ Rr×r and ∆11 ∈ R(T−r)×(N−r). Since U⊤
0 MU0,[r] = [0T×r,U0,[T−r]]⊤ and V⊤

0 MV0,[r] =
[0N×r,V0,[N−r]]⊤, we have

U⊤
0 M(Ξ̃ − Ξ0)V0 =

[
∆11 ∆12
∆21 0

]
,

which implies that

rank(M(Ξ̃ − Ξ0)) = rank(U⊤
0 M(Ξ̃ − Ξ0)V0)

≤ rank
([

0 ∆12
0 0

])
+ rank

([
∆11 0
∆21 0

])
≤ 2r.

Hence, we have proved

|β̃ − β0|2 ≤ max
{

6
√
sw1,NT
κc

,
6
√

2rw2,NT
κc

}

and
1√
NT

|Ξ̃ − Ξ0|F ≤ max
{

6
√
sw1,NT
κc

,
6
√

2rw2,NT
κc

}

with probability larger than 1 − C1
(
dNTT

1−q/2

(log dNT )q/2 + d−C2
NT

)
.

(2). Let Σ̂λ = Λ⊤
0 Λ0/N , Σ̂f = F⊤

0 F0/T and ŝ1 ≥ · · · ≥ ŝr be the r nonzero eigenvalues of
Ξ⊤

0 Ξ0/(NT ) = Λ0Σ̂fΛ⊤
0 /N . Note that the nonzero eigenvalues of Λ0Σ̂fΛ⊤

0 /N are the same as
those of Σ̂1/2

λ Σ̂f Σ̂1/2
λ . Then with probability approaching to 1 (w.p.a.1), for some 0 < C < ∞ and

1 ≤ j ≤ r, by using the Weyl’s theorem, we have

|ŝj − sj | ≤ |Σ̂1/2
λ Σ̂f Σ̂1/2

λ − Σ1/2
λ ΣfΣ1/2

λ |2 ≤ C(T−1/2 +N−1/2),

which also implies that |Ξ0|2/
√
NT =

√
s1 +OP (T−1/2 +N−1/2).

Let s̃1 ≥ · · · ≥ s̃N∧T be the eigenvalues of Ξ̃⊤Ξ̃/(NT ). Again, by using the Weyl’s theorem,
part (1) of this lemma and the condition s = o

(
max(T−1/2, N−1/2)NT/ log dNT

)
, we have

|s̃j − sj | ≤ C · max(
√
sw1,NT , w2,NT ) = o(C√

w2,NT )

w.p.a.1 for all j ≥ 1 and |Ξ̃|2/
√
NT =

√
s1 + oP (C√

w2,NT ). In addition, since ψj(Ξ̃)/
√
NT =

√
s̃j ,

we have ψj(Ξ̃)/
√
NT ≥

√
sj − C

√
w2,NT w.p.a.1 for 1 ≤ j ≤ r. The above results imply that

ψr(Ξ̃) ≥ (w2,NT
√
NT |Ξ̃|2)1/2 and ψr+1(Ξ̃) < (w2,NT

√
NT |Ξ̃|2)1/2 w.p.a.1.

We next prove |Λ̃ − Λ0H̃|F /
√
N = OP (max(

√
sw1,NT , w2,NT )) for some rotation matrix H̃

depending on (F0,Λ0). Let V be the r×r matrix whose columns are the eigenvectors of Σ̂1/2
λ Σ̂f Σ̂1/2

λ .
Then D = V⊤Σ̂1/2

λ Σ̂f Σ̂1/2
λ V is a diagonal matrix of the eigenvalues of Σ̂1/2

λ Σ̂f Σ̂1/2
λ . Let H̃ =

Σ̂−1/2
λ V and then

1
NT

Ξ⊤
0 Ξ0Λ0H̃ = Λ0Σ̂f Σ̂1/2

λ V = Λ0Σ̂−1/2
λ Σ̂1/2

λ Σ̂f Σ̂1/2
λ V

= Λ0Σ̂−1/2
λ VD = Λ0H̃D.

In addition, we have (Λ0H̃)⊤Λ0H̃/N = Ir and thus the columns of Λ0H̃/
√
N are the eigenvectors

of Ξ⊤Ξ with the associated eigenvalues in D. In addition, conditional on the event r̂ = r, by using
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Davis-Kahan sin(Θ) theorem, we have

|Λ̃ − Λ0H̃|F /
√
T ≤ (NT )−1|Ξ̃⊤Ξ̃ − Ξ0

⊤Ξ0|2
minj≤r min(|ŝj−1 − s̃j |, |s̃j − ŝj+1|) = OP (max(

√
sw1,NT , w2,NT )).

In addition, we have∣∣∣PΛ̃ − PΛ0

∣∣∣
F

≤
∣∣∣Λ0H̃H̃⊤Λ⊤

0 /N − Λ0(Λ⊤
0 Λ0)−1Λ⊤

0

∣∣∣
F

+
∣∣∣Λ̃ − Λ0H̃

∣∣∣2
F
/N

+2
∣∣∣Λ̃ − Λ0H̃

∣∣∣
F

∣∣∣Λ0H̃
∣∣∣
F
/N = OP (max(

√
sw1,NT , w2,NT )).

The proof is now complete.

Proof of Proposition 2.2.
(1). Let G = diag(g1, . . . , gdNT

). Note that maxj∈Jc |β̃j | = maxj∈Jc |β̃j − β0,j | ≤ |β̂ − β0|2 =
OP (max(

√
sw1,NT , w2,NT )) = oP (w3,NT ) by Assumption 6, which follows that GJc = IdNT −s w.p.a.1.

In addition, since maxj∈J |β̃j | ≥ βmin − |β̃ − β0|2 ≥ w3,NT w.p.a.1 by using Assumptions 6, which
implies that GJ = 0s w.p.a.1.

By concentrating out F, the estimator β̂(l) can be re-written as

β̂(l) = argmin
β∈RdNT

1
2NT (y − Xβ)⊤(MΛ̂(l−1) ⊗ IT )(y − Xβ) + w3,NT

dNT∑
j=1

gj |βj |.

By the properties of convex optimization, we have

1
NT

X⊤(MΛ̂(l−1) ⊗ IT )X
(
β̂(l) − β0

)
− 1
NT

X⊤(MΛ̂(l−1) ⊗ IT )
(
vec(F0Λ⊤

0 ) + e
)

+ w3,NTGg⃗ = 0,

where |g⃗|∞ ≤ 1 and g⃗j = sgn(β̂(l)
j ) if β̂(l)

j ̸= 0 for j = 1, . . . , dNT .
Hence, sgn(β̂(l)) = sgn(β0) if and only if

1
NT

X⊤
Jc(MΛ̂(l−1)⊗IT )XJ

(
β̂

(l)
J − β0,J

)
− 1
NT

X⊤
Jc(MΛ̂(l−1)⊗IT )

(
vec(F0Λ⊤

0 ) + e
)

= −w3,NTGJc g⃗Jc ,

1
NT

X⊤
J (MΛ̂(l−1) ⊗ IT )XJ

(
β̂

(l)
J − β0,J

)
− 1
NT

X⊤
J (MΛ̂(l−1) ⊗ IT )

(
vec(F0Λ⊤

0 ) + e
)

= −w3,NTGJ g⃗J ,

sgn(β̂(l)
J ) = sgn(β0,J) and β̂

(l)
Jc = β0,Jc = 0.

Let Σ̃(l) = 1
NT X⊤(MΛ̂(l) ⊗ IT )X. By standard results in matrix perturbation theory, Lemma

A.7 (3) and Assumption 6, we have∣∣∣ψmin((NT )−1X⊤
J (MΛ̂(l−1) ⊗ IT )XJ) − ψmin(ΣJ,J)

∣∣∣
≤
∣∣∣(NT )−1X⊤

J (MΛ̂(l−1) ⊗ IT )XJ − ΣJ,J

∣∣∣
2

≤ s
∣∣∣(NT )−1X⊤

J (MΛ̂(l−1) ⊗ IT )XJ − ΣJ,J

∣∣∣
max

= s×OP (max(
√
sw1,NT , w2,NT )) = oP (1).

Hence, given the invertibility of Σ̃(l)
J,J , to prove sgn(β̂(l)) = sgn(β0), it suffices to show w.p.a.1.∣∣∣Σ̃(l−1),−1

J,J

(
(NT )−1X⊤

J (MΛ̂(l−1) ⊗ IT )
(
vec(F0Λ⊤

0 ) + e
)

− w3,NTGJ g⃗J
)∣∣∣

∞
< βmin (B.5.3)
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and for any j ∈ Jc∣∣∣∣(NT )−1X⊤
j (MΛ̂(l−1) ⊗ IT )XJ

(
β̂

(l)
J − β0,J

)
− 1
NT

X⊤
j (MΛ̂(l−1) ⊗ IT )

(
vec(F0Λ⊤

0 ) + e
)∣∣∣∣

∞
≤ w3,NT gj .

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

(
(NT )−1X⊤

J (MΛ̂(l−1) ⊗ IT )
(
vec(F0Λ⊤

0 ) + e
)

− w3,NTGJ g⃗J
)∣∣∣

∞

≤ |Σ̃(l−1),−1
J,J |∞

(
|(NT )−1X⊤

J (MΛ̂(l−1) ⊗ IT )vec(F0Λ⊤
0 )|∞ + |(NT )−1X⊤

J (MΛ̂(l−1) ⊗ IT )e|∞ + w3,NT
)

≤
√
s|Σ̃(l−1),−1

J,J |2 ×
(
OP (max(

√
sw1,NT , w2,NT )) + w3,NT

)
= oP (βmin),

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(β̂(l)) = sgn(β0)

)
→ 1 as (N,T ) → (∞,∞).

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

β̂J − β0,J = Σ̂−1
J,J

1
NT

X⊤
J (MΛ̂ ⊗ IT )

(
vec(F0Λ⊤

0 ) + e
)

− w3,NTGJ g⃗J ,

and
1
NT

T∑
t=1

(yt − XJ,tβ̂J)(yt − XJ,tβ̂J)⊤Λ̂ = Λ̂VNT ,

where Σ̂J,J = 1
NT X⊤

J (MΛ̂⊗IT )XJ and VNT is a diagonal matrix that consists of the r̂ eigenvalues of
1
NT

∑T
t=1(yt−XJ,tβ̂J)(yt−XJ,tβ̂J)⊤. By part (1), maxj∈J gj = 0 w.p.a.1 and thus ρ⊤w3,NTGJ g⃗J =

oP
(
(NT )−1/2

)
. Then we can follow the analysis of oracle least squares estimator to establish the

asymptotic distribution of β̂J . Specifically, by using Proposition B.1, if s3/2 ×max(1/
√
N, 1/

√
T ) →

0, we have

√
NTρ⊤(β̂J − β0,J) =

√
N/Tρ⊤ξ +

√
T/Nρ⊤ζ + ρ⊤D−1(Λ0) 1√

NT

T∑
t=1

X̃⊤
J,tMΛ0et + oP (1).

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

ρ⊤D−1(Λ0) 1√
NT

T∑
t=1

X̃⊤
J,tMΛ0et →D N

(
0,ρ⊤Σ−1

J ΘJΣ−1
J ρ

)
.

The proof is now complete.

Proof of Proposition 2.3.

(1). Similar to the proof of Theorem 2.1, to show |Tu
(
Ω̂e

)
− Ωe|2 = OP

(
(logN/T )(1−pe)/2Ce(N)

)
it suffices to prove

max
1≤i,j≤N

∣∣∣∣∣ 1T
T∑
t=1

(êitêjt − E(eitejt))
∣∣∣∣∣ = OP

(√
logN/T

)
.

Write

max
1≤i,j≤N

∣∣∣∣∣ 1T
T∑
t=1

(êitêjt − E(eitejt))
∣∣∣∣∣

≤ max
1≤i,j≤N

∣∣∣∣∣ 1T
T∑
t=1

(êitêjt − eitejt)
∣∣∣∣∣+ max

1≤i,j≤N

∣∣∣∣∣ 1T
T∑
t=1

(eitejt − E(eitejt))
∣∣∣∣∣
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= J10 + J11.

By using concentration inequality in Lemma A.2, we have J11 = OP
(√

logN/T
)
.

Now consider J10, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

max
1≤i,j≤N

∣∣∣∣∣ 1T
T∑
t=1

(êitêjt − eitejt)
∣∣∣∣∣

≤ max
1≤i≤N

∣∣∣∣∣ 1T
T∑
t=1

(êit − eit)2
∣∣∣∣∣+ 2 max

1≤i≤N

{
1
T

T∑
t=1

(êit − eit)2
}1/2

max
1≤i≤N

{
1
T

T∑
t=1

e2
it

}1/2

= OP

 max
1≤i≤N

{
1
T

T∑
t=1

(êit − eit)2
}1/2 .

For max1≤i≤N
1
T

∑T
t=1(êit − eit)2, by using Lemma B.7 (1), we have

max
1≤i≤N

1
T

T∑
t=1

(êit − eit)2

≤ 3|β̂J − β0,J |22 max
1≤i≤N

1
T

T∑
t=1

|xJ,it|2F + 3 max
1≤i≤N

|λ⊤
0iH|2F

1
T

T∑
t=1

|f̂t − H−1f0t|2F

+3 max
1≤i≤N

|λ̂i − H⊤λ0i|2F
1
T

T∑
t=1

|f̂t|2F

= OP
(
s2/(NT ) + logN/δ2

NT

)
.

provided that max1≤i≤N |λ̂i − H⊤λ0i|2F = OP (logN/δ2
NT ). By the proof of Lemma B.4 (1), we have

λ̂i − H⊤λ0i = 1
NT

T∑
t=1

N∑
j=1

x⊤
J,it(β̂J − β0,J)(β̂J − β0,J)⊤xJ,jtλ̂⊤

j V−1
NT

+ 1
NT

T∑
t=1

N∑
j=1

x⊤
J,it(β̂J − β0,J)f⊤

0tλ0jλ̂
⊤
j V−1

NT

+ 1
NT

T∑
t=1

N∑
j=1

x⊤
J,it(β̂J − β0,J)ejtλ̂⊤

j V−1
NT

+ 1
NT

T∑
t=1

N∑
j=1

f⊤
0tλ0i(β̂J − β0,J)⊤xJ,jtλ̂⊤

j V−1
NT

+ 1
NT

T∑
t=1

N∑
j=1

eit(β̂J − β0,J)⊤xJ,jtλ̂⊤
j V−1

NT + 1
NT

T∑
t=1

N∑
j=1

f⊤
0tλ0iejtλ̂

⊤
j V−1

NT

+ 1
NT

T∑
t=1

N∑
j=1

eitf⊤
0tλ0jλ̂

⊤
j V−1

NT + 1
NT

T∑
t=1

N∑
j=1

eitejtλ̂
⊤
j V−1

NT

= J10,1 + · · · + J10,8.

For J10,1, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

max
1≤i≤N

|J10,1|2F ≤ |β̂J − β0,J |42 max
1≤i≤N

1
T

T∑
t=1

|xJ,it|2F × 1
NT

T∑
t=1

N∑
j=1

|xJ,jt|2F
1
N

N∑
j=1

|λ̂⊤
j V−1

NT |2F

= OP (s2/(NT )2) = oP (logN/δ2
NT ).
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Similarly, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have max1≤i≤N |J10,l|2F = OP (s/(NT )) = oP (logN/δ2
NT )

for 2 ≤ l ≤ 5.
For J10,6, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

max
1≤i≤N

|J10,6|2F ≤ max
1≤i≤N

|λ0i|2F
1
T

T∑
t=1

|f0t|2F × 1
T

T∑
t=1

| 1
N

N∑
j=1

λ̂jejt|2F × |V−1
NT |2 = OP (logN/δ2

NT )

since by using Lemma A.1 (1)

1
T

T∑
t=1

| 1
N

N∑
j=1

λ̂jejt|2F

≤ 2|H|2F
1
T

T∑
t=1

| 1
N

N∑
j=1

λjejt|2F + 2 1
NT

T∑
t=1

N∑
j=1

|ejt|2 × 1
N

N∑
j=1

|λ̂j − H⊤λj |2F

= OP (1/N + s/(NT ) + δ−2
NT ).

Similarly, we can show that max1≤i≤N |J10,7|2F and max1≤i≤N |J10,8|2F are both OP (logN/δ2
NT ).

Combining the above results, we have proved part (1).

(2). We first show the consistency of µ̂ζ . By using Lemma B.6 (1), part (1) of this proposition and
the condition

√
s(logN/T )(1−pe)/2Ce(N) → 0, it suffices to consider the following term:

1
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂ΩeΛ̂

(
F̂⊤F̂
T

)−1

f̂t.

since ∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂

(
Tu(Ω̂e) − Ωe

)
Λ̂
(

F̂⊤F̂
T

)−1

f̂t

∣∣∣∣∣∣
F

≤ 1
T

T∑
t=1

∣∣∣N−1/2XJ,t

∣∣∣
F

∣∣∣f̂t∣∣∣
F

∣∣∣MΛ̂

∣∣∣
2

∣∣∣Tu(Ω̂e) − Ωe

∣∣∣
2

∣∣∣N−1/2Λ̂
∣∣∣
F

∣∣∣∣∣∣
(

F̂⊤F̂
T

)−1
∣∣∣∣∣∣
F

= OP (
√
s(logN/T )(1−pe)/2Ce(N)).

To proceed, we first note that

F̂⊤F̂
T

= 1
T

T∑
t=1

f̂tf̂⊤
t = 1

N2 Λ̂⊤ 1
T

T∑
t=1

(yt − XJ,tβ̂J)(yt − XJ,tβ̂J)⊤Λ̂ = VNT ,

where VNT includes the largest r eigenvalues of 1
T

∑T
t=1(yt − XJ,tβ̂J)(yt − XJ,tβ̂J)⊤ in descending

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

1
N

∣∣∣Λ̂⊤(Λ̂ − Λ0H)
∣∣∣
F

= OP

(√
s/(NT ) + δ−2

NT

)
and 1√

N

∣∣∣Λ̂H−1 − Λ0
∣∣∣
F

= OP (
√
s/(NT )+δ−1

NT ),

where H = (F⊤
0 F0/T )(Λ⊤

0 Λ̂/N)V−1
NT .

In addition, since |MΛ̂ − MΛ0 |F = OP (δ−1
NT ) by Lemma B.4 (4), we have

1
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂ΩeΛ̂

(
F̂⊤F̂
T

)−1

f̂t
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= 1
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ0ΩeΛ̂

(
F̂⊤F̂
T

)−1

f̂t +OP (
√
s/δNT )

= 1
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ0ΩeΛ̂V−1

NT

1
N

Λ̂⊤Λ0ft + 1
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ0ΩeΛ̂V−1

NT

1
N

Λ̂⊤et

+ 1
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ0ΩeΛ̂V−1

NT

1
N

Λ̂⊤XJ,t(βJ − β̂J) +OP (
√
s/δNT )

= J12 + J13 + J14 +OP (
√
s/δNT ).

It is straightforward to show that J13 and J14 are both OP (
√
s/δNT ), we next investigate J12. By

the proofs of Lemmas B.4 (1) and B.6 (3), we have

|VNT − (Λ̂⊤Λ0/N)(F⊤
0 F0/T )(Λ⊤

0 Λ̂/N)|F = OP (δ−1
NT ),

and

N−1/2

Λ̂
(

Λ⊤
0 Λ̂
N

)−1

− Λ0

(
Λ⊤

0 Λ0
N

)−1
 = OP (δ−1

NT ),

which follows that

J12 = 1
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ0ΩeΛ̂(Λ⊤

0 Λ̂/N)−1(F⊤
0 F0/T )−1ft +OP (

√
sδ−1
NT )

= 1
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ0ΩeΛ0(Λ⊤

0 Λ0/N)−1(F⊤
0 F0/T )−1ft +OP (

√
sδ−1
NT ).

We next prove consider the consistency of Σ̂J . Write

Σ̂J = 1
NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂XJ,t − 1

NT 2

T∑
t,s=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂XJ,sâst

where âst = f̂⊤
t (F̂⊤F̂/T )−1f̂s. For the first term, by using Lemma B.4 (4), we have∣∣∣∣∣ 1

NT

T∑
t=1

X⊤
J,t(MΛ̂ − MΛ0)XJ,t

∣∣∣∣∣
F

≤ 1
NT

T∑
t=1

|XJ,t|2F
∣∣∣MΛ̂ − MΛ0

∣∣∣
F

= OP (s/δNT ).

For the second term, it suffices to show

1
NT 2

T∑
t,s=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂XJ,s(âst − ast) = OP (s/δNT ).

Adding and subtracting terms yields

âst − ast = (f̂t − H−1f0t)⊤(F̂⊤F̂/T )−1f̂s
+f⊤

0tH−1,⊤
[
(F̂⊤F̂/T )−1 − H⊤(F⊤

0 F0/T )−1H
]

f̂s

+f⊤
0t(F⊤

0 F0/T )−1H(f̂s − H−1f0s)
= bst + cst + dst.

For the term bst, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1
NT 2

T∑
t,s=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂XJ,sbst

∣∣∣∣∣∣
F
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≤
∣∣∣(F̂⊤F̂/T )−1

∣∣∣
F

1
T

T∑
t=1

∣∣∣N−1/2XJ,t

∣∣∣
F

∣∣∣f̂t − H−1f0t
∣∣∣
F

1
T

T∑
s=1

∣∣∣N−1/2XJ,s

∣∣∣
F

|f̂t|F

≤ OP (s)
(

1
T

T∑
t=1

|f̂t − H−1f0t|2F

)1/2

= OP (s/δNT ).

Similarly, we can show
∣∣∣ 1
NT 2

∑T
t,s=1 X⊤

J,tMΛ̂XJ,sdst
∣∣∣
F

= OP (s/δNT ). For the term cst, by using
Lemma B.7 (4), we have∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1

NT 2

T∑
t,s=1

X⊤
J,tMΛ̂XJ,scst

∣∣∣∣∣∣
F

= OP (s2/
√
NT + sδ−2

NT ) = oP (s/δNT ).

In addition, by using similar arguments as the proof of Theorem 2.1 and using moments inequality
in Lemma A.4 (3), we have

∣∣∣Θ̂J − ΘJ

∣∣∣
2

= O(ℓ−qα) +OP
[
s(ℓ/T )1/2

]
.

Combining the above results, we have now completed the proof.
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