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Abstract

Estimation of signal-to-noise ratios and residual variances in high-dimensional lin-
ear models has various important applications including, e.g. heritability estimation in
bioinformatics. One commonly used estimator, usually referred to as REML, is based
on the likelihood of the random effects model, in which both the regression coefficients
and the noise variables are respectively assumed to be i.i.d Gaussian random variables.
In this paper, we aim to establish the consistency and asymptotic distribution of the
REML estimator for the SNR, when the actual coefficient vector is fixed, and the actual
noise is heteroscedastic and correlated, at the cost of assuming the entries of the design
matrix are independent and skew-free. The asymptotic variance can be also consistently
estimated when the noise is heteroscedastic but uncorrelated. Extensive numerical sim-
ulations illustrate our theoretical findings and also suggest some assumptions imposed
in our theoretical results are likely relaxable.

1 Introduction

Estimation and inference for signal-to-noise ratios (SNR) as well as residual variances in
high-dimensional linear models are fundamental statistical problems with various impor-
tant applications. A notable application of SNR estimation is the heritability estimation
(Falconer, 1961) in genome wide association studies (GWAS), which aims to study how
much of the variance of certain phenotype can be explained by genetic variations. Another
important application is regarding how to select tuning parameters in regularized regression
such as Lasso and Ridge regression (Sun and Zhang, 2012; Dicker, 2014; Janson et al., 2017;
Dicker and Erdogdu, 2016; Dobriban and Wager, 2018). One important method to esti-
mate the SNR in high-dimensional linear models with modern applications is the random
effects likelihood based estimator (Yang et al., 2011a; Gusev et al., 2014; De los Campos
et al., 2015; Yang et al., 2017; Steinsaltz et al., 2018; Ma and Dicker, 2019), which is usually
referred to as restricted maximum likelihood, or REML, in the literature (Jiang, 2007).
Asymptotic analysis for REML under linear mixed effects models is a well-studied topic in
the statistical literature; see e.g. Hartley and Rao (1967), Jiang (1996), Rao (1997), and
Jiang (2007).

An interesting line of work in the literature investigates the asymptotic behavior of
random effects likelihood estimators under misspecified models, i.e., the true model for the



coefficient vector does not follow the postulated i.i.d. Gaussian model. In fact, back to Jiang
(1996), consistency and asymptotic normality have been established for Gaussian random
effects likelihood estimators even if the coefficient vector consists of i.i.d. but non-Gaussian
components. A recent notable paper Jiang et al. (2016) shows that such estimators can be
consistent and asymptotically normal even the true model follows a sparse random effects
model. Model misspecification analysis for REML has also been extended to the case where
the coefficient vector can be a general fixed one, at the cost of the assumption that the
design matrix consists of i.i.d. Gaussian entries (Dicker and Erdogdu, 2016). Their analysis
relies crucially on the rotational invariance of the Gaussian design matrix, and also employs
some general normal approximation tools developed in Dicker and Erdogdu (2017).

Note that beyond random effects likelihood estimates of the SNR or residual variances,
other methods have also been proposed in the literature. Examples include the method
of moments (Haseman and Elston, 1972; Dicker, 2014), EigenPrism (Janson et al., 2017),
and Lasso and sparsity based methods (Sun and Zhang, 2012; Fan et al., 2012; Bayati
et al., 2013). Under high-dimensional settings, unless the coefficient is very sparse, the
empirical performance of estimation of SNR, heritability or noise variance by REML is
in general comparable or much better than that of the above alternative methods; See
extensive simulation studies conduced in Dicker and Erdogdu (2016).

1.1 High-dimensional Linear Models with Heteroscedastic and Corre-
lated Noise

We focus on the following high-dimensional linear model throughout this paper

y=2ZB+e, (1)

where Z is an n X p design matrix with p being allowed to be greater than n, 8 is the vector
of regression coefficients, and y is the response vector. For the noise vector €, we assume it
satisfies € ~ N,,(0,X,), where X, is a positive definite matrix. This implies that we allow
for correlated and heteroscedastic noise in the linear model. In particular, we denote the

diagonal entries of 3. as a%, e ,0721. Also denote the average noise level as 0(2) = % S O‘Z-Q .
Our goal is to make inference about the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) parameter

0 = 18I/

1.2 REML Based on Homogeneous and Gaussian Random Effects

As aforementioned, one common SNR estimator in practice is based on the likelihood of the
Gaussian random effects model, in which the coefficient vector is modeled as p_l/ 2, where
 is assumed to consist of i.i.d. A(0,02) variables. In addition, the noise terms are assumed
to be independent and follow the same distribution A (0,082). Comparing the true model
and the postulated model, it is clear that o corresponds to o2, ||3||? corresponds to o2,
and vy = ||3]|?/03 corresponds to v := 02 /02. Based on this postulated homogeneous and
Gaussian random effects model, REML estimation, i.e. maximum likelihood estimation,
can be derived for the variance components o2 and o2 (Jiang, 2007). In fact, under the



above Gaussian random effects model, there holds y ~ N, (0, ), where

2
Q= Q02,02) =0T, + 22227 = o2V,
p

and
Vv, :In+%ZZT. (2)

Then, the log-likelihood function for (¢2,02) is given as below:
2 2 1 I 1.1
l(aeaaa) =Cc— 510gd€t (Q) - iy Q Y,

where c¢ is a constant. By taking the partial derivatives of the log-likelihood with respect
to 02 and o2 to obtain the score functions, we got the following likelihood equations:

Sy2(02,05) = 1y Q 2y — Ltrace (27!) =0
Sp2(02,02) == by Q11227 Yy — Lirace (2711227 ) 0.

[ShidNe’

By the fact that %Z ZT = %(VV —I,,), the above set of equations can yield a single equation
about the SNR v = o2 /o2:

A() =y By =0. (3)
where ) )
\ % \ %
B, = T — 1 15 (4)
n trace(V4 ")

Let 4 be a solution to (3), which is referred to the (misspecified) REML estimator of the
true SNR 7 = [ 8%/02.

1.3 Misspecification Analysis of REML

We aim to study the consistency and asymptotic distribution of 4 when the Gaussian
random effects model is significantly misspecified, i.e., the actual coefficient vector 3 is
a general fixed one, and the actual noise € is heteroskedastic and correlated. Certainly,
there is a trade-off between the misspecification on 8 and €, and the assumption on the
design matrix Z. Our main results, which will be presented in the next section, assert
that the consistency and asymptotic distribution of 4 can be rigorously established as long
as the entries in Z are independent, symmetric and sub-Gaussian standardized random
variables. Here the skew-free assumption is imposed basically for technical reasons, and
we will employ numerical simulations to show that this assumption might be relaxable.
Our misspecification analysis is conducted under the asymptotically proportional setting
n,p — oo such that n/p — 7 > 0, where 1/7 is usually referred to as the limiting aspect
ratio in the literature.

In our main results, we will show that the asymptotic variance of \/n4 only relies on the
aspect ratio 1/7, the true SNR 79, and a parameter « that characterizes both heterogeneity
and correlation of noise terms. In order to estimate the variance and thereby make inferences



on the true SNR 79, we also need to estimate both the average noise level ag and the
parameter . In fact, with the SNR estimate 4, based on the postulated Gaussian random
effects model, we can estimate o3 through

1
2L T
"=y Vi'y. (5)

One intuition of this estimator is the following identity based on the postulated (and mis-
specified) Gaussian and homogeneous random effects model

Ty -1 -1, T -1 2

Ely' V, 'yl =E[V, yy | =E[V, Q] = no;.

The estimation of k is in general difficult under the case of correlated noise. However,

when the noise is heterogeneous but uncorrelated, there is a natural approach to estimating
k. We will elaborate on this estimation in the next section.

1.4 Organization of the Paper

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce our main results that char-
acterize the conditions on the design matrix Z, the fixed regression vector 3, and the noise
vector €, under which the consistency and asymptotic distribution of the REML 4 can be
derived. We will also show how to estimate the asymptotic variance when the noise is
known to be heterogeneous but uncorrelated. In Section 3, extensive numerical simulations
are conducted to demonstrate the consistency and sampling distribution of 4 under different
settings to justify our theoretical results empirically. Coverage properties of plug-in con-
fidence intervals for the SNR under the case of independent heterogeneous noise will also
be illustrated. The proofs of our main results are given in Section 4, while some prelimi-
nary tools as well as proofs of important supporting lemmas are deferred to the appendix.
In Section 5, we give a summary of our contributions, and also discuss several remaining
questions that we intend to study in future.

2 Main Results

Our main goal in this paper is to study the consistency and asymptotic distribution of the
REML estimator of SNR, 4, which is the solution to the estimating equation (3) derived
from the Gaussian homogeneous random effects model, if the actual coefficient vector 3 is
a general fixed one, and the actual noise € is heteroscedastic and correlated. In addition,
when the noise is heteroscedastic and uncorrelated, we are also interested in estimating the
asymptotic variance consistently, such that inference on the SNR v can be conducted. We
first introduce our result on the consistency of 4:

Theorem 2.1. Consider the linear model (1) with the asymptotic setting n,p — 0o such

that \/n

matriz Z are independent, symmetric, sub-Gaussian, and unit-variance random variables,
and their mazimum sub-Gaussian norm is uniformly upper bounded by some numerical
constant Cy. Let € be the vector of correlated and heteroscedastic Gaussian noise: € ~

N, (0, 3.) with variances (diagonal entries) o2, ... 02, so that

% — T‘ — 0, where 7 > 0 is a fixed constant. Assume that the entries of the design



(i) max;epy o? is uniformly bounded by Co;
(ii) 377 | 02 = 02, where o} is set to be fized for all n;
(iii) | Zellr = o(n).

Let B be the coefficient vector with fized two-norm ||B||*> > 0 for all n, which implies the
SNR ~o = ||8||?/02 is fized for all n.

Under the above conditions, there is a sequence of estimates 4, as solutions to (3)
satisfying vn £, Yo as n — oo. Moreover, the corresponding sequence of noise variance

: ‘ : 9 P
estimate in (5) satisfies 2 — of.

Before we state our next result regarding the asymptotic distribution of 4, we need to
introduce the following probability density function of the Maréenko-Pastur law with the
parameter 7 > 0:

1
2T

fr(z)

V(bi (1) — ) (& = b () Lp_ (r)<a<bs ()}

where by (7) = (14+/7)2. Note that the Marcenko-Pastur law also has a point mass 1 — 771
at the origin when 7 > 1. With f;(z), and any 7,7 > 0, we define the following quantities
based on the Maréenko-Pastur law for any positive integer k:

by (1) 1 1
P (7, 7) Z/b_(T) mfr(fﬁ) + <1 - 7_> sty (6)

With these quantities determined as integrals based on the Marcenko-Pastur law, we are

able to obtain the following result on the asymptotic distribution of 4 by imposing additional
assumptions on the infinity norm of 3, and both the Frobenius and operator norms of X.:

Theorem 2.2. In addtion to the assumptions in Theorem 2.1, we further assume ||B||cc =
o(p_1/4). For the noise €, we make the following additional assumptions on its covariance
matriz:

(1) || Ze|| is uniformly bounded;

(ii) k= || Bl is fived for all n.
0
Then, with hi(yo,T) as in (6), as n — oo,

) :>N<O’2’yg <h2(7037)1h%(70,7) e 1>> ' @

Note that the asymptotic variance of 4 given in Theorem 2.2 relies solely on the limiting
aspect ratio 1/7, true SNR 79, and the parameter x that is determined by the correlation
and heterogeneity of the noise €. Since 7 can be consistently estimated by 4, to construct
confidence intervals for 7y, we need to estimate x in order to estimate the asymptotic
variance of 4. Though  is inestimable for general noise covariance X, it is estimable when




the noise is uncorrelated. In this case, k can be simply referred to as the heterogeneity
parameter, since

1 1 <
- I2 2 = — 4 8
o= g el = o e ®)

Under our assumptions on the design matrix, it is easy to get

Elyi] = (B[] —3) 8} + 31|82 + 6[|8II507 + 307

M-

1
3118Il2 + 6118307 + 307,

Q

which implies (1/n) Y% | E[y}] ~ 3||8]|3 + 6||8]|303 + 3koi. By this heuristic, we give the
following estimate for the heterogeneity parameter

. 1 O 2 | o
= >yl = (32 + 29m). (9)
=1

3no4

The following result gurantees the consistency of &:

Proposition 2.3. Under the assumptions in Theorem 2.2, if € consists of independent
heteroscedastic variables, the estimate of the heterogeneity parameter given in (9) satisfies

.~ P
K — K.

We give several remarks on Theorems 2.1 and 2.2 in order to highlight our contributions
as well as some important features of these results:

Remark 1 (Heterogeneity and correlation in noise). A prominent distinction between our
result and previous work Jiang et al. (2016) and Dicker and Erdogdu (2016) is on noise
modeling misspecification. Recall that the actual 3 is assumed to follow the sparse random
effect model in Jiang et al. (2016), while assumed to be fixed in Dicker and Erdogdu (2016).
However, both of them assume the noise is i.i.d. Gaussian, that is, no model misspecification
on the noise. In contrast, we consider a very general setting for the noise to be heterogeneous
and correlated. By introducing the parameter s that summarizes the heterogeneity and
correlation in the noise, the asymptotic variance of the REML estimator 4 can be also
elegantly characterized. It is surprising to us that the effect of heterogeneity and correlation
on the uncertainty of 4 can be neatly captured by x defined in Theorem 2.2.

Remark 2 (Non-Gaussian and skew-free entries in the design matrix). Both our work and
Dicker and Erdogdu (2016) consider the setting that the actual 3 is fixed, but their analysis
relies crucially on the assumption that the design matrix consists of i.i.d. Gaussian entries.
We relax this condition to non-Gaussian and skew-free entries. An open question is whether
this skew-free assumption is essential. In the next section, we will use numerical simulations
to demonstrate that this condition is likely inessential.

Remark 3 (Asymptotic variance). It is worth emphasizing that when the noise variables
are independent and homogeneous, which implies that k = 1, the asymptotic distribution
given in (7) is consistent with the result derived from i.i.d. Gaussian design in Dicker and
Erdogdu (2016). In fact, an explicit formula can be derived for the asymptotic variance



based essentially on the Stieltjes transform of the Marcéenko-Pastur distribution, see e.g.
Lemma 3.11 in Bai and Silverstein (2010). Define

+(7) S — pou
mq—(Z):/bb 1 fT(l‘)dIIJ‘i‘%(l_l) 1{T>1}:( 1)+\/( 1)2_|_4 ‘

_(7) T+ z T 22T

Then we can obtain

v

1 1 Ty=1=7)+ /(v —1—7)2+4r
hl(%T):_mT< ):(7 V) \/2(7 V) 7
gl Ty

and

v

1, /1 (T’y—T+’y-|-1)(—7—1+\/(77—1—’y)2+477>
Y 2'77\/(77—1—7) + 47y
We illustrate the asymptotic variance in Figure 1 with x = 1 and n = 100. From this figure,

fixing the aspect ratio 1/7, the variance of 4 increases in the true SNR ~o; while fixing 7o,
the variance of ¥ first decreases and then increases in the aspect ratio 1/7.
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Figure 1: Asymptotic variance of 4 with x = 1 and n = 100.

Remark 4 (Proof techniques). A key technical idea of the proof of our main results is to
introduce two Rademacher sequences, one to flip signs of columns and one to flip signs of
rows, to facilitate the asymptotic analysis of the estimating function A(y) given in (3).
This is the reason why we need the entries of Z to be indepedent and skew-free. The
benefit of this idea is three-pronged: First, consistency and asymptotic variance can be
established and calculated by conditioning everything except for the double Rademacher
sequences; Second, the effect of heterogeneity and correlation of the noise on the asymptotic
variance can be clearly revealed by this conditioning; Third, the asymptotic normality of
4 can also be established relatively easily by off-the-shelf normal approximation results for



quadratic forms of Rademacher variables, e.g. Chatterjee (2008). Here we highlight that the
calculation of asymptotic variance relies on extending the “leave-k-column-out” argument
in Jiang et al. (2016) to both rows and columns given we are dealing with more general
noise.

3 Experiments

As aforementioned, comparisons between REML and other methods such as method of mo-
ments and sparseness/Lasso based approaches in estimating variance components have been
well-investigated empirically in the literature; see e.g. Dicker and Erdogdu (2016). In this
section, we aim to use numerical simulations to illustrate and complement our theoretical
findings regarding how the asymptotic distribution of 4 relies on the coefficient vector and
the actual distribution of noise. In particular, we will verify the sampling distribution result
we have obtained in Theorem 2.2 by numerical experiments under different settings on the
design matrix, the coefficient vector, and the heterogeneous and correlated noise. In the
case of uncorrelated heterogeneous noise, We will also demonstrate the coverage property of
the plug-in confidence intervals with x estimated in (9). Throughout our numerical experi-
ments, we use the Minorization-Maximization (MM) algorithm given in Zhou et al. (2019)
to maximize (1.2) and hence obtain the random effects likelihood estimate 4 and &2.

2

3.1 Consistency of 4, 6° and &

In this subsection, we consider the linear model with heterogeneous but uncorrelated noise,

and then demonstrate the consistency of REML 4 and 62, as well as & defined in (9). Here

we only consider uncorrelated noise since we need to show the behavior of #. For the case

of correlated noise, we will illustrate the sampling distribution of 4 in the next subsection.
We assume that the coefficient vector 3 is generated in the form of

60( (1727‘(]’3797"' 7pig)T7 (10)

where g > 0 determines the rate of decay for the coefficients, and the norm of 3 is determined
by o3 and the SNR o by |83 = v003.
For heteroscedastic independent noise, we generate o? by the geometric sequence by

first generating (0%, U%/ X ,O’?L,) in the form of
(O-%’vo-%""70-72#)0((17(]7(]2)"'7(]71)7 (11)
where ¢ > 0 and Y1 | 0% = noj. Next, (0%,03 -+ ,02,) is shuffled randomly to generate

(02,03 -+ ,02). Throughout this section, we chose ¢ = 0.95 and o3 = 0.5, which also gives
K = 30.7692 by fixing n = 1200.

We consider the following settings on the key parameters to investigate and illustrate
how the performance of 4 relies on the magnitude decay in 3, the aspect ratio p/n, and the

SNR Yo-

(i) (Varying magnitude decay in 3): Fix n = 1200, p = 2000,~v9 = 2. Let g be varied
from 0 to 2.
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Figure 2: Estimates of SNR and noise level for simulations (i)(ii)(iii) under the t5 design.
Each simulation is conducted over 100 independent Monte Carlo samples. The true SNR
70,04 and kg are marked in dash line. The black diamonds represent average estimates by

9, &g and R

(ii) (Varying aspect ratio): Fix n = 1200, g = 0.5, 7o = 2. Let the aspect ratio 1/7 = p/n
be varied from 2/3 to 3.

(iii) (Varying SNR): Fix n = 1200, p = 2000, g = 0.5. Let v be varied from 0.5 to 5.

Each simulation consists of 100 independent Monte Carlo samples. The performances
of 4, 6% and # under simulation settings (i)(ii)(iii) are shown in Figure 2 for design ma-
trices with i.i.d. t5 entries. All of these estimators appear to be consistent under various
circumstances. In particular, we can see that the variance of estimators 4 keeps more or
less the same over different magnitude decays in 8, while increases with the aspect ratio
1/7 € [2/3,3], and also increases with the true SNR vy € [1/2, 5]. These observations are in
line with the asymptotic variance presented in (7), which has also been illustrated in Figure



3.2 Distribution of ¥

Now let’s study the sampling distribution of 4 empirically for heterogeneous and correlated
noise. Here we consider the setting n = 1200, p = 2000, 03 = 0.5, and 9 = 2. For the
coefficient vector, assume 3y generated from (10) with g = 0.5. For the heterogeneous and
correlated noise, in addition to the variances generated according to (11) with ¢ = 0.95, we
impose the pairwise covariances as ¥;; = p|i_j I o;0; with p = 0.1. The resulting x defined
in Theorem 2.2 is k = || £||%/(nog) = 30.8188. We conduct Monte Carlo simulations with
1000 independent samples under the following settings of design matrices:

(i) The entries of Z are i.i.d. Rademacher random variables.
(ii) The entries of Z are i.i.d. standardized t5 random variables.

(iii) The standardized genotype model proposed in Jiang et al. (2016): First, let the allele
frequencies for SNPs be generated from f; ~ Unif[0.05,0.5] for ¢ = 1,...,p. Next,
generate the entries of the genotype matrix U by following a discrete distribution
over {0,1,2} with assigned probabilities (1 — f;)2, 2f;(1 — f;), and fj2, respectively.
Finally, standardize each column of U to have zero mean and unit variance to obtain
the design matrix Z.

In Figure 3, we compare the Monte Carlo simulated distribution of 4 and its asymptotic
distribution given in (7) under the above setups. We can observe that the asymptotic
distribution of 4 given in (7) approximates the true sampling distribution very well in our
settings. Note that the entries of the standardized genotype design could be significantly
skewed, thereby violating the requirement of symmetric distributions in Theorem 2.1. This
suggests that this requirement is likely to be able to be further relaxed. Moreover, The Q-Q
plots for these three cases are also exhibited in Figure 3, which are basically linear, though
the seemingly heavy-tailed distribution of 4 may stem from the large x due to heterogeneity
and correlation of the noise.

3.3 Confidence Intervals of v,

To derive plug-in confidence intervals for ~y, we need to either know k a priori, or know
how to estimate k. As such, we consider two cases: (i) homogeneous and uncorrelated noise
(k = 1), and (ii) heterogeneous and uncorrelated noise, under which x can be estimated
by a method of moments given in (9). The asymptotic variance of 4 can be estimated
consistently in both cases, since it only relies on vy and 7 and  in (7). In both cases,
we consider the signal setting (10), and set the parameters n = 1200, p = 2000, 79 = 2,
02 = 0.5 and g ~ Unif[0,2]. In the second case, we also consider the noise variance setting
(11) with parameters ¢ = 0.95 and correspondingly kg = 30.7692. In each case, we generate
200 independent datasets, with the design matrices following the i.i.d. Rademacher model,
the i.i.d. t5 model, or the standardized genotype model. The plug-in confidence intervals
are demonstrated in Figure 4 for both cases, which appear to enjoy desirable coverage
properties.

10



1 2 3 4 5 6
Estimated

Exponential data quantiles

o

IS

w

N

Q-Q plot

-2 0 2
Normal theoretical quantiles

(a) Rademacher design

Q-Q plot
0.9 - p
[ histogram pdf
0.8 theoretical noraml pdf| -
n ST
0.7} @
=
061 S 4+
o
> 1+
=05 =
z T4l
S04t K]
k=
0.31 227
o
0.2r =
° Ll
1
0.1r
o] 0 o
-4 -2 0 2

Estimated ~

Normal theoretical quantiles

(b) Standardized ts design

- lot
08 } } } 6 Q-Q p
I histogram pdf
0.7 theoretical noraml pdf
g °|
0.6 =
S 4l
0.5 =3
= pul
204 Saf
3 =
0.3 =
22t
S
0.2 u%
1
0.1
o] 0 -
1 2 3 4 5 -4 -2 0 2

Estimated ~

Normal theoretical quantiles

(c) Standardized genotype design

Figure 3: Probability density of the estimated SNR 4 and the normal Q-Q plot of corre-
sponding 4 sets. In the probability density graph, the purple curve shows the pdf of normal
distribution with sample mean and sample variance and the red curve shows the pdf of our

theoretical normal distribution when the features are independent.
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Figure 4: Plug-in 95% CI for 200 independent datasets for both homogeneous and hetero-
geneous noise. The estimates 4 are marked as circles and the true SNRs 7y are marked by
the red line. The purple bars indicate the cases when the 95% CI does not cover .

4 Proof of the Main Results

4.1 Supporting Lemmas

Lemma 4.1. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.1, we have

maxe? = Op (logn) (12)
i€n]
and
Igx o o
Ezgi — 0y ZOP(l) (13)
i=1

Moreover, under the assumptions of Theorem 2.2, there holds

% ((Zn: 522) - na%) — N(0, 2K07). (14)
i=1
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Lemma 4.2 (Theorem 9.10 of Bai and Silverstein (2010)). Under the assumptions of The-
orem 2.1, for V., defined in (2) and any integer k > 0, it is obvious that ||‘/7_k|| < 1.

Moreover, we have
1
().
n

A key technique in proving Theorem 2.1 is the “leave-k-out” argument developed in
Jiang et al. (2016). Here we list some useful notations.

1 trace (V{k> — hi(~, 1)

n

where hi(v,T) is defined in (6).

Definition 1. Denote Z = [z1,...,2p] as a concatenation of column vectors. For any
subset C C {1,...,p}, denote V,, _c ==V, — %Zkec zkz;—. For example, for any i # j,

. Y T T
Vy—ij = V%—{z‘j} =V, - ; (Zizz‘ t 22, ) .

Furthermore, for 1 <i,j <p, define

! _
771(]‘,)() = zi—rV%iCzj. (15)

Finally, in the case C = (), simply denote
I _
0y =2l vV lzy, (16)

The proofs of the following five results, Lemma 4.3 to Lemma 4.7, essentially follow the
arguments or ideas in Jiang et al. (2016), though there might be some small differences. For
completeness, we provide self-contained proofs for these results in the appendix except for
Lemma 4.6, which has been explicitly given in the supplement of Jiang et al. (2016) (See
Proposition S.1 therein).

Lemma 4.3. Under the conditions of Theorem 2.1, we have

max

ke[p] 7

trace (V_l) — trace (Vv_ik)’ <2l—1, 1=1,234, (17)

and for 771(;;27;{ defined in (15),

— — — t ‘/ )
nnk‘k‘,k’ n race ~

max

ke(p]

— Op (,/log”>, 1=1,2.
n

Lemma 4.4. Under the conditions of Theorem 2.1, for fixed v > 0, we have

1 1 trace(V,! 1
max —z,;r%_lzk - — v; )_1 =Op ogn , (18)
1<k<p|n n 1+ trace(Vy ) n

1 1 trace(V. 2 1
max |~z Vo 2z, — — Vi) _ :()P( Og”), (19)
1<k<p|n n (1 + %trace(V7_1)> n

13



max
1<k<p

L oy - 1 Ly T
2K @ zk—n—ptrace (V,Y zZZ )

o~
|

\‘}—‘
~
—

[\~

=
~—

or )

! 1 ! logn
T (1 T _ _
11%13%(17 (zk szk> (p trace <B7ZZ )) Op ( - ) , =12, (21)
1 trace(V, ! 1
S trace (V{lZZT> - — race(V, )71 =0Op <> ) (22)
np n 1+ Ltrace(Vy ) n
and

1 1 trace(V, 2
— trace (W_QZZT> - = race(V; ) 5| =0p <> . (23)
np " (1 + %trace(V{l))

Lemma 4.5. Under the conditions of Theorem 2.1, for fixed v > 0, we have

1 1
—z,;rVV_lzk “ trace (‘Q_lZZT)

max
1<k<p|n
1 1 1 1
+ —77(1) — —trace(V, 1) ) | =Op osn , (24)
RCATL L v n
(1 + Ltrace(Vy ))
and
1 1
max —z;—VV_sz — — trace (VW_QZZT>
1<k<p|n np

(1 + %trace(V{l)>3 p

1 1 1 1
- 2 <77](j€)k - trace(V7_2)> ‘ =Op < ogn) .
(1 + %trace(VJU) " " "

trace(V,?) 2y (1 1 1
2D 2 race(V
(nnkk7k - race( S )>

Lemma 4.6. Under the conditions of Theorem 2.1, for fired v > 0 and l = 1,2, we have

I o 1 2
-1
(nnkkvk - trace(V%_k))

max E
1<k<p

<

)

¢
n

and

max
1<i<yj<p

1 ¢ 1 _ 1 ¢ 1 _ C
E [ <nn’(’)’ — ntrace(V,%li)) <nn§j)’j - trace(V%lj)) ] ‘ < 3

where C is a constant independent of n.
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Lemma 4.7. Under the conditions of Theorem 2.1, for fixred v > 0 and l = 1,2, we have

logn

Tyr—1l, |2 T 2

V22 = Op(nl d B,zi[>=0 . 25
glgflzk %l p(nlogn) an r;ggflzk V25 P( - ) (25)

Further, under the assumptions of Theorem 2.2, we have

1 2 _
m Zn (ziTsz]) =61(y,7) +op(1)
i#]
7 (26)
S (< Byz) =181+ op(),
i#]

where 01 (7, 7) > 0 is a constant only depending on v and 7.

The above lemmas rely crucially on the “leave-k-column-out” argument in Jiang et al.
(2016). Given we are dealing with heteroscedastic and correlated noises, we also need the
following results, which rely on a similar “leave-k-row-out” argument.

Lemma 4.8. For any fized v > 0, under the assumptions of Theorem 2.1, we have

_ 1 _ logn
(V; l)ﬁ—gtrace<V,Y l) — Op (\/ = ) 1=1,2,3.4, (27)
logn
:op< = ) (28)

= Op (wii") . (29)

Lemma 4.9. For any fixed v > 0, under the assumptions of Theorem 2.1, we have

max
1€[n]

which implies

1
B,);;i — — trace (B,)
n

max

and

max
i€[n]

<Bﬁ%—<iumd3w)2

max |(Bv)¢j|zop< 1‘f3”> (30)

1<i<j<n
and under the assumptions of Theorem 2.2
nz (B’Y)?j = 02(7,7) + op(1)
i#]
”ZE?EJQ' (B’Y)?j = 02(v, 7)o + op(1),
i#]
where O(7y, 7) > 0 is a constant only depending on v and T.

Lemma 4.10. For any fixed v > 0, under the assumptions of Theorem 2.1, we have

(vt - pimee (1) =0r (/5) . r-r20a

15
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4.2 New Representation based on Rademacher Sequences

Since the entries of Z are independent and symmetric, we can replace the original design
matrix Z with Z = A Z A¢ with the diagonal matrices

AC = diag(cla B 7(71)7 A£ = diag(fl, B 7§p)7

with ¢;’s and ;’s are i.i.d. Rademacher random variables that are also independent of Z,

since Z and Z have the same distribution. We also denote

E=(&,....&)" and ¢=(G,..,G)

Under this new representation of the design matrix, the linear model (1) becomes
Yy=AZAB+e. (33)

We want to emphasize that under this new representation, we still define V, and B, as

before: . )
\ % |7

V,=I,+122Z", and By=-1——— 2

p n trace(V, ")

However, the representation of the estimating equation (3) should be changed. In fact, the
original ZZ " is replaced with AZZ TAC. Therefore, the original V, defined in (2) should
be replaced with

V,=1I,+2AZZ A, = A, <In + 'YZZT> A=AV, A
p p

Also, it is easy to see that the original B, should be replaced with BAY = A¢B,A;. There-
fore, the estimating equation (3) should be rewritten as

A(y) =y By
= (AZAB +e)' AcByAc (AZAP +e)
=¢'ABZ B, ZAgé +26 " AgZ B, AL+ (T AcB, AL
AsZ"B,ZAs AsZ'B,A.| [¢

=le.¢] AB,ZAs  ABA. HJ (34)

where
Ag =diag(f1,...,5,) and A, =diag(er,...,en).

Note that now A(y) is a random variable about Z, e, € and {. Straightforward calculation
gives the conditional mean of A(y) on Z and e:

P
5* (7)=E [A(W)‘Zv E] = Z ﬁ%Z;—Byzk + trace (A?BW) . (35)
k=1

Furthermore, the conditional variance of \/n(A(7)) on Z and € can also derived as in the
following lemma, the proof of which is deferred to the appendix.

16



Lemma 4.11. The conditional variance of A(vy) given Z and € has the formula
Var [Vn(A(4))| Z, €]

2 p
o Y BB (z,ijzj) +4n Y Bzl ByA’Bozp+2n Y 3eX(BL)3, . (36)
1<k£j<p k=1 1<k#j<n

Vi Va V3

4.3 Proof of Theorem 2.1
With A,(v) defined in (35) and for any fixed v > 0, we first aim at showing

First, by (25) in Lemma 4.7, we have

2 logn
S0 (2 B,2)” < (max =l Byl ) 1915 = 0 (1),
py

Second, since z;’s are sub-Gaussian vectors, it is obvious that

2 _
max [lz]> = Op(n).

Also, a simple consequence of Lemma 4.2 gives | B,|| = Op(1/n), and Lemma 4.1 implies
IA2]| < O(logn). Therefore,

p
logn
> Gl By A2B, < 1131, PIAZ (s 12417) = Op (257
k=1 =P=p "

Third, by (12) in Lemma 4.1 and (30) in Lemma 4.9,

log®n
3 ezgamzj_op( : )

1<k#j<n

Plug the above bounds to (36), for any § > 0, by the conditional Chebyshev’s inequality,
we have

Var[A()|Z,e] P

02 n—00

P{‘A(y)—ﬁ*(y)‘ >6’Z,s} < 0.

Then, by the dominated convergence theorem, we have proved (37).
Now, define

Asi () =0f trace (B, V) = 0§ trace (B,Y <In + %ZZT>> . (38)
p

— Op ( 105”) . (39)

By (21) in Lemma 4.4, we can easily obtain

P 2
Zﬁi (szszk) - Hﬁp” trace(B,ZZ ")
k=1
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On the other hand, by Lemma 4.1 and (28) in Lemma 4.8, we have

3

1 1
trace (AZB,) — — trace (A2) trace (B,)| = Op %8 1
n
Furthermore, by Lemmas 4.1 and 4.2, we have
1
' trace (Ag) trace (B,,) — o trace (B,)| = op(1).
n
Combine the above two inequalities,
}trace (AEB,Y) — o trace (Bv)’ =op(1). (40)

Then, by (35), (38), (39), and (40), we have

’5*(7) —A**(v)’ = op(1).

Combined with (37), we have

A®M) = Au(y) —— 0.

n—oo
Finally, we have the following result that characterizes the limit of A, () for any v > 0.

Lemma 4.12 (Jiang et al. (2016)). Under the assumption of Theorem 2.1, we have
A () 2% Cy;
where ¢y > 0 for v < 9, ¢y, =0, and cy <0 for v > vg.

This result is basically given in Jiang et al. (2016), and we give a detailed proof in the
appendix for self-containedness.

Then, for any v > 0, there holds A(y) £, ¢y, which is positive, zero, or negative, de-
pending on whether ~ is smaller than, equal to, or greater than 9. Then by the argument of
Theorem 3.7 in Lehmann and Casella (2006), with probability tending to one, the equation
A(~) = 0 has a root 4, such that it converges to 7 in probability.

Consistency of 62

Let’s turn to show 62 £, 03, where the noise variance estimate is defined in (5). Let

sn(y) = %yTVVAy. The noise variance estimate is then 6% = s,(9). From the previous
sections, we know s, () converges to a continuous function $(vy) in probability. For example,

if 7 < 1, we have
by (1) 1+
_ 2 Yox
s»y_—a/ ( )fq-xdq:,

which gives 5(7) = o3.
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An important observation is that s, () is decreasing. For any small § > 0 and € > 0,
we know
Sp(y—90)<s(y—96)+e and sp(y+9) >5(y+9) —e¢

with probability tending to 1. On the other hand, 4, — = in probability implies that
Yo — 0 < An < Y0 + 6§ with probability tending to 1. Therefore, we have

5(70 - 5) +e> Sn(’VO - 5) > Snﬁ/n) > Sn(’YO + 5) > 5(70 + 6) —€
with probability tending to 1. Since § an € can be arbitrarily small, we have

A N P _
6% = sn(7) — 5(%0) = 0p.

4.4 Proof of Theorem 2.2

Through the analysis of asymptotic distribution, we use the shorthand hy = hg(v9,7) for
k=1,2,3,4, where hy(v,7) is defined in (6).

4.4.1 Decomposition of A(y)

The following lemma essentially given in Jiang et al. (2016) (without a detailed proof)
reduces the asymptotic distribution of 4 to that of A(~g). For the sake of completeness, we
give a detailed proof for it in Appendix:

Lemma 4.13. Under the conditions of Theorem 2.1, assume 4, is a sequence of roots of
A(7) = 0, which converges to 7y in probability. Then

Vi =) = =20 4 op1) (a1)

where AL_(y0) is the limit of A'(vy) as v =~ and has the formula

2 12
o9 71 = ho

A (o) =
oo (’YO) - hl

To investigate the asymptotic distribution of v/nA(7), consider the following orthogonal
decomposition:

A(70) = (A(0) = As(70)) + As(70)-

In other words, the expectation is taken with respect to Rademacher random variables &;’s
and (;’s. We aim to derive the asymptotic joint distribution of

(VA& (0) = Be(20). ViId.(10))
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4.4.2 Conditional Variance of A(y) — A.(7)

In order to derive the asymptotic joint distribution of (ﬁ(A(vO) — A7), \/ﬁﬁ*(v)), we

first need to study the conditional distribution of A(vy) — Ax«(y) given Z and e. This
consists of two steps: conditional variance and conditional normality. Let’s first study its
conditional variance. Note we have

Var [Via(A (o) = A.(7))|Z, €] = Var [Vi(A(10))| Z. €] -

Lemma 4.14. Under the condition of Theorem 2.2, with Vi, Va and V3 defined in (36), we

have
Ahg —2hs  hs —2hs+ h ho\ 2
yql;mﬁ<u—2m+hg+ th 84 2 érF4—T<m—ji>), (42)
1
hy —hs hs—h
¥613&%<W1—M)—22h13+ %ﬂ4)’ (43)
1
2hs h ho\ 2
‘él;Qﬁ(ﬁ”_hf+hg_<m_Wi>>' (44)
1
Consequently,

1

_ K2 2
Var [v/n(A(0))|Z, €] N 200 <h2h2h1 —(t+1) <h1 - Zi) ) .

Proof. Limit of V;
Since Z#iﬁ’?ﬁ? = [|B]* — YXF_, 8} and Y7_, B} = o(1) (by the assumption ||B|s =
o(p~/*)), by (26) in Lemma 4.7, we have

1
p(p—1)

Zn (zZTB,YOzj)2 — 03| = op(1),

> B8
J#i J#i

and

2
> 8280 (= Bouz;) — 18]%0s] = or(1).
J#i

These bounds imply that

P
2n25¢25]2' <Z1'TB’70ZJ'>2 —2n <HﬁH4 - Zﬁﬁ) p(pl_ 0 Z (ZiTBwon)2 =op(1).

j#i k=1
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Then for 3, (ziTszj)Q, since

trace ((BW;ZZT>2> = % Z (Z;Byz]) + Zp: (zk B zk) )

L k=1

by (21) in Lemma 4.4, we can have that

p 1\’ 1 L\
trace | | B,,—4Z — —— | trace | B,,—ZZ
p—1 p p—1 p

_1) Z (ziTByOZj)Q

-1
plp = 1) =
1 |1 (T 2 ( < 1 T>>2
= —|= z. B zk> — | trace | B,,—ZZ
p—1 p; k= ’Yop
< . max (zTB z )2 — 1trace (B ZZT) 2 =op (n_l) (46)
= p—1iskgy| VR p ! '

Finally, combining (45) and (46), we can have

2 2
2n ( 18]* — Z&) (p | trace ((BVO;ZZT) ) — pil (trace (B%;ZZT» )

_znZ@?ﬁf (sz%z])Q =op(1). (47)
J#i

Further, Lemma 4.2 implies

1 ’ 1 —2h )
n trace <BVOZZT> Lﬁ <(1—2h1+h2)—2h1 2—|—h3+h2 h;;—I—h4>7
p 70 hy hy

1 2 1 (B —ho\?
<trace <B70ZZT>> L, — < 1 2)
p Y0 ha

Combine these limits, the bound in (47), the fact yo = ||8]|?/03, and the fact > 7_, B =
o(1), we finish the proof of (42).

Limit of V5
For any fixed v > 0, straightforward calculation gives
V 1A2V Zk % z;, V 2AQV
L trace(Vvol) (L trace(V5, 1))2 .

nz, B,A’B.z; = ~z RVIAZV 2 — 2” (48)
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Then using Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury formula (Theorem A.6), we can have
szV A2V 2k

(1 + 5771(€k),k)2 ,

Ty/—1 A2y/—2 1(2)1'71271
zk,V%_kAEV%_kz/y€ pnkkvkzkv AV 1Rk

Ty —-1a2y-1
2, Voo AV 2y =

Ty —-1A2y -2, _
zy VT AZV "z =

L\ )
(1 + %nk’“’k) (1 - 777kk k)
Ty —2 2y, —2 7 (2 ) 2 _
z, Vy TACV Tz = - w(1)72 () 3

(Vn,(jc)k) z,;rV A2V L2k

O (49)
(1 + 57Tk k)
By Lemma 4.1, we have
IV, L A2V ) < [1AZ]) = Op (logn)
and hence
IV, L AZV. ™ | p = Op (Vnlogn) .
Then, by Hanson-Wright inequality and taking the uniform bound, we can easily get
1 1 m
max —z,;rV kAQV M.z — — trace (AZV _(l,j )>‘ = op(1). (50)
kelp] n v
By Lemma 4.10 and Lemma 4.1, we have
1 m 1 -
géz[x;]( — trace <A2V 7_(11: )> 3 trace (Az) trace (VW (l+m))‘ =op(1). (51)
By Lemma 4.1 again, we have
max 1 trace (AZ2) trace (V_(l+m)) - 081 trace (V_(l+m)) =op(1). (52)
kelp] |n? © v n v
Combining (50), (51) and (52) gives
1
S VLAY 03— trace (V- (+7)) | = op (1). 53
g:g{i;]( zk 2k — o trace ( V; op (1) (53)

Combining (53), (49), (48), Lemma 4.3 and Lemma 4.2, there exists some constant C(v, 1),
such that

max ‘nzk B,A’B.z;, — 0(7,7)‘ =op(1).
k€ [p]
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This further implies both
om 1,7
C(v,7) — ntrace B,YAaB,Y};ZZ

<

p
n
C(y, 1) — » Z 2 B,A2B,z,
k=1

< Ikna[u;]( ‘C("}/,T) — nz,;erAngzk‘ =op(1),
€

and

p
nY  Bizy ByAZB,z, — ||B*C(y, 7)
k=1

< 1817 max | O3, ) — n=] B AZB, 2| = op(1).

Combining the above inequalities, there holds

p
1
n>_ Bz, ByAZB,z; — nl|B]|” trace (A?BVZZTBW) ‘ = op(1).
p
k=1

Finally, note that

1+ (V! 2 1\ <, o
B'YiZZ B’Y == 72 - < 1 + 2> V.
p Y\ n ntrace(Vy ") n

2 1 -
* <ntrace(Vy_1) i (trace(w_l))2> Y (trace(V5 1))

By (27) in Lemma 4.8, there holds

max
1€[n]

1
— trace <B$ZZT>
p

-on({557).

1
n <BVZZTBW>
p

1

Similar to (40), we have

1 1

n trace (AEBWZZTBO — noj trace (BiZZT> ‘ =op(1).
p p

Combining (54) and (55) and letting v = -9, we have

=op(1).

p
1
An> " Biz] By, A2B., 2 — 407|8|*n trace (BiOZZT>
p
k=1
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Notice that
1
402||8||*n trace (B%O ZZT>
p

_ 40318

n trace (Bg0 (Vo — 1))
o

-1 -2 -2 -3 -3 —4
— 4ogn trace Vao _2 Vi _ 2 Vi - V7_01 Vie ‘jo
n ntrace(V4,")  (trace(Vi,"))?

Therefore, we got (43) by Lemma 4.2.

Limit of V3
By (31) in Lemma 4.9, (29) in Lemma 4.8, and Lemma 4.2, we have

Vs =(2n) ) eie}(By)3;
i#]
= 203(v,7)0; + op(1)

=05 (2nZ(B’YO)12j) +op(1)

i#]
=0 <2n trace (B2)) — 2n Z(B%)?Z) + op(1)
i=1

=0 (2n trace (Bgo) — 2 (trace (BWO))2> +op(1)

2
P .4 2h3  hy ho
Lot [ (hy— 22 M) (= 22) ).
o) (( 2 ]’Ll +h%) (1 h1

4.4.3 Conditional Distribution of A(yy) — A, (7o)
Recall from (34) that

_ AsZ'"B, ZAs AsZ' B, A/ (¢
*/M(”O)_(&T gT)‘/ﬁ[ AB,ZA,  AB,A. | \C

Q

Note that we can represent QQ as

A 0 A A 0
Q= ( oﬁ ;EA@:) <\/ﬁIn> VinByy (Z /nly) < 0’8 ;EAE> ‘
Since A, (70) = E[A(10)|Z, €], we have
viiaen - A.00) = (€ ¢7) @-@(§).
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where Q is a diagonal matrix that maintains the diagonal part of . In other words,
conditional on Z and €, (A(vo) — Ay(70)) is a quadratic form about &€ and ¢.

Here we aim to use Theorem A.7 in the appendix to establish a normal approximation
of the conditional distribution of \/n(A(70) — A«(70)) given Z and e. In other words, we

intend to show .
Q- Q|
————— =op(l). 57
R o

To establish a lower bound [|Q — Q|| r, consider the block VNARZ " B, ZAg of Q, there
holds

IQ—Qllr > |n> BBz Byzi)?,
i#j

the right-hand side of which converges to some nonvanishing limit based on (42).
Let’s now establish an upper bound of ||Q — Q||. First, we have

lQ-Ql < lQl+Qll <2|Ql.

where the last inequality is due to the fact that all diagonal entries are bounded by the
operator norm in magnitude. On the other hand,

CIE (v (6

< o A (1214 Vi) VB .

T k€[p), i€

2
IVnBs |

By the assumption ||3]|% = op(n~'/2) as well as the bound given in (12), we have
1
kelpl, 1€ b {5’“’ ngl} op(n™)

Note that we have || Z|| = Op(y/n) by Theorem A.9. Also, Lemma 4.2 implies ||\/nB,,|| =
Op(n~'/2). Combining the above, we have ||Q|| = op(1). This completes the proof of (57).
Therefore, by Theorem A.7, we have

IP){ \/’E(A(’}/O) - E*(’YO))] < t‘Z,E} i) @(t), (58)

VVar VA (o) Z, e

where ®(t) is the c.d.f of standard normal distribution.

4.4.4 Asymptotic Distribution of \/nA, (7o)

This subsection is intended to show the following result that characterizes the asymptotic
distribution of A, (7o) defined in (35). Note that by the definition of B, we always have
trace(B,V,) = 0. Therefore,

1
132 trace <BvopZZT) + o trace (B,,) = of trace (B4, V,,) = 0.
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Then, we can represent A, (7o) as

p
~ 1
As(r0) = E Biz) B.yz1, — ||B])? trace (BvopZZT>
k=1
+ trace (Ango) — ag trace (B,,)

= trace ((Ag — UgIn)Bvo)

P
1/ 1o I
+ZB,%E (zk V%lzk—trace <V%1pZZ ))
k=1
P

n 21 Ty, —2 =y T>>
S — E — | 2z, V. "z —trace (| V. “-ZZ . 99
trace(Vs, ") pt ﬁkn < BT SH ( *p (59)

By Lemma 4.5 and Lemma 4.3, we have

p

1 _ 41
Zﬂgﬁ <szlezk — trace (V;YolpZZT)>
k=1
1 - 1 1 _ log n
= 5 ZB,% <nn£‘2k - Etrace (V%Ik)> +Op < i > (60)
(1 + %trace(‘/:fl)) k=1

and
N 1
Z ,Bgﬁ <szVwo2zk — trace <V702pZZT>>
k=1

2v trace(V. 2 b 1 1
S " ( i ) 3 E ﬁg (nl(jc)k — — trace (VJ_%))
-1 n ) n )
P <1 + 1 trace(V; )) k=1

1 & 1 1 _ log
+ 5 B2 (nn,(i)k - ﬁtrace (V,Y2k>> +Op ( i > . (61)
(1 + %trace(VJU) k=1

Then, for [ =1, 2,

(

B

M%

&=

2
L W 1 -1
1 (nﬁkk,k T trace (Vyk)>>
1 1 2
4 -0 2 —1
B E [(nnkk,k n trace <V7—k)> ]

E
Il

I
M’B

k=1
1 1 1 1
2 92 0 -1 ) -1
+ Z 51 ,83 E <n,’77’7’72 — E trace <V'y,—i)) <n77j-77] — E trace (V’\/,—j>) ]
i#]
C s C 4 1
< Clpi+ Sl =o (3 ). (62)
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for which we have used Lemma 4.6 as well as the fact ||3||l4 = o(1) (by the assumption
18llec = o(p~/*)). Then by (60), (61), and (62), in connection with Lemma 4.2, there

holds
Ep 2 1 Ty, —1 —1 1 T 1
B — (Zk V,70 Z — trace <‘/:Y0 EZZ )) = op (ﬁ) y = ]., 2. (63)

k=1

3

Then, equation (59) implies
1

A.(70) = trace ((Ag - GSIn)B»YO) +op <\/ﬁ> . (64)

Before deriving the asymptotic distribution of A, (70), we first introduce a lemma, which
is essentially an analogy to (63):

Lemma 4.15. Under the conditions of Theorem 2.2, for any fixed v > 0, there holds

n

> (et = o) (B~ L trace (B)) = on (1=). (65)

i=1
With this lemma, equation (64) gives

n

A.(70) = 2(512 —04) (Byy)y; + 0P <\}7L>

i=1

-1 (Zn:(sg _ a§)> trace (By,) + op <;ﬁ> .

=1

Recall that Lemma 4.2 implies trace (B.,) Lohy - Z—i Moreover, (14) in Lemma 4.1 gives

\/15 ((i 5?) — na%) — N(0, 2k07).
i=1

Then, by the Slutsky’s theorem, we get

1

2
VA, (70) = Vi E[A(0)| Z, €] = N (0, 2ol (ZQ - h1> ) . (66)

4.4.5 Asymptotic Distribution of 4

Denote 9
v = 2/{03 <Z—f — h1>

2
Vo = 20’3 (th_%h% — (T+ 1) (hl — %) ) y

which are the asymptotic variances given in (66) and Lemma 4.14.
To establish the asymptotic distribution of 4, we only need to find that of \/nA(yg) by
Lemma 4.13. Furthermore, it suffices to find the asymptotic joint distribution of

(Va(A (o) = Be(m), vViBe (7))

(67)
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For any (t,s) € R?, we have
. {ﬁ&(«m) <y V1AG0) — ViB(o) _ }
Vi Nar[VA(0IZ e

b { Vihi(o) _, V(o) = V. ()
Vi T NVar [V ()| Z €]

IN

S

o

~ VA () = vinA(1) < s'z e
Wik oV A iAo Ze L[|

VA (y0) — vrA.(30)
VS s { N lidooze 12| " L. oy < 2(0)]
<s Z,e} — ®(s)

{\/mw — VA (%) ]
VVar [ViA(o) | Z,e]

{\/ﬁmm — /nA.(70)
\/Var [VnA(v0)|Z, €]

where the last inequality is due to (58). By (66), we have

{ (Vak. (o)< 2 )] {I\Aﬁf%) < }<I>(8) — O(t)D(s).

Thus we can have

=E|1

Note that

<E|1

{(ViA. (0)/ Vi <t}

<E||P

<s Z,s} —®(s)

— 0,

N (’70) ;. VnAMo) — N (0)
{ Vi \/Val" [VnA(v)|Z,e] — }—>q>(t)<1>(s),
which implies that
VAL (10) VA (1) = VA (yo)
( Vi NIz, e}> — ),

where [X1, Xo] ~ N3(0, Iy). By Lemma 4.14, we have
Var [v/nA(70)|Z, €] s 0.
Then, the Slutsky’s theorem implies

(fﬁ :00) VA (o) — ViA.()
VT /Var [VnA(10)| Z, €]

Letting g(z,y, 2) = \/V1ix + yz, by the continuous mapping theorem, we can have

o VA, () L VnAGo) - VA, () ar | -
VAA(w) = VI 4 e -/ Var [ViA(10))Z, €]

= X1+ 1rXo.

\/Var VA (0)| Z, s]> — (X1, Xo, V1)
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Finally, by Lemma 4.13 and the Slutsky’s theorem, we have

vy =) =N (O’ <AV;EZ§>2>

By AL (y0) = UO i o —"2 and the expressions in (67), simplifying the formula, we have

Vi =0 =& (0.2 (hgih%m—f—w)).

4.5 Proof of Proposition 2.3

Straightforward calculation gives

p
= 3" (Bl=h] - 3) 82 + 318113 + 61181307 + 307 (68)

J=1
Then, when the noise is uncorrelated,

n
1 4
ﬁ:jg o, =
no
0 =1

n

n p
Z (%6 + 270) + Z 4-
—1

Zl]l

By the assumption |3 = o(p~'/%) and z;; is sub-Gaussian, it is obvious that

3 (6641951 < et~ g 301 =0

3na§ P i€[n];j€lp]
Furthermore, similar to (68), straightforward calculation implies Iax E[yf] = O(1), which
i<n
implies

n

1 A 1 « oo 1l = s 1
nZyz] :nQ;V&W[Z/i] < nQ;E[%]:O<n>a

=1

Var

Then we can have 23" E[yf] = 15" 44+ Op(n~1/2). Combining the above, we have

+2 — K
3m§ z_; yi — (8 + 2%)

2

In Theorem 2.1 we have already shown that & £, o3 and 4, £, 0. By the Slutsky’s

theorem, we obtain & = g Y1 yf — (52 + 295,) i
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5 Discussion

This paper is concerning the estimation of signal-to-noise ratios and other related quantities
in high-dimensional linear models. In particular, consistency and asymptotic distribution
are derived for the REML estimator of the SNR under general fixed coefficient vector as
well as heteroscedastic and correlated noise.

In future work, we first aim to relax the skew-free assumption imposed on the design en-
tries as required in our main results. Recall that the assumption of symmetric distributions
is essential in our asymptotic analysis, which enables us to introduce the double Rademacher
sequence technique and then both consistency and asymptotic distribution can be obtained
by dealing with conditional mean and variance through leave-k-out analysis. However, it
would be interesting to relax this condition in future, given skew-free assumption might be
violated in practice of high-dimensional linear models.

Several extensions of our work can be investigated in future. One interesting extension
is SNR/heritability estimation with multi-variate outcomes without explicitly modeling the
correlations between the responses. Along with REML, methods of moments (Haseman
and Elston, 1972; Dicker, 2014) can also be considered as candidate estimators. Besides
asymptotic analysis of SNR estimators, standard error estimation under this setting is
challenging due to the correlations between the response variables, due to which plug-in
estimators of the standard error may be unobtainable. It would be interesting to devise some
resampling method such as jackknife to estimate the standard error of the SNR estimator.

Another related question is group SNR estimation in high-dimensional linear models
with feature groups, which has important applications in heritability estimation in GWAS
since genes can be naturally grouped based on chromosomes; see e.g. Yang et al. (2011b).
Furthermore, group SNR estimation is highly related with group ridge regression (Igna-
tiadis and Lolas, 2020). Theoretically speaking, asymptotic analysis for linear mixed effects
models with feature groups is also well-studied in the literature (Jiang, 1996). It would
be interesting to extend our misspecification analysis to this case. If the design matrix is
assumed to consist of i.i.d. Gaussian entries, combining the rotational invariance technique
in Dicker and Erdogdu (2016) and the nonasymptotic analytical framework proposed in
Dicker and Erdogdu (2017) in analyzing REML can be in principle applied to this exten-
sion. However, this approach is not sufficient for the case of heterogeneous and correlated
noise. Moreover, we are also interested in removing the assumption of rotational invariance.
We are interested in addressing these issues in future work.
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Appendix A Preliminaries

Let’s first recall the famous Maréenko-Pastur law in random matrix theory.

Theorem A.1 (Marcenko-Pastur law, V. A. Marchenko (1967)). Let Z be an nxp random
matriz whose entries are i.i.d. random variables with mean 0 and variance 1 in which n/p —
7€ (0,00) as n,p — 0o. Then the empirical spectral distribution (ESD) of S = p~'ZZT,
which is defined as FS, converges almost surely (a.s.) in distribution to F;, whose p.d.f. is
given by

mas{r = 1,0}0(2) + 5—— /(b (1) —2) (2 = (7)) b-(7) & < by(r)

0 elsewhere

fr(z) =

where by (1) = (14 /7)? and do(x) is a point mass 7-1 at the origin.

Note that in our settings, the entries of the design matrix are not necessarily identically
distributed. To this end, we consider the following extension of Marcenko-Pastur law.

Theorem A.2 (Bai (1999), Theorem 2.8). Let Z be an n x p random matriz whose entries
are independent random variables with mean 0 and variance 1. Assume that n/p — 7 €
(0,00) and that for any 6 > 0,

1 (n)2
o 2 [‘Ziﬂ' L 5s0m | 0
17-?

Then FS, defined as in Theorem A.1, tends almost surely to the Mar¢enko-Pastur law with
ratio index T.

Corollary A.1. Under the assumption of Theorem A.1 or A.2, for any integer |, we have
1 I as by (1) .
— trace(S') — / ' fr(x)de as mn,p— oco.
n b—(7)

Define the sub-Gaussian norm of a random variable ¢ as
¢l = sup{qg~"/*(E[¢|*)"/}.
g1
A random variable ( is sub-Gaussian if and only if its sub-Gaussian norm ||(||,, < co. We
have the following equivalent characterizations on the sub-Gaussianity of a random variable:

Lemma A.1 (Vershynin (2010), Lemma 5.5). A random variable ¢ is sub-Gaussian if and
only if

1) |[€llypy <005 or

2) P{|¢| > t} < exp(l —t?/K?) for some parameter K > 0 and all t > 0.
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Part 2) actually implies that the design matrix under the setting of Theorem 2.1, in
which the entries have sub-Gaussian norms that are uniformly upper bounded, satisfies the
conditions in Theorem A.2. In fact, if { is sub-Gaussian random variable, then by the
identity E[X] = [ P(X > t)dt for any nonnegative random variable X, we have

[e.9]

B (I tgaam] = Bl > -+ il > 61
o0 t2 52n
< 2/ e TR tdt + 2nel T K2
NG

277.
= (K* + 52’)1)61_%.

This implies that for n x p random matrices Z whose entries have uniformly upper bounded

sub-Gaussian norms,
1 ()2
2np ZE [‘Zij o0 5 ym) | = O
Z7]

as n,p — oo, for any § > 0.
Our proof also relies crucially on the following fundamental concentration inequalities.

Proposition A.3 (Hanson—Wright inequality, Rudelson and Vershynin (2013)). Let { =
(Ct, -+ ,Cn) T, where the (;’s are independent random variables satisfying E((;) = 0 and
1Gillg < K < o00. Let A be an n x n deterministic matriz. Then we have for any t > 0,

t? ¢
P{CTAC ~ E(CTAQ)| > 1} < 2exp {—cmin ( | ) } ,
KT|AJ3 K7[A]
where ¢ > 0 is an absolute constant. Here || Al| and | A||r denote the operator and Frobenius
norms of A, respectively.

Proposition A.4 (Hoeffding-type inequality, Vershynin (2010), Proposition 5.10). Let { =
(Ciy--+,Cn) T, where the s are independent centered sub-Gaussian random variables. Let
K = maxi<i<n ||Glly, and a = (a1, - - ,an)" € RN, Then we have for any t >0,

t2
P{laT¢ > 1} < eoxp {— } ,

—
K2|all3
where ¢ > 0 is an absolute constant.

Proposition A.5 (Bernstein-type inequality, Vershynin (2010), Proposition 5.16). Let ¢ =
(C1ye - ,(n)T, where the (;’s are independent centered sub-exponential random variables. Let
K =maxi<i<y [|Cillg, and a = (a1, ,an)" € RN. Then we have for any t > 0,

¢ t
]P’{|aTC]>t}§2exp{—cmin< , )},
K2|lal)3’ Kllallo

where ¢ > 0 1s an absolute constant.

The next result, the famous Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury formula in matrix analysis is
repeatedly used in our proofs, as the corner stone of leave-one-out analysis.
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Theorem A.6 (Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury formula, Horn and Johnson (1990), Page
19). Let P and Q be n-dimensional non-singular matrices such that Q = P+UV' ", where
U,V ¢ R"™4. Then
Ql=P+uvhHl=pP'-pPluqg+v'rPlu)'vipL
The following results, implied by Chatterjee (2008) and Chatterjee (2009), are conditions
for the normality of quadratic forms.

Theorem A.7 (Chatterjee (2008), Proposition 3.1). Let X = (X1,...,Xy,) be i.i.d. Rademacher
random variables and A = (a;;)1 < i,j < n be a real symmetric matriz. Let W = XTAX
and

1
0% = Var(W) = 5 trace(A?).

Let pv be the law of (W — E(W))// Var(W) and let v be the standard Gaussian law. We
define
dW = W(,u’a V)a

where W is the Kantorovich—Wasserstein distance between two probability measures with

W(p,v) = sup{‘/hd,u— /hdz/
3/2

trace(A%) 25 & L | A2
dw < -/ — . <6v2 .
w < < 95l T 953 DD = \[HAH%

: h Lipschitz, with ||h||Lip < 1}

Then,

i=1 \j=1
Theorem A.8 (Chatterjee (2009)). Suppose x is a gaussian random vector with mean 0

and covariance matriz . Take any g € C%(R) and let Vg and Vg denote the gradient
and Hessian of g. Let

41 2 45
a=(E|Ve@)*)*, «=(E[Vy)]")*".
Then let W = g(x) have a finite fourth moment and U be a normal random variable having
the same mean and vaiance as W,

3
2v5) 2| 2¢16

Var[W]
Here dry is the total variation distance between random wvariables u and v,

dry(u,v) = sup |P(ue€ B)—P(v e B)],
BeB(R)

where B(R) denotes the collection of Borel sets in R.

dTV(W7 U) S

Next, there is a famous result for the bounds of eigenvalues of the sub-gaussian random
matrix.

Theorem A.9 (Theorem 5.39, Vershynin (2010)). Let Z be an n x p matriz whose rows are
independent sub-gaussian isotropic random vectors. Then for every t > 0, with probability
at least 1 — 2exp(—ct?) one has

Vi —Cyp—t < Amin(Z) < Mnax(Z) < V/n+Cyp+t

Here C = Cg, c = cix > 0 depend only on the subgaussian norm K of the rows.
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Appendix B Proofs of Lemmas in Section 4

In this section we give detailed proofs of the technical lemmas that appear in Section 4. As
mentioned earlier, the proofs of Lemmas 4.3, 4.4, 4.5, 4.7 and 4.12 basically follow the proof
ideas in Jiang et al. (2016), but we provide self-contained proofs here for completeness.
Interested readers are recommended to read Jiang et al. (2016) for deeper insights.

B.1 Proof of Lemma 4.1

Since g; ~ N(0,0?), there holds (g;/0;)*> ~ x3. By the standard Laurent-Massart bound
(Laurent and Massart (2000)), there holds that

]P’{E?/Uiz —1>2Vt+ 2t} < exp(—t) and P{1 — 8?/02-2 > 2\/2} < exp(—t).

Taking t = 2logn, we can have for any ¢ = 1,...,n,
1
P{max |5?/0i2 — 1‘ > 2@—1— 4logn} < —, (69)
n

which implies (12).

Since € ~ N, (0, X.), we can rewrite >, €7 as € €, then

E [ETE} = trace (X Z o? = nog,

and
Var [ETE} = trace (Eg) =2|=.|%.

By the assumption that [|X.|r = o(n),

Var

Then we can have (13).
By applying Theorem A.8 directly, we can take

1 n
2: 2
= — xi’
Vn pr
then

drv (9(e).U) < V5|=: ||2<1<2

CUzE
where U ~ N (y/nod, L[| =.|%). Since
dg 2
= —F—=Z,
2
dg % =7,
(%ciaxj 0 Z?é],



by the assumption that || X.]|% = nkog, it follows that

q = (B[ V(") = E(Z; (iﬁ)zf i:jﬁ E@;E?)Q
e (wled 1))

= 0(1),
1
and &2 = (E[|[V%g(e)||*)* = O(1/y/n).Then by the assumption that ||=.|| is uniformly
bounded, we can have that as n — oo
drv (9(e),U) = O(1/v/n) = o(1),

which implies (14).

B.2 Proof of Lemma 4.3

For convenience, define
Pk nl(ck)k = 2 ‘/:y kzk7
G = n;gk)k = 2 V kzlm (70)
Yy = nl(ck)k = zl;r‘/fy,—kzk'
First, there is a simple relationship: ¥ < ¢ < pg. In fact, since I, — V{flk = 0, we know
that
pe— b= V. I - VOV e > 0.

i.e., ¢ < pr. We can similarly obtain ¢y < ¢y.
Using Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury formula (Theorem A.6), we have

v,l=v! —5(1+f o)V, Lzz VL (71)

and

y (71) and (72), we can also have

trace(VV_l) :trace(‘/jyjk) 7(14- pk) "o,
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and

. _ 2 _ _
trace(V;2) = trace(V. 2,) — —L(1+ L) M+ (2)2(1 + L) 262,
’ p p p p
Then
trace(V{l) - trace(VW__lk)‘ = z(1 + lpk)flqﬁk < 1(1 + lpk)flpk <1, (73)
' p p p p
and
2
‘trace(Vv_Q) - trace(VJ_zk)‘ < %(1 + %pk)_lpk + (%)2(1 + %pk)_zpi < 3. (74)

Similarly, we can also prove that

‘trace(VW_?’) - trace(VVi’k)’ < 7 and

trace(VW_Zl) - trace(VW_fk)‘ < 15.

Since the entries of Z are independent sub-Gaussian and E(z;;) = 0, using Proposition
A.3, we have, for any 1 < k <p and t > O:

t2 t
P {|pk — trace(Vilk)\ > t|V%_k} < 2exp{ —cmin — , — ,
v KAV, L5 K2V, L

where ¢ and K are positive constants. If we set

2lo _ 2lo -
t=t, = K? max( ngV%_lkHFv #Hvy_lku ) )

C

it follows that P {\pk - trace(VJ_lk)] > tk]ij_lk} < 2/p?. Thus

2
-1 —1
P{@?%(ptk lor — trace(‘/;h_k)] > 1} < .

By Lemma 4.2, HV'y:lkH <1, and ||V711k||p < \/ﬁ||VV:1k|| < /n, we can obtain that

2 2
tr < K?max <\/>\/nlog ,logp> ,
c c
which implies

_ -1 v/ <
P{f?;?%‘p’p’“ trace(V, —,)| > C nlogp} <2/p

for some constant C' > 0. Then, it follows that

max |py — trace(VJ_lk)] = Op(y/nlogn). (75)

1<k<p

By a similar argument, we have

max |¢x — trace(V. %,)| = Op(y/nlogn). (76)
1<k<p ”
Combining (73), (75), (74) and (76), we have
max |p — trace(%‘l)\ = Op(y/nlogn), and (77)
1<k<p
max |¢p — trace(%_z)\ = Op(/nlogn). (78)
1<k<p
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B.3 Proof of Lemma 4.4
Based on (71) and (72), there holds

Z V= (14 %Pk)_lpk, (79)
2V, 2= (14 ) o, (80)
where pi and ¢ are defined in (70).

Let’s now come back to find approximations of E[A;|Z] and E[A2|Z]. We define the
following intermediate quantities

1 trace(V.! 1 trace(V. 2
0 = — y ( . )_1 and 6 = — ( . ) 2° (81)
nl+7d trace(Vy ") n (1 + %trace(V7_1)>

Then by (79) and (77), we can have

Ty -1 -1
z, V. 'z trace(V. — 1
max |0 — 20 < max V) = o =0Op ( ogn> , (82)
1<k<p 1<k<p n n

which implies (18). Similarly, by (80) and (78), there holds

Ty —2
zy VY ZL
n

1
< max —
1<k<pn

max
1<k<p

2 2
trace(Vv_2) (1 + ;pk) - <1 + ;trace(VW_1)> Ok

< 1 [max ‘trace(V 2y — <Z>k;‘ + max prk ‘trace \ %) — ¢k|

n |1<k<p v 1<k<p
27y
+ 1121]?2( ?dm ok — trace(V | + 1%?? 2 pk |trace( 5 - o
A2
— -t t
+ 1121}32( p2 o1, (|pr — trace( ‘ | pr + trace( } (83)

It follows, by the facts trace(V, ') = Op(n), trace(V,?) = Op(n), pr = Op(n) and

¢r = Op(n) (Lemma 4.2 and Lemma 4.3),(19) is true.
Then we can have for [ = 1,2,

Ty -1
V. 1
ke Ty Eh — — trace (V{lZZT>
n np
Ty 1 P
2, Vo 2 T [logn
==l — —0;+ 0 V il = , 4

which implies (20). Then by the definition of B, when [ =1 we can get (21) from (20).
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When [ = 2, for (z,;rB%zk)Z,

1 Ty —2 2
2 1 2z, V. %z
(ZJI;Vzk> ==V, a -
n ~trace(Vy )

1)
:<1n<l>)2_ Lngy) Sty (bid)
n %trace(V{l) (%tmce(V{l))2

Then by triangle inequality, for any I,m = 1,2,

(85)

Lol m 1 11, )1 —ml T
=) =~ t Vol-zzT) ~t V.77
nnkknnkk . race | V, » - race | V, »

1 m 1 1
17( ) - trace <V7 mpZZT>‘

1 1
< — trace <V71ZZT) —np
n P n

1 1 1 1 1
+ — trace (VVmZZT> *771(!12 — — trace (V;YZZZT) ‘
n P n n P

1 0 1 1
- — ¢ viZtzz
nnk‘k n race < ~

1 1 1
+ 'nn,(;,?) — Etrace (VW_mZZT>
p

By (84) and the fact that
1 - 1 ol
—trace | V,'-ZZ"' | =0p(1), —trace |V, "-ZZ | =0p(1),
n Tp n Top

we can have

1 1 1 1 1 1 /1
5771(@112;771(@? — 5trace (‘Q_ZZZT> — trace <Vv_mZZT>‘ =0Op ( ogn> .
D n D n

(86)

max
1<k<p

Since

1 2
(trace (B,YZZT> >
p

1 1
= | —trace (Vv_lZZT) —
p

n

1 ~11 T
- trace <V,y EZZ )

1 trace(V5 1)

1 —-11 T) 1 —21 T
1 1 2 = trace (V ~Z7Z >7trace (V ~Z7Z )
= < trace (Vﬁy_lZZT>> ol R T i — R
n P ~trace(V; )

2
1 21777
(5 trace (Vﬁy EZZ ))
(L trabce(V,fl))2
then by (85) and (86), there holds that

T 2 [ ?
(zk szk) — (trace <B,YpZZ ))
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max
1<k<p

—0p < 105") . (87)




Finally, as we can know from (18), (20) and Lemma 4.2 that (np)~!trace (V,Y_IZZT)
converges to the same limit as

n1 trace(VW_l)

14 yp~Ltrace(V5 ')’

which means

. __Mmlpn)
;(1 —hi(7,7)) = 1+~7hi(y,7)

And Lemma 4.2 shows that

1 ooy 1 (1
‘nptraceo/ﬁy zZZ )—fy(l—fh("y,’f))‘—Op( >,

n

1
()
n
Combine the above two inequalities, we can get (22). Similarly, by (19), (20) and Lemma
4.2 we can get (23).

and

1 trace(Vﬂf_l)  ha(y1)
nl+ %trace(V{l) 1+ ~y7hi(y, 1)

B.4 Proof of Lemma 4.5
By (22) and (79), we can know that

1 1
—z,;rV,flzk — — trace (VJlZZT)

max
1<k<p|n np
1 1 (1) 1 1
+ - Ry (nnkk,k - trace(V, ")
(1 + Ltrace(Vy ))
1
o 1 nl(ek)k 1 trace(V, 1)
- 1) 2 —1
1<k<p|n 1 4 D " 1+ Jtrace(V; )
1 1 1 1
+ 3 (nlggk - trace(VW_1)> + Op <> , (88)
1 n PR n n
(1 + J trace(Vy ))
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and similarly by (23) and (80), there holds that

max
1<k<p

I 1,29 1 2, ,T
22TV 2 - — <V zZ7Z )
oz Vo Tz o race ( V,

trace(V. 2 2 1 1
race(V, %) i <m$2,k B trace(vw_lo
(1 + %traee(VV_1)> poAn "

1 1 (2 1 _
(b he)
(1 + 2 trace(Vy ))

77,(33 k trace (V{Q)

(1 + %"71&202 (1 + %traee (W‘1)>2

— max
1<k<p

trace(V. 2 2 1 1
( 7 ) 3 il <77,S§)k — trace(V,Y_l)>
(1 + %trace(V{H) poA\n "
1 1 1
) + Op () .
n

1 -2
_ 5 <77kk e — trace(V7 ))
1 n FREp
(1 + 7 trace(Vy ))

Define
x x
7@) = /= wry) = —
s (1+73v)
By the Taylor series expansion, as %n,({? T %trace (V{l)
L 1 -1 1 ~1 L 1 -1
2y (nnkkk> =2y <n trace (V7 ) + z’7 - trace (VA/ ) Mhkk trace (V7 )

L a 1 1
— —t .
+ Ry <nnkk,k’ — trace (V7 )

Here R; is the remainder term
1 1o 1 %
Ri=—z, (c) <nn’(“k)k - Etrace (V7 1))

where ¢y, is some constant between %77]5:}2 i and %traoe (Vv_l). Then

1 _
%U,(ﬁk),k %traee (VW 1)

1 —1
1+ %nék{k 1+ I trace (Vi)

1 1 _
= %y <n771(€k)k> % (n trace (V, 1))

1 ) (Lo L 1 L 1 -1
=z, (ntrace(V7 )) (nnkkjk—ntrace (VY )+ R Enkhk,ﬁtrace(VV )
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where

By (88), this implies that

max
1<k<p

1 1 1 _
+ 1z <n77/(ck:)k: - Etmce(v7 1)) ‘
(1 + Ltrace(Vy ))

1 1
—2z, V 12k — — trace (V,Y_lZZT>
n np

= max
1<k<p

1 1
Ry ( 771(;@)1« trace (VV_1)>‘ + Op (n) ,

and by Lemma 4.3,

Lo 1 -1
- —t
Ry (nnkk’k’n race (V7 ))'

max
1<k<p
1, 1 1 PR

= [ax |5z, (ck) ( Mok ~ trace (V)

1 n 1 1y 1 NS
< - max |— —Mpp — — trace (V:y_ )

21<k<p| p (1 L ) 1<k<p |\ n % n

n Lo 1 1)

< o <n’7kkvk 5 trace (V)

Combine the above two inequalities, we can get (24).

Similarly, by the Taylor series expansion, as %"71(53 E %trace (VV_Q), we can have

max

1 V 1 V2777
n np )
max z zZ trace( 5

n np

trace(V. 2 2 1 1
( i ) 3 % (nn,(c?k - trace(Vv_l))
_1 )
<1 +  trace(V; ))

1 1 (9 1 _
(o)
(1 + Ltrace(Vy ))

~ 1 1 1 1 1
F ( Mo trace(‘ﬁ/Q) néﬁk, trace(lﬁ/1)>‘—+()p <7l>.
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Since

O%w
8932” (z,y) =0,

2
0wy

0xdy

0w, N 2 x N 2
a5 (x,y)| =6 — <<6 — | = forxz,y>0,

(x,y)’= 2~ <2 gy >0,
p

p

by Lemma 4.3 we can have

g (i 5 e (457) e e (571

< max g:;; (ck1, ck2) <infﬁk - %trace (VJQ)) Cﬁiﬁk — — trace (Vw‘1)>'
L ]

< 2% max. <?1217,(i)k - %traee (Vv_2)> max (in&)k — %trace (V’Y_l)>‘

1 (1) 1 2
— - =t v
(nnkk,k n race( y ))

2
n
+3 <7> Crp1 Mmax
p 1<k<gq

|
:Op<ogn>’
n

. 2 _ .
where ¢ is some constant between %77,({,2 . and %trace (V 2) and cpo is some constant

gl
between %nﬁ) . and %trace (V{l).

B.5 Proof of Lemma 4.7
Note that

2
(V%) = (4 Do) 2V, ) < (Vi m)
and
(21 V, ?25)° (89)

2
Yoo - g T o2 Ty, —
= (04 Jo0 eV, (o + Do a0V, s )

1 Y _9 Tyxr—2 2 1 Y ? g —4 Tyr—1 2
< 5(1 + Epk) (Zk meij) + B Ed)k (1+ ;pk) (Zk Vy,szj)



where the last inequality is due to 0 < ¢ < pp.

Denote Z_j = [z1,..., Zk—1, Zk+1, - - - » Zp). Note that the components of z;, are indepen-
dent mean-zero sub-Gaussian random variables, conditional on Z_j, by Proposition A.4,
we have, for any k # j and ¢t > 0,

t2
JP{ 2V >t)Z, }<eex P S
e e G A

where ¢ and K are some positive constants. By letting ¢t = K %%vaj_lkzj\\g, it follows
Ty,r—1 -1 e
P {12l V; x| 2 VoIV, izl 2} < 5

where C' is some positive constant. It further implies the unconditional probability inequal-
ity

Ty —1 —1 €
P {]zk V. izl = C\/longV%_ksz} < el (91)
—~ -1
By the fact H‘Q_ﬁg” < 1, we have ||V, z;|| < ||z]|. Note that z%j—l, zgj—l, e Z%j—l are

independent centered sub-exponential random variables, by the Proposition A.5, we have

P >ty <2e cmin £ ¢
~p d A
- - P K2n' K ’

where ¢ and K are some positive constants. Take ¢t = K+/3nlogp, then we get
2
2 {JllzjI ~n| > Cv/nlogp} < 5, (92)

for some constant C'. Combining the above (91) and (92) together, with probability at least
1 — (2+e)/p3, there holds

(V12 < (3 V,1,2))* < Clut C/nlogp) og.

n

Y G-

=1

By a similar argument with the fact that HVW__2 |l <1, we can have with probability at least
1—(2+e)/p

2 2
(Z;;rVV*sz)Q <2 ((szVW__kaJ + (z,;rVV__lsz) > <4C(n+ C+/nlogp)logp,

for some constant C.
Above inequalities imply that with probability at least 1 — (2 + e)/p, there hold

%Qx\z,jwlzﬂ? < C(n+ Cy/nlogp)logp, and
J

%17:2}( ‘Z;V;QZ]'F <4C(n+ C+/nlogp)logp.
J
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Then, there follows that

max\sz 12> = Op(nlogp) and max|sz ?2;|* = Op(nlogp).
k#j k#j

Next, define
0i(7.7) = maa(,) - 22200 T) | Ka20n )
’ ’ ’ hl(fYﬂ—) h%(’}/v T) ’
where l
K/m7l(’777_) = Z C_Lt(zll) (777—)&5]72%) (777—)h(11+42 (’777_)7
q1=1¢q2=1
and
1 —27vha(7, T _ 1
) (,7) = 5 () = 20T) @y ) = |
(L+7vhi(y,7)) (L4 7vh1(y, 7)) (14 7yh1(7,7))?

Recall that hj(y,7) and ha(y,7) are defined in (6). Now, by the definition of 771-(]-) in (16),

. 2
we can rewrite (zZT szj) as

- (1 @)2 -2 2 3l + (1775]2)) (93)
%trace(%_l) (1 trace(fol))T

The following results are implied by Jiang et al. (2016) in the supplementary material.

Proposition B.1 (Jiang et al. (2016)). For any i # j and i,j > 1, we have

n’L(j) g’L) nlj 3870
@) _ 7@ 1) a? (2
771] - 17, nZ]Z]+ sznng’
with
_51) 1
8% 1 1)
(14 3m8) (1 3msl )
2 2)
_(2) _%772(2';2 _E”a(mj
i N D (1420 ® \2
(1+*77n‘;z’> <1+577jj;z‘j) (1+ ”zu) (1+E”jj;ij)
o2, =atl)
And
0 ad)( ‘_ logp
1517%?{9121%}{2 1I§nq?§l‘aq“” Gy (7,7 OP< n |’
Furthermore,
)yall) - a . P (7)) = logp
e max ey —a)(nnaRen| = o (8 ) @9
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Proposition B.2 (Jiang et al. (2016)). For anyl > 1 and 1 < i # j,

1 1
- ‘trace <Vﬂf_l> — trace <V{£”)‘ < HQZH.

Proposition B.3 (Jiang et al. (2016)). For any 1 < q1,q2 < 2, define
1 1 _
e = Saifgnify = g trace (V).

Then the following statements are true.

1) For some constant K; > 0,

max [E (d(gl’(p))2 < Kj.
1<i#j<p *J -

2) For anyi # j # 1,7 #1( either j = j' or not) and some constant Ko > 0,

max

E |:d<q17QQ)d(Q}aq2)i| } < &
i i, Al g &’ ~n

By (93), let’s first show that for 1 <1,m < 2,

1 P P
ﬁ Z ”71] 771{7 ) — Kml(’% Y a’nd ZB2B2 772] ”77,] ) — ||BH4KTI’LZ(’Y’T)

i£] i#j
Since 771(;11&77@(;12@3 > 0 for any q1,q2 = 1,2, ..., by Proposition B.1 we can have
L) ) o 0 (a2)
292 _ 91
Zﬁi B; s nijm - Z Z Qg 5ij qZUB B; 771] wnm g
i#£j qg1=1g2=1 \ i#j
l m 1 ( (
_(1 2
=Y > aQ(nnal () | DB i | +or(1),
q1=1g2=1 i#j
and
L o Lopm S a0 y0m Z ©) 4 on(1)
p(p _ 1) nn’ij My~ = Qg T 771] 1]772j ij P{1)-
1#£] q2=1 z;é]

‘We know that

(98)

1
Zﬁz j Z;h»fh) Zﬁ 52 [ [ 772;1123771(;12%3 trace (V—v(q1+q2)>|v(tl_1;qz)” 0,

i#£j i#£]
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and by Proposition B.3, we have that

(Zﬁ 5]d(q17‘12) 254/81 [( q1,q2)> ]+2 Z 63512/5]4[[5{(dz(]ql,qz)dl(/q]}7Q2)>}

G i#] i#i'#]
n Z 53 525232 [( qhqz)dl(g;/%)ﬂ
i£jEV£]
< K181 + 222 |BI3181E + S2 13
=op(1).

This implies that

S B = S0 5287 trace (V) 4 op(1),
i#] i#]
where by Proposition B.2 and Lemma 4.2,

1
~trace (V2 5%)) — hypsn(7,7)

and 32, BB hq,+4,(7:7) = 1Bl hgr+q2 (v, 7) + 0p(1) since 327, B = op(1). Thus

e nwmjiz 18I gy 14 (v, 7) + 0 (1). (99)
i#]

Thus by (97) and (100), we can have that

26262 ny " = 181 o a (7,7) + 0p(1).

= Op(l),

7]
Similarly,
1 (q1 (q2) -0
and
2
1 <q1> qz)
ZE |:< Q17q2> :| +9 Z E[( Q1,Q2)d qm]z))}
i#£] £ #]
Z E [(d th#lz)d(fh,qz))})
iAj A #
1 Ky K,
< ————= —1K;+2 —1D(p—2)—= -1 2
= 2po1) (P(p VK1 +2p(p = 1)(p—2)—+pp—1)(p - 2)(p - 3) n)
= Op(l)

48



Then by Proposition B.2 and Lemma 4.2, we can have that

(qz

= h‘ll+¢]2 (777_)7 (100)

which implies

Z nqullznl] Y Kml(’% ) + OP(1)7
Z#J

by (98). Now we have proved (96), then by (93) and Lemma 4.2, there holds that

S (5 Byz) =BT+ op().

—1
plp—1) —

w58 (T Bx) =181+ op().
i#]

B.6 Proof of Lemma 4.8

Let 2;" be the ith row of Z. By Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury formula, we have

71 -
vol= <In + 7ZZT> -I,- 1z <Ip + 'VZTZ> z', (101)
p p p
and
—92 —1\2
V., = (V’Y )

-1 2 -1 2
—1,-227 <Iq + ’VZTZ> zZT 4+ <7> (z <I,, + 7ZTZ> ZT> . (102)
p p p p

Combining (101) and (102) gives

and

1
(V;2),, —1f2'y (I +psz> %

2 —1 —1
+ (7> 2 <Ip + 7ZTZ) AW <Ip + 7ZTZ) %
p P p

where Z; is the i-th column of Z . Define

V,=I1,+12"Z, (103)
p

49



Vi=1,-1Y"zv izT, (104)
P
with l
(V;’)“ —1- % N EHV iz (105)
q=1

Similar to (20) in Lemma 4.3, combining the leave-one-out technique and Hanson-Wright
inequality, taking the uniform bound gives

max

1 v, 1 ~ T logn
-z, V., 91z — —t V1Z Z) =0 . 106
i€[n] Fi ¥y 2 np race( i )‘ P( (106)

P n

Together with (104) and (105) yields (27).

Note that we have

1 L2,
B))i=— (V) — 2
(By) n( v ) L trace(Vy 1)

P M\ ¥

(%trace(VW_l))T

~

)2 (V71)2 . 2 (%)2 (‘/771)@'@' (‘/77
K (%trace(Vv_l))2
By (27), we have

1 1 _ 1 _
?612[35}( (By)ii — - trace (B,)| < ?é%f]( - (v, 1)ii -~ trace (V; D
maXie(y) | (‘/7_2)1'1' — = trace (Vv_g)‘

%trace(V{l)

_0p (1 /logn> 7
n n

1
B,)ii — - trace (B.)

and consequently

2

< max |(
i€[n]

max
i€[n]

B~ (Lo s,))

1 1
+ 2—|trace (B,) | max |(By);; — — trace (B,)
n n

i€[n]
1 /1
)
n n
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which yield (28) and (29).
From (104), we have
!
_ Y ~Txr—k ~
(Vi) =-23zlvits,
i P
As with (25) in Lemma 4.7, we can have
Ig?}?( 2;‘7{’“%‘ = Op(y/nlogn).

Then (30) can be easily obtained by the fact

1 7 (ngz)zj

B,)ij=— (V') —
( 'YO)J n( Y0 )z] 1131‘&06(‘/;}/01)

B.7 Proof of Lemma 4.9

To prove (31), we can know that

_ _ _9\2
9 1 12 n% (Vv 1)ij (Vw 2)ij % (VY 2)z‘j
(Bv)ij_ﬁ(vy ), - 1 —1 1\)2
n J ~trace(V, ) (L trace(V5 1))
M2 ~(1)=(2) S)?  5=(1)-2) | (~2))?
_7“( my’ - 1 () + i 1 () 20 + (i)
o O8) 2 T TR Gumes
(107)
where
) =2V kg,
Define
_ K K K 2K K
by — 221 (RM(%T) _ofa(n ) +Ra(nT) | Ry ) + 28120y, Tng @72(7,7)) _
hl(r)/vT) (hl ('Ya T))
where l
’%m,l(’%T) = Z Z C:L((])(fy’ ) (m)(77 )hchqu(’va)v
q1=1¢2=1
and
. 1 . —2vha (v, T . 1
it (v,7) = a? (7,7) ha(7,7) i) (7, 7) =

(1+3h6.7) (1+3k6.m)

Similar to the definition of hy(v,7), hi(v,7) is the limit of %trace (f/;l).
Then similar to Proposition B.1, using the leave-two-out technique, there holds that

~(1) _ =(1) (1)
772] 1ljnlj RYN
o2 =300,

(1 + vh1 (v, 7'))2 ,

@lz

=(2) ~(2)
2; ’Ljn’bj KR

Il
QM

+a
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with

aﬁi)j N (1) 1 L\’
(1 * 377“ Z) (1 * ;7731 zg)
LI 3
Ve (eal) () (e )

agi)j a%ij’

And
1<ins<p 12122 15g) <1 ~511)le - aé? (%7')‘ = Op < 10519)

Furthermore,

gl — a0 A (7] = 0e (/2]
1<7,7é]<p 1<n§1§nx<2 1<r£a;2<<l Uq13ijPasij ~ O (v 7)ag,” (7, 7) Or ( n (108)

Similar to (100) and (99) , we can have that

1 (@) ~(a2) _ 1 -
1) 2 i iy = 5 trace (V@) + op(1),
i#]

and

1 ~_
2 ZE T]U 11777,] 73 = O’é;} trace <V7 (ql+q2)> +op(1),
i#]

by (13) in Lemma 4.1. Then similar to the proof of Lemma 4.7, (31) can be obtained from
(107).

B.8 Proof of Lemma 4.10

For any k=1,--- ,p, denote Z_ = [21,- -+ , Zp_1, Zk+1," - - |, then
Vy,fk = Vv7 — lzkz,j = In + lZ,kZIk.

p p

Similar to the proof of (27) in Lemma 4.8, we can define

Viek =D+ 020,27, (109)

and z _, is the i-th row of Z_j;. Then we can have that

(Vs ) ;zi: Vo Ei e (110)
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Again, similar to (20) in Lemma 4.3, combining the leave-one-out technique and Hanson-
Wright inequality (taking ¢ = 4/ 310#”‘7{3”“” r), taking the uniform bound gives

— Op ( 105”) . (1)

1
zop< Og"), 1=1,2,3,4. (112)

n

_ 1
) kV 4z k——ptrace (V 17 kZ_)

max max

kelp] i€n]

Then (104) and (105) implies

max max
ke€[p] i€[n]

1
—1 1
(V“Y—k)u n trace (V%—k>

By (17) in Lemma 4.3 and (112) we can get (32).

B.9 Proof of Lemma 4.11

In this section, we focus on the conditional variance Var[A(v)|Z,e]. With y defined in
(33), we have

A(v) =€ "AgZ "B, ZAg€ +26 " AgZ " B A+ ¢ AcB A,

M, M Ms
Then it is obvious that
Var[A(10)|Z, €] = E [A%(70)|Z, €] — AZ(q0), (113)
where by (35)
» 2
A%(y) = (Z Biz] Bz, + trace (A2 V0)) (114)

and we can have

E[A*(0)|Z,e] =E [M{|Z,e] + E [M3|Z,e] + E [M$|Z, €]
+2E [M1M2|Z,€] +2E [M1M3|Z,€] + 2K [MQMQ’Z, E] . (115)
Define
gk,j,l,m = 6kﬂjﬁlﬁm§k€j§l€m(Z];erozj)(leBvozm)-

Since &;’s are i.i.d. Rademacher random variables , if (k, j,1,m) has an odd multiplicity, we
have E [£,£;&&m] = 0. This implies that

E [M{|Z,e| =K [M}|Z]

I
NE

E [Gh kol Z] + Y B (G| Z) + Y ElGigis1 2]+ Y EldigilZ],
1 i i i

=
Il
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E[M;|Z,e] =E [45TAﬂZTB%A€¢¢TA€B%ZABQZ, €

p
=4 Z 5I%ZI;FBVOA§BVOZIC7
k=1

2
E[M}|Z,e] = [¢TAcByyAcCCT AB A Z 6| = trace ((A2B,,)")

E[MiM;|Z,e] =E |2¢TApZ " By, ZAgt€ AgZ B, AC|Z,e| =0,

p
E[M\Ms|Z, €] = E[M|Z)E[Ms| Z,€] = > Bizg Byyzy - 0f trace (AZB,,) |
k=1

E[MyM;|Z, €] = E [25TA5ZTB%AECCTAEB%AEc] = 0.
Combining these results with (115), we can have

E [A%(0)|Z, €]
P
= ElGrknrl 21+ D ElGiijilZ)+ Y Eldijisl 2+ Elgijul 2]
=1 i i J#i
p ) p
+4 Z B,gz;BVOAEB%zk + trace ((Ango) > +2 Z Bgz;Byozk - o2 trace (AEBvo) .
k=1

k=1
(116)

Thus by (113), (115) and (116) we can have
Var [Vn(A(10))|Z, €]

2 p
—2ny 6282 (zj szj) +4n> " B2z By A2B, 2, + 20> e2e2(B,,)3
i k=1 i

B.10 Proof of Lemma 4.12
Recall that A, (7) is of the form (38), so we need to study the asymptotics of trace (V, 1),

S
trace (VW_Q), trace (Vy_lZZT) and trace (‘Q‘QZZT).

Denoting by \; the eigenvalues of p~'ZZ T, by Corollary A.1 and the fact that yg =

o4



1812/083,p 1 ZZ" =~71(V, — I,,), we have

1 RN 1 . Jr()
ntrace(Vv )—n;1+7/\k —>/b(T) 1+Fmdx+5o hi(vy,7),

1 N 1 " 1 a.s. b+(7) fT( )
Etrace (Vy )_kzl(lJr’y)\k) _>/b_(-,—) (1+’YCE> d$+60 h?(’}/ﬂ—)’

2 2
9070 t1ace (VW_lZZT) = 0—70 (trace (I,) — trace (V_l)) &5 M(1 — h1(v, 7)),
Y

np ny 2
2 2
U;J;O trace (VY_2ZZT> — U;;zo (trace (V1) — trace (V;2)) <5 %%(M(%T) ~ ha(y 7)),
where
0, T <1,
5o =
1——, 7>1

Then, there holds

A (7)

a3 1 70 77T a3 2 70 7T
= O trace <V,; (In +—-22 >> — —— 2 trace <V; <In +—-2Z2 >)
n P trace(Vy ) D

9 2
25 (70 =)+ o)) =g (2720 = ) + o)

=0} (10 —~ 1) (hQ(%;;)(;}ﬁ)(%T)) | hi(v)

When 7 < 1,
_ +(7) fr(z)
h2<777_> _h%(FYa ) f (7') 1+’YI zdz ( b—(7) 1+,yxd$) (117)
) fr(z) '
ha (77 T) f (7_) 1+’y:cd$

Since on [b_(7), b1 ()], fr(x) > 0for both 7 < 1and 7 > 1, (1+~z)~! are strictly decreasing
(v > 0), we have, by monotone function inequalities [Jiang. (2010), pages 148-149],

0 @)\ ) () b+ (7) L0 @)
(/b_(f) 1+de> = (/b_(‘r) (1+W)2dx /b_(f) fr(z)de /b_(f) (1+7$)2dx7

which implies
by(7) by (7) 2
[ g ([0 50,
bo(r) (1+7z) b_(r) 1+7z

Similarly, when 7 > 1, since

-(7) T



the inequality above becomes

S CO A N Y X C) b+0) 10 g
</b(7) 1+7$dx> = </b(7) (1+’793)2dx /b(T) frle)da _T/b(T) (1 +’Yx)2dx

Then
T L 2
[ e (-2)- ([ e (-2)
T +(r 2
[ ([ )
(Y (e ()
(L s [ )

([ e

> 0.

Also, for both 7 > 1 and 7 < 1, the denominator hj (v, 7) is positive obviously. Thus
ha(y,7) = h3(v,7)

> 0.
h,l (’Y’ T)
Then it is shown that for both 7 < 1 and 7 > 1, the limit of A, (v) is Cy = 08 (770 — ) dy r,
which is > 0,= 0 or < 0 depending on whether v is < 9, = 9 or > 9.
B.11 Proof of Lemma 4.13
Recall that A(y) =y ' B,y and
-1 -2
B, = Vs — Vs .
7 n trace(V5 1)
Since for [ =1,2,- -,
d ) —(l1+1 1 T ! -1 —(l+1
EVV =—lV:y( ) Z;ZZ :_;(VV _V‘y( ))’
and d )
- trace(V{l) = - trace (V{1 - VV*Q) ,
we can have that
-1 -2 -2 -3 -2 -1 —2
dy Y n trace(Vy ) (trace(V5 1))
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By a similar argument from the proof of Theorem 2.1, it can be checked that for every fixed
Vs

d
A'(y) = yT@va

converges in probability to AL_(v), where A_() is some constant only depends on ~ and
7, l.e. Al(y) = AL (70) + op(1). More specifically, similar to the argument in Section 4.3,
we have that for any [ = 1,2, ...

1 1
’nyT‘Q—ly — EO‘% trace (VW_IVVO> ’ -, 0, (119)

and

L o — L 27 —(-1 2 (0
00 trace (VV V70> = g(fo; trace (V7 ( )> — 0y o 1

4 0t - of (Lo w20
v v
Combining (119) and (120), we have when v = 79
Lo Tvty Py o2 121
~Y Vi y — o170, 7). (121)
Therefore, by (118) and (121), as n — oo,

d p o2 h2('yo T) — ha(Y0,7)
T 0 "11\"0, )
y —B,y — —
dfy " 70 hl(’YOu 7')

)

which means

o8 hz(’yo T) — ha(yo T)
A’:: =017 LA, 122
(70) 0 hl(’Yo, 7) ( )

By the Taylor series expansion, we have

AG) = Alo) + A0 (7 = 0) + 5 (5 = 10)* A (5)

where 75 is a number between vy and 4. Since A(§) = 0, we can rewrite this as

VA ()
A (y0) + 5 (5 —70) A (vs)

Since we have already shown that A'(y) = AL (70) + op(1) and 4 — v = op(1), once we
establish that

V(g =) =- (123)

A"(35) = Op(1), (124)

it follows that
1

A'(70) + 5 (5 —70)" A" (18) = Alg(20) + 0p(1). (125)

o7



Since 4 — vp = op(1), we can have 5 — o = op(1), then by (119) and (120)
1 P
EyTV%ly — Ug%hl—l(%i»T)- (126)

Then by (126) and some algebra, we can have

2

d
A"(s) =y T3 By
ha(vs) — ha(vs) |, h3(7e)
L, 95270 <—2h + ha(s) + 22 + o200 127
°7 109) + 1209) ha(7s) hi (%) 120
with hy(ys) = hi(vs, 7). Thus A”(v5) = Op(1), (125) is proved. Then by (123) we can have
. VA ()
n(3 =) = — Y20 (1), 128
Vi (¥ =) A () TP (128)

where A’ _(70) is defined in (122).

B.12 Proof of Lemma 4.15
Recall that

1 LV 2);
B i = V_l W L )
(By) n( v ) %trace(%_l)
and for [ =1, 2,
!
—1 i Z ~Tyxr—kz
(V:Y )iizl—* ZiVy Zi.
p k=1
Then

1
Z(E? - U%) ((B»y)ii - trace (Bv))
n_ 2 2
_ & —0ogl (o1, ~ 11 _7
= _72 le (zi V) "z — trace <V,Y ﬁZ Z>>
2 2 o,
T v Ly % < TV z; — trace (VW_ZZTZ>> ) (129)
race(Vy” l 1 i=1 n

Since by Lemma 4.1

n 2 2\ 2
c — 1
g <M> < —maxe} = op(1),
¢ n n i€ln]
i=1

similar to (63), we can have for [ = 1,2

n 2 _ 52 1 1
Z S92 ( TV z; — trace <V ZTZ>> =op <> ,
- P vn

which implies (65) by (129).
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