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Abstract

Model averaging has received much attention in the past two decades, which integrates
available information by averaging over potential models. Although various model aver-
aging methods have been developed, there is little literature on the theoretical properties
of model averaging from the perspective of stability, and the majority of these methods
constrain model weights to a simplex. The aim of this paper is to introduce stability from
statistical learning theory into model averaging. Thus, we define the stability, asymptotic
empirical risk minimization, generalization and consistency of model averaging, and study
the relationship among them. Similar to the existing results in literature, we find that sta-
bility can ensure that the model averaging estimator has good generalization performance
and consistency under reasonable conditions, where consistency means that the model av-
eraging estimator can asymptotically minimize the mean squared prediction error. We
also propose an Ly-penalty model averaging method without limiting model weights, and
prove that it has stability and consistency. In order to overcome selection uncertainty of
the Lo-penalty parameter, we use cross-validation to select a candidate set of Lo-penalty
parameters, and then perform a weighted average of the estimators of model weights based
on cross-validation errors. We demonstrate the usefulness of the proposed method with a
Monte Carlo simulation and application to a prediction task on the wagel dataset.

Keywords: Model averaging, Stability, Mean squared prediction error, Lo-penalty

1. Introduction

In practical applications, data analysts usually determine multiple models based on ex-
ploratory analysis for data and empirical knowledge to describe the relationship between
variables of interest and related variables. However, how to use these models to produce
good results is a more important problem. It is very common to select one model using
some data-driven criteria, such as AIC (Akaike, 1973), BIC (Schwarz, 1978), C},, (Mallows,
1973) and FIC (Hjort and Claeskens, 2003). An alternative to model selection is to make
a compromise across a set of competing models. Statisticians find that they can usually
obtain better and more stable results by combining information from different models. This
process of combining multiple model results is known as model averaging. The problem of
Bayesian and frequentist model averaging (BMA and FMA) has been well studied. Fragoso
et al. (2018) reviewed the relevant literature on BMA. In this paper, we focus on FMA. In
the past decades, the model averaging method has been applied in various fields. Wan and
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Zhang (2009) examined the applications of model averaging in tourism research. Zhang and
Zou (2011) applied the model averaging method to grain production forecasting in China.
Moral-Benito (2015) reviewed the literature on model averaging with special emphasis on its
applications in economics. The key to FMA lies in how to select model weights. The com-
mon weight selection methods include: 1) methods based on information criteria, such as
smoothed AIC and smoothed BIC in Buckland et al. (1997), and smoothed FIC (Hjort and
Claeskens, 2003); 2) Mallows model averaging (MMA ), proposed by Hansen (2007) (see also
Wan et al., 2010), modified by Liu and Okui (2013) to make it applicable to heteroscedas-
ticity, and improved by Liao and Zou (2020) in small sample sizes; 3) adaptive methods
(Yang, 2001; Yuan and Yang, 2005); 4) OPT method (Liang et al., 2011); 5) cross validation
methods, such as jackknife model averaging (JMA; Hansen and Racine, 2012; Zhang et al.,
2013) and leave-subject-out cross validation model averaging (Gao et al., 2016; Liao et al.,
2019).

In computational learning theory, stability is used to measure an algorithm’s sensitivity
to perturbation in the training set and is an important tool for analyzing generalization and
learnability. Bousquet and Elisseeff (2002) introduced four notions of stability (hypothesis
stability, pointwise hypothesis stability, error stability and uniform stability), and showed
how to use them to derive generalization error bounds based on the empirical error and
the leave-one-out error. Kutin and Niyogi (2002) introduced several weaker variants of
stability and showed how they are sufficient to obtain generalization bounds for algorithms.
Rakhlin et al. (2005) and Mukherjee et al. (2006) discussed the necessity of stability for
learnability under the assumption that uniform convergence is equivalent to learnability. As
commented by Shalev-Shwartz et al. (2010), it was recognized that a fundamental and long-
standing answer about how to characterize learnability, at least for the cases of supervised
classification and regression, was that learnability is equivalent to uniform convergence of
the empirical risk to the population risk, and that if a problem is learnable, it is learnable via,
empirical risk minimization. However, Shalev-Shwartz et al. (2010) found that in the general
learning setting which includes most statistical learning problems as special cases, there are
non-trivial learning problems where uniform convergence does not hold, and so empirical risk
minimization fails, yet these problems are learnable using alternative mechanisms. Further,
instead of uniform convergence, Shalev-Shwartz et al. (2010) identified stability as the key
necessary and sufficient condition for learnability.

Although various model averaging methods have been proposed, there is little literature
on their theoretical properties from the perspective of stability and the majority of these
methods are concerned only with whether the resultant estimator obtains a good approx-
imation to the minimum of a given target when the model weights are constrained to a
simplex. Thus, our aim in this paper is to study stability in model averaging and to answer
whether the resultant estimator can get a good approximation for the minimum of target
function when the model weights are unrestricted.

Our first contribution is to introduce the concept of stability from statistical learning the-
ory into model averaging. Stability discusses how much the algorithm’s output varies when
the sample changes a little. Shalev-Shwartz et al. (2010) discussed the relationship among
asymptotic empirical risk minimization (AERM), stability, generalization and consistency.
However, the relevant conclusions cannot be directly applied to model averaging. Therefore,
we explore the relevant definitions and conclusions of Shalev-Shwartz et al. (2010) under
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the model averaging framework. Similar to the existing results from Bousquet and Elisseeff
(2002) and Shalev-Shwartz et al. (2010), we find that stability can ensure that model av-
eraging has good generalization performance and consistency under reasonable conditions,
where consistency means that the model averaging estimator can asymptotically minimize
the mean squared prediction error (MSPE).

Further, we find that for MMA and JMA, extreme weights tend to appear due to the
influence of correlation between candidate models when the model weights are unrestricted.
This results in poor performance of the model averaging estimator. Therefore, we should not
simply remove the weight constraint and directly use the existing model averaging methods.
Similar to ridge regression in Hoerl and Kennard (1970), we introduce an Ls-penalty for the
weight vector in MMA and JMA. We call them Ridge-Mallows model averaging (RMMA)
and Ridge-jackknife model averaging (RJMA), respectively. This is our second contribution.
Like Theorem 4.3 in Hoerl and Kennard (1970), we discuss the reasonability of introducing
Lo-penalty. In this regard, there are some related works in literature. Skolkova (2023)
proposed the ridge model averaging estimator (RMA). In order to reduce the instability
of regression estimators of candidate models caused by high correlation among covariates,
RMA uses ridge regression to replace ordinary least squares. Liu (2023) proposed penalized
Mallows model averaging (pMMA) to avoid over-selection of candidate models in forming
a combined estimator. Unlike RMA and pMMA, we introduce an Ls-penalty for the model
weights in order to reduce the instability of the model weight estimator caused by high
correlation among candidate models when the model weights are unrestricted. We also
prove the stability and consistency of RMMA and RJMA.

In the context of shrinkage estimation, Schomaker (2012) discussed the impact of tuning
parameter selection and pointed out that the weighted average of shrinkage estimators with
different tuning parameters can improve overall stability, predictive performance and stan-
dard errors of shrinkage estimators. Hence, like Schomaker (2012), we use cross-validation
to select a candidate set of Lo-penalty parameters, and then perform a weighted average
of the estimators of model weights based on cross-validation errors. Moreover, we provide
empirical support for the usefulness of the proposed method with a Monte Carlo simu-
lation and application to a prediction task on the wagel dataset in which our approach
outperforms MMA and JMA, as well as some commonly used model selection methods.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we give the definitions
of consistency and stability, and discuss their relationship. In Section 3, we propose RMMA
and RJMA methods and prove that they are stable and consistent. Section 4 conducts the
Monte Carlo simulation experiment. Section 5 applies the proposed method to a real data
set. Section 6 concludes. The proofs of theorems are provided in the Appendix B.

2. Consistency and Stability for Model Averaging

We assume that S = {z; = (y;,2;) € Z,i=1,2,--- ,n} is a simple random sample from
distribution D, where y; is the i-th observation of the response variable and x; is the i-th
observation of covariates. Let z* = (y*,2*)" be an observation that is from distribution D
and independent of S.
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2.1 Model Averaging

In model averaging, M candidate models are selected first in order to describe the relation-
ship between response variable and covariates. We assume that the hypothesis spaces of M
candidate models are

Hpy = {hm(ﬂfz;,)7hm E]:m},m: 1727... ’M7

where z, consists of some elements of z* and F,, is a given function set. For example, in
MMA, we take
Hy = {25 0m, 0 € R i = 1,2, M

in order to estimate E(y*|z*), where dim(-) represents the dimension of vector. For the m-
th candidate model, a proper estimation method A,, is selected, and then iLm, the estimator
of h,,, is obtained based on S and A,,. Then, the hypothesis space of model averaging is
defined as follows:

~

H = {h(z*,w) = Huw, hi(a}), ha(x3), -+, har(zy)],w € W,

where W is a given weight space and H(+) is a given function of weight vector and estimators
of M candidate models. In MMA, we take

M
Hlw, ha(x7), ha(3), -+ har(xh)] = Y winhin(a,)
m=1

as the model averaging estimator of E(y*|x*). An important problem for model averaging
is the choice of model weights. Here, the estimator w of the weight vector is obtained based
on S and a proper weight selection criterion A(w) that makes w be optimal in a certain
sense.

The selection of {Ap,, m =1,2,---, M} and A(w) is closely related to the definition of

the loss function. Let L[h(z*,w),y*] be a real value loss function which is defined in H x ),
where ) is the value space of y*. Then, the risk function is defined as follows:

F(w,S) = E.{Lh(z*, w),y"]},
which is MSPE given the sample S and weight vector w.

2.2 Related Concepts

In this paper, we mainly discuss whether F'(w,S) can approximate the smallest possible
risk in fyew F(w, S). If A(w) has such a property, we say that A(w) is consistent. For fixed
m, related concepts from Shalev-Shwartz et al. (2010) can be used to discuss the stability
and consistency of A,,. Obviously, for model averaging, we need to pay more attention
to the stability and consistency of weight selection criterion. We note that the relevant
conclusions of Shalev-Shwartz et al. (2010) cannot be directly applied to model averaging
because H depends on S. Therefore, we extend the relevant definitions and conclusions to
model averaging. The following is the definition of consistency:
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Definition 1 (Counsistency) If there is a sequence of constants {e,,n € Ni} such that
en = 0(1) and W satisfies

Eg[F(w,S) — infuew F(w, S)] = O(e),
then A(w) is said to be consistent with rate €y,.

In statistical learning theory, stability concerns how much the algorithm’s output varies
when S changes a little. “Leave-one-out (Loo)” and “Replace-one (Ro)” are two common
tools used to evaluate stability. Loo considers the change in the algorithm’s output after
removing an observation from S and Ro considers such a change after replacing an observa-
tion in S with an observation that is independent of S. Accordingly, the stability is called
Loo stability and Ro stability, respectively. Here, we will give the formal definitions of Loo
stability and Ro stability. To this end, we first give the definition of algorithm symmetry:

Definition 2 (Symmetry) If the algorithm’s output is not affected by the order of the
observations in S, then the algorithm is symmetric.

Now let S~ be the sample after removing the i-th observation from S, ﬁ;f be the estimator
of h,, based on S~% and Am, w~" be the estimator of weight vector based on S~% and A(w)
and F(w,S™") = E«{L[h""(z*,w),y*]}, where

We define Loo stability as follows:
Definition 3 (PLoo Stability) If there is a sequence of constants {€,,n € N4} such that
€n = 0(1) and A(w) satisfies
1 ¢ 5 ~—i Qi
EZES[F(U),S)_F(U) S )}:O(En)v
i=1
then A(w) is Predicted-Loo (PLoo) stable with rate €,; If {Apn,m =1,2,--- M} and A(w)

are symmetric, then a PLoo stable A(w) needs only to satisfy

Eg[F(w,S) — F(w™™",5™™)] = O(en).
Definition 4 (FLoo Stability) If there is a sequence of constants {€,,n € N4} such that
€n = 0(1) and A(w) satisfies
1o 5 . - A
=1

then A(w) is Fitted-Loo (FLoo) stable with rate €,; If {Ap,m =1,2,--- , M} and A(w) are
symmetric, then a FLoo stable A(w) needs only to satisfy

ES{L[E(xn’w)ayn] - L[Bin(Inawin)ayn]} = O(€n).
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Let S’ be the sample S with the i-th observation replaced by z} = (y;‘,xf/)/, iLﬁn be the
estimator of h,, based on S* and A,,, and @’ be the estimator of the weight vector based
on S* and A(w), where z} is from distribution D and independent of S. Let F(w,S") =
B { LR (z*,w), y*]}, where hi(a*,w) = H[w, ki (x}), hy(ab), - - , by, (x%,)]. Note that

% Y B [F(w,8) - Fi',S%)] =0.
=1

Therefore, we define Ro stability as follows:

Definition 5 (Ro Stability) If there is a sequence of constants {€,,n € N4} such that
€n = 0(1) and A(w) satisfies

% Z ES,Z; {L[H(xl’ QZ)), yl] - L[}Ali(xi’ wi)a yz]} = O(En)v
=1

then A(w) is Ro stable with rate €,; If {Apm,m = 1,2,--- , M} and A(w) are symmetric,
then an Ro stable A(w) needs only to satisfy

ES,z;;{L[ib(ﬂUmw)a Yn] — L[ﬁ"(wn,uﬁ”),yn]} = O(en).

Before discussing the relationship between stability and consistency, we give the defini-
tions of AERM and generalization. The empirical risk function is defined as follows:

Plw,8) = 5 Dlh(es w), v
=1

Definition 6 (AERM) If there is a sequence of constants {€,,n € Ni} such that €, =
o(1) and A(w) satisfies

Es[F(,S) — infuewF(w,S)] = O(en),
then A(w) is an AERM with rate €y,.

Vapnik (1998) proved some theoretical properties of the empirical risk minimization princi-
ple. However, when the sample size is small, the empirical risk minimizer tends to produce
over-fitting phenomenon. Therefore, the structural risk minimization principle is proposed
in Vapnik (1998). Shalev-Shwartz et al. (2010) also discussed the deficiency of the empirical
risk minimization principle and the importance of AERM.

Definition 7 (Generalization) If there is a sequence of constants {€,,n € N1} such that
€n = 0(1) and A(w) satisfies

Eg [F(wv S) - F('LZJ, S)] = O(En)a
then A(w) generalizes with rate €y,.

In statistical learning theory, generalization refers to the performance of the concept learned
by models on unknown sample. It can be seen from Definition 7 that the generalization
of A(w) describes the difference between using w to fit the training set S and predict the
unknown sample.
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2.3 Relationship between Different Concepts

In this subsection, we study the relationship between different concepts based on the findings
from Bousquet and Elisseeff (2002) and Shalev-Shwartz et al. (2010). Bousquet and Elisseeff
(2002) uses triangle inequality to illustrate that Loo stability implies Ro stability. However,
we note that for any i € {1,2,--- ,n},

Es: { LIAws, d), ] = LIF (vi, 0%), yi] }
= Eg: Llh(ai, ), yi] — L (i, 077), 3] + LI (23,977, 53] — L[i"i(xiawi)7yi]}
= Bs{ Lli(wi, ), 5] - LI (s, 07, 5] } + Bs[F(@7, $7) = F(w, 5)].
From this, we give the following theorem to illustrate the relationship between Loo stability

and Ro stability:

Theorem 8 If A(w) has two of FLoo stability, PLoo stability and Ro stability with rate €y,
then it has all three stabilities with rate €,.

Shalev-Shwartz et al. (2010) emphasized that Ro stability and Loo stability are in general
incomparable notions, but Theorem 8 shows that they are closely related. By definitions of
generalization and Ro stability, we have

Eg[F(w,S) — F(i, S)]

From this, we can give the following theorem to illustrate the equivalence of Ro stability
and generalization:

Theorem 9 A(w) has Ro stability with rate €, if and only if A(w) generalizes with rate
€n-

For the symmetric algorithm, this result has been given by Lemma 7 of Bousquet and
Elisseeff (2002), and extending Lemma 7 of Bousquet and Elisseeff (2002) to the asymmetric
case is straightforward. For the theoretical completeness of this section, we still present this
result here as a theorem. Theorem 9 shows that stability is an important property of weight
selection criteria, which can ensure that the corresponding estimator has good generalization
performance. Let w* € W satisfy F'(w*,S) = infyew F(w, S). Note that

Y+ F(w,8) — F(w*,8) + F(u*, S) — F(w*, S)]
Y+ F(,8) — infoew F(w, S) + F(w*, S) — F(w*, S)].

= Eg[F(w,S) — F(

Eg[F(w,S) — F(w*,S)]
< Es[F(w,S) - F(wa

, S

S
We give the following theorem to illustrate the relationship between stability and consis-
tency:
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Theorem 10 If A(w) is an AERM and has Ro stability with rate €, and w* satisfies
Eg[F(w*,S) — F(w*, S)] = O(ey),

then A(w) is consistent with rate €y,.

Remark 11 For general learning algorithms, Bousquet and Elisseeff (2002) studied how to
use stability to derive generalization error bounds based on the empirical error and the leave-
one-out error, while we study the relationships among AERM, stability, generalization and
consistency in model averaging. Although the relationships among Loo stability, Ro stability
and generalization that are demonstrated by Bousquet and FElisseeff (2002) are applicable
to model averaging, no relationship between stability and consistency is explored. From
Theorem 10, we can see the close relationship between stability and consistency in model
averaging.

Remark 12 If for any v > 0, there exists a w, independent of S such that F(w,,S) <
F(w*,S) + v, then Lemma 15 of Shalev-Shwartz et al. (2010) can be applied to model
averaging. However, since w* and H depend on S, it is difficult to guarantee that such a w,
always exists, and so we could not immediately obtain Theorem 10 from the proof of Lemma
15 in Shalev-Shwartz et al. (2010). Further, on the basis of Lemma 15 of Shalev-Shwartz
et al. (2010), we find that this requirement for the existence of {w, : v > 0} can be replaced
by “F(w,S) generalizes with rate €,”.

In the next section, we will propose an Lo-penalty model averaging method and prove
that it has stability and consistency under certain reasonable conditions.

3. Lo-penalty Model Averaging

In most existing literature on model averaging, the theoretical properties are explored un-
der the weight set W9 = {w € [0,1]M : Z%:l Wy, = 1}. From Definition 1, it is seen that
even if the corresponding weight selection criterion is consistent, such consistency holds
only under the subspace of RM. Therefore, a natural question is whether it is possible to
make the weight space unrestricted. What will happen when we do so? The unrestricted
Granger-Ramanathan method obtains the estimator of the weight vector under RM by
minimizing the sum of squared forecast errors from the combination forecast. However, its
poor performance is observed when it is compared with some other methods (Hansen, 2008).
One possible reason for this is that it merely removes weight constraints without addressing
the resulting weight instability. In Section 3.2, we will provide relevant explanations for
the causes of this instability. On the other hand, in the prediction task, we are more con-
cerned about whether the resulting estimator can predict better. Intuitively, the estimator
that minimizes MSPE in the full space would most likely outperform the estimator that
minimizes MSPE in the subspace. To demonstrate this point, some new ideas are needed.
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3.1 Model Framework and Estimators

We assume that the response variable y; and covariates xy;, xo;, - satisfy the following
data generating process:

o0
Yi = Hi + € = Zkaiek + e,

and M candidate models are given by

Zx k)zmk)+627 m=1,2,---, M.

We assume that the M-th candidate model contains all of the considered covariates and
define that b,; = p; — Z,’:Zl T (k)iOm, (k) 18 the approximating error of the m-th candidate
model. Let x; = (1) T(2)ir "+ » T(kpy)i) and S = {z; = (yi,x;)’,i =1,2,--- ,n} be a simple
random sample from distribution D throughout the rest of this article, where z(x); = Zpz(x):-

Let y/: (ylayZa T 73/71),7 H= (Mla/@a e ,,Lbn)/, €= (617 €2, - aen)/ and by, = (bmla b2,

ybmn) . Then, the corresponding matrix form of the true model is y = X,,,0,, + by, + €,
where 0., = (0, (1), O, (2) -+ 7‘9m,(km)), and X, is the design matrix of the m-th candidate
model. When there is an candidate model such that b,,, = 0, the true model is included in
the m-th candidate model, i.e. the model is correctly specified. Unlike Hansen (2007) , Wan
et al. (2010) and Hansen and Racine (2012), we do not require that inf, cyo Ry (w) (this
is defined in Section 3.2) tends to infinity. Therefore, we allow that the model is correctly
specified.

Let 7, € RE>km he the variable selection matrix satisfying Xyrmy, = X, and 7r;n7rm =
Iy,,, m=1,2,--- M. Then, the hypothesis spaces of M candidate models are

Ho = {x*lwmem,em € ka},m =1,2,---, M.

The least squares estimator of 6, is ém = (X;nXm)_lX;ny, m=1,2---,M.

3.2 Weight Selection Criterion

Let Pyy = X (X X)X P(w) = ShL 0Py L) = 10 = Pyl and Ry (o) =
E¢[Ly(w)]. When o7 = 02 Hansen (2007) and Wan et al. (2010) used Mallows criterion
Cp(w) = Hy—flw||%+20 w' K to select a model weight vector from W0 and proved that the es-
timator of the weight vector asymptotically minimizes L,,(w), where O = (Pry, Poy, -+, Pyy)
and k = (k1,ko,---,ky) . Hansen and Racine (2012) used Jackknife criterion .J,(w) =
ly — Quw||3 to select a model weight vector from W° and proved that the estimator of
the weight vector asymptotically minimizes L,(w) and R,(w), where Q = [y — Di(I —
POy,y — Dol = Po)y, -,y = Du(I = Par)y] with Dy, = diag[(1 — h7)~'] and hjj =
T (X Xon) "V ii = 1,2, n.

Different from Hansen (2007) Wan et al. (2010) and Hansen and Racine (2012), w
focus on whether the model averaging estimator can asymptotmally mlmmlze MSPE when
the model weights are not restricted. Let ¥ = (z* 7r191,a: 7r292, -, 7TM(9M) Then, the
risk function and the empirical risk function are defined as:

F(w,8) = B ly* — 2" 0(w)]* = E.[(y" — Jw)’]
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and

~

respectively, where f(w) = Z%:l W Tmbm. Since Hansen (2007), Wan et al. (2010) and
Hansen and Racine (2012) restricted w € WY, the corresponding estimators of the weight
vector do not necessarily asymptotically minimize F(w,S) on RM. An intuitive way that
makes the estimator of the weight vector asymptotically minimize F(w,S) on RM is to
remove the restriction w € W0 directly.

Let P and P be the orthogonal matrices sgtisfying PIS:)/QP = _dz'ag(g_i, ég, ceey ]\ﬁf) and
P'QQP = diag(C1,Ca,- -+ ,Qu), where ¢ < { < -+ < QG and ¢ < (o < -+ < (u are
the eigenvalues of Q'Q and Q'Q, respectively. We assume that Ez*(’ylﬁf), Q) and Q'Q are

invertible (this is reasonable under Assumption 3), then

00 = argminge gy Co(w) = (QQ) " HQy — o

0 / =/

@° = argminge g Jo(w) = (2 Q)1Qy,

W = argming, v F(w, ) = (Q
and
W = argmingcpu F(w, S) = [E.~ (YA B (3 ")

In order to satisfy the consistency, w” and @ should be good estimators of w*. However,
when candidate models are highly correlated, the minimum eigenvalues of Q' and Q'Q

2 2
may be small so that [|@°]2 = M G > U and |03 = M b > Y are too

m=1 a = 512 m=1 (2 ?
large, which usually result in extreme weights, where (ai,ag,- - - ,aM)/ = P/(Q’y — 02kK)
and (by, by, - ,bM)/ = P/Qy. Therefore, similar to ridge regression in Hoerl and Kennard

(1970), we make the following correction to Cy,(w) and Jy,(w):
C(w, S) = Cp(w) + Apw' w

and
J(w, ) = Jp(w) + Apw'w,

where A\, > 0 is a tuning parameter. The above corrections are actually Lo-penalty for
weight vector. Let Z = (QQ + X\ I)"'Q'Q and Z = (Q'Q + A\ 1)~ Q'Q. Then

W = argminge g C(w,S) = (X Q+ M) Q' y — 0%k) = Za°

and
w = argmin,cgvJ(w,S) = QO+ 10 'Q'y = Za.

In the next subsection, we discuss the theoretical properties of C'(w, S) and J(w, S).

10
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3.3 Stability and Consistency

Let Apmin(+) be the minimum eigenvalue of a square matrix, X" be the matrix after remov-

ing the n-th row of X,,, X" be the matrix after removing the n-th and (n — 1)-th
rows of X,,, y~" be the vector after removing the n-th element of y and x be the value
space of K covariates, where K = kjp;. Then, we define

A~

O = (X0 X057 X 00,

Q7" = [(In-1 — D)y ™™ + D"X 0" m =12 , M]

and
AT = (2l e by b,
where
O = (X" X" Xy
and

D;" = diag[(1 — hy; ™)t i # 0]

with Al " = x;wm(X;l”/X,;”)_lﬂ;lxi. In order to discuss the stability and consistency of
the proposed method, we need the following assumptions:

Assumption 1 There is a constant C1 > 0 such that )\mm(n‘lX&("fl’n)lX]\}(nfl’n)) > (1,
a.s..

Assumption 2 There is a constant Cy > 0 such that n= y'y < Cy, a.s.; There is a constant
C3 > 0 such that x C B(0k,C3) a.s., where B(0k,C3) is a sphere with the center Ok and
radius C3, and Ok is the K-dimensional vector of zeros.

Assumption 3 There is a constant Cy > 0 such that

N

Q), Amin (n_IQ_n

A

min[ A (n 1 "] > Cy, a.s.,

/Q_
min[Amin (7 1'Q), Apin(n 17 Q7)] > Cy, as.

and
!

min{ Amin[Ez+ (3 )]s Amin[Ex+ (34"} > Cy4, a.s..

Assumption 4 There is a constant Cs > 0 such that max(||@*||3, [0 ="*(3)

where W™ = argminge pu F(w,S™) and F(w,S™™) = E{[y* — 2* 67"(w)]?}.

< (5, a.s.,
¥

Assumption 5 K3M? = o(n) and \, = O(K*M).

Assumption 1 is weak as n_lX;wX M is often positive definite. The similar assumption is
often made in literature. For example, Condition (b) of Zou (2006) and Condition (C.1)
of Zhang and Liu (2019) require n_lX;wX M to converge to a positive definite matrix. In
particular, Zhang and Liu (2019) points out that if y; is a stationary and ergodic martingale
difference sequence with finite fourth moments, then their Condition (C.1) is true. Here we
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provide an example where Assumption 1 holds. Let x1,--- ,z, be i.i.d. Gaussian random
vectors with zero mean and unit covariance matrix and K/n — B € (0,1). Then by using
Theorem 2 of Bai and Yin (1993), we see that

Limin—oomin(n ' Xy Xar) = (1 — VB)?, a.s.

which shows that Assumption 1 is true. Shalev-Shwartz et al. (2010) assumed that the loss
function is bounded, which is usually not satisfied in traditional regression analysis. We
replace this assumption with Assumption 2. Tong and Wu (2017) assumed that x x ) is
a compact subset of RE*! under which Assumption 2 is obviously true. Assumption 3
requires that matrices n~ 10’0 and n= Q"' Q" are almost always positive definite, which
is similar to condition (C.4) of Liao and Zou (2020). Lemmas 22 and 23 justify the ra-
tionality of the assumptions regarding the eigenvalue of n=1(2'(2. Lemma 24 guarantees
the rationality of this assumption about the eigenvalues of aa Qo EZ*(’A/'S/) and
E.-(5™4~™). Assumption 4 requires that the Ly-norm of the optimal weight @* and @ —"*
is bounded. Lemma 25 shows that Assumption 4 has a certain rationality. Further, Lemma
29 provides a case where Assumption 4 holds. Assumption 5 limits the growth rate of the
numbers of covariates and models, and also makes a mild assumption about A, to avoid
excessive penalty.

Let V(X n) = 1Za° = Zar|3, B) = (20" — @[3, V(Aa) = [|Z@" = Z@|3 and
B(A\y) = || Zw* — w*||3. We define

~

M) = [|20° — @* |3 = V(A) + BOw) + 2(20° — Zo*) (Zo* — o*)

and

M(\,) = [|Z@° — 0|2 = V(\) + B(A) + 2(Za° — Za*) (Zo* — o*).

In order to make F(Z@O,S) and F(Zw",S) better approximate F(w*,S), we naturally
hope Eg[M (An)] and Eg [M(\,)] to be as small as possible. In the following discussion, we
refer to Eg[M(A\,)] and Es[M(\,)], Es[V(An)] and Es[V ()], Es[B(\,)] and Eg[B(\,)]
as the corresponding mean squared errors, estimation variances and estimation biases of
model weight estimator, respectively. Obviously, when A, = 0, 7 = Z = I which means
that the estimation bias is equal to zero. From Assumption 3 and Lemma 25, we see
that under Assumptions 1-5, B(\,) and B(\,) are O(n"2A2) a.s.. On the other hand, the
existence of extreme weights may make the performance of W’ and w” extremely unstable.
So the purpose of introducing Ls-penalty is to reduce estimation variance by introducing
estimation bias, which results in the stable performance of the model averaging estimator.
Further, we define ) R R
My ()‘n) = V(/\n) + B()‘n)
and

Ml()‘n) = V(/\n) + B()‘n)

Like Theorem 4.3 in Hoerl and Kennard (1970), we give the following theorem to illustrate
the reasonability of introducing Lo-penalty:

Theorem 13 Let A, = min{\, : Ml( n) = 0} and A\, = min{\, : 1( n) = 0}.
Then, 1) when @° # @*, A, > 0 and Mi(An) < Mi(0); 2) when @° 7& , An > 0 and
Mi(M\,) < Mq(0).

12
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Theorem 13 shows that the use of Lao-penalty reduces estimation variance by introducing
estimation bias. However, since w* is unknown, 5\n and ), are also unknown. In Section
3.4, we use cross validation to select the tuning parameter A,. The following theorem shows
that C'(w, S) and J(w, S) are AERM.

Theorem 14 Under Assumptions 1-5, both C(w,S) and J(w,S) are AERMs with rate
n1K2M.

The following theorem shows that C'(w, S), J(w,S) and F(w, S) have FLoo stability and
PLoo stability.

Theorem 15 Under Assumptions 1-5, C(w, S), J(w,S) and F(w,S) all have FLoo stabil-
ity and PLoo stability with rate n~'K3M?.

It can be seen from Theorems 8, 9 and 15 that C(w,S), J(w,S) and F(w,S) have Ro
stability and generalization. The following theorem shows that C'(w,S) and J(w,.S) have
consistency, which is a direct consequence of Theorems 8-10 and 14-15.

Theorem 16 Under Assumptions 1-5, both C(w, S) and J(w, S) have consistency with rate
n~ K3M?.

From Theorem 3 and Proposition 3 of Mourtada (2022), we see that the excess quadratic
risk of the largest candidate model is of order O(K/n) in the linear regression with random-
design. However, Mourtada (2022) required to assume E(||z*||3) < oo, which is usually
not true when K diverges, e.g. xZ‘l),x’(*Q), - ,xZ‘K) are independently identically distributed
with U(—1,1). Under the assumption that the functions to be aggregated are bounded and
independent of the current data, Theorem 4 of Tsybakov (2003) showed that the excess
quadratic risk of linear aggregation is of order O(M /n). This boundedness assumption is
often not met in regression analysis. For C'(w, S), in order to get a faster rate O(KM/n),
we need the following additional assumptions:

Assumption 6 Es{A2_ [E.-(¥4) — Q' Q/n]} = O(n 2K*M?), where Apmqe() represents

max
the maximum singular value of the corresponding matriz.

Assumption 7 maxj<i<g var(mfk)y*) < Cs.

Theorem 17 Under Assumptions 1-5 and 5-7, C(w, S) has consistency with rate O(n=*K M).

Remark 18 From the proof of Lemma 24 and Gershgorin’s Theorem, we have
A2 A Es[Eo(34) — Q'Q/n]} = O(n 2K M?),

hence Assumption 6 possesses a certain degree of rationality. Assumption 7 is a common
constraint on second-order moment.

13



ZHU AND ZOU

Remark 19 LetMé = (Wlél,ﬂgég,"' ,WMéM). When )\mm(éé/) > C7, a.s. (this requires
that the matriz 00" is positive definite. Lemma 22 provides a case where this requirement
holds), from Marcinkiewicz-Zygmund-Burkholder inequality in Lin and Bai (2010), we have

Es{|0'[Xyy/n — Eu(a*y)]|I3}
> CrEs{[Xyy/n — Eo (z°y")] [Xyy/n — B (2°y")]}

> 005 m{ [ S o Pt ]}
k=1 1

1=

—-1 -2 . * 0 x\12
>4 n"KCr 1£?KES{Z[x(k)iyi — B (2(yy7)] }

i=1
:4_1n_1KC’7 min Es{li[a? i — By (2] y*)]2}
1<k<K n < (k)i =3k
1=

— -1_-1 ] TR
=4""n "KCr 1gll<:1§nK var (T (y)iYi)-
Thus, from the proof of Theorem 17 and

Es[|E--(4'4) (@ — ©)[13] < Es{Amac B (5'4)] (b — @)

!

Eo(3'9)(w — 0*)},

we see that when minj<p< g var(m?k)y*) has a non-zero lower bound and Xz E.+ (’“y/”y)} =

O(1), a.s., then the rate of consistency of C(w, S) is not lower than O(n='K). Thus, when
M is bounded, Theorem 17 indicates that the rate O(n~'K) is optimal. Further, from the
proof of Theorem 17, we see that when Amae(00) = O(1), a.s., the rate O(n"'K) is also
optimal even if M diverges. For J(w,S), we can obtain a similar conclusion by using (9)
and Lemma 25.

3.4 Optimal Weighting Based on Cross Validation

Although Theorem 13 shows that there are 5\n and )\, such that @ and @ are better than
w° and @°, 5\n and A, cannot be obtained. Therefore, like Schomaker (2012), we propose
an algorithm based on cross validation to obtain the estimator of the weight vector, which
is a weighted average of the weight estimators for different tuning parameters. That is, we
first select £ segmentation points on [0, M logn| with equal intervals as the candidates of
An. Then, we calculate the estimation error for each candidate of A, using cross validation.
Based on this, we remove those candidates with large estimation error. Lastly, for the
remaining candidates, the estimation errors are used to perform a weighted average of the
estimators of the weight vector. We summarize our algorithm for RMMA below, and a
similar algorithm can be given for RJIMA.

Algorithm 1 Optimal weighting based on cross validation

Require: S, L>1,B>2,1€[1,L],be[1,B—1];
Ensure: w;
1. B, =0,L=1,2--,L;
2: The sample S is randomly divided into B equal-sized subsets, and the sample index set
belonging to the B-th part is denoted as Sg,B =1,2,--- ,B;
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3: for each B € {1,2,---,B} do

4 if B+ b < B then

5 Let Bige = (B,B+1,--- ,B +b);

6: else

7 Let By, = (B,B+1,---,B,1,2,--- B+ b— B);
8 Let Strain = {Sul € Bzdac} and Stest = {Szal ¢ Bidw};
9

: éﬁ is obtained based on Siyqin, m =1,2,--- , M;
10: for each L € {1,2,--- L} do
11: wpgy, is obtained based on A\, = (L_lﬁ)w and C(w, Strain);
12: Let éB(TfJBL) = Z%:l QZ)BLmeHA,ﬁ;
13: The estimation error of wgy, on Sies 1S obtained as
E(bpr) = Y [y — ;6% (pL);
2;€EStest
14: EL:EL+E(IbBL);

15: Let Sy be the index set of the smallest [ numbers in {EL, L=1,2,---,L};
16: Wy, is obtained based on \,, = (Lflﬁ)w, S and C(w, S), where L € Sy;

exp(—0.5Fr) A
€s) exp(—0.5E) ’

17: lfJ - ZLES)\ ZL

4. Simulation Study

In this section, we conduct simulation experiments to demonstrate the finite sample perfor-
mance of the proposed method. Similar to Hansen (2007), we consider the following data
generating process:

K
yizuz’+€i=Z:vki9k—l—ei 1=1,2,---,n,
k=1

where 6,k = 1,2,--- K are the model parameters, x1; = 1, (z2;, 3, ,xx;) ~ N(0,%)
and (eq,e2, -+ ,e,) ~ N[0,diag(0?,03,...,02)]. We set n = 100,300, 500,700, X = (o
and oy = p“‘/’_l| with p = 0.3,0.6, and R?> = 0.1,0.2,---,0.9, where the population R? =
#% For the homoskedastic simulation, we set 012 = 1, while for the heteroskedastic

simulation, we set 0'Z~2 = ajgl

We compare the following model selection/averaging methods: 1) model selection with
AIC (AI), model selection with BIC (BI) and model selection with C), (Cp); 2) model aver-
aging with smoothed AIC (SA) and model averaging with smoothed BIC (SB); 3) Mallows
model averaging (MM), jackknife model averaging (JM) and least squares model averag-
ing based on generalized cross validation (GM; Li et al., 2021); 4) Ridge-Mallows model
averaging (RM) and Ridge-jackknife model averaging (RJ). To evaluate these methods, we
generate a test set {(y/,z}),i =1,2,--- ,n} by the above data generating process, and

ng
MSE = nit 3 it — ot 0()]?
i=1
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is calculated as a measure of consistency, where p} = Z’,le x3,;0r. In the simulation, we
set ny = 1000 and repeat 400 times. For each parameterization, we normalize the MSE by
dividing by the infeasible MSE (the mean of the smallest MSEs of M candidate models in
400 simulations).

We consider two candidate model settings. In the first setting, like Hansen (2007), all
candidate models are misspecified and the candidate models are strictly nested. In the
second setting, the true model is one of the candidate models and the candidate models are
non-nested. For Algorithm 1, we set £ =100, B =10, =50 and b = 5.

4.1 Nested Setting and Results

We set K = 400, 6, = c\/ﬁlf‘k% with @ = 0.5,1.0,1.5 and K = login (ie. K =
11,17,20,22), where R? is controlled by the parameter c. For p = 0.3, the mean of normal-
ized MSEs in 400 simulations is shown in Figures 1-6. The results with p = 0.6 are similar
and so omitted for saving space.

For the homoskedastic case, we can draw the following conclusions from Figures 1-3.
When a = 0.5 (Figure 1): 1) RM and RJ perform better than other methods if R? < 0.5
and n = 300,500 and 700, and comparably with the best method in other cases; 2) RM
performs better than RJ in most of cases if n = 100. When a = 1.0 (Figure 2): 1) RM and
RJ perform better than other methods if R?> < 0.8, and comparably with the best method
if R? = 0.9; 2) RM performs better than RJ in most of cases if n = 100. When a = 1.5
(Figure 3): 1) RM and RJ always perform better than other methods; 2) RM performs
better than RJ in most of cases if n = 100.

For the heteroskedastic case, we can draw the following conclusions from Figures 4-6.
When o = 0.5 (Figure 4): 1) RM and RJ perform better than other methods if R? < 0.4,
and comparably with the best method in other cases; 2) RM performs better than RJ.
When o = 1.0 (Figure 5): 1) RM and RJ perform better than other methods if R? < 0.7,
and comparably with the best method in other cases; 2) RM performs better than RJ.
When o = 1.5 (Figure 6): 1) RM and RJ always perform better than other methods; 2)
RM performs better than RJ.

To sum up, the conclusions are as follows: 1) RM and RJ are the best in most cases,
and even when they are not the best, their performance is close to that of the best method;
2) When « is small and R? is large, GM has the best performance, and RM and RJ are the
best in other cases; 3) RM performs better than RJ.

4.2 Non-nested Setting and Results

We set K = 12, and 6 = c\/ﬁk_a_% with a = 0.5,1.0,1.5 for 1 < k < 10 and 6, = 0 for
k = 11,12, where R? is controlled by the parameter c. Each candidate model contains the
first 6 covariates, and the last 6 covariates are combined to obtain 2% candidate models. For
p = 0.3, the mean of normalized MSEs in 400 simulations is shown in Figures 7-12. Like
the nested case, the results with p = 0.6 are similar and so omitted.

For this setting, we can draw the following conclusions from Figures 7-12. When o = 0.5
(Figures 7 and 10): 1) RM and RJ perform better than other methods if R? < 0.5, and
have performance close to the best method if R? > 0.5; 2) RM performs better than RJ in
most of cases. When o = 1.0 (Figures 8 and 11): 1) RM and RJ perform better than other
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methods except for SB if R? < 0.7, but the performance of SB is very unstable; 2) RM and
R.J have performance close to the best method if R? > 0.7; 3) RM performs better than RJ
in most of cases. When a = 1.5 (Figures 9 and 12): 1) RM and RJ perform better than
other methods except for BI and SB, but the performance of SB and BI is very unstable;
2) RM performs better than RJ in most of cases.

To sum up, the conclusions are as follows: 1) RM and RJ are the best in most cases
and have stable performance; 2) One of SB, SA, BI and Al may perform the best when R?
is small or large, but their performance is unstable compared to RM and RJ; 3) On the
whole, RM performs better than RJ.

5. Real Data Analysis

In this section, we apply the proposed method to the real ”"wagel” dataset in Wooldridge
(2003) from the US Current Population Survey for the year 1976. There are 526 observations
in this dataset. The response variable is the log of average hourly earning, while covariates
include: 1) dummy variables—nonwhite, female, married, numdep, smsa, northcen, south,
west, construc, ndurman, trcommpu, trade, services, profserv, profocc, clerocc and servocc;
2) non-dummy variables—educ, exper and tenure; 3) interaction variables—mnonwhite x
educ, nonwhite X exper, nonwhite X tenure, female x educ, female x exper, female X
tenure, married X educ, married x exper and married X tenure.

We consider the following two cases: 1) We rank the covariates according to their linear
correlations with the response variable, and then consider the strictly nested model averag-
ing method (the intercept term is considered and ranked first); 2) 100 models are selected by
the function “regsubsets” in “leaps” package of R language, where the parameters “nvmax”
and “nbest” are taken to be 20 and 5, respectively, and other parameters use default values.
For Algorithm 1, we set b = 9 and the rest of the settings are the same as in the simulation
study.

We randomly divide the data into two parts: a training sample S of n observations for
estimating the models and a test sample Sy of n; = 529 — n observations for validating the
results. We consider n = 110, 210, 320, 420, and

MSE =n;" Y lys — ;0(i))?
2, €St

is calculated as a measure of consistency. We replicate the process 400 times. The box
plots of MSEs in 400 simulations are shown in Figures 13-14. From these figures, we see
that the performance of RM and RJ is good and stable. We also compute the mean and
median of MSEs, as well as the best performance rate (BPR), which is the frequency of
achieving the lowest risk across the replications. The results are shown in Tables 1-2. From
these tables, we can draw the following conclusions: 1) RM and RJ are superior to other
methods in terms of mean and median of MSEs, and BPR; 2) The performance of RM and
RJ is basically the same in terms of mean and median of MSEs; 3) For BPR, on the whole,
RM outperforms RJ.
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6. Concluding Remarks

In this paper, we study the relationship among AERM, stability, generalization and consis-
tency in model averaging. The results indicate that stability is an important property of
model averaging, which can ensure that model averaging estimator has good generalization
performance and consistency under reasonable conditions. When the model weights are
not restricted, similar to ridge regression in Hoerl and Kennard (1970), extreme weights
tend to appear due to the influence of correlation between candidate models. This results
in poor performance of the corresponding model averaging estimator. Thus, we propose
an Lo-penalty model averaging method. We prove that it has stability and consistency.
In order to overcome selection uncertainty of tuning parameter, we use cross-validation to
select a candidate set of tuning parameter, and then perform a weighted average of the
estimators of model weights based on cross-validation errors. We show the superiority of
the proposed method with a Monte Carlo simulation and application to a prediction task
on the wagel dataset.

Many issues deserve further investigation. We apply the methods of Section 2 to the
generalization of MMA and JMA only for linear regression. It is worth investigating whether
it is possible to extend the proposed method to more complex scenarios, such as generalized
linear model, quantile regression and dependent data. Further, it is also interesting to
develop a model averaging framework with stability and consistency under the online setting.
In addition, with RMMA and RJMA, we see that the estimators of the weight vector are
explicitly expressed. So, how to study their asymptotic behavior based on these explicit
expressions is a meaningful but challenging topic.
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Appendix A. Lemmas and Their Proofs

Let 6~ (=17) (1) be the model averaging estimator based on S~("~17) where §~("=1m) jg
the set of observations after removing the (n — 1)-th and n-th observations from S. We give
the following lemmas in order to prove Theorems 14-17.

The following Lemma 20 shows that the Ls-norms of the parameter estimators of M
candidate models are uniformly bounded, which will be repeatedly used in subsequent
proofs.

Lemma 20 Under Assumptions 1 and 2, there exists a constant By > 0 such that
ion2 1p-nn2 14—(n—1,n)2
maz maz {63, 10,73, 107073} < B

Proof It follows from Assumption 1 that
Pnin (X X T ) > 0] = 1.
Thus, we have
PAmin(X37" X3 /n) 2 C1]
= P{onin (X3 " X b a0 0] 2 O

> Pin (X3, X7 ) > ¢y
pr— 17

which means that
/\mm(X]\_/[n/X]\_/[”/n) > (O, a.s.. (1)
Similarly, we have

= P{nin[(X3/" X3 + o) /m] > C1}
> P[Amin( X3/ X3 /n) > C1]
= 17

which means that
Amin (X Xar/n) > C1, a.s.. (2)
From X;nXm = W;HXEWXMWm, the definition of 7, and (2), we have
)\mm(nle,/nXm) > )\mm(nle;\/[XM) > (C1,a.s..
Note that

X (X Xin) ™ (X0 Xin) ™ Xy = X (X0, Xin) ™2 (X0 X)) ™ (X X)) ™12 X,

m

22



STABILITY AND L9-PENALTY IN MODEL AVERAGING

Hence, we have

/ ! 4 1 1
Ama [ Xom (X Xom) N (X Xon) 71X < = '
maz [ Xm( m m) m m) m] B )\min(X;nXm) N Cln’a

Thus, it follows from Assumption 2 that

~ 2 ’ —1 ’ 2
X X X
1§n;1na§XMH(9mH2 1§I§na§><M|!( mXm) " Xyl

- 1§r£lna§XMy Xm(Xme)il(Xme)iley

<Crlnyy
<Oy, as..
Note that from Assumption 2, we have

nly Ty <nTly'y < Oy, as.

and

n~ly=(=Ln)y=(n=1n) < p=1'y < Oy a5

So in a similar way, we obtain

N—n||2 -1
m < .S.
ISmaSXM ||9m ||2 — Cl CQ’ a.s

and

j—(n—1n))12 « -1
1SII71na§XM 6, |5 < C7 Co, as..

We complete the proof by taking By = C1_102-

S..

The following lemma characterizes the degree of impact of removing an observation on the
parameter estimators of the candidate models. From the proofs of Lemmas 24-28, we can

see that they are crucial for proving the stability of our method.
Lemma 21 Under Assumptions 1 and 2, we have

i gn)2) — 272
Bs(, masx 10m —6,3) = O(nK?)

and

Es( max [|=" — é—<n—1’”>u§) = O(n2K?).

1<m<M m

Proof By Dufour (1982), we see that for any m € {1,2,--- , M}, we have

1 A~

O = 0" + (X, Xpn) "t 2n (yn — @m0,
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It follows from (2) that

Bs | max [ — 0,73

7

= FEg | Dnax, @, (X, X)X, X)) A xn(yn—xnﬂm@;”)ﬂ

< Bs || max N[0 Xon) i (o — w0 ]

< Eg _C’l_zn 1<max H7r T (Yn — T 7rm )||} (5)

From Assumption 2, we obtain

’

E[(y*)’ ] =En 'y y < C,

and

Es[ max || Zn(Yn — Tl )H]

1<m<M
K
2 ) N—n\2
< ES { 1%%13“;(]\/[ x(k)n(y'ﬂ xnﬂmem ) :|

) N—n\2
< CgKES[ IE%XM(% im0,
< OgKES[ max [2y7 +2(e, mnby, )2]}
2 N—n)\2
<C3K {202 + QES[ ma;cM(xnﬂmHm ) } } (6)

Further, from Assumption 2 and Lemma 20, we have
! A—n\2

Es[lgl?nagM(x”ngm ) }

< Bs (| max [leal316,"13)

< —n )

< G3KBs (| max (0,3

< Bi1C2K. (7)
Combining (5)-(7), it is seen that

i _ 2 — —2 72
Bs( max (6 —0,"[3) = O(n*K).

In a similar way, it can be shown that

n_ g—(n=1n)2\ _ -2 72
Bs( max [6," 6,0 [3) = O *K?)

by using (1). |
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The following lemma shows that under certain conditions, n~ 10’0 and 06" are positive
definite when the m-th model contains the first m covariates (which is a common nested
model setting in model averaging literature, such as Hansen (2007) and Zhang and Liu
(2019). Let g = n" > i, Gm = Py and 62, = n~ 1|y — 9 ||3. Specifically, this lemma
requires the following two conditions: 1) n_lg)/lgjl >0, a.8.; 2) 67 > 63 > --- > 53, aS..
Assume the first model contains only the constant term, then n_lgjllgh = 72, and therefore
the first condition only needs y # 0, a.s.. It follows from

5=y~ Xumbilifn =, min Iy~ Xufl3/n
6—% - ||y o XMW292||%/” - 9:93294H:1-1-I-1:9M=0 Hy B XMGH%/TL’

531 = lly = XmmnOwr||3/n = min [ly — Xarb|3/n
that
62>62>..-> 63,
On the other hand, if x3, x3, ..., xps are all significant covariates, then the second condition
is reasonable. Additionally, when M = n, we know that 6]2\4 = 0. Therefore, even if

T9,3, ..., L) contain insignificant covariates, the second condition may still be satisfied due
to the ever-expanding parameter space.

Lemma 22 When the m-th model contains the first m covariates, if n_l?Q/l?Ql > 0 and
67 >63>---> 063, a.s., then n~1Q'Q and 00" are positive definite, a.s..

Proof From the proof of Lemma 2 of Hansen (2007), we have

a0

= (y/PmPty)MxM
yPiy yPy yPy - yPuy
yPiy ybPy yhy -+ yPy

=| yhy yhy yPy - yPy
yPy yPy yPy - yPuy

After a series of elementary row transformations, we see that

y Py , y Py , y Pry S y Py
0 y/(Pz - Py y,(Pz -Py .- y/(Pz — Py
N 0 yP—-P)y yPs—P)y - y(Ps—P)y
0 y(P—P)y y(Ps—P)y - y(Pu—P)y
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y Py y Pry y Pry e y Py
0 yP—-P)y y/(Pz - Py - y/(Pz — Py
N 0 0 y(Ps—P)y - y(P3—P)y
0 0 Yy (Ps—P)y - y(Pu—P)y
y Py y Py y Py S y Py
0 yP—P)y y(Po—P)y -+ y(Pr—P)y
N 0 0 y(Ps—P)y -+  y(Ps—P)y
0 0 0 ooy (Py— Pu—1)y
nor G g i
0 @2@2 - Zjlﬁl §/2§2 - ?3/1@1 T ?Q/QQQ - 39/12)1
— 0 0 U393 — Yoz - U393 — Yo
0 0 0 o U — Uy Un
It follows from
&72n/n

= WY+ UnOm — 2y Um)/n
= (Y ¥+ Jplm — 2y Pny)/n
=W Y — Umlm)/n

that 62, ;| — 62, > 0 is equivalent to (g);nﬁm - g};n_lﬁm,l)/n > 0. Thus, n~ Q') is positive

m—1
definite, a.s.. Further, it follows from Q'Q) = HA/X;V[XMHA and M = K that 06 is positive
definite a.s..
|

In the following, we provide an example to illustrate the rationality of Assumption 3 based
on Lemma 22.

Lemma 23 Consider the nested setting of Lemma 22 with
e Assumption 2 holds, x;1 =1 and |y| > co > 0, a.s.,
e E(ej|lz;) =0 and E(|ei||x;) < oo,

bybar = o(n) and p'p = O(n),

0 < er <minj<p<r [Onr)| < maxi<p<i [0,k < c2 < 005

the orthogonal design, i.e. n_lX;wXM = Ig,
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then, there is a constant c3 > 0 such that |n*1f2'Q] ~ c§4, a.s., and when M is bounded,
there is a constant c4 > 0 such that )\mm(n_lﬁlﬁ) ~ ¢4, a.S., where a, ~ b, means
an /by, — 1 and by /a, — 1.

Proof Denote X, as a matrix consisting of columns of X, not contained in X,,, and 7§, as
a selection matrix such that X¢, = Xyn¢,. Let 0¢, = ¢ 0y and &(w) = > wew WmT (m)iis
where W = {w € [0,1]M : 27]\7{:1 wm = 1}. From

e W is a totally bounded metric space with metric Li-norm,
e for any w € W, n=t Y31 &(w) = o(1), a.s.,
o for any w',w? € W, |&(w') — &(w?)| < (maxi<men [2imyieil)[[w! —w?|1,
and Theorem 3 of Andrews (1992), we have supyew|n™t >, &(w)| = o(1), a.s., and then

nt ’(X X, — Xm1X,, ,)e

—1
DD PR

=1 j=1

=n (n_l i m(m)i&) :

=o(n), a.s.

uniformly holds for m € {1,2,--- ,M}. So from (P, — Pp—1)(Pp, — Pm—1) = Prn — Pr—1,
we obtain

A1 =[By (P — Pre1)bar + 263 (X6, 165,y — X505,
+ € (P — Pp_1)e+2i (P — Pm_1)e]
= [bas (P — Pr1)bas + 263 X (5,165, 1 — 75,65,)
+€ (Po = Pno1)e + 20 (P — P1)e|

< 0pg (P = Prn—1)bar + 24/0] bM,/neM( +n7te (XX, — Ximo1X,,_1)e
+ QM\/e’(Pm — Pn_1)e

< bybar 4 24/ bary/ncE + n7re (XX, — Xono1 Xom_1)e
2/ 01 (X Xy — X1 X, e

=o(n), a.s.

uniformly holds for m € {2,3,---, M}. On the other hand, it is seen that

162, = (XmOm + X0 + bar) (I — Pp)(XmOm + X505, + bar)
¢ (I = Pp)e+2u (I — Pp)e
= (X505, + bar) (I — Pr) (X505, +bar) + € (I — Pr)e+ 2 (I — Pry)e

27



ZHU AND ZOU

= n0° 0%, + by (I — Pp)bar + 263, XE,05, + ¢ (I — Po)e + 24 (I — Pp)e.
Therefore,

1= 6m)
(05,1605, _1 — 05,65) + Apm—1

9?\/[7(7”) + Am,m—l

of

=

n
n

v

ne +o(n), a.s..
Thus, for large n, there is a constant c¢3 > 0 such that

min [§%, min (62,_; — 62,)] > c3+o(1), a.s..

2<m<M
From
1 0 0 0 g2 y2 y2 . y2
110 0 0 67—63 62—63 62 — 62
nlogg=1111 0 0 0 63 — 63 63 — 63 ,
111 -1 0 0 0 e 0%, =63

we obtain [n'Q'Q| > [ez + o(1)]M ~ )| as., that is, n='Q'Q is positive definite, a.s..
When M is bounded, there is obviously a constant c3 > 0 such that /\mm(n_lQlQ) ~ C3,

a.s..
|

The following lemma is used to illustrate the rationality of Assumption 3. Understanding
its proof process is helpful for us to understand the proofs of Lemma 27.

Lemma 24 Under Assumptions 1 and 2, we have
Es.«(74) =n"'Eg(QQ) + O(n~'K?)

and
n'Eg(QQ) = n 'Es(Q'Q) + O[n(Cin — C2K)2K).

Proof Note that
o 'AY = (17* Wmem‘gtﬂ'tx*)MxM,

{ly = Doy — Pot)] [y — De(y — Py)} 1y s

— =

QQ

and

n
Q= (' P Py) vt = (Z L7 O Oy 02
i=1

)MxM'
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It follows from Assumption 2, and Lemmas 20 and 21 that

|Es(z,, Bl m,2n — ., ﬂ'mé_”éfnlngnﬂ

’

< |Es[z,mm(Om — 0, 0,m2,]| + | s, mm07 (0 — 0;7™) w2,

< VEs(l0m — 02130 Bs (2, mibimywnll3) + / Bs(latmnfwial )y Bs (18 — 077113)

< VEs 6 — 05130\ Es (zal 3101312 3) + v/ Es(lzal31057 131203\ Es (16, — 07113)
= O0(n'K?).

In a similar way, we obtain

|Eg 2+ (2" 00 nlﬂ,ix — ¥ MO lymx)| = O(n ' K?).
Further, it is readily seen that
n
ES,z*(E xﬁrmemeﬂrtxi —z* 7rm9m9t7rtx*)

N , A A1y ’ AAr
N ~

, ~ ’ A A—n A . « PN
(T, TmOmb, Ty — x, T 0, 0" Trtxn) + Eg .+ (x 7Tm9 "o, " ‘Tt — o w0y,

so we have .
Es.+(¥4) =n'Es[Q Q] + O(n ' K?).
On the other hand, it follows from (2) and Assumption 2 that

max max hl?

C3K
= max max ;m, (X, X)) i,z < = a.s.. (8)
1<i<n 1<m<M

m

W Zi<n1<meM nCh

Hence, from Assumption 2, we have

Y PPy — [y — Dia(y — Puy)] [y — Diy — Py)]|

= |y Py Py — [(In — Din)y + D Pray)] [(In — De)y + Dy Py

<y Po(DmDi = L) Pey| + |y (In = D) (In — Dy)y| + |y (In — D) D¢ Pry|
+ |y Py, Don(In, — Dy)y|

< _pm - _pmy—172, 7
—éﬂ?&@%ﬁ“l i)~ ]yPPy+1%a§M1@g§[1 (L—=hi) " Tyy

— hmY—=2[1 — — =112/ 01/ P’
+21<I?na<fo??’%\/(1 hig) 721 = (L= k)~ yy P Py

< _pm\—2 _ _pm\—1 _ 112
(max, max {[(1—hi)™" — 1] +[(1 - hi)™ —1]

+2(1 =R =R T = 1}yy
C3K C3K

< an{[(l — Tq) Tc,l)il - 1]2

14001 -
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C:%K -1 -1
2= S En) - S5 T - 1))
_ 4C’102032n2K
= (Cm— C:?K)Q’ a.s.. (9)

Thus, we obtain

n'Eg(QQ) =n'Eg(Q'Q) + O[n(Cin — C2K)2K].

Let ™" = argmingepu F(w, S™™), where

—_

F(w, ™) == [y — ;0" (w)]*.

The following lemma shows that Ls-norm of the estimator of model weight vector is
bounded, which makes Assumption 4 reasonable. In subsequent proofs, we use this conclu-
sion many times.

Lemma 25 Under Assumptions 2-3, there is a constant Bs > 0 such that
max([[@[[3, [|o~"3) < Ba(1+n*K*M), a.s.,

max(||@[3, [@~"[3) < Ba, a.s.

and
max(||@||3, [|&~"(|3) < Ba, a.s..

Proof It is straightforward to check that
Amaz [ QL Q4+ ML) THY Q4 N L) THY] < Ponin (' Q + M\ L) 7
Similarly, we can prove that
Amaz [ Q' Q4+ ML) THQ'Q A+ ML) I < Dnin (X Q + A L)L
It follows from Assumptions 2-3 that
13 = [1(Q'Q + AnLn) "0y — > (' + AuTy) 53
<2 QO+ ML) "N+ ML) Ty 4 200K (QQ + ML) THQ Q+ ML) R
< 204_1n_1y/y + 20404_271_2/@%
< 20,10y +25*C 22 K2 M, a.s.,

and

lo]13 = 1(Q'Q + A\uLa) ' Qyll3
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In a similar way, we obtain
@] < C Co, as..

From Assumption 3 and (4), we complete the proof by taking By = max{2C} 1oy, 204C; 21
|

The following three lemmas characterize the degree of impact of removing an observation
on w, w and w*, and are used to prove Theorem 15.

Lemma 26 Under Assumptions 1-5, we have

Eslli— "3 = O(n"2K*M?).

Proof Let 6" = (ﬂ'léfn, moly ", - - ,wMéXf’). Then we have
b= (Q+ M\ng) N Q' y — 0%k)
= (0 X3y X004+ Mong) 10 X3y — 02K)
and

W = (an’an + )\n—llM)il(Qin/yin N O'2H)
0 X X A Tag) O X Ty — 0%R).

Thus, under Assumption 3, we obtain

(nCs + An)?Es||lw — &~ "3)
< Eg[A2,0 (QQ + \Iag) [ — 07| [3]
< Bs[||(2'Q+ AaTag) (b — ") 13]
< 2Bs[|[(QQ 4+ M Lar)d — (077 X3 X307 + A1 Iy )™ 13]
+2B5[[ (07" X3 X307 + Apma Iy )™ — (' Q + NIy ) ™||3]
= 2B5[||6 Xy — 07 X3y 3]
+2B5[[( Q™™ + ApiIng — Q'Q — NIy )™
< 2E5[16' Xopy — 07 X3 y 3]
+AES[|( QT = Q)i 3] + 41 — ) Es (|| "][3)- (10)
We now consider the first term on the right-hand side of (10). From (2), Assumption 2,
Lemma 20 and (3), we have

i gy x 12
Bs max |0 — 07 X0/
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= ES[1<H#~?X ’x (X;nXm)_lX;ny(yn - x,nﬂmér_nn)‘Q]

< Es{ maXM)‘macc(menm ))‘max[Xm(X;nXm)il(X;nXm)ilX;n]||yH§‘yn x, 7Tm n’ }

1<m<

< Or ' GCIKEs (| max lyn = wmmdy" )

< 207 'C2C3 K [Es(|yal?) + Es( | Inax [ 0" )]
< 207 'CoC5K[Ch + Es([laall3 | Dnax 167"113)]
<207 'CHC3K[Cy + C2B1 K]

= O(K?)

and

— —n
Es| max 1057 X oy — 05 70 X 3y )
— Es[ max |0 X;V[y — é;L",WJnX;V[y + é,;nlﬂ;nX;\/[y — é;lnlw;nX;/["ly_"F]

/

= Eg| max I(ém — 0, Xy + 0,7 (X — X"y

1<m<M m
< 5y p—n\ v 12 H—n' Lo y—n', —ny 2
< 285[, max. (B — 0,) X0l?] + 28] max (0" (X — X"y~
< 285[, max. (B — 0,) X0l + 2Bs( mae 10713 max, (1 X5y — X,y B)
K
< 285 max (6 —0,") Xy’ + 2B, ;Es(mk)nynﬁ)
< 2ES[1£La§<M 10 — 0,7) X, y|?] + 2C2C2B1 K
= O(K?).

Hence, we obtain

B0 Xy — 07" X3y 13]
=" Es(l0,m Xary — 0" 7, X0 y ")
= O(K*M). (11)

We then consider the second term on the right-hand side of (10). It follows from Assumption
2 and Lemmas 20-21 that

A ~ ! /
Eg(1<ma<Xer<rﬁx |x 1T Om 0T 1 — 17Tm0 ”9 "thn 1)
< = N
> 2ES[1<I£717,a<XM 122?5\/[‘3% 17 (O — 0, )0y — 1‘ ]
Af—nehy _ h—ny '
+2ES[1<n71na<xM 122}}(\/] |z, 0 (0, 0, ™) mpan_1)?]

< _ n N ! 2
2Bs( max 6 — 67, ||21<I£1REE(M1I<%%}J<\/[H$ 1m0y, T ]3)
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! h—n_! 2 i -2
+2Bs( max  max |z, M motnallz max {6 —0,73)
< 2Bs( max (|0 — 0,2 max e l206:]2]20-112)

[ 206" 2 lln1lly meax 100 —6;]2)

oF
+ s(lgrglaSMl

< 4CiBI K Es( max. [10m — 0,"113)

= 0(n?K*%)

~/ i

and
n—1

’ A—nA—n' ' / A / ~ A 2
| E (im0 0, ™ T — 00, 7,23) — T T O by, |}
1=1

Eg{ max max
1<m<M 1<t<M

n—1

, ~ ~ r ’ A ALt
< 2Eg{  Jpax, max | ;(xiwmgmn o — xiwmem@wtwi)F}
/ AN 2
+2Eg{ 1§n;lna§XM 122}}(\/[ |xn7rm9m0t7rtxn} }

n—1

<2(n-—1) Z Es{ max max |x;7rmé;1"é;"/7r;xi - x;wmémé;W;xlf}
- — 1<m<M 1<t<M

2F ! A1 12
+2B5{ max |2 0|’}
n—1
! h—npy—n' ' ’ NN 2
<2(n-—1) 2 Eg{ (Jax, max (&m0 s — 2Oy}
1=

2 310ml13
+2B{ mas lenl10m14}
n—1
/ A A1 ’ AAr T 2
<2(n-1) Z; Eg{ | fnax - max |20, 0 Ty — o OOy i} 4 204 BIK?
1=

/ —n A*n,
|xn_17rm6’m 0,"m

!
tTn—1 —

’ A AL 2
xn_lwmﬁmﬁtwtxn_ll } + 204 BIK?

=2(n—1)’E
(= Dt 22 B

= O(K").
So from Lemma 25,
QIQ: /P/P :éleXé :< lmémélll>
(Y P Pry)mrscr = (0, X0, X0t mscr ;xﬂr )
and
A ’ ’ ~ n! ’ A N ’
Q"= (HT_nn Xr?zn Xt_net_n)MxM — (;xﬂ-mgr—nn t_n Trtxi)MXMa
we have

Es([[(@ Q7" - Q' Q)a 3]
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n—1

M M M n— , A A A/ /
= ES[Z Zu};"ﬁ)t_" Z(inﬂ'nﬂ Zx T Om 0, x;)
i=1

m=1 t=1 s=1
n ~ A !
E €T, 7750 9 7rta:z g €, 7T39 0,mx;) }
M n-—1
! ~ A~ ! !
<F [ E g w,,"w; | max max g g 0 "0 T o,
S [, 1<m§M1§t§M‘ ( vimTm Ts o Tst
m=1 t=1 s=1 1=1
n n—1 n
9"/ ! I é_né_n/ 7 0" é/ !
— g o iTmOm0,mx;) g x;ms0; "0, " Ty — T, iTs0s0,m,x;)

i=1 i=1

_ /\ A A ~! /
§M2ES[E | "> max max ’ E Lm0 0 7Tt1,‘l E L7 O 0, 02
‘ 1<m<M 1<t<M
m=

]

= O(K*M?). (12)

Finally, combining (10)-(12) and using Assumption 5, we see that Lemma 26 is true. |

Lemma 27 Under Assumptions 1-5, we have

Es[llw — w™"[3] = O(n 2 K*M?).

Proof Note that
0= (QQ+ M\Ia) 'y
and
5= (@ A Ly) 0
So under Assumption 3, we obtain

(nCy + An)?Es|llw — @ "|3)
< Es[A2n(QQ+ NoIag) @ — 07" 3]
< Bs[|[(Q'Q + Mo Iar) (@ — )|
< 2B5[(QQ + MInp)w — (QVQ™ + Ap_1 Lng) w0 "||3]

+ 2E5[[(Q Q" + A Ing) " — (XQ + A Lag) w13

= 2B5(|Q'y - Q‘”' _”IIQ]

+2B5[[(Q7 QT + Apmi s — QQ = N Lnp)o 3]
<2Bg[|Qy - Q7 y‘”lb]
FABS[(QTQT — Q) 3] + 4( A1 — M) Es(|o"([3). (13)
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We now consider the first term on the right-hand side of (13). From Assumption 2, (8) and
the definition of D,,, we have

12y — QylI3

M
= {ly — DlI — Pu)yl'y — 4 Puy)?
m=1

M
- Z {y/ (In = D)y + y/Pm(Dm - In)y}2
m=1

<2M "(Dyn — L)YI? + |y Po(Dyy — L,)y|?
<2M max [y (D — L)yl* + |y Po( Dy — In)yl]

<

< _m _1_ / 2 / . ’ .
< 2M1§1na§M{’1??§%[(1 hii') Hy yl* +y (Dm — In) Pnyy Pn(Dm — 1)y}

<4AM 1—h) =12y 'y)?
SV s, IO DT SR

C3K
iy

1
= 4C3Cin M K?(nCy — C3K) 72, a.s..

< 4C3n*M[(1 —

Similarly, it follows from (1) and (4) that
1Oy — QY3 < 4C3CIN° M K?(nCy — C2K) 2, a.s..
Hence, from Assumption 5 and (11), we obtain
Es[|Qy - @y |3]
= B[y —Qy+Qy— 0y "+ @y =y 3]
<3Es[|Qy — Qyl3] +3Es[|Qy — @y 3] + Es[|Qy T = 07y 3]
= O(K*M). (14)

We then consider the second term on the right-hand side of (13). From Assumption 5,
Lemma 25, (1), (4), (9) and (12), we have

Bs[|[(@ Q" - Q' Qw3

= B[ -0 O+

< BEg[[(Q7Q" = QO3] + 3Es [ (7"
+3Es[|('Q - Q' Q) 3]

= O(K'M?). (15)

Thus, under Assumption 5, this proof can be completed by combining (13)-(15). |

Lemma 28 Under Assumptions 1-5, we have

Egl|ld* —o~"||3] = O(n™?K*M?).
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Proof Note that
W = [Ez*('AYI’AY)]_lEZ*(’AY,y*)
= [0 B (z*2*)0) 7' 0 B (2*y*)

and

W = [0 n’ ( *:E*’)é—n]—le—n’Ez* (az*y*)
So under Assumption 3, we obtain
CEEs(||o* — w_"*ll )

< Eg{A2,,l0 E- (x*2*)0] 0" — & ~"*|[3}
< Eg[||0' Bos (2% 2™)0 (0" — ~")|3]
< 2Eg[)|0 Eor (2™ )™ — 07 Ee (2™ )0 |3]
+ 2E5[|67" B (2 )0 0™ — 0 B, (a*2 )0 "||3]
= 2E5[||0' E.- (a*y*) — 07" B+ (27 y") 3]
+ 2E5[|07" B (22 )0 0™ — 0 B (a* 2 )0 ||3]. (16)

We now consider the first term on the right-hand side of (16). From (2), Assumption 2 and
Lemma 20, we have

0 B (a*y™) — 67 B (2*y") 2]
M A~ A~
=" Esl|(bn — 0,7 7 Ea () )
M
=" Esllanma( X Xon) " 10 B (7Y ") (g — T[]
M
< CP203n K Y. Eslllmy, Ba (27y") (yn — 2]
m=1
M K
< Cr?Cin°K > Es(yn — "2 B (hyy

m=1 k=1

M
< Cr2CC4n 2K Y~ Es[(yn — 2 mmfy")?)

m=1
M
<207°CoCin°K* Y [Es(lynl®) + Es(|2,mmby" )]
m=1
= O(n2K3M). (17)

It follows from Assumption 2 and Lemmas 20-21 that

Es| max max E.«(|z" mm0mb,ma* — ¥ 70,70 "Trtx )]
1<m<M 1<t<M

36



STABILITY AND L9-PENALTY IN MODEL AVERAGING

A~ A~ ~1 7

< * -6 "
2Bs{ max max F.[|z" T (O — 07"y ]}

/ /

+2ES{1<r?1La<XM12i)]<\/IEZ ¥ w7 (0 — 077 a2}

< 2Eg| ma<><M||ém— w13 1<Ina,<XM12&}]{\4EZ*(HQI*/’]TtéﬂT;nJI*Hg)]
—n 2
+2Bs] max  max Foo(|o”mndy"ma"|3) max (16— 0713
<2F O — 07 B 0
< 2Es[ max || Hngfgw (1= 1319e 311" (13)]
+ 2Bs[ max Ee (" 3110, 13|2*13) max {16, — 0; 3]
<m< <t<M

< 4C3BlK2E5(1Sn;1na§XM 16 — 6,715)
= O(n2K*).

We then consider the second term on the right-hand side of (16). From Assumption 4,

~ N

Ay = (2" TmOmb,mx™) Mxvr

and
(J} 7Tm9 9 ﬂ;x*)MXM,

we have
Egl[|07" Exr (%2 )0 "™ — 0 E.- (a2 )0~ |3]

M M M
Nk A — / AA ’ A Ay
:Es[ E E W,y ™ E E (2" mplmb,mex™ — a* 10, 0" woa™)
s=1

~ A~

B (2% mo0s0,m " — ¥ w0707 7y )]

3
ol
_
-
>l
H

M
SMZES[Z | "*|?  max max, o (|2 T by a* — 2 700707 | )}

— 1<m<M 1<t<
= O(n?K*M?). (18)
Thus, under Assumption 5, this proof can be completed by combining (16)-(18). |

The following lemma gives a case where Assumption 4 holds.

Lemma 29 Assume y* Zk 1x 9 + e* with z* = (:Uzkl),x&),--- ’ﬁK))/ ~ N(0,Ig)

and E(e*|x*) = 0. If there is a constant Cio > 0 such that Z,If:l 0;2 < Cho, then under
Assumption 3, Assumption 4 holds.

Proof Similar to the proof of (3), it follows from Assumption 3, 4 = 2¥0 and E,» (a:*x*/) =
I that

Amazl0(0'0)720) < C7Y, a.s
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And then, from the definition of w*, we have

0% (13 = I[Eo+ (3 4)] B (5 y") |13
= [|[0' B ("2 )0) 710 E. (z*y") |13
= B (z" y*)0[0 B (22020 B, (a*y")

K
<ty [E
k=1
K K )
=Cr' > B [a(y Q{05 + )]}
k=1 j=1

K K

= Ot SO [ Y OB (wfaty) + el

k=1 j=1

=Gyt ) o
k=1
S C4_1010, a.S..

Similarly, we have ||w~"*||3 < C;'C1g a-s..

Appendix B. Proofs of Theorems

’

SeR
g,

Proof of Theorem 13: We first prove 1). Let (é1, ég, ..., éar) =
P . Then, we have

~

Mi(An) = || Z0° — Za™ |3 + || Zu* — "3
M 5 2 M »
Cm — dm 22 m
m=1 ()\n + Cm) m=1 )\n + Cm
L (= dn)?@, L BN
Mt m)? A Ot Gn)?
and
M 5 2 M
d - —2(ém — dm )22 2d2 Mom
KMI()\R) = Z ( - )3C + C
n m=1 (>‘n + Cm) m=1 ()\n + Cm)
From

M
N
M

1 _ Z (ém - JTT)2CA£’L

/\n + CM m=1 (/\n + Cm)Q

v
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1

= ————[12(a° — ")|}3,

we see that when @0 # @*, "M % > 0. So we have \,, > 0 and M;(\,) < M;(0)

when @0 # @*.
Below we prove 2). Let (61,62,...,61\/[)/ = P'w° and (d1,ds, ..., dy ) = P'w*. Then, we
have

Mi(An) = HZ’O ~Z ”H% + 20" — w3

_ m 2

_m; b +<;m +2 (s +<m -b
M M

MG 222

=2 o0 +cm +m21 Mo+ G

and

Similarly, from

2+ 6n)?
1 - ( _d )Cm
>)\n+EMmZ:1 ()‘n+Cm)
1
o 12—,

we see that when @° # @*, "M % > 0. So we have A, > 0 and M (\,) < M;(0)
when @° # w*. |
Proof of Theorem 14: We first prove that C'(w, S) is an AMER. It follows from Assump-

tion 5 and Lemma 25 that

N 1 1 N

A 1 1 N
< B[F(@,5) = ~C(a,8) + ~C(@,5) — F(i, 5)

2020 K )\nﬁ)’ﬁ) 2020 K Anw’w
-5 200 i

n n n n
1

_ 40?B3 KMz(1+n"2K2M)2 2By (14 n~2K2M)
- n n
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= O[n~' max(\,, KM%)]

So C(w, S) is an AMER with rate n~! max()\n,KM%). Next, we prove that J(w, S) is an
AMER. It follows from Lemmas 20, 21 and 25 that

_ _ At / ~
W WO, T, T 04

-
NE

16(w)]13

3
I
_
-
I
A

|46, 7., 7104

NE

1

M M

~/ / ~ _ _

max max |6, m,,m0| E E |0 ¢ |
1<m<M 1<t<M i
m=1 t=

3
il
)

IN

~ A M 2
max  max [Gnllllfuls (3l )

<
T 1<m<M 1<t<M m=1
M
- M I3 w2
max (03 Y 2,
m=1
< B1BsM,a.s. (19)

and

< Es
m=1 t=1
M
< y _ h—n jy __ p—n 72>
< MEs(| max,  mas (10— 0,216, ~ 0, >, 7,
m=
< g _ h—n 2)
< BoMEs (| mas |0 — 0,3
=0 2K2M). (20)

In a similar way to (19), we obtain
167" ()|} < ByBaM, as..
Further, from Assumption 2, we have

0(w) — 2,0~ (@)]13}

/

Es{||a(2y0 -,

40



STABILITY AND L9-PENALTY IN MODEL AVERAGING

K

=3 Bs{abya2un — z,0(@) - 2,0 (@)}
k=1

< C3K Bs{ (290 — 2,0(0) — 2,07 (@)}

< CgKES{myi + 3z, 6(w)]? + 3]z, é—"(w)P}

< C3K Es[12y;, + 3|ln310(@)|5 + 3[lal|310 7" (@)13]
< 12C,C5K + 6C5 B1 Bo K* M.

Therefore, we obtain

= [Bs{ -3 [l — 0@ ~ i — e~ (@)] - 22
=1
= [Bs{lvn — #0002 — i — b @)} — BT
= [s{ {2y — 2,008) — 0P @) 1,07 () — 0]}~ B2
< \/Eslllen(2y0 — 2,0() — 2,6 (@) |31/ Es[l16() — 0-(@)|[3] + Ban~" A,
= O[n~' max(\,, K2M)). (21)
In a similar way, it is seen that
|E5[%J5(u~)) B, 8)]| = Ofn~! max(An, K2M)].
Thus, we have
Es[F(w,S) — F(w, S)]
= BslF(, 8) — - 1(,8) + (0, 8) ~ (@, 5)
< Bg[F(w,9) — LJ(@, ) + %J( S) — B(w, 9)
= O[n"' max(\,, K2M)].
So J(w, S) is an AMER with rate n~! max(\,, K?M). [

Proof of Theorem 15: We first prove that C(w, S) has PLoo and FLoo stability. From
Lemma 26, we have

Es[||0() - 0(~")]|I3]
M M o A
= Es { Z Z m ) (W — )emﬂ-mﬂ'tet}
m]\zl t]\—/ll o A
s 52 3 i = )~ 0

H
~
Il

1
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M M
< Bs| S0 3 1w — )i — 67 61216012
m=1 t=1
M

<08 s, 0 30— 5]
m=

M
< BIMEs| Y (i — "]
m=1

= O(n 2K M?3). (22)

Similar to (21), we see that

and

we have

In a similar way, we obtain

ES,z*{[y* B x*’a—n(w—n)P o [y* N x*’é(@)?} _ O(?’L_lKgMQ).

Therefore, from Definitions 3-4, C(w, S) has PLoo and FLoo stability with rate n=! K3M?2.
Next, we prove that J(w, S) has PLoo and FLoo stability. From Lemma 27, we have
(Bs{ 2y — 2,07 (07") = 2, 0(0)]a, 0" (@7") = 2,00~} = O~ K2 M)

and

!

Bs{ [20n — 07" (@) — 2 f(@)|lw (0 — 2, 6(0)] }| = O KO M).

Further, since

s~
Qﬁ>
3
—~
g
|
3
=
o
\
S
3
\
8
30~
e
—
g
=
o
——

|ES{[yn -
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= |Bs{[2yn — 2,0 (@)~ B(@)] [, 6(@) — 07" (@ )]}

£
|
3
SN—
|
&
S~
D>
—~
]
Pt
B
e
Qﬁ>
3
S
g
|
3
N—
|
3
S~
D>
—~~
]
|
3
Pt
H,_/

< !Es{[Qyn — 2,07
+ |Bs{[2yn — 2,7 (@) —
it is seen that

Bs{ [y — 2,67 @) = [y — 0@ | = O~ K321,

In a similar way, we obtain

~

s {ly = 2”07 (@™ — [y = 0@ | = O~ K321,

Thus, from Definitions 3-4, J(w, S) has PLoo and FLoo stability with rate n='K3M?2.
Finally, we prove that F(w,S) has PLoo and FLoo stability. Similarly, it follows from
Lemma 28 that

1Bs{ 20 — 07" (07™) = 2,000, 67 (67™) = 2, 0(07")] }| = O(n ™ K2M)
and

1Bs{ 200 — 2,07 (@7") —

Since

we see that
ES{[yn _ m;é—n(w—n*)]Z o [yn o IE;LQA(’LZ)*)P} _ O(n_1K3M2).

In a similar way, we obtain

Es,z*{[y* _ x*’e—n(w—n*)P N [y* - x*’é(w*)]Q} _ O(n_1K3M2).

So from Definitions 3-4, F((w, S) has PLoo and FLoo stability with rate n='K3M?2.
[ |
Proof of Theorem 17: From Assumption 5, Assumption 6 and Lemma 25, we know that

Es{ApaolE=- (3'4) = X Q/n]@]3} = o(n'K),

(An/n)*Es(||w])3) = o(n™ "' K)
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and

Then, from

and

< Es[|| B+ (' 4) (@ — w*)[3]

= Eg[||E=+ (¥ 4) — (0 Q+ MuInp )i/ + (' Q + Ao Iy )i /n — B+ (5 4)* 3]

= Es{||[E=+(3'4) — (' Q/n+ A /nda)lio + (0 Xppy — 02k) /n — 0 Eox(a™y")|13}
= Es{[[[E=+(3'4) = (' Q/n + Ao/nlan)lid + 0 [Xyy/n — Exe(2°y")] — 0%k /n3}
< ABG{||[E=» (5'4) — ' Q/n]][3} + 4(An/n)*Es(||]]3)

+4EBs{[10'[Xpry/n — Ex (*y")[3} + 4Es(l|o* /nl[3)
< 4B {A o[ Bor (7'4) = Q'Q/n]l[0]13} + 4(An/n)* Bs ([ @]]3)

max

+4B5{[10' [Xpry/n — Ex (@ y")]I5} + 4Bs ([0 w/nl13),

we see that proving ES{Hél [X;Wy/n — E.« (x*y*)]”%} = O(n_lKM) is sufficient to demon-
strate that C(w,S) is consistent with rate O(n='KM). It follows from Lemma 20 and
Marcinkiewicz-Zygmund-Burkholder inequality in Lin and Bai (2010) that

Es{||0' [Xyy/n — B (a*y")]|3}
< ES[Amax(éél)HX;\/[y/n - Ez* (x*y*)H%]
< BIMEs[[| Xy /n — Ex(z™y")|13]
K 1 n 9
= BIM Y Bs{ | lwayivs — B @l
k=1

i=1
n
—2 L * *\12
<4Bin *KM IQ%XKES{E[.%(W% B (2 y")] }
=

_ -1 -
=4Bin "KM IISI}%XK var (T (k)iYi)
< 4B,Cen 'K M.

Thus, we have completed the proof of Theorem 17. |
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Appendix C. Figures and Tables
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Figure 1: The mean of MSEs under homoskedastic errors with a = 0.5 for nested setting
of simulation study
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Figure 2: The mean of MSEs under homoskedastic errors with o = 1.0 for nested setting
of simulation study
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Figure 3: The mean of MSEs under homoskedastic errors with o = 1.5 for nested setting
of simulation study
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Figure 4: The mean of MSEs under heteroskedastic errors with o = 0.5 for nested setting
of simulation study

48



STABILITY AND Ly-PENALTY IN MODEL AVERAGING
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Figure 5: The mean of MSEs under heteroskedastic errors with o = 1.0 for nested setting
of simulation study
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Figure 6: The mean of MSEs under heteroskedastic errors with o = 1.5 for nested setting
of simulation study
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Figure 7: The mean of MSEs under homoskedastic errors with a« = 0.5 for non-nested
setting of simulation study
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Figure 8: The mean of MSEs under homoskedastic errors with o« = 1.0 for non-nested
setting of simulation study
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Figure 9: The mean of MSEs under homoskedastic errors with o = 1.5 for non-nested

setting of simulation study
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Figure 10: The mean of MSEs under heteroskedastic errors with o = 0.5 for non-nested
setting of simulation study
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Figure 11: The mean of MSEs under heteroskedastic errors with o = 1.0 for non-nested
setting of simulation study
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Figure 12: The mean of MSEs under heteroskedastic errors with o = 1.5 for non-nested
setting of simulation study
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Figure 13: The box plot of MSEs in Case 1 of real data analysis
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Figure 14: The box plot of MSEs in Case 2 of real data analysis
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Table 1: The mean, median and BPR of MSEs in Case 1 of real data analysis

n Al Cp BI SA SB MM RM GM JM RJ
Mean 0.190 0.183 0.184 0.181 0.178 0.170 0.163 0.179 0.169 0.163
110 Median 0.182 0.177 0.182 0.175 0.177 0.168 0.162 0.174 0.167 0.162
BPR 0.009 0.012 0.016 0.037 0.043 0.040 0.345 0.034 0.053 0.410
Mean  0.161 0.160 0.170 0.158 0.166 0.155 0.152 0.156 0.155 0.152
2190 Median 0.161 0.160 0.169 0.158 0.165 0.155 0.152 0.156 0.155 0.152
BPR 0.008 0.008 0.000 0.118 0.020 0.033 0.383 0.078 0.035 0.320
Mean  0.152 0.152 0.157 0.150 0.155 0.149 0.147 0.149 0.149 0.147
320 Median 0.152 0.152 0.156 0.151 0.155 0.149 0.147 0.149 0.149 0.148
BPR 0.033 0.005 0.045 0.143 0.033 0.030 0.328 0.083 0.015 0.288
Mean 0.151 0.151 0.150 0.149 0.151 0.148 0.147 0.148 0.148 0.147
420 Median 0.149 0.149 0.149 0.147 0.150 0.146 0.145 0.146 0.146 0.145
BPR 0.018 0.008 0.130 0.188 0.050 0.013 0.223 0.068 0.045 0.260
Table 2: The mean, median and BPR of MSE in Case 2 of real data analysis
n Al Cp BI SA SB MM RM GM JM RJ
Mean 0.169 0.168 0.172 0.163 0.164 0.159 0.153 0.161 0.159 0.153
110 Median 0.165 0.164 0.170 0.160 0.163 0.158 0.152 0.159 0.158 0.152
BPR 0.019 0.000 0.000 0.082 0.036 0.011 0.477 0.014 0.027 0.334
Mean  0.151 0.151 0.157 0.148 0.152 0.148 0.145 0.148 0.148 0.145
219 Median 0.152 0.151 0.157 0.149 0.152 0.149 0.144 0.149 0.148 0.144
BPR 0.010 0.000 0.003 0.145 0.018 0.003 0.568 0.003 0.010 0.243
Mean  0.147 0.147 0.152 0.144 0.148 0.145 0.142 0.145 0.145 0.142
320 Median 0.147 0.147 0.152 0.145 0.147 0.145 0.143 0.145 0.145 0.143
BPR 0.013 0.000 0.000 0.283 0.025 0.000 0.428 0.003 0.013 0.238
Mean  0.144 0.144 0.149 0.141 0.145 0.142 0.140 0.142 0.142 0.140
420 Median 0.143 0.143 0.148 0.141 0.143 0.142 0.140 0.143 0.142 0.140
BPR 0.015 0.000 0.003 0.338 0.040 0.000 0.310 0.000 0.015 0.280
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