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Abstract

This paper introduces a consistent estimator and rate of convergence for the preci-
sion matrix of asset returns in large portfolios using a non-linear factor model within
the deep learning framework. Our estimator remains valid even in low signal-to-noise
ratio environments typical for financial markets and is compatible with weak factors.
Our theoretical analysis establishes uniform bounds on expected estimation risk based

on deep neural networks for an expanding number of assets. Additionally, we provide a
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1 Introduction

The Great Financial Crisis 2008/09 and the COVID-19 Crisis 2020/21 revealed major prob-
lems and disadvantages of existing econometric models for economic forecasting and policy
analysis. Especially during periods with high uncertainties these models commonly cause
large prediction errors and lead to misleading policy recommendations. Recent research de-
velopments indicate that machine learning methods suit better in these circumstances: they
can measure non-linear structures and sudden changes in the relations between economic
variables. Deep neural networks, i.e., artificial neural networks with many hidden layers,
as part of the most important machine learning techniques nowadays, received increasing
attention in economics over the recent years. Their usefulness has been shown on several
complex machine learning problems that concern e.g., natural language processing and image
recognition. A detailed overview of applications of deep neural networks on observed data
can be found e.g., in [Schmidhuber| (2015) and the literature cited therein. In an compre-
hensive empirical paper, |(Gu et al. (2020) compare the out-of-sample performance of various
machine learning techniques in predicting the portfolio returns for the US market and show
that most often neural network methods provide the best results. More recently, |Gu et al.
(2021)) develop a non-linear conditional asset pricing model based on an extended autoen-
coder incorporating latent factors that depending on asset characteristics and illustrate its
superiority in terms of the lowest pricing errors compared to standard methods commonly
used in the finance literature.

In this paper, we provide a consistent estimator of the precision matrix of asset returns
in large portfolios based on deep learning residuals formed from non-linear factor models,
so that we can get better out-of-sample results for metrics like Sharpe-Ratio, variance of
the portfolio. In light of the advantages of deep neural networks in terms of prediction
accuracy compared to traditional econometric models testified in various empirical studies
and research fields, there is an increasing interest in analyzing their large sample properties.

Important theoretical contributions that deal with the approximation properties of deep



neural networks in the nonparametric regression framework are provided e.g., by Schmidt-
Hieber| (2020al)), [Farrell et al. (2021) and |[Kohler and Langer| (2021)). For a general class
of smooth non-linear functions |Farrell et al. (2021) make a major contribution and provide
upper risk bounds for deep learning estimators. Within a subcase for the class of composition
based functions, which include (generalized) additive models, |[Schmidt-Hieber| (2020a) shows
that sparse deep neural networks do not suffer from the curse of dimensionality in contrast
to traditional nonparametric estimation methods and achieve minimax rate of convergence
in expected risk under the squared loss. Recently, |Jiao et al. (2023 provide risk bounds
on deep learning linear function estimators. Notably, their derived constant on the risk
bounds is smaller compared to existing literature, enabling the establishment of bounds for
approximately sparse factor structures. Their analysis relies on a rather abstract treatment of
sparsity-approximate factors and finds more practical utility in domains like image processing
and video analysis, where low-dimensional latent structures are prevalent.

One of the main disadvantages of machine learning techniques is that the typical appli-
cation assumes a high signal-to-noise ratio. However, in asset pricing this is not the case.
Table 3.1 of Nagel (2021)) clearly illustrates that typical datasets on asset returns exhibit a
low or very low signal-to-noise ratio. In our paper, we introduce a model in the framework
of deep neural networks, which is also appropriate in a setting with very low signal-to-noise
ratio and can be used to obtain a consistent estimator of the precision matrix of the returns,
even with a growing number of assets in the portfolio. In order to establish this estimator, we
investigate the theoretical properties of feedforward multilayer neural networks (multilayer
perceptron) with rectifier linear unit (ReLu) activation function. Our modeling framework
builds upon the research contributions of [Farrell et al.| (2021) and Schmidt-Hieber| (2020a))
offers convenient theoretical generalizations and extensions.

Specifically, we contribute to the deep learning literature with uniform results on the
expected estimation risk. In our first contribution, we analyze the properties of the deep

neural network estimator in case of incorporating a potential set of J response variables



compared to the current deep learning research that refers to univariate responses. Our
results provide bounds on the expected risk and show that these upper bounds are uniform
over the J variables. Hence, our model framework offers considerable extensions in terms
of functional composition of the true underlying model and estimation. In fact, we allow
for different unknown functional forms in the nonparametric regression model across each
variable J. The advantage of concentrating on the theoretical framework of Farrell et al.
(2021)) lies in its straightforward applicability to factor models. In fact, we further contribute
by building a bridge between our deep learning setting and non-linear factor models. One of
the key issues in financial markets are the non-linearities due to interaction terms involving
the covariates or factors explaining asset returns, as discussed in Section 3.6 of Nagel (2021]).
Our deep neural network factor model (DNN-FM) estimator and its theory can handle this
type of non-linearities, which is also confirmed by the superior performance in extensive
simulations and the empirical application.

Moreover, we extend our deep learning results to an additive model setting, similar to
the framework in |Schmidt-Hieber| (2020a)) and analyze the implications of imposing sparsity
in the neural networks. It is important to note that our sparse deep neural network only
incorporates a sparse structure in the parameters in the hidden layers. Hence, the input vari-
ables (factors) do not exhibit any sparsity. We provide the theory for our sparse deep neural
network factor model (SDNN-FM) estimator, which shows that the SDNN-FM approach can
avoid the curse of dimensionality arising from an increasing number of included factors and
testify its strong performance compared to alternative machine learning techniques in simu-
lations and our out-of-sample portfolio forecasting exercise. A non-linear additive structure
for explaining asset returns is also used in [Freyberger et al. (2020). The authors propose
an adaptive group lasso structure and show in an empirical study based on data of the US
stock market that the return to risk ratio of a portfolio constructed by a non-linear factor
model can be considerably higher compared to the one resulting from a linear factor model.

In order to obtain an estimate of the data covariance matrix based on the deep neural



network factor model (DNN-FM) and its sparse version (SDNN-FM), we require an efficient
estimate for the residual covariance matrix. For this purpose, as our second contribution,
we develop a novel data-dependent covariance matrix estimator of the innovations in deep
neural networks. The estimator refers to a flexible adaptive thresholding technique, which is
robust to outliers in the errors. We elaborate on the consistency of the estimator in ls-norm
under rather mild assumptions. Furthermore, since the precision matrix of the returns of
a high-dimensional portfolio is paramount for understanding various financial metrics, such
as the Sharpe ratio, we provide consistency and rate of convergence results for the precision
matrix estimated based on our DNN-FM and SDNN-FM. As our third contribution, we show
that we obtain these consistency and rate of convergence results under a very low signal-to-
noise ratio assumption. Specifically, we allow that the minimum eigenvalue of the covariance
matrix of the non-linear factors is zero or local to zero and show its connection to a very
low signal-to-noise ratio in the data. Furthermore, instead of using the Sherman-Morrison-
Woodbury formula, which is commonly applied in the literature to obtain the precision
matrix of the returns, we provide a new formula that uses matrix theory and is in line with
a setting where the minimum eigenvalue of the covariance matrix of the factors is zero or
local to zero. Moreover, we illustrate the direct connection between the low signal-to-noise
ratio assumption and the weak factor setting. Hence, our deep neural network framework is
suitable for measuring weakly influential factors.

Linear factor models are helpful in understanding the behavior of asset returns. |Fan et al.
(2011)) and Fan et al.| (2013]) use linear observed and unobserved factors in a large portfolio of
assets, respectively. They show that linear factor models can be combined with a sparse error
covariance matrix to consistently estimate the precision matrix of asset returns even in high
dimensions. These two papers are benchmarks and contributed to merging of factor model
with high dimensional statistics literature in an important way. Fan et al.| (2016) show that
in case of ”almost” block diagonal covariance matrix of errors, there can be a sparse precision

matrix of the errors, which is applicable in linear factor models. Recently, Callot et al.| (2021))



and [Caner et al.| (2023 estimate the precision matrix of returns via nodewise regression and
with linear factor model based residual nodewise regression techniques, respectively. Caner
(2023) proposed a new machine learning technique that may be suitable for buy and sell
decisions for a single asset in a high dimensional generalized linear model with structured
sparsity patterns.

Traditional factor models, as in [Fama and French (1993) or Fan et al. (2011) assume
rigid linear relations between the factors and the underlying observed variables. Especially
during crisis periods, however, economic time series follow non-linear relations and are sub-
ject to sudden changes. Hence, the linearity assumption of standard factor models would
be inappropriate to measure time series with these patterns. The structure of our deep
neural network factor model (DNN-FM) and its sparse version (SDNN-FM) mitigate this
limitation and allow for measuring non-linear and complex dynamic relations between the
factors and economic variables. Our theoretical elaboration provides convergence results for
the covariance and precision matrix estimators based on the deep neural network. In that
general framework the rate of convergence of our estimators are not affected by number of
assets in a portfolio unless that number is exponentially growing. Moreover, the convergence
results depend on both the number of factors and the smoothness of the functions. In the
subcase of non-linear additive functions we show that the convergence rate is not affected
by the number of included factors.

The favorable large sample properties of the DNN-FM and SDNN-FM are confirmed by
our Monte Carlo study based on various simulation designs. Specifically, both approaches
consistently determine the true underlying function connecting the factors and observable
variables, as the number of periods increases. Further, the estimators for the covariance and
precision matrix of the returns are as well consistent. Compared to competing approaches,
as e.g., the traditional static factor model, which are sensitive to an increase of the number
of factors d (i.e., their error rate deteriorate as d increases), the convergence rates of the

DNN-FM and SDNN-FM estimators are stable with respect to a raising number of factors.
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Figure 1: SD for different subperiods

In an out-of-sample portfolio forecasting application based on assets constituents of the
S&P 500 stock index and concentrating on a global minimum variance portfolio setting, we
show that the DNN-FM and SDNN-FM are superior in most cases compared to competing
portfolio estimators that are commonly used in the literature. More precisely, they often
lead to the lowest out-of-sample portfolio standard deviation (SD) and avoid large changes in
the portfolio constellation. Consequently, both models provide low portfolio turnover rates
and prevent high transaction costs. This generally leads to the highest out-of-sample Sharpe
rations across different asset spaces compared to the competing methods when transaction
costs are taken into account. The superiority in forecasting precision is particularly pro-

nounced during turbulent times, such as during the Great Financial Crisis of 2008/09 and



the COVID-19 Crisis. Hence, the flexibility of the deep learning estimators allows for cap-
turing strong changes and high uncertainties in financial time series during volatile periods.

As an example, we illustrate the results of a comparison among our SDNN-FM, the
equally weighted portfolio (EW), the Fama-French three factor (FF3F) model, and the single
factor non-linear shrinkage method of [Ledoit and Wolf| (2017) (SF-NL-LW) in Figure[l] The
y-axis shows the out-of-sample standard deviation (SD) of a large portfolio, and the x-axis
denotes the out-of-sample periods that we analyze. We consider two sample periods, where
the first sample excludes the COVID-19 Crisis and the second one includes the COVID-19
Crisis. J represents the number of assets in the portfolio, and the NBER recession years for
the dot-com Crisis 2001 and the Great Financial Crisis of 2008/09 are highlighted as vertical
gray bars. The results are depicted in Figure (1}, where panels and @ refer to the first
sample without COVID-19 Crisis and panels and [(d)] correspond to the second sample
including the COVID-19 Crisis. The outcome at a specific period ¢ incorporates the out-of-
sample returns until 7 (e.g., the SD in December 2011 incorporates the out-of-sample returns
from January 1996 until December 2011). The graphs illustrate that the advantage of the
SDNN-FM in lowest out-of-sample portfolio standard deviation compared to the competing
approaches are especially pronounced during and after the Great Financial Crisis 2008/09
and the COVID-19 Crisis 2020/21. These results confirm that our deep learning method is
well suited for capturing high volatilities during turbulent episodes. Extensive results and
more comparisons are given in Section [9

Recent related papers merging the deep learning literature with asset pricing applications
offer substantial advances in the empirical literature. |Feng et al.| (2022) analyze latent factors
based on a structural model that benefits from deep learning estimation. Their well-designed
model establishes connections between factor loadings, factors, and the deep learning liter-
ature. The analysis encompasses the asset returns and pricing errors. Notably, they adopt
a sparse approach for selecting weights in deep neural networks, akin to our SDNN-FM

model. Their asset return model is linear in factors and is empirically estimated, incorporat-



ing deep learning generated factors. Remarkably, their empirical findings demonstrate that
factors generated based on deep learning techniques lead to enhanced Sharpe Ratios in port-
folios. (Chen et al.|(2023) utilize the no-arbitrage condition to estimate stochastic discount
factor (SDF) weights and the optimal instrument function. They employ recurrent neural
networks, including Long-Short-Term-Memory estimates, to obtain hidden macro variable
estimates. Subsequently, feed-forward neural networks are employed to estimate SDF and
the optimal function of hidden macro variables and firm characteristics. Their study employs
a generative adversarial network structure, analyzing the problem from both structural and
empirical perspectives. In contrast, our research focuses on the econometric theory, specif-
ically exploring the integration of non-linear factors with deep neural networks. Moreover,
one objective is to consistently estimate the precision matrix of asset returns and analyze
the rate of convergence.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Section [2, we introduce the deep
neural network framework used for estimating nonparametric regressions and provide our
main theoretical findings. In Section [3| we introduce a novel estimator for the covariance and
precision matrix for the idiosyncratic errors of the deep neural network factor model by means
of a robust adaptive threshold estimator and prove its consistency. Moreover, we elaborate
on the consistency of the corresponding covariance matrix estimator of the returns in Section
[ Section [f] introduces the precision matrix estimator of the returns based on the DNN-
FM and shows the consistency of the estimator. Section 6 provides the non-linear additive
function case in a sparse deep neural network. Details on the implementation are discussed
in Section [7] In Section [§ we present Monte-Carlo evidence on the finite sample properties
of our DNN-FM and SDNN-FM approaches in estimating the unknown function, which
connects the factors with the observable variables, as well as the corresponding covariance
and precision matrix. In Section [9] we analyze the empirical performance of our methods
in an out-of-sample portfolio forecasting exercise. Section [L0| summarizes the main findings.

The proofs are provided in the Appendix.



2 Deep Learning

In this section, we combine the work of |[Farrell et al.| (2021)) with non-linear factor models. We
extend their results to multivariate output variables. Assume the following nonparametric

regression model for j =1, ---,J
Yii = fo;(Xi) + s, (1)

where Y ; denotes the j-th response variable for the i-th observation. The regressors X; are
iid across ¢ = 1,--- ,n, and incorporate observed variables of dimension d x 1, where each
X; € [-1,1]4 Y Also d is not growing with n, it is a positive integer-constant and d > 1. Let
uj; be a zero mean noise component, which is iid across ¢ = 1,--- ,n, forall j =1,--- ,J.
Define the J x J-dimensional covariance matrix of the errors as ¥, := Eu,u}, where u; :=
(Ui, Ui+ ,ug;) is a vector of dimension J x 1. fp;(.) is an unknown function, and
for each j = 1,---,J, it may be of a different functional form, but fo;(.) : [-1,1]¢ — R.
Moreover, we assume that u;; is independent of X; for a given j. J can be a nondecreasing
function of n.To save from notation, we do not subscript J with n. Also, the number of

factors d is constant, and does not vary with n.

2.1 Multilayer Neural Networks

In order to estimate the unknown function fy;(.), we rely on multilayer (deep) feedforward
neural networksE] We are concerned about the statistical properties of deep learning, specifi-
cally multilayer feedforward neural networks. In the following, we briefly describe the model

architecture. As it is common in nonparametric problems, we start with the regressors, X;

!Currently, we are working on a paper, which extends the modeling framework by relaxing the iid
assumption on the regressors X; and allowing for a time series structure.

2The ”Deepness” in the neural network will arise from multiple hidden layers to estimate fo,; (), for
j=1,---,J. "Learning” comes from estimating and correcting errors in the network parameters via an
algorithm (stochastic gradient descent), which will be relegated to the literature, and will not be discussed
here. For further information see e.g., (Goodfellow et al.| (2016).
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and aim to determine the response Yj;. In order to achieve that we have to estimate the
unknown function fo;(.) in connecting X; with Y;;. In the deep learning framework, the
estimation of fy;(.) is carried out within L hidden layers, which are incorporated between
the input layer containing the regressors and the output layer that includes the response.
Let L > 1, and represents the number of hidden layers. A given hidden layer is composed of
hidden units p; ;, which are defined for each layer [, and each function j, with { =1,--- | L
and j = 1,--- ,J. These units are transformed by an activation function: ¢ : R — R at each

layer. We impose a rectifier linear unit (ReLu) activation function for o

o(x) = max(z,0),

which censors all negative real numbers to zero, and keeps all positive. The choice for this
activation function is motivated by several factors. First, the partial derivative of the ReLu
function is either zero or one, which facilitates computations. Moreover, the ReLu activation
function can pass a signal without any change through all layers, i.e. it has the projection
property. For each j = 1,---,J, we assume the same number of layers L.

We formally define the network architecture by the parameters (L, p;), where the number
of hidden layers L represents the depth of the network, and p; corresponds to the number
of units at each layer 7 = 1,---J, which constitutes the width of the network. Note
that we allow for a different width vector for the estimator of each function j. Specifically,
p; = (PosP1j, -+, PLj» Pr+1)’, which is a L + 2 vector, where py is the number of inputs and
pr+1 defines the number of units in the output layer. The remaining quantities py;,- -, pr;,
represent the number of units in hidden layers 1,---, L, respectively. In this paper, we
impose one output variable, hence p;.; = 1, and the number of inputs is py = d for each
fi()-

In the following, we provide a simple example of a multilayer feedforward neural network

illustrated by the directed acyclic graph in Figure 2] The neural network incorporates two
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Figure 2: Graphical representation of a multilayer feedforward neural network with two
hidden layers, two regressors, one response and three units at each hidden layer.

regressors d = 2 and one response J = 1. Moreover, it contains two hidden layers (L = 2)
with three units at each hidden layer, i.e., p11 = p21 = 3.

The first connection arises from the regressors, which are collected in the input layer
to the first hidden layer. Each regressor is connected forward with each unit in the first
hidden layer. Moreover, at each hidden unit the regressors are multiplied with weights and
an intercept is added. Hence, for the first unit in the first hidden layer three parameters
need to be estimated. The remaining units follow an identical structure. In all this, the
ReLU activation function is used to estimate the parameters at each unit. In our example,
nine parameters have to be estimated in total, and three ReLLU units are in the first hidden
layer.

In a second step, each unit in the first hidden layer is connected with each unit in the
second hidden layer. More specifically, the outputs from the first hidden layer are used as
inputs to each unit at the second hidden layer. Each of those inputs is multiplied with
the corresponding weights, an intercept is added and the the ReLU activation function is
applied. For our example, we need to estimate 12 parameters, formed by three weights and
an intercept at each unit in second hidden layer.

Finally, in the output layer, we use the least squares loss and regress Y; on all three
responses from the second hidden layer and an intercept. This adds four additional param-
eters that have to be estimated. Hence, in total we need to estimate 25 parameters, if the

regressor vector X; is 2 x 1-dimensional and if we incorporate two hidden layers with three
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units each. For a general (L, p;) multilayer deep neural network architecture, let W; denote
the total number of parameters to be estimated for each 7 = 1,--- | J. A straightforward

calculation shows that W, = ZlL:D(le + D)prsay-

2.2 Estimator

Let F;(L,p;) represent the multilayer perceptron architecture. To save from notation let
F; = F;(L,p;). We define the estimator as the empirical minimizer, fj representing the
feedforward deep neural network estimator described above with unbounded weights and

without any sparsity constraint on the weights, as follows

n

~

fi=argmin > (Vi — f;(X))% (2)

Fi€F5lf5lleo<2M; 4
where M; > 0 is a positive constant for each 7 = 1,---,J. This type of estimator is a
subcase of estimators with general loss functions, see [Farrell et al. (2021)). In the following,

we formalize an assumption about the data.

Assumption 1. Assume that for each j = 1,---,J, (Y;;, X])', 1 <1 < n are iid across
i =1,---,n. X;is continuously distributed. We set || fojlloc < M;, for j = 1,---,J,

Y; C [—M;, M;], where M; > 0 is a positive constant for each j.

This assumption is a minor extension of Assumption 1 in [Farrell et al.| (2021)) to a
case with many functions (outcomes), and hence we allow for bounded outcomes but with
differing bounds for each j = 1,--- | J. In Section [0} we relax this restriction. The restriction
on bounded outcomes is necessary to have Lipschitz continuity of the least squares loss and
to be able to apply Lemma 2 and Lemma 5 of [Farrell et al.| (2021) in the proofs. For the
second assumption, we need the following definition. The formal definition of the Sobolev
ball

WIS (=1, 1]%) = {f : max esssupel 14l Df(x)] < L},

ala|<B

13



where

/
o = (ala"' ,Oéd),
and D° f is the weak derivative, and esssup is the essential supremum, and |a| = a3+- -+ , ay.

Assumption 2. For each j =1,---J, let fo;(X;) € WF([—1,1]?), where each function has

the same smoothness parameter 3 € N,.

Assumptions [l and [2| are standard and used in |Farrell et al. (2021). The width of
all layers will grow at the same rate for a given j. Hence, the number of parameters to
be estimated in the deep neural network only changes up to constants when we estimate
7 =1,---,J functions. Theorem [I| provides risk bounds for a specification with multiple

outcome variables in the deep learning literature.

Theorem 1. Under Assumptions[1] and [3, where the number of hidden units at each layer
grow at the same rate p; < n¥*B+)(logn)?, forl=1,---  L,j=1,---J, and the depth of

the neural network is L < logn, we obtain

(i) For n large enough

n

1

P max | ;[fj(Xi) — fo (X | <t + 1 p > 1 — exp(—n P (log n)®),

with v, = 2C, [n~P/B+d) (logn)® + @] and T,y = C’l[%], where C7 > 0 is a

positive constant.
(i1) With n — oo, holds with probability approaching one.

Remarks on Theorem [il

1. In Theorem 1 of [Farrell et al. (2021) the rate is solely r,,; since they have a specification
with a single outcome. Our theorem offers an extension of Farrell et al. (2021)) to

multiple outcomes, which leads to the additional rate ;.
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2. Define the quantity

Ly == max (1, ). (3)

In the following, we analyze the rates in Theorem [I][(i)] We start with considering a

exponentially growing number of outcomes, i.e., J = exp(n®) and set r,o = O(n*~1). If

_d_

74a > 0, then we have I, = max(r,,1,7n2) = 12 = O(n®™"). If we still consider

1>a>
J = exp(n®), however 1 > ﬁ > a >0, we get l, =1, = O(n~B+(logn)®). Hence,
we obtain two different cases when the number of outcomes is growing exponentially in
n. The first case leads to the rate 7,5, when the number of regressors d is small. The
second case yields with a larger (but constant) number of factors the rate r,;. When

J=nb b>0, then [, = r,,;. We obtain the same rate r,;, if J = bn. Moreover, when

J is a fixed number and not growing with n, the rate is r,;.

In order to simplify the interpretation in the subsequent technical elaboration and to
conform with our empirical application in Section [J] considering a out-of-sample portfolio
forecasting experiment, we denote the response variables Y}, as asset returns and the re-
gressors X; as observed factors, for j = 1,--- J and ¢ = 1,--- ,n, where J represents the
number of assets and n denotes the number of periods. However, it is important to note

that the results are still valid for general types of responses and regressors.

3 Covariance and Precision Matrix Estimate for Errors

In this section, we analyze the large sample properties of the error covariance and precision
matrix estimates based on the deep neural network. We start with denoting o;; 1= (3,);x
as the (7, k)-th element of the error covariance matrix ¥, with j =1,--- | J k=1,--- J.
Subsequently, we provide two maximal inequalities: the first one for the estimation of
the error covariance matrix with infeasible sample average via Bernstein’s inequality, and

the second one provides a centered absolute version of the first maximal inequality.
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Lemma 1. Under Assumption [1, with a positive constant Cy > 0, a positive constant cy,

and a sufficiently large nE| we obtain

(i)
- Vieg 7| _ 2

1
P | max max—g Wi U, — Bwsug ;| > C )
1§j§Jl§k§J|n — 3Tk itk 2 Co vn - Ja
1=

(ii)

1 & Viog J 2
P [nax, max |- z; wjiung — k| — Eluj e — ojkl| > Co NG Jar
P

We use the following assumption linking the number of assets J to the sample size n.

Assumption 3.

log J/n — 0,
as n — oo.

Lemma 2. Under Assumptions[1{3, we have

(i)
1 — o
Inax — E_l (uji — ;)" = Op(ln) = 0p(1).

(i) )

1

A~ ~ 1/2
ax, max, |- Z;(uj,z‘um —ujguri)] = Op(ly/?) = 0p(1).
1=

2
3More specifically, a sufficiently large n means that n > %logJ for Lemma given
Max; < j< y max;<j<p [uj ;| < K2 where K is a positive constant.

16



(iii)

1<j<J1<k<J 'n

I~ .
max max |— E Uj iUk — Eujzum\ = Op(l}/Z) = 0p(1).
i=1

Note that the results in Lemma [2| are used to obtain the consistency of the covariance
and precision matrix estimators of the returns. We have the following assumption that sets

a lower bound on a demeaned second moment of the errors.

Assumption 4.

min min Elu;;ug; — ol > ¢ > 0.
125<T 1<k<T | gt ki J7k| =

In the following, we specify the covariance matrix of the errors and its thresholding

counterpart. Set Y; := (Yi,;,---, Y}, .-+ ,Yy;) + J x 1. The sample estimator is given by

where ; ;= Y; — f (X;) is the J x 1 vector of residuals based on the deep neural network
estimator. Also define the (j, k)-th element of 3, as Ojp, forj=1,--- Jandk=1,--- J.
We provide a new robust-adaptive thresholding estimator for the error covariance matrix
estimation in deep learning, which is robust to outliers in the data, i.e., it is robust to large

residuals. To that end, we define, for j=1,--- , Jand k=1,---J
1 " .
9]'7]C = ﬁ Zl \uj’iukﬂ- — O'ch’. (4)

Our adaptive thresholding estimator is represented as the J x J matrix $7Th where the

u 7

(4, k)-th element of 377 is computed as

N h A ) N
Tk = Okl 15,150, 1on)

17



The rate w, is determined by the expression
wy 1= Co 2, (5)

where C,, > 0 is a positive constant. Note that the above thresholding estimator is different
from the one used in [Fan et al| (2011), where they use a l; norm based definition for 9]-,;“
unlike our /1 norm based definition. The thresholding estimator in |[Fan et al. (2011)) is
not suitable for merging theory of deep learning with non-linear factor based residuals for
precision matrix estimation. By using a new [; based robust data dependent threshold in
(4) we solve this problem, as can be seen in our proofs.

Moreover, we define a sparsity pattern in the covariance matrix of the errors as

1<j<J

J
Sy = max Z ]1{%#0},
k=1

where s,, represents the maximum number of nonzero elements across the rows of the error
covariance matrix.

The following theorem establishes the consistency of the adaptive thresholding estimator
for the covariance matrix of errors, by using the residuals resulting from the deep learning

estimator in (2]).

Theorem 2. Under Assumptions[l{, and let C5 > 0 be a positive constant. Then,

(i)
P (High Yl < cgwnsn) >1-o(1).

(i1) Furthermore, if w,s, = o(1) as an additional assumption, then with probability at least
1 —o(1)

Eigmin($T") > Eigmin(2,)/2,

18



and with probability at least 1 — o(1)

||[ifh]_l - Z;1”l2 < Cswp$n.

Remarks. 1. Note that the rate of w, is given by w, = O(ly/%) = O(max(r,lf, rif)) Under

Assumption [3| two possibilities arise that determine the dominant rate between r,; and r,.

The first possibility is the case of an very high number of assets, where J = exp(n®), with 1 >
1

a > # > (. In this scenario, we have w,, = O(Tnf) = O(n®=Y/2). For all other possibilities

of J under Assumption , the rate is given by w, = O(r:/*) = O (n_5/2(5+d) (log(n))4). It is
worth noting that this rate is not affected by the number of assets J, but rather affected by
the number of factors d, which is constant.

2. Negligible tail probabilities are written explicitly in our proofs, and they depend on

number of assets, sample size and the number of factors.

4 Covariance Matrix Estimator for the Returns

In this section, we show that the covariance matrix of the asset returns can be estimated
consistently based on the deep neural network estimator in . We start with specifying the
true covariance matrix of the returns and the corresponding estimator. In that respect, we

consider the following nonparametric model for each period i =1,--- ,|n
Yi = fo(Xi) + w;,
where Y; := (Yy,,---, Y., -+ ,Y;,;) is a J x 1-dimensional vector of asset returns,

Jo(Xi) == (for(X5), -+, o (Xa), -, fou(Xy)) + T x1,
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denotes the unknown function relating the observed factors X; of dimension d x 1 with the
asset returns and the idiosyncratic innovations are given by the J x 1-dimensional vector

w; i= (U1, ,Wj4, -+ ,ug;)'. Define the covariance matrix of the returns as
%, =% 43,

Subsequently, we define each component of 3, and start with the covariance matrix for the

functions of the factors X/ given by

= E[(fo(X:) = Efo(X3))(fo(Xi) — Efo(X))],

which is a J x J matrix. The (4, k)-th element of ¥/ is

SL = El(fo (X)) = Efo (X)) (for(X:) = Efor(X)] = Elfo;(Xi) for(Xi)| = E[fo (X)) E[for(X:)].

Moreover, we define the corresponding estimator for ¥/ as follows

S
=
=
=8
Q
=
=
&
<~
X
—_
<
@
(@]
=+
©)
=
&
=
(o

The following lemma proves the consistency of the estimate for the covariance matrix
function of factors in a non-linear nonparametric model based on the deep neural network
estimator . As far as we know, this is a new result in the deep learning literature. It is

important to note that we allow for the large dimensional setting J > n.
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Lemma 3. Under Assumptions[I{3, we have
1% = 2 |oe = O (1,/%).

The estimator for the covariance matrix of the returns based on the deep neural network

in is given by

where we estimate the covariance matrix of the innovations using our adaptive thresholding
estimator fifh introduced in Section . We establish the following theorem for the consistency
of the covariance matrix of returns based on the deep neural network. To the best of our

knowledge this is a novel result in the deep learning literature.

Theorem 3. Under Assumptions [1}{]

A

sz - Ey”oo = Op(wn)-

Remarks on Theorem [3

1. The sparsity of the error covariance matrix does not play any role in the estimation

error, i.e., the estimation error is not affected by s,.

2. The rate of convergence corresponds to

wp =O0(Y*) =0 (max(n5/2(5+d) [log(n)]*, 1/ 1Oij)> .

Hence, the rate is affected by the number of factors, d, jointly with smoothness co-

efficient 3, or by the number of assets J. In the case of a very large number of
assets, e.g., J = exp(n®), with 1 > a > ﬁ > 0, the rate of convergence is given by
I/* = r}? .= p@=1/2_ For all remaining specifications of J that satisfy Assumption ,

we obtain a rate /* = r'/* = O(n=8/26+d) (log n)*).

21



5 Precision Matrix Estimator for the Returns

In this section, we provide an explicit expression for the precision matrix for the returns. We
start with introducing a formula for the inverse of the sum of two square matrices A and B

both of dimension J x J, where A is a nonsingular matrix, and B can be any square matrix
(A+B) '=A"1-A'B(I+A'B)tA™ (6)

which is from p. 348-349, Fact 3.20.8 of Bernstein (2018)). Set A = ¥, and B = /. Since
Xy = ¥/ 4+ 3,, where ¥, is a nonsingular matrix, we obtain the following expression for the

precision matrix

5t =8t - S+ B (7)

It is important to note that even with ¥/ being singular, the inverse, Xy L exists. In the same
way, since 25’1 is nonsingular, with probability approaching one as shown in Lemma (ii),
the estimate for the precision matrix of the returns based on the deep neural network in ([2)
1s

Sl = (BT (ST IS [, 4 (ST IS (ST (8)

Y

In the following, we provide two assumptions that will be essential for proving the con-

sistency of the precision matrix estimator based on the deep neural network.

Assumption 5.

(1)
Eigmaz(3,) < C6,,

with C' > 0 is a positive constant, and 0, — oo with n — oo and 6,/J — 0 with

n — 0o, J — 00.
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(i)

0<e, < Ez’gmz’n(Ef) < Ez’gmax(Ef) < ¢,
with co > 0 a positive constant, and e, — 0, with n — oo, or e, = 0.
(iii) $7'%7 is symmetric.
The following assumption replaces Assumption [3| and introduces a sparsity assumption.

Assumption 6. J%w,s, — 0, and J =n",0 < b; < 4(6‘%&1)'

Assumption is standard in large J > n asymptotic framework, and commonly used
in the literature, for the covariance matrices ¥, and ¥/, which are both of dimension J x J.
Hence, the maximum eigenvalue of the covariance matrix of the errors is growing with .J at
the rate 6,, but slower than J itself. In that sense we control the rate of the noise. Moreover,
in Assumption the maximum eigenvalue of the covariance matrix of the factors is upper
bounded by a multiple of J. This is also an extension of the linear-additive factor models
in Fan et al| (2011) to flexible non-linear factor models considered here. The minimum
eigenvalue of the covariance matrix of the factors is either zero, or local to zero, reflecting
the large dimensional problems resulting in singularity-near-singularity. Assumption is
technical in nature and helps us to derive a lower bound on minimum eigenvalue of a certain
matrix in Lemma (1) For example if ¥ and ¥/ are commuting, this assumption is
satisfied, see p.604, Fact 7.6.16(i) of Bernstein (2018). Assumption [6] restricts J << n,
unlike all the previous results. The main reason for this restriction is: to get a positive lower
bound on the minimum eigenvalue of covariance matrix of the functions of factors. There is
a tradeoff between number of factors d, and the number of assets J as seen in Assumption

101,

5.1 Signal-to-Noise Ratio and Weak Factor Issues

In the following, we show a key aspect of our Assumptions and . Specifically, we will

demonstrate that our assumptions allow for low signal-to-noise ratio, which is one of the main

23



characteristics of the stock market. In order to analyze the implications, we consider a J x 1
vector, 7, with ||7]|3 = 1, which simplifies the theoretical elaboration below. We propose the
following measure to quantify the signal-to-noise ratio in the deep neural network for a large

portfolio of assets
'St

'Y, T

(9)

Note that in @ we can have the lower bound

> r S ||T||%Eigmm(2f) S €n
Y.~ ||IT|3Eigmaz(X,) — C6,’

(10)

where we use the Rayleigh inequality-quotient on p.343 of |Abadir and Magnus| (2005) for
both the numerator and denominator. Moreover, we use Assumptions and for the
last inequality. Based on Assumption , we know that the ratio e, /d,, is either zero or
converging to zero. Hence, this result clearly shows that we allow for a low signal-to-noise
ratio (as well as none). The lowest signal-to-noise ratio according to our definition in @ is 0,
which corresponds to the case, where there is only pure noise. If e, /4, is zero or converging
to zero (low signal-to-noise setup), the signal-to-noise ratio can be either 0 or converging to
0 from above. It is important to note that in a setting with low signal-to-noise ratio, which is
implied by Assumptions and , the widely used Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury formula
cannot be used, as it requires computing the inverse of ¥/, which is singular-near singular in
this setting. Hence, by introducing the new formula for the precision matrix of the returns
in , we provide an expression that is compatible with a setting of low signal (i.e., the
minimum eigenvalue of the covariance matrix of non-linear factors is zero or local to zero).
Now we provide an upper bound for signal-to-noise ratio and tie this upper bound to our
discussion of weak factors below. In @D, an upper bound on signal-to-noise ratio is

r'slr < ||T||§2Ei'gmc.m:(2f) < £7 (11)
'Y, ~ ||7|3Eigmin(3,) — C
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Note that the signal-to-noise ratio can be between the lower and upper bounds, and we
show below that the upper bound can be smaller and even collapse to zero under a modifi-
cation of Assumption [} However, note that our standard set of assumptions in Assumption
allow for a signal-to-noise ratio of zero or converging to zero by the minimum eigenvalue
condition.

In the following, we analyze two cases that conform with the weak factor framework.
Case 1. Based on Assumptions and our deep learning framework allows for mea-
suring weak factors. Compared to the pervasiveness assumption conventionally imposed in
the standard linear factor models (see e.g., Bai and Ng| (2002)) and [Fan et al.| (2011))), which
implies that the largest d eigenvalues in ¥/ diverge with the fast rate .J, the weak factor
assumption incorporates factors that considerably less inﬂuentialﬁ Specifically, in the weak
factor setting, the d largest eigenvalues of ¥/ diverge with a rate, which is substantially
slower than J. We analyze this case in the proofs after the proof of Theorem i} To get some

intuition, let us replace Assumption [j(ii)| by the following weak factor assumption

Assumption W.5(ii).

0 < e, < Eigmin(S!) < Bigmaz(S7) < cakin, (12)

with co > 0 a positive constant, and Kk, — 0o, but k,/J — 0, and e, — 0, with n — oo, or

e, = 0.

Hence, this new assumption offers an alternative to Assumption and assumes a
divergent largest eigenvalue for the non-linear factor covariance matrix, however it grows at
a slower rate than the number of assets J. Hence, Assumption is more amenable
for the weak factor scenario. Moreover, we obtain the following lower and upper bounds on

signal-to-noise ratio
€n S ek,
cé, — 78, C
4See, e.g. (Chudik et al. (2011)), Onatskil (2012)), Uematsu and Yamagata| (2022), |Bai and Ng (2023)), and
the references therein, who analyze the implications of weak factors in the linear factor model framework.

(13)
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Hence, by taking n — oo, the lower bound will collapse to zero, and upper bound still
diverges, however at a slower rate compared to the setting with Assumption as shown
by equation . We cover a large number of possibilities regarding the signal-to-noise and
factor models with .

Case 2. In the second case, we consider a setting with very weak factors, which implies that
the largest eigenvalue of the covariance matrix of the non-linear factors converges to zero.
Hence, similar as the lower bound, the upper bound on the signal-to-noise ratio collapses to
zero as well. In order to see this, we change Assumption to the following specification,

which incorporates a environment with very weak factors (this replaces Assumption [W.5(ii))

Assumption VW.5(ii).

0 < e, < Eigmin(Xh) < Eigmaz(3) < cokiy, (14)

with co > 0 a positive constant, and K, — 0, kK, > e, and e, — 0, with n — oo, or e, = 0.

In this setting, the largest eigenvalue of the covariance matrix of the non-linear factor
model can converge to zero, which implies that all factors can be very weak. This gives rise
to a collapsing signal-to-noise ratio to zero. In , with «, — 0,e, — 0, 4, — o0, the
signal-to-noise ratio collapses to zero. For the case that the rate of the largest eigenvalue is
kn = O(1) , we obtain the same results for precision matrix estimation of the returns as in
the case of very weak factors. Hence, we only briefly cover that scenario after the proof of
Theorem [4 in the Appendix [A]

The proof of consistency and rate of convergence of the estimate of the precision matrix
of returns this very-weak factor case will be presented after the proof of Theorem [4] Hence,
the weak factor setting conforms with the case of a low or very low signal-to-noise ratio as
elaborated in the previous paragraph. Moreover, empirical evidence testifies that the weak
factor assumption better explains the spectral properties of financial and macroeconomic

datasets (see, e.g., Trzcinkal (1986) and Ludvigson and Ngj (2009))). Hence, our model setting
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is better suited to measure the spectral structure of datasets incorporating assets returns

compared to standard linear factor models that rely on the pervasiveness assumption.

5.2 Main Theorem

The following theorem shows the consistency of the precision matrix of the returns under
our standard set of assumptions. We proceed with a new proof due to the non-linear nature

of the factors.

Theorem 4. Under Assumptions I3[0
I1S," = £, i, = Op(J2wnsn) = 0(1).

Remarks on Theorem [l

1. Our rate both depends on both the number of assets J and the number of factors d,
where the rate deteriorates with larger portfolios and an increasing number of factors.
We can only allow for J << n as shown by Assumption [ This is due to non-linear
nature of the factor model and Assumption [5] Note that our rate does not depend on

€n, 0, which control the minimum signal to noise ratio as in ({10]).

2. It is also difficult to compare our rate with any known linear model in terms of rates
of convergence, without putting any structure on the non-linearity. We cover a general
non-linear unknown function with observed factors, and estimate it with deep neural

networks.

3. Since w,, = O(l}@m), based on Assumption |§| we have that [, = O(r,;). Hence, J%w,s,
simplifies to
aby (B+d)— B
J2wns, = O(s,n 2E+D (logn)*).
4. We analyze the implications of a weak factor or a very weak factor assumption on

the results for Theorem [4 in a separate paragraph after the proof of Theorem [] in
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Appendix [A] Specifically, we establish the Corollaries and [A.2] which show that
the rate of convergence of the precision matrix estimator improves compared to the
rate derived in Theorem |4] and depends linearly in J. This is due to the fact that the
precision matrix estimator is no longer affected by the fast diverging eigenvalues of the
covariance matrix of the non-linear factors, which increase with the rate J implied by
the standard strong factor assumption. However, for the consistency of the estimator

we still require J < n.

6 Additive Non-linear Factor Models

In this part of the paper, we make some simplifying assumptions and show that the curse
of dimensionality due to the number of factors d may disappear in an additive but still

non-linear-unknown function model.

6.1 The Additive Model

In the finance literature, asset returns are governed by common factors. The following model

is used in Fan et al.| (2011):

d
Yii= Z bjmXm,i + ujs, (15)
m=1
forall j =1,---,J, where J represents the number of assets in the portfolio,and 7 =1,--- ,n

denotes the time span of the portfolio. The number of factors is d, and d > 1, and the
number of factors do not vary with n, and d is constant. The factors are observed. X,,;
represents the m-th factor at time period 4, and b; ., depicts the factor loading corresponding
to the j-th asset and m-th factor. The model described above defines a linear relation
between the factors and returns through the factor loadings. However, a more flexible

relationship between asset returns and factors can be put forward. Instead of the linear
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model specification in , we assume that the returns evolve through the following model

Yii = fo (Xi) +uj, (16)
with
d
Joi(Xi) = Z Jim(Xomi), (17)
m=1
where fj ;(.) represents the true but unknown function relating the factors X; := (Xy;, -+, Xpio -+, Xai)'

dx 1 to the returns for each asset. f;,(.) corresponds to the unknown function of factor X, ;
for the m-th factor at time period 7. The model specification enhances the flexibility
in the relationship between the factors and assets to a large extent, compared to the rigid
all linear additive formulae . We want to estimate fo ;(.) with sparse deep learning, for
each j =1,---,J. The additive-flexible model is related to Section 4 and equation (12)
of Schmidt-Hieber| (2020a). We can specify the true function fj;(.) as the composite of two

functions as follows

foi() = 915() 0 90,(.); (18)

where

905(-) = [9051()s -+ 5 Gogm ()5 -+ 5 905a()] = [f52()s s Fim ()55 fi.a()]

which is a d x 1 vector. Then

d d
915(X) =Y Gojm(Ximi) == Y Fim(Xmy)-
m=1

m=1

Foreachj=1,---,Jandm=1,---d
fj,m EC?([O,H,K),

where Clﬁ ([0, 1], K) represents ball of 5 Hélder functions with radius K, see p.1880, 1885 of
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Schmidt-Hieber (2020a). These 8 Holder functions are functions with partial derivative up
to order 3y exist and are bounded, and the partial derivative of order §; are 8 — 3y Holder,
and 3y represents the largest integer strictly smaller than 5. Since 5 > 0, and Holder ball
definition-domain is slightly different there is a different notation in Assumption [2} The
technical definition of 5 Hélder functions is relegated to Appendix [B.I} Furthermore we

impose that true composite function belongs to the following function space

foj € G(1,d,1, 5, (K +1)d), (19)

where we define the function space G(.),d,t, 3 in Appendix E This function space, G,

consists of composite of S Holder functions.

6.2 S-sparse Deep Neural Networks

Our empirical minimizer satisfies the following sparsity and bounded parameter requirements
in the deep neural network. [Schmidt-Hieber| (2020a)) introduces them in equation (4) of his
paper and requires two important restrictions. |Schmidt-Hieber| (2020al) argues that non-
sparse deep neural networks can result in overfitting hence large out-of-sampling errors. We
analyze this last statement both theoretically, but also with simulation, and most importantly
in out-of-sample asset pricing example from the US Stock Market. There are two key aspects
of deep-sparse neural networks. First, the parameters will be bounded by one, and second the
network will be sparse. Note that also by imposing a sparse deep neural network estimator
with bounded weights we try to understand how sparsity especially play a role in the theory
in deep networks. Sparsity in our proof is used to control the covering numbers for the
function space as shown in Step 1b of the proof of Theorem 5] In Remark 8 of Theorem [5] we
show relaxing of these restrictions does not change risk upper bound up to a slowly varying
function in n.

The first restriction can be formally depicted as follows: For each j =1,---,J
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1 1 Wilse V fr]o] < 1 (20)

This restriction is necessary to ensure the practical applicability of the neural networks.
Statistical results using large parameters/weights are usually not observed, see Goodfellow
et al.|(2016). To be specific, Schmidt-Hieber| (2020a)) argues that computational algorithms
use random, nearly orthogonal matrices as initial weights. Hence, the initial weights are
bounded by one, and the model training leads to trained weights, which are close to the
initial values. Therefore, it seems reasonable to set a bound of one for the weights.

In the next step, we introduce our sparsity assumption, which is crucial to prevent overfit
caused by a probable large number of hidden units in each layer. For each function j =
1,--+,J, we impose the same number of hidden units p = (po,p1,--+ ,pPr,Prs1) where
po = d,pr+1 = 1, where we have d inputs for each function fy; and the output is scalar.
Let [[Willo, ||vi|lo be the number of nonzero entries of Wy, v, respectively. The s-sparse deep

neural networks are given in Schmidt-Hieber| (2020a)), subject to and

Fi(L,p,s5) = {[;() 2]mam+2ﬂwm<@, max |f;()] < F}, (21)

1<5<J

where the output dimension is one and the functions are uniformly bounded by F', which
is a positive constant. Clearly, the sparsity is different for each F;(L,p,s;). In order to
simplify the notation, we represent F;(L,p, s;) as F;. The sparsity structure imposed on the
neural networks weights are additionally valuable for the consistency of the of deep learning
estimators compared to model specifications that only rely on the implicit regularization
introduced by the stochastic gradient decent algorithm during the computational stage. This
point is conjectured explicitly, and an example is provided on p. 1916 of Schmidt-Hieber

(20201).
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6.3 Theory

We start with Assumptions that are necessary for the sparse deep neural network. In contrast
to the large sample elaboration on the dense deep neural network in Section [2, we will not
assume bounded outcomes in the sparse DNN framework. However, we strengthen other
assumptions such as sparsity of the neural network parameters. The Sparse Deep Neural

Network (SDNN-FM) factor model estimator fj is defined as

d
Aj = argmlnz Z Fim (X))
m=1

figFi =

Let ¢ := n=20/(28+1 he the rate of the approximation error for the true function fy; by

the sparse deep neural network estimator fj for each 7 = 1,---,J, described in Appendix
and (B3).
Assumption 7. Assume that u;; are itd zero mean with unit variance across i =1,---,n

with subgaussian distribution and Orlicz norm, maxi<j<j ||t |y, := Cy, which is a positive
constant. Let the minimum eigenvalue of the covariance matriz of errors be Eigmin(%,) >
¢ > 0, where ¢ is a positive constant. X; are iid across i = 1,--- ,n and independent from

u;; for each j.

Assumption [7] is subgaussian noise extension of the gaussian noise assumption imposed

in Schmidt-Hieber (2020a).
Assumption 8. Assume fy;(.) is a composite function generated by equation (@ for each
Jj=1,---,J. Let F; satisfy and .
Assumption 9. (i) The envelope F' of the network in s an upper bound on the range
of the true function as in (@) F>(K+1)d,
(i) The optimal number of hidden layers L is growing with sample size: L < log,n,
(11i) The number of hidden units-minimum across all hidden layers- should exceed the fol-

lowing lower bound ng; < C'minj<<y, p;,
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() The sparsity of the network parameters can grow with n, for each j =1,---,J s; <

ne; logn for each 7 =1,---,J.

Assumptions |8 and @ are used to approximate the true function, fy;(.) by the sparse
deep learning estimator fj. Assumption |8/ specifies the true composite function. Assumption
put an upper bound on the functions, and specifies the number of layers L. The
number of layers is an increasing function of n. The number of units at each layer is specified
in Assumption and provides a lower bound of this quantity. Hence, the number of units
increase with n, and form a wide layer. The sparsity restriction is specified in Assumption
. Given the specification of the rate ¢, the sparsity assumption shows that s/n — 0,
with § := max;<;<ss; . Assumptions are directly taken from Schmidt-Hieber (2020a)),
and see p.1885 of Schmidt-Hieber| (2020a)) for non-linear-additive functions. In the following,

we provide the upper bound on the risk for our functions that are estimated by deep learning.

Theorem 5. Under Assumptions[H9, for sufficiently large n,

(i)

max E %Z( F(X0) = f;(X))| < CétLlog?n.

1<5<J
=I= i=1

(i)
P | max = SOUF(X0) = fos (X > rag + 7| <

1<j<J n 4 Jet’

=1
with rates rp3 = O(nz’;fif1 log®n), s = O(y/log J/n).
Remarks.

1. By L = O(logyn), in which case the right side in |(i)| can be written as

n

max B |~ S (F(X) - £(X))?| <€ logn.

1<5<J n <
=1
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2. The results in Theorem [5| indicate that we require a large number of layers, and the
number of units at each hidden layer cannot be small, in order to obtain a good
function approximation. These restrictions are specified in Assumption [0} However,
for a better prediction we need fewer layers as observed by our result in Theorem [5]
Hence, there is a tradeoff in the selection of the optimal number of layers. While the
depth of the neural network is essential for achieving a better function approximation,
the question arises: how deep should the network be? Theorem 5 in Schmidt-Hieber
(2020a) emphasizes the importance of deep layers in obtaining an improved function

approximation.

3. The results of Theorem [5| further show that the upper bound is uniform over j =
1,---,J. This is due to Assumption . Moreover, we also allow that the true
functional forms are different. However, they have the same Holder smoothness. Con-
cerning the deep learning estimators, we have the same number of layers and units for

each estimate but their sparsity patterns can vary.

4. The sparsity in the neural network can be achieved by active regularization at each layer
through an elastic net penalization, or an iterative pruning approach as suggested on p.
1882 of [Schmidt-Hieber| (2020a)), and p. 1917 of |[Schmidt-Hieber| (2020b)), respectively.
Lemma 5 of [Schmidt-Hieber (2020a) combined with our Lemma and Step 1b in
the proof of Theorem shows that the sparsity in the network parameters at each
layer is essential for a better prediction. The implicit regularization induced by the
stochastic gradient descent algorithm will not be sufficient, and the consistency of
the deep neural network estimator may be not achieved as shown in pp. 1916-1917
of [Schmidt-Hieber| (2020b)). We also analyze these issues of sparse versus non-sparse
networks in an empirical out-of-sample portfolio exercise for the US Stock Market.
Moreover, we consider different simulation studies, which aim at comparing the two

approaches in an in-sample estimation analysis.
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5. An important aspect concerns the consistency of the deep neural network estimator,
which is not affected by number of factors, d. This is due to additive structure of the
model, the novel proofs in |Schmidt-Hieber| (2020a)) and our proof for the subgaussian
noise in Theorem )| The quantities r,3 and 7,4 correspond to the rates of convergence
associated with the risk of the deep learning estimator and the fact of using J assets

in the portfolio, respectively.

6. Theorem is a novel result in the literature and shows the implications of the size
of the portfolio and the number of factors on the convergence rate of the deep learning
estimate for the true underlying function that relates the factors to the returns. Our
result extends the contributions of Schmidt-Hieber| (2020a)) to the estimation of multiple
functions. Hence, we obtain the additional rate r, 4 due to estimation of J different

functions.

7. In the subsequent analysis, we examine which rate may be the slowest among r,3 and
Tna. Suppose that J = exp(n®) and 0 < a; < 1. We obtain r, 4 as the slower rate as
long as (a; —1)/2 > —25/(26 + 1), which is true if § > ﬁ Hence, regardless of
0 < a; <1, when § > 1/2, we obtain the rate r, 4 with J = exp(n®). If we consider
J = agn, with 0 < ay < C < o0 and > 1/2, a similar reasoning applies, leading to
the rate r,4. The same logic applies to the case of J = n®, with as > 0. However, it
is important to note that if 5 < 1/2, it is not clear which rate will be slowest. The
rate depends on the tradeoff between the smoothness coefficient 3, and the number of

assets J.

8. A non-sparse approach, allowing for unbounded weights in deep neural network estima-
tion, has been explored in|Kohler and Langer (2021) using Theorem 1a. Their approach
yields similar rates of convergence to those presented in Schmidt-Hieber| (2020a) for
the additive non-linear case, up to a slowly varying function in n. However, it remains

unclear how this approach can be extended to handle multiple outcomes, as established
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in our paper. In contrast, our paper provides a general framework through Theorem
[T, which does not rely on a sparsity assumption, boundedness of the weights, or the
assumption of a composite true function. Notably, Kohler and Langer| (2021) still rely

on the assumption of a composite true function.

Subsequently, we set up rates that will be used in the following theorem. Let

a2 = max(rp3, Tna)- (22)

and

n

1
W, = C ( 08 J +an) = O(ay),

where the last equality is due to r,4 = O(\/@ ).

Moreover, let us denote the estimate of the precision matrix of errors by using the sparse
deep neural network estimator in a non-linear additive model by (32)~'. The main dif-
ference from (izh)*l, which corresponds to the error precision matrix of the dense deep
neural network in , concerns the implied residuals that are obtained from the sparse deep
neural network estimator. Moreover, the covariance matrix estimator is subject to the same
thresholding formula, however w,, in the threshold is replaced with the quantity @,. Denote
f]; and (22)_1 as the covariance and precision matrix of the returns in a non-linear additive
model estimated by the sparse deep neural network. The following theorem establishes the
consistency of the estimate of precision matrix of the errors and returns for a non-linear

additive model setting estimated by the sparse deep neural network.
Theorem 6.

(i) Under Assumptions[3]4] and [H9, with w,s, — 0

122) 7" = S5 e = Op(@asn) = 0p(1).
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(ii) Under Assumptions[3{f] and |9,

||§A]Z — 2y llee = Op(@n) = Oplan) = 0p(1).

(i1i) Under Assumptions -IE

”(22)_1 - E?le = Op(J2@n3n> = 0y(1).

Remarks on Theorem [6l

1. The proof of Theorem [6] follows directly from the proof of Theorems [2] and [f] by
replacing l}/ ? with a,. The details and a step by step proof are given in |(Caner and
Daniele| (2022) which is the working paper that contains the proofs of the sparse-

network that is analyzed in this section.

2. Theorem is a new result that provides a consistent deep learning based non-linear
factor model estimate of the precision matrix of the returns. It is important to note
that the estimation error does not depend on the number of factors. However, it is
affected by the sparsity (s,) in the covariance matrix of errors, the number of assets ./,
and the estimation error rate w,, which is used for the estimator of the error covariance
matrix. Hence, we can only allow for J << n, however we still have J — oo when

n — oo.

3. Issues that are related to signal-to-noise ratio and weak factors are the same as in

Section
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7 Implementation

In the following, we discuss the implementation details of our deep neural network factor
model with fully connected units (DNN-FM) in Section 2 and our sparse deep neural network
factor model (SDNN-FM) with sparsely connected units introduced in Section 6, which are
crucial for the performance of the models.

In order to train and validate our models on different sets of data, we split our in-sample
data into two distinct subsets, which correspond to the training and validation dataset,
respectively. This data division is essential to reduce the overfitting. More precisely, only
the data in the training set is used to estimate the DNN-FM and SDNN-FM for a specific
set of hyperparameters. The validation set serves as proxy for an out-of-sample test of the
model and is used to optimize the hyperparameters. In our implementation, we use the first
80% of the in-sample data for training the model, whereas the remaining 20% are used for
the model validation.

In order to explicitly incorporate sparsity in the weights of our SDNN-FM we use three
regularization methods. These methods reduce the effective number of parameters to be
estimated in the neural network. Specifically, we augment the objective function by a ;-
norm penalty on the weights of the neural network, which sets elements of the weight matrices
to zero. Hence, the [;-norm penalty induces sparsity in the parameters of the neural network
and allows for disregarding uninformative weights. The strength of the penalty is controlled
by a tuning parameter, which we select based on the validation set. Furthermore, we use
Dropout, introduced by |Srivastava et al.| (2014) as a second technique to reduce overfitting
in the neural network. The Dropout technique randomly disables a prespecified number of
units and their corresponding connections in each layer of the neural network during the
training process. This reduces the occurrence of complex co-adaptations between the units
on the training data. These co-adaptations generally lead to a close adjustment of the neural
network to the training data, which compromises its ability to generalize to new data that

has not been seen during training. Hence, Dropout mitigates this problem and improves the
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out-of-sample performance. In our implementation, we randomly disable 20% of the units in
each layer during the training process. As a third regularization technique, we adopt Early
Stopping. During each step of an iterative optimization algorithm (e.g., stochastic gradient
decent (SGD)) the neural network parameters are adjusted such that the fitting error based
on the training data is minimized. While the training error decreases in each iteration, this is
not true for the validation error, which is used as a proxy for the out-of-sample error. Early
Stopping keeps track of the validation error and terminates the optimization as soon as the
validation error starts to increase. For both SDNN-FM and DNN-FM we use the Early
Stopping rule. Hence, the difference between these two methods arise from incorporating
l1-norm regularization and Dropout in the SDNN-FM. Clearly, we need Early Stopping for
both non-sparse and sparse deep neural network estimation, to avoid an increase of the
out-of-sample validation error.

In order to optimize the DNN-FM and SDNN-FM, we refer to the adaptive moment
estimation algorithm (Adam) introduced by Kingma and Ba| (2014]), which offers an efficient
adaptation of the stochastic gradient decent (SGD) algorithm. More precisely, compared to
SGD it provides an adaptive learning rate by using the information of the first and second
moments of the gradient.

We estimate the covariance matrix of the residuals of the DNN-FM based on our novel

thresholding procedure introduced in Section |3, Specifically, we use éj,kwn as threshold level,

where éj,k is specified in and w,, is set to 3 1ng1 7 To estimate the covariance matrix of
the innovations for the SDNN-FM, we also rely on our thresholding procedure, however use
the SDNN-FM residuals as elaborated in Section @ to build éjyk and @, is set to the same
level as w, so that DNN-FM and SDNN-FM differences can be only due to sparse number

of parameters estimated in hidden layers, and possible data generating processes.
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8 Simulation Evidence

The aim of this section is threefold. First, we verify our theorems. Second, we compare-
contrast our DNN-FM, SDNN-FM methods with the ones that are widely used in the litera-
ture tied to machine learning. Third, we analyze the performance of our methods under low

signal-to-noise ratio and weak factor setup.

8.1 Monte Carlo designs and Models

To evaluate our theoretical findings, we analyze three Monte Carlo designs. For the first

design, we consider the following data generating process (DGP)

d
}/j,i - Z 1 {m is even}ﬁm,ij,i +1 {m is odd}ﬁm,jXEmi + Ujiy (23)

m=1

where 11} defines an indicator function that is equal to one if the boolean argument in
braces is true. Moreover, the coefficients 3, ; and the explanatory variables X, ; are drawn
from the standard normal distribution, form=1,---d,7=1,--- ,Jandt=1,--- ,n.E] This
DGP is more aligned with SDNN-FM since it comprises a non-linear additive structure. The
innovations u;,; are generated according to the following process, which is similar to the DGP

used in Bai and Liao| (2016)).

Ul = €14, Ug; = €2+ Q1€1,, Us; = €3; + Asea; + biey;, (24)
24

Uji = €5+ aj-1€j-1;+bj o€ 0;+ cjze3; for j=4,--- J
where e;; are iid N(0,1), for j = 1,---,J, i = 1,--- ,n and a;,b;,¢; are independently
drawn from N(0,0.25), for j = 1,--- , J. Hence, the process implies some cross-sectional

correlations between the innovations and yields a banded covariance matrix 2,.

®We run the same study with fixed coefficients 3, ; and obtain similar results as in the random coefficients
design. Therefore, we omitted these simulation results, however they can be obtained from the authors upon
request.
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Compared to the standard static factor model specification, the process in addition-
ally incorporates non-linearities through the term 5mJXZz,i' Hence, we expect that the tra-
ditional static factor model estimated with principal component analysis may have greater
difficulties in capturing these non-linearities compared to our deep neural network factor
models.

In order to verify the robustness of our simulation results, we consider two additional
Monte Carlo designs. The second Monte Carlo design relies on a similar DGP as in [Farrell

et al.| (2021). Specifically, we simulate the data according to the following process

Y= Oé;Xi + 5§¢(Xi) + Uy, (25)

where X; incorporates d independent standard normally distributed random variables and
the idiosyncratic innovations follow the process in . Moreover, 1(.) denotes a non-
linear multivariate transformation function, which incorporates second-degree polynomials
and pairwise interactions and more in line with DNN-FM and what we observe in financial
data. Hence, this simulation design enhances the non-linear influence of X; on the response
compared to the first design in . The coefficient vectors a; and 3; are both of dimension
dx1 and drawn from U (—1,1) and U(—0.5,0.5), respectively, and they represent the columns
in «, f matrices which are of dimension d x J.

Based on the third simulation design, we analyze the finite sample properties of our deep
learning approaches for the case that the DGP incorporates weak factors. More precisely,
we generate the data according to process , however introduce sparsity in the d x J-
dimensional coefficient matrices o and 5. Given that for any matrix A, ||A||;, denotes the
lo-norm of A, counting the non-zero elements in A, we set the cardinalities of each row of «, 8
are as followsf] [|amlli, = [|Bulli, = J°°, for m = 1, ||amll, = 1Bl = J4, for m = 2,3,
lmllie = 118mllie = J°2, for m = 4,5 and ||, = [|1Bmlli, = J°2, for m =6, -+ ,d, where

we randomly select the positions of the non-zero elements in « and S. Moreover, similar

6All the cardinalities are rounded to the smaller integer.
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Table 1: First Monte Carlo design - Signal-to-noise ratio and spectral properties

d | Signal Noise Signal-to-Noise Ratio Eigmin ¥y Eigmax ¥y Eigmin 3, Eigmax 3,
J =50
1| 2.08 1.73 1.21 -2.16E-14 99.72 0.03 5.82
3] 5.36 1.75 3.06 -2.81E-14 119.91 0.03 5.78
5| 837 1.74 4.81 -3.26E-14 133.74 0.03 5.81
7| 10.67 1.73 6.17 -3.59E-14 144.75 0.03 5.78
J =100
1| 1.90 1.74 1.09 -3.59E-14 199.68 0.02 6.35
3| 4.84 1.72 2.80 -4.39E-14 227.13 0.01 6.22
5] 8.08 1.73 4.67 -5.08E-14 245.50 0.02 6.31
71 1097 1.74 6.31 -5.64E-14 260.92 0.02 6.26
J =200
1| 1.84 1.75 1.05 -5.66E-14 399.81 0.01 6.67
31 4.85 1.73 2.80 -6.81E-14 438.71 0.01 6.72
5| 824 1.75 4.72 -7.71E-14 462.72 0.01 6.75
71 11.35 1.73 6.55 -8.57E-14 484.49 0.01 6.74

Note: The first column (signal) corresponds to the informational content explained by the covariance
matrix of the factors measured by 7'X;7, where each element in the J x 1 vector 7 is 1/J 1/2 and
the second column (noise) measured by 7'%, 7 is the variation explained by the innovations. Eigmin
Y, Eigmax ¥y are the smallest and largest eigenvalues of 3 and Eigmin X, Eigmax ¥, are the
smallest and largest eigenvalues of ¥, respectively. All the quantities correspond to averages across
the 500 simulation repetitions.

as for the second design, we draw the non-zero coefficients in o and g from U(—1,1) and
U(—0.5,0.5), respectively. The time dimension n is set to 60, 120 and 240 for all simulations.
Moreover, we consider several dimensions for J and d. Specifically, J € {50,100,200} and
d € {1,3,5,7}. The number of replications is 500.

In the following, we analyze the signal-to-noise ratio characteristics and spectral prop-
erties of the true covariance matrix of the functions of the factors X and the covariance
matrix of the innovations ¥, for each of the three simulation designs. Table [1|shows that the
first DGP incorporates settings with a low signal-to-noise ratio (for d = 1) and high ratios
for d > 1. In addition, it corresponds to a strong factor setting as the largest eigenvalue of
¥ increases with the rate J. The characteristics for the second DGP are reported in Table
2l The results illustrate that the signal-to-noise ratio is substantially smaller compared to
the first simulation design. Hence, the second DGP is well suited for analyzing environments

with a very low signal-to-noise ratio (d = 1), low signal-to-noise ratio (d = 3) and higher
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Table 2: Second Monte Carlo design - Signal-to-noise ratio and spectral properties

d | Signal Noise Signal-to-Noise Ratio Eigmin Yy Eigmax ¥y Eigmin 3, Eigmax 3,
J =50
1 0.50 1.70 0.29 -3.10E-15 17.03 0.03 5.80
3 1.77 1.72 1.03 -4.38E-15 22.34 0.03 5.85
5 3.33 1.73 1.93 -4.70E-15 26.61 0.02 5.79
7| 5.27 1.72 3.07 -3.81E-15 31.04 0.03 5.82
J =100
1 0.50 1.76 0.29 -4.72E-15 33.68 0.01 6.32
3 1.74 1.72 1.01 -6.87E-15 40.73 0.02 6.29
5 3.36 1.73 1.94 -8.01E-15 46.20 0.01 6.28
7| 5.23 1.73 3.03 -8.64E-15 51.32 0.01 6.26
J =200
1 0.53 1.74 0.30 -7.15E-15 66.77 0.01 6.80
3 1.78 1.74 1.02 -1.06E-14 76.71 0.01 6.72
5 3.40 1.74 1.96 -1.29E-14 83.53 0.01 6.71
71 5.26 1.74 3.02 -1.43E-14 90.03 0.01 6.76

Note: The first column (signal) corresponds to the informational content explained by the covariance
matrix of the factors measured by 7'X;7, where each element in the J x 1 vector 7 is 1/J 1/2 and
the second column (noise) measured by 7'%, 7 is the variation explained by the innovations. Eigmin
Yy, Eigmax ¥y are the smallest and largest eigenvalues of 3 and Eigmin X, Eigmax ¥, are the
smallest and largest eigenvalues of ¥,,, respectively. All the quantities correspond to averages across
the 500 simulation repetitions.

signal-to-noise ratios (d = 5,7). Moreover, the process also refers to a strong factor frame-
work, since the largest eigenvalue of X diverges with the rate J. Finally, Table |3 reports the
properties of the third DGP. Based on the evolution of the largest eigenvalue of X, we can
see that this process perfectly represents the weak factor framework. In fact, compared to
strong factor setting, the largest eigenvalue diverges with a considerable slower rate than .J.
Moreover, the signal-to-noise ratio is very low and stays on a stable level even for increasing
number of factors d.

Hence, our analysis shows that all three Monte Carlo designs are well suited for measuring
the performance of our deep learning models and the competing approaches for settings with
a very low signal-to-noise ratio. It is important to note that in all three setting, we have
that Xy is rank deficient, where the m-th eigenvalues, for m > d, are zero or close to zero.
This is due to the fact that all DGPs follow a (non-linear) factor structure.

We compare the precision of our deep neural network factor models (DNN-FM and

43



Table 3: Third Monte Carlo design - Signal-to-noise ratio and spectral properties

d | Signal Noise Signal-to-Noise Ratio Eigmin ¥y Eigmax ¥y Eigmin 3, Eigmax 3,
J =50
1 0.07 1.72 0.04 -5.84E-16 2.44 0.02 5.85
3 0.13 1.73 0.08 -6.44E-16 2.69 0.02 5.75
5 0.19 1.71 0.11 -6.15E-16 2.76 0.03 5.77
71 0.22 1.73 0.13 -5.57E-16 2.79 0.03 5.83
J =100
1 0.05 1.74 0.03 -8.98E-16 3.41 0.02 6.27
3 0.10 1.74 0.06 -9.92E-16 3.62 0.02 6.28
5 0.12 1.75 0.07 -9.47E-16 3.66 0.01 6.31
71 0.14 1.73 0.08 -9.22E-16 3.72 0.02 6.25
J =200
1 0.04 1.75 0.02 -1.23E-15 4.65 0.01 6.71
3 0.07 1.73 0.04 -1.30E-15 4.80 0.01 6.72
5 0.08 1.75 0.05 -1.31E-15 4.92 0.01 6.72
71 0.09 1.75 0.05 -1.27E-15 4.83 0.01 6.76

Note: The first column (signal) corresponds to the informational content explained by the covariance
matrix of the factors measured by 7'X;7, where each element in the J x 1 vector 7 is 1/J 1/2 and
the second column (noise) measured by 7'%, 7 is the variation explained by the innovations. Eigmin
Y, Eigmax ¥y are the smallest and largest eigenvalues of 3 and Eigmin X, Eigmax ¥, are the
smallest and largest eigenvalues of ¥, respectively. All the quantities correspond to averages across
the 500 simulation repetitions.

SDNN-FM) with methods that are commonly used in the literature. The following models

are included in the simulation study:

e SFM-POET: The static factor model with observed factors, where the covariance ma-

trix of the idiosyncratic errors is estimated based on the principal orthogonal comple-

ment thresholding method (POET) from [Fan et al. (2013).

e DNN-FM: Our non-linear nonparametric factor model estimated based on deep neural

network in Section 2

e SDNN-FM: Our non-linear nonparametric factor model estimated based on the s-sparse

deep neural network in Section [6]
e NL-LW: The non-linear shrinkage estimator of Ledoit and Wolf| (2017).

e SF-NL-LW: The single factor non-linear shrinkage estimator of |Ledoit and Wolf| (2017)).
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e RN-FM: Residual nodewise regression estimation of factor models by |Caner et al.

(2023).

8.2 Simulation results

The simulation results for the first Monte Carlo design in are illustrated in Tables
to [0l Table [ provides the results of the static linear factor model with observed factors
(SEFM-POET) and our deep learning factor models (DNN-FM, SDNN-FM) in estimating the
unknown true function in , which connects the factors X with the response variables Y.
The non-linear (NL-LW, SF-NL-LW) shrinkage estimators of [Ledoit and Wolf only provide
estimates for the covariance and precision matrix of the returns. For this reason, these
methods are not included in Table [ We also use the linear shrinkage estimator of [Ledoit
and Wolf (2003)) in an earlier version of this paper, however as other methods lead to much
better results, hence we omitted the linear shrinkage method from Tables [5] and [6]

The quantities in Table [4] relate to the error metric used in Theorem [I] and Theorem
[, which corresponds to the maximum difference between the estimated and true function.
The results indicate that our DNN-FM and SDNN-FM uniformly provide more precise func-
tion estimates compared to the SFM-POET. Consequently, these methods are better suited
for measuring non-linear transformations of the observed factors and complex transferring
mechanisms between the factors and the observed variables. As predicted by the theory,
the estimation error of DNN-FM and SDNN-FM converges to zero as n increases, e.g., for
the DNN-FM with d = 7 and J = 200, the error rate decreases from 4.69 (n = 60) to 1.94
(n = 240). This result is valid for different dimensions of the number of factors d and number
of variables J. Moreover, the error rates of SFM-POET are sensitive to an increase in the
number of factors and occasionally rise as d gets large. In contrast to that the error rates
of DNN-FM and SDNN-FM are in most of the cases unaffected by an increase of d, e.g., for
the SDNN-FM with n = 240, J = 50, the error rate gradually decreases from 3.27 (d = 1) to

1.95 (d = 7). This result is in line with the theory in Theorem . Generally, the error rates
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Table 4: Simulation results - First Monte Carlo design
Function estimation

d n J | SFM-POET DNN-FM SDNN-FM |d n J | SFM-POET DNN-FM SDNN-FM
60 50 7.05 3.67 3.87 60 50 6.17 2.46 2.88
60 100 8.62 4.68 5.08 60 100 7.27 3.03 3.90
60 200 9.95 5.12 6.36 60 200 8.66 3.70 5.62
120 50 6.84 3.49 3.68 120 50 6.16 1.88 2.64

1 120 100 7.97 4.15 4.41 5 120 100 6.84 2.15 3.31
120 200 9.41 5.24 6.06 120 200 9.00 2.69 5.52
240 50 5.90 3.16 3.27 240 50 5.24 1.52 2.12
240 100 9.11 4.42 4.88 240 100 6.66 1.87 3.02
240 200 9.49 4.71 5.33 240 200 8.17 2.38 4.17
60 50 6.84 2.74 3.30 60 50 5.74 2.67 2.80
60 100 7.02 2.88 3.81 60 100 8.23 3.74 4.65
60 200 9.20 3.79 5.66 60 200 9.46 4.69 6.25
120 50 5.68 2.09 2.54 120 50 5.80 1.76 2.62

3 120 100 6.27 2.43 3.15 7 120 100 6.77 2.11 3.47
120 200 8.30 3.07 4.69 120 200 7.61 2.36 5.05
240 50 6.72 2.04 2.77 240 50 4.90 1.24 1.95
240 100 8.13 2.71 3.79 240 100 6.99 1.66 3.25
240 200 8.29 2.79 4.25 240 200 8.06 1.94 4.14

Note: The quantities in table relate to the error metric used in Theorem [I]and Theorem [5]and correspond to the maximum
difference between the estimated function and true function (330 1 (m is even} B Xmai + 1 fm is oday By X2;) in 23),
for j=1,-,.J.
of the DNN-FM are smaller compared to the SDNN-FM. This result is anticipated as our
simulation study focuses on an in-sample analysis and the DNN-FM with fully connected
units offers a more precise function approximation. However, this is not necessarily valid for
an out-of-sample analysis, as the DNN-FM might be overfitting compared to a deep neural
network with sparsely connected units.
Table [5] illustrates the simulation results for estimating the true covariance matrix of
the data ¥, corresponding to the first Monte Carlo design. The quantities in the table
refer to the error metric used in Theorem |3| and Theorem , which corresponds to the
maximum matrix norm of the difference between the covariance matrix estimated based on
the DNN-FM f]y and ¥, and the covariance matrix based on the SDNN-FM f]; and X,
respectively. The results indicate that both our DNN-FM and SDNN-FM offer the most
precise covariance matrix estimates compared to the competing approaches when d = 3,5, 7.

For example at n = 240, with J = 100, DNN-FM has estimation error of 0.54, whereas the
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Table 5: Simulation results - First Monte Carlo design
Covariance matrix estimation

d n J | SFM-POET DNN-FM SDNN-FM NL-LW SF-NL-LW RN-FM
60 50 2.13 1.37 1.68 1.32 1.38 2.00
60 100 2.62 1.71 2.11 1.60 1.74 2.24
60 200 3.10 2.01 2.61 1.90 2.05 2.66
120 50 2.20 1.31 1.68 1.30 1.33 1.76

1 120 100 2.72 1.64 2.13 1.57 1.59 2.27
120 200 3.18 1.90 2.57 1.87 2.08 2.61
240 50 2.25 1.18 1.53 1.32 1.35 1.44
240 100 2.77 1.47 1.96 1.57 1.59 2.14
240 200 3.24 1.73 2.38 1.86 1.89 2.56
60 50 1.46 0.91 1.28 1.60 1.64 1.83
60 100 1.73 1.10 1.53 1.89 2.00 1.77
60 200 2.02 1.29 1.89 2.17 2.35 2.04
120 50 1.53 0.78 1.26 1.54 1.56 1.48

3 120 100 1.80 0.95 1.52 1.80 1.80 1.70
120 200 2.09 1.15 1.87 2.11 2.23 1.97
240 50 1.57 0.68 1.16 1.51 1.53 1.17
240 100 1.85 0.83 1.38 1.79 1.78 1.66
240 200 2.15 1.01 1.67 2.12 2.11 1.95
60 50 1.15 0.77 1.04 1.60 1.63 1.58
60 100 1.36 0.90 1.23 1.94 1.98 1.59
60 200 1.58 1.07 1.50 2.27 2.27 1.79
120 50 1.18 0.61 1.01 1.57 1.58 1.30

5 120 100 1.39 0.76 1.22 1.83 1.85 1.54
120 200 1.61 0.90 1.48 2.19 2.20 1.72
240 50 1.22 0.52 0.95 1.55 1.55 1.07
240 100 1.43 0.64 1.11 1.82 1.81 1.51
240 200 1.66 0.76 1.29 2.14 2.11 1.75
60 50 1.01 0.71 0.89 1.58 1.61 1.48
60 100 1.16 0.84 1.06 1.88 1.91 1.51
60 200 1.33 0.95 1.27 2.24 2.27 1.66
120 50 0.99 0.53 0.87 1.53 1.54 1.22

7 120 100 1.15 0.64 1.04 1.85 1.86 1.45
120 200 1.33 0.74 1.26 2.21 2.22 1.56
240 50 1.03 0.44 0.83 1.50 1.51 1.00
240 100 1.20 0.54 0.97 1.83 1.83 1.40
240 200 1.37 0.64 1.07 2.20 2.21 1.57

Note The quantities in the table refer to the error metric used in Theorem [3] and Theorem
which corresponds to the maximum matrix norm of the difference between the estimated
covariance matrices Zy, E; and the true covariance matrix 3,. The deep neural network fac-
tor model (DNN-FM) and sparse deep neural network factor model (SDNN-FM) are compared
to the static factor model with observed factors and POET estimator from |Fan et al| (2013)
(SFM-POET), the non-linear shrinkage estimator (NL-LW), the single factor non-linear shrink-
age estimator (SF-NL-LW) of [Ledoit and Wolf| (2017) and the residual nodewise regression
estimation of factor models by (Caner et al.| (2023).
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next best method (non neural network based) SFM-POET has an error of 1.20. Also, as
in line with Theorem 3, for the DNN-FM, with d = 7, J = 200, the error rates gradually
decrease from 0.95 (n = 60) to 0.64 (n = 240). Generally, the DNN-FM offers slightly more
precise results compared to the SDNN-FM, which indicates that the richer parametrization
of the DNN-FM is more efficient in an in-sample experiment. These results reinforce the
conclusion that the rigid linear relationship of the SFM-POET and RN-FM is too restrictive
for measuring more complex relations as in .

Table |§| provides the results of estimating the true data precision matrix ¥/ L The
quantities in the table represent the error metric of Theorem [4| and Theorem , which
measures the spectral norm of the difference between the estimated and true precision matrix.
The results indicate that both the DNN-FM and SDNN-FM consistently estimate the true
precision matrix as n increases, e.g..for the SDNN-FM with d = 7,J = 200, the error
rates rapidly decrease from 1.96 (n = 60) to 0.77 (n = 240), which is in line with the
theory in Theorem . Compared to the previous results related to the function and
covariance matrix estimation, the SDNN-FM is generally more precise compared to the
DNN-FM in estimating the precision matrix. This result shows that the sparsity in the
deep neural network weights stabilizes the spectral distribution of the estimated precision
matrix. Moreover, the SDNN-FM generally outperforms SFM-POET across different sample
size combinations and number of factors, except d = 1, and few cases when d = 3,5,7. To be
specific, SDNN-FM has the lowest estimation error in 8 out of 9 setups (n,J combinations)
in d = 5,7, and 7 setups out of 9 when d = 3. In addition, the results show that NL-LW
and SF-NL-LW and RN-FM lead to high error rates in terms of the spectral norm. Note
that precision matrix estimation in RN-FM assumes a linear factor structure but estimates
the precision matrix errors by a novel residual nodewise regression technique and then uses
Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury formula. Moreover, both NL-LW and SF-NL-LW, RN-FM are
unstable for different specifications of d.

It is important to note that our SDNN-FM is not affected by an increase of the number
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Table 6: Simulation results - First Monte Carlo design
Precision matrix estimation

d n J | SFM-POET DNN-FM SDNN-FM NL-LW SF-NL-LW RN-FM
60 50 1.75 2.16 1.94 20.49 25.88 235.66
60 100 1.90 2.30 2.01 2.53 4.37 8.65
60 200 2.20 2.64 2.19 2.14 4.46 4.69
120 50 1.43 1.69 1.53 27.20 20.93 12.65

1 120 100 1.56 1.85 1.66 43.54 33.55 6.66
120 200 1.77 2.11 1.81 2.76 4.45 2.63
240 50 1.30 1.34 1.23 31.36 26.51 8.69
240 100 1.38 1.47 1.32 68.43 42.16 6.07
240 200 1.55 1.69 1.47 68.98 151.23 2.85
60 50 2.03 3.86 2.19 10.51 32.65 966.47
60 100 2.40 4.65 2.22 4.26 9.14 12.88
60 200 2.70 5.21 2.12 3.62 9.65 7.99
120 50 1.65 2.90 1.70 23.67 28.07 183.20

3 120 100 1.87 3.37 1.78 33.67 76.04 125.16
120 200 2.07 3.75 1.70 4.79 9.63 4.15
240 50 1.53 2.19 1.39 29.46 38.66 24.91
240 100 1.66 2.54 1.46 67.05 78.68 63.66
240 200 1.77 2.84 1.53 131.20 154.48 4.12
60 50 2.06 5.49 2.08 14.50 20.20 2662.03
60 100 2.36 7.42 1.97 5.44 12.25 17.53
60 200 2.78 9.18 1.84 5.02 14.27 10.45
120 50 1.77 4.26 1.55 24.20 29.27 254.63

5 120 100 1.84 5.08 1.42 19.79 41.55 16.30
120 200 2.03 6.07 1.36 6.43 14.07 5.81
240 50 1.67 3.10 1.24 31.66 41.35 46.48
240 100 1.68 3.70 1.15 72.07 96.80 415.53
240 200 1.74 4.37 1.06 50.98 94.74 5.58
60 50 2.18 5.18 2.31 16.29 18.67 3423.15
60 100 2.26 7.27 2.06 6.08 13.14 26.85
60 200 2.53 10.11 1.96 5.80 16.03 17.61
120 50 1.85 4.95 1.73 27.44 35.33 221.15

7 120 100 1.87 6.49 1.50 34.42 59.73 53.50
120 200 1.91 8.01 1.54 7.70 16.68 7.09
240 50 1.75 3.84 1.27 35.37 42.70 184.32
240 100 1.76 4.71 0.97 77.23 86.94 325.20
240 200 1.77 5.73 0.77 29.22 66.89 7.92

Note: The quantities in the table represent the error metric of Theorem |4] and Theorem
which measures the spectral norm of the difference between the estimated and true precision
matrix. The deep neural network factor model (DNN-FM) and sparse deep neural network
factor model (SDNN-FM) are compared to the static factor model with observed factors and
POET estimator from [Fan et al.| (2013) (SFM-POET), the non-linear shrinkage estimator (NL-
LW), the single factor non-linear shrinkage estimator (SF-NL-LW) of |Ledoit and Wolf| (2017)
and the residual nodewise regression estimation of factor models by [Caner et al.| (2023]).
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Table 7: Simulation results - Second Monte Carlo design
Function estimation

d n J | SFM-POET DNN-FM SDNN-FM |d n J | SFM-POET DNN-FM SDNN-FM
60 50 6.77 6.55 6.47 60 50 6.46 5.48 5.44
60 100 8.38 8.20 8.11 60 100 7.51 6.86 6.62
60 200 9.89 9.71 9.02 60 200 9.27 8.27 7.61
120 50 6.68 6.37 6.42 120 50 6.53 4.94 5.32

1 120 100 8.16 7.88 8.00 5 120 100 7.18 5.69 6.20
120 200 10.06 8.81 9.29 120 200 8.36 6.81 7.53
240 50 6.81 6.56 6.59 240 50 5.87 4.10 4.86
240 100 8.39 8.10 8.26 240 100 7.16 5.24 6.28
240 200 9.47 9.14 8.81 240 200 8.25 6.13 7.76
60 50 6.59 5.94 5.77 60 50 6.45 5.43 5.18
60 100 7.92 7.52 7.26 60 100 8.11 6.75 6.55
60 200 9.51 8.95 9.26 60 200 9.56 8.22 8.61
120 50 6.11 5.29 5.31 120 50 5.95 4.30 4.85

3 120 100 7.43 6.39 6.76 7 120 100 7.40 5.48 6.27
120 200 9.00 8.11 9.38 120 200 8.41 6.55 8.50
240 50 6.03 5.15 5.29 240 50 6.40 3.79 5.05
240 100 7.16 6.11 6.61 240 100 7.01 4.39 6.18
240 200 8.69 7.52 8.11 240 200 7.97 5.37 7.42

Note: The quantities in table relate to the error metric used in Theorem [T[]and Theorem [5and correspond to the maximum
difference between the estimated function &' X + '4)(X) and true function o/ X + 5'¢(X) in (25).

of included factors, as predicted by our theory. Specifically, the error rates either hardly

change or decrease as d increases. E.g., for n = 240, J = 200, the error rate decreases from

1.47 (d=1) to 0.77 (d = 7). DNN-FM is affected by the increasing number of factors.

In order to verify the robustness of the results from the first simulation design, we an-
alyze in the following the Monte Carlo outcomes for the second simulation design in ,
which incorporates linear, as well as non-linear effects and pairwise interactions in X on the
dependent variable Y in accordance with Section 2. The results are provided in the Tables
to[9} The simulation results are qualitatively similar to the ones that we obtain for the
first Monte Carlo design. Specifically, Table [7] shows that both DNN-FM and SDNN-FM
consistently estimate the true functional form in as n increases. Moreover, they provide
more precise estimates than the SFM-POET, showing that DNN-FM and SDNN-FM are
better suited to capture non-linear transformations in the observed factors, except one setup

at n =120, J = 200,d = 7.
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Table 8: Simulation results - Second Monte Carlo design
Covariance matrix estimation

d n J | SFM-POET DNN-FM SDNN-FM NL-LW SF-NL-LW RN-FM
60 50 0.87 0.86 0.86 0.60 0.62 1.17
60 100 0.95 0.94 0.95 0.83 0.79 1.03
60 200 1.05 1.04 1.06 1.11 0.95 0.97
120 50 0.87 0.72 0.73 0.46 0.44 0.77

1 120 100 0.94 0.82 0.84 0.67 0.56 0.83
120 200 1.04 0.92 0.96 0.97 0.75 0.79
240 50 0.87 0.55 0.56 0.33 0.32 0.51
240 100 0.95 0.62 0.64 0.51 0.41 0.76
240 200 1.04 0.71 0.74 0.79 0.56 0.77
60 50 0.71 0.68 0.68 0.53 0.67 1.06
60 100 0.76 0.74 0.74 0.64 0.81 1.17
60 200 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.79 0.93 1.14
120 50 0.69 0.56 0.59 0.45 0.51 0.71

3 120 100 0.74 0.63 0.67 0.53 0.59 0.67
120 200 0.80 0.70 0.79 0.67 0.71 0.66
240 50 0.69 0.43 0.46 0.39 0.42 0.51
240 100 0.74 0.49 0.53 0.46 0.50 0.70
240 200 0.80 0.55 0.63 0.57 0.58 0.65
60 50 0.61 0.60 0.55 0.56 0.73 1.01
60 100 0.67 0.68 0.61 0.64 0.85 1.25
60 200 0.74 0.76 0.69 0.73 0.96 1.25
120 50 0.54 0.46 0.49 0.52 0.58 0.58

5 120 100 0.59 0.51 0.56 0.59 0.67 0.54
120 200 0.64 0.57 0.64 0.68 0.78 0.54
240 50 0.54 0.35 0.40 0.49 0.51 0.48
240 100 0.59 0.39 0.46 0.57 0.60 0.59
240 200 0.63 0.44 0.55 0.64 0.68 0.54
60 50 0.56 0.57 0.51 0.58 0.74 1.00
60 100 0.64 0.64 0.54 0.67 0.87 1.25
60 200 0.72 0.74 0.60 0.77 0.99 1.29
120 50 0.46 0.44 0.44 0.55 0.62 0.47

7 120 100 0.50 0.49 0.47 0.65 0.72 0.47
120 200 0.54 0.54 0.53 0.73 0.82 0.48
240 50 0.44 0.32 0.37 0.53 0.56 0.44
240 100 0.47 0.35 0.41 0.63 0.66 0.49
240 200 0.51 0.38 0.48 0.70 0.73 0.55

Note: The quantities in the table refer to the error metric used in Theorem [3| and Theorem
which corresponds to the maximum matrix norm of the difference between the estimated
covariance matrix f]y and X, and f]; and X, respectively. The deep neural network factor model
(DNN-FM) and sparse deep neural network factor model (SDNN-FM) are compared to the static
factor model with observed factors and POET estimator from [Fan et al.| (2013)) (SFM-POET),
the non-linear shrinkage estimator (NL-LW), the single factor non-linear shrinkage estimator
(SF-NL-LW) of Ledoit and Wolf (2017) and the residual nodewise regression estimation of
factor models by [Caner et al.| (2023)).
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Table [§ illustrates the error rates in terms of the maximum matrix norm of the different
approaches in estimating the true covariance matrix. The results are similar to the first sim-
ulation design. In fact, DNN-FM and SDNN-FM offer consistent estimates of the covariance
matrix and SDNN-FM uniformly outperforms the SEM-POET for different combinations of
d,n and J. Moreover, it leads to more precise estimates compared to the non-linear shrink-
age estimators of |Ledoit and Wolf (2017)), for d > 3. For d = 1,3, NL-LW achieves a similar
precision as our deep neural network factor models and in most cases offers better perfor-
mance compared to the remaining competing methods. Furthermore, we observe that the
error rates of the our approaches are not affected by an increase in the number of factors,
which is in accordance with our theory. The simulation results for estimating the precision
matrix are outlined in Table [0l Table [ shows when we increase n our estimation errors
decrease. To give an example, at d = 3 DNN-FM has the error 1.59 at n = 60, J = 50, and
when n = 240, J = 50 the error decreases to 1.10. We see that SDNN-FM and SFM-POET
do generally well among all methods.

The results for our third Monte Carlo design, which incorporates weak factors in the data
generating process are reported in Tables 10| to Table [10| results are very similar to other
tables considering function estimation. Table[L1]provides consistent estimation of covariance
matrix by our methods. In Table[12]our methods dominate all others within n = 120, n = 240
setups with differing J, differing d. To give an example, at n = 240, J = 200, with d = 7
SDNN-FM has 0.69 error, DNN-FM has 0.81, and third best SFM-POET has 0.90 as an

estimation error.

8.3 Brief Analysis of Low Signal-To-Noise Ratio and Weak Factors

Here in this subsection we briefly look at precision matrix estimation errors with an eye on
low(very low) signal-to-noise ratio and weak factor setups. These specifically correspond to
Table [0, d = 1 (low signal to noise, strong factor), Table [9] d=1 (very low signal-to-noise

ratio, strong factor), d=3 (low signal-to-noise ratio, strong factor), and Table 12| (very low
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Table 9: Simulation results - Second Monte Carlo design
Precision matrix estimation

d n J | SFM-POET DNN-FM SDNN-FM NL-LW SF-NL-LW RN-FM
60 50 1.10 1.08 1.06 5.76 8.82 119.70
60 100 1.20 1.16 1.13 1.05 1.35 23.64
60 200 1.29 1.26 1.20 0.89 1.29 20.47
120 50 0.97 0.86 0.85 8.20 7.79 6.66

1 120 100 1.08 0.93 0.97 8.82 14.20 13.93
120 200 1.16 1.01 1.11 1.12 1.28 1.38
240 50 0.92 0.67 0.68 7.10 7.07 4.22
240 100 1.04 0.74 0.87 17.33 14.59 4.00
240 200 1.13 0.81 1.06 22.74 34.43 1.41
60 50 1.29 1.59 1.37 2.08 3.31 235.53
60 100 1.42 1.75 1.42 1.21 1.51 53.61
60 200 1.51 1.90 1.28 1.13 1.53 55.45
120 50 1.10 1.21 1.12 4.46 4.71 4.24

3 120 100 1.23 1.33 1.23 3.67 6.15 1.86
120 200 1.32 1.44 1.16 1.29 1.44 1.51
240 50 1.03 0.90 0.97 4.71 4.50 2.74
240 100 1.16 1.01 1.12 10.16 9.24 2.06
240 200 1.25 1.10 1.10 4.46 3.01 1.52
60 50 1.40 2.26 1.61 1.77 2.40 404.42
60 100 1.56 2.60 1.60 1.36 1.68 137.05
60 200 1.64 2.75 1.33 1.36 1.74 85.91
120 50 1.14 1.78 1.28 2.86 3.18 1.98

5 120 100 1.29 2.06 1.34 3.63 3.95 1.51
120 200 1.39 2.19 1.18 1.55 1.70 1.52
240 50 1.04 1.27 1.11 3.04 291 2.02
240 100 1.19 1.48 1.21 6.91 6.92 1.58
240 200 1.29 1.61 1.10 4.67 4.11 1.46
60 50 1.46 2.86 1.75 1.44 1.77 64182.15
60 100 1.63 3.28 1.66 1.43 1.75 116.88
60 200 1.74 3.60 1.35 1.51 1.92 114.56
120 50 1.14 2.44 1.34 2.15 2.32 1.55

7 120 100 1.30 2.93 1.34 2.67 2.55 1.46
120 200 1.41 3.23 1.17 1.78 1.93 1.51
240 50 1.01 1.77 1.14 2.11 2.16 1.47
240 100 1.17 2.16 1.19 5.40 5.41 1.39
240 200 1.29 241 1.08 4.70 5.16 1.40

Note: The quantities in the table represent the error metric of Theorem 4] and Theorem [6(iii)
which measures the spectral norm of the difference between the estimated and true precision
matrix. The deep neural network factor model (DNN-FM) and sparse deep neural network
factor model (SDNN-FM) are compared to the static factor model with observed factors and
POET estimator from [Fan et al.| (2013) (SFM-POET), the non-linear shrinkage estimator (NL-
LW), the single factor non-linear shrinkage estimator (SF-NL-LW) of |Ledoit and Wolf| (2017)
and the residual nodewise regression estimation of factor models by |Caner et al.| (2023]).
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Table 10: Simulation results - Third Monte Carlo design
Function estimation

d n J | SFM-POET DNN-FM SDNN-FM |d n J | SFM-POET DNN-FM SDNN-FM
60 50 7.14 6.84 6.71 60 50 8.28 7.45 7.12
60 100 9.34 8.87 8.64 60 100 9.41 9.16 8.74
60 200 11.34 10.74 10.57 60 200 11.51 11.23 10.76
120 50 7.36 6.71 6.67 120 50 6.95 6.52 6.31

1 120 100 9.24 8.49 8.43 5 120 100 8.83 8.71 8.33
120 200 10.67 10.36 10.36 120 200 11.01 10.63 10.33
240 50 6.72 6.11 6.15 240 50 6.94 6.48 6.25
240 100 8.79 8.11 8.09 240 100 9.57 8.71 8.46
240 200 10.86 10.09 10.14 240 200 11.37 10.80 10.50
60 50 8.48 7.68 7.33 60 50 8.00 7.64 7.33
60 100 9.56 9.04 8.72 60 100 9.86 9.17 8.73
60 200 11.51 11.34 10.74 60 200 12.64 11.59 10.92
120 50 7.64 6.90 6.76 120 50 7.16 6.87 6.54

3 120 100 9.55 9.11 8.83 7 120 100 9.95 9.38 8.84
120 200 11.26 10.89 10.64 120 200 11.10 11.03 10.61
240 50 7.14 6.62 6.46 240 50 6.98 6.46 6.17
240 100 8.88 8.21 8.10 240 100 9.42 8.84 8.51
240 200 11.09 10.51 10.44 240 200 11.06 10.68 10.18

Note: The quantities in table relate to the error metric used in Theorem [I]and Theorem [5]and correspond to the maximum
difference between the estimated and true function.

signal-to-noise ratio and weak factors). These setups correspondence to signal-to-noise ratio
and strength of factors can be seen from Tables [IH3] We characterize low signal to noise
ratio as a number slightly above one (1.03-1.21) and very low signal to noise ratio as number
below one. Weaker factors are designated as EigmazY/ not increasing rapidly with J, hence
only Table [12] To summarize SDNN-FM has the best performance overall. DNN-FM and
SFM-POET and NL-LW also has some good performance as well. To give an example at
Table , SDNN-FM with d = 5, has the best record 6 out of 9 setups (n, J combinations)
and NL-LW has 2 out of 9, and SFM-POET has 1 out of 9. DNN-FM does also well coming

second in 6 out of 9 setups.
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Table 11: Simulation results - Third Monte Carlo design
Covariance matrix estimation

d n J | SFM-POET DNN-FM SDNN-FM NL-LW SF-NL-LW RN-FM
60 50 0.96 0.79 0.80 0.73 0.77 1.27
60 100 1.04 0.91 0.91 0.95 0.88 1.06
60 200 1.15 1.03 1.04 1.27 1.11 1.07
120 50 0.93 0.61 0.65 0.55 0.55 0.83

1 120 100 1.03 0.70 0.74 0.77 0.64 0.89
120 200 1.12 0.81 0.84 1.09 0.91 0.90
240 50 0.93 0.49 0.56 0.45 0.45 0.57
240 100 1.04 0.56 0.64 0.59 0.50 0.74
240 200 1.12 0.62 0.71 0.89 0.72 0.81
60 50 0.91 0.77 0.77 0.71 0.73 1.31
60 100 1.02 0.88 0.89 0.96 0.93 1.30
60 200 1.10 1.00 1.02 1.25 1.08 1.26
120 50 0.89 0.63 0.64 0.56 0.56 0.77

3 120 100 0.99 0.72 0.73 0.76 0.67 0.81
120 200 1.09 0.82 0.83 1.05 0.88 0.86
240 50 0.89 0.48 0.55 0.44 0.43 0.57
240 100 0.99 0.58 0.63 0.59 0.52 0.72
240 200 1.08 0.68 0.70 0.85 0.67 0.78
60 50 0.85 0.74 0.75 0.67 0.72 1.35
60 100 0.96 0.85 0.86 0.91 0.91 1.57
60 200 1.07 0.96 0.99 1.21 1.06 1.64
120 50 0.82 0.60 0.62 0.53 0.51 0.75

5 120 100 0.93 0.71 0.71 0.76 0.65 0.80
120 200 1.05 0.81 0.81 1.04 0.89 0.85
240 50 0.83 0.49 0.53 0.41 0.40 0.55
240 100 0.94 0.60 0.62 0.58 0.52 0.68
240 200 1.06 0.68 0.69 0.84 0.66 0.75
60 50 0.82 0.74 0.75 0.69 0.74 1.46
60 100 0.96 0.86 0.86 0.92 0.91 1.74
60 200 1.06 0.96 0.99 1.24 1.07 1.98
120 50 0.80 0.60 0.63 0.54 0.54 0.72

7 120 100 0.92 0.71 0.72 0.75 0.64 0.78
120 200 1.03 0.81 0.82 1.06 0.88 0.85
240 50 0.81 0.50 0.54 0.42 0.41 0.55
240 100 0.94 0.60 0.63 0.58 0.50 0.66
240 200 1.06 0.67 0.69 0.86 0.67 0.74

Note: The quantities in the table refer to the error metric used in Theorem [3] and Theorem
which corresponds to the maximum matrix norm of the difference between the estimated
covariance matrix f]u and X, and f]g and X, respectively. The deep neural network factor model
(DNN-FM) and sparse deep neural network factor model (SDNN-FM) are compared to the static
factor model with observed factors and POET estimator from [Fan et al.| (2013)) (SFM-POET),
the non-linear shrinkage estimator (NL-LW), the single factor non-linear shrinkage estimator
(SF-NL-LW) of Ledoit and Wolf (2017) and the residual nodewise regression estimation of
factor models by [Caner et al.| (2023)).
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Table 12: Simulation results - Third Monte Carlo design
Precision matrix estimation

d n J | SFM-POET DNN-FM SDNN-FM NL-LW SF-NL-LW RN-FM
60 50 1.04 1.02 1.01 4.62 6.37 86.19
60 100 1.10 1.09 1.06 1.00 1.34 22.05
60 200 1.19 1.18 1.13 0.83 1.25 19.98
120 50 0.87 0.76 0.75 8.78 6.85 5.89

1 120 100 0.90 0.82 0.80 10.81 12.74 3.06
120 200 0.94 0.89 0.86 1.04 1.23 1.15
240 50 0.80 0.56 0.57 9.24 7.14 3.30
240 100 0.81 0.61 0.61 13.27 14.87 5.61
240 200 0.84 0.67 0.67 24.64 25.30 85.47
60 50 1.16 1.18 1.14 3.50 5.34 405.06
60 100 1.22 1.26 1.14 1.00 1.35 278.29
60 200 1.30 1.34 1.16 0.84 1.27 60.62
120 50 0.93 0.86 0.83 5.34 6.18 6.28

3 120 100 0.97 0.93 0.87 4.63 10.12 4.89
120 200 1.00 0.97 0.87 1.03 1.23 1.25
240 50 0.83 0.63 0.62 5.39 4.89 2.79
240 100 0.85 0.71 0.67 11.13 11.38 2.05
240 200 0.87 0.76 0.69 11.11 20.95 1.24
60 50 1.22 1.31 1.24 3.16 3.84 395.95
60 100 1.35 1.44 1.23 0.98 1.36 137.48
60 200 1.40 1.48 1.17 0.84 1.27 93.51
120 50 0.95 0.92 0.87 4.14 4.48 6.34

5 120 100 1.00 0.99 0.88 3.43 6.30 32.19
120 200 1.04 1.04 0.88 1.02 1.23 1.33
240 50 0.84 0.70 0.67 4.19 3.52 2.63
240 100 0.87 0.75 0.68 7.46 7.64 1.97
240 200 0.88 0.79 0.69 7.61 12.90 1.24
60 50 1.31 1.45 1.37 2.20 4.07 2113.83
60 100 1.39 1.51 1.26 0.97 1.34 154.32
60 200 1.51 1.62 1.18 0.83 1.27 120.78
120 50 0.99 1.00 0.93 3.57 3.72 5.86

7 120 100 1.03 1.05 0.89 3.68 4.06 1.55
120 200 1.07 1.10 0.88 1.02 1.22 1.37
240 50 0.86 0.73 0.69 3.31 2.92 241
240 100 0.88 0.78 0.69 7.42 6.58 2.17
240 200 0.90 0.81 0.69 5.76 11.91 1.28

Note: The quantities in the table represent the error metric of Theorem |4] and Theorem
which measures the spectral norm of the difference between the estimated and true precision
matrix. The deep neural network factor model (DNN-FM) and sparse deep neural network
factor model (SDNN-FM) are compared to the static factor model with observed factors and
POET estimator from [Fan et al.| (2013) (SFM-POET), the non-linear shrinkage estimator (NL-
LW), the single factor non-linear shrinkage estimator (SF-NL-LW) of |Ledoit and Wolf| (2017)
and the residual nodewise regression estimation of factor models by [Caner et al.| (2023]).
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9 Empirical Application

In order to verify the practical validity of the DNN and SDNN factor models, we investigate
their efficiency for estimating high-dimensional empirical portfolios.

In an out-of-sample portfolio forecasting experiment, we compare the performance of
the global minimum variance portfolio (GMVP) strategy based on the covariance matrix
estimated by our multilayer neural networks with fully and sparsely connected units as
illustrated in Sections [2] and [ respectively, with popular alternative portfolio strategies
commonly used in the literature. As we are mainly interested in analyzing the empirical
quality of the covariance matrix estimator, we concentrate on the estimation of GMVP

weights, which are solely a function of the covariance matrix of the asset returns.

9.1 Data and illustration of the forecasting experiment

For our analysis we use the excess returns of stocks of the S&P 500 index, which were
constituents of the index on December 31, 2021. The excess returns are constructed by
subtracting the corresponding one-month Treasury bill rate from the asset returns. We
compare the forecasting results for asset returns on monthly frequency, where we use the
prices available at the end of the corresponding month to calculate the returns.

For our forecasting experiment, we consider two different time periods.

1. Period 1: January 1986 - December 2019: The first sample period yields n = 407

monthly return observations and 227 assets are available for the entire sample.

2. Period 2: January 1986 - December 2021: The second period yields n = 431 return
observations for 227 assets. Compared to the first sample period, the second period
incorporates the COVID-19 Crisis 2020/21 and allows us to analyze the effect of this

turbulent episode on the forecasting performance of the considered methods.

We conduct an out-of-sample forecasting experiment based on a rolling window approach

with an insample size of ten years, which corresponds to n; = 120 monthly observations.
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Specifically, at any investment date h, we use for the most recent 120 monthly returns for
the estimation. Based on the estimated portfolio weights wy,, we compute the out-of-sample
portfolio return for period h+1 as Tiil = W} rp11. In the following step, we shift the insample
window by one observation, estimate the portfolio weights wy, 1 for investment period h + 1
and compute the out-of-sample portfolio return rﬁil This procedure is repeated until we
reach the end of the sample. Hence, for the first period we obtain a series of n — n; = 287
out-of-sample portfolio returns, whereas for the second sample period we retain 311 out-of-
sample portfolio returns. All portfolios are updated on a monthly basis.

This result is used to calculate the average out-of-sample portfolio return and variance

as follows

1 n—1 9
Apf ~2 ~pf A
= 7 and %= ——7-— ™y — fb
$ (L, 1)
n—mhnl n—n;—lh:m

In order to evaluate the performance of the approaches for different asset dimensions, we
consider the following portfolio sizes: J € {50, 100,200}. Specifically, at the investment date
h, we select the largest J assets, as measured by their market value, which have a complete
return history over the most recent n; periods, similar to Ledoit and Wolf (2017)).

In addition, we investigate the portfolio performance in the presence of transaction costs.
Following |Li| (2015), we calculate the out-of-sample excess returns with transaction costs

according to

apfite

Thir = OpThe1 — 1 + ththl |Wh+1,J ‘7

IIMk.

where Q;,J;j = Wp; (1 + rp41,5)/(1 + th) is the portfolio weight of the j-th asset before
rebalancing and ¢ are the proportional transaction costs, which we set to 50 basis points

per transaction as adopted by DeMiguel et al.| (2007). Based on the previous definitions, we
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define the mean and variance of the excess portfolio returns with transaction costs as

1 n—1 1 n—1 9
~tc ~pf,tc ~2tc __ ~pf,tc ~tc
o g wd oo L5 ey

n—ny n—ny—1
h=nj h=ny

Moreover, we determine the portfolio turnover by

n—1

1 J
P =L S S s i)

h:nI ]:1

To evaluate the portfolio performance of each method, we concentrate on the annual-
ized out-of-sample standard deviation (SD), average return (AV) and Sharpe ratio (SR).
Moreover, we analyze the average out-of-sample Portfolio Turnover (PT).

In the following, we provide an overview of the approaches, which we incorporate in the

empirical study:
e EW: The equally weighted portfolio.

e DNN-FM: Our non-linear nonparametric factor model estimated based on the deep

neural network in Section 2.

e SDNN-FM: Our non-linear nonparametric factor model estimated based on the s-sparse

deep neural network in Section [6]

In order to implement the DNN-FM and SDNN-FM approaches, we use the Fama-

French three factors by |[Fama and French| (1993)) as observed factors.

e POET: The principal orthogonal complement thresholding covariance matrix estimator
from |Fan et al. (2013), with latent factors and the number of factors is estimated based

on the IC} criterion by Bai and Ngj (2002).
e FF3F: The Fama-French three factor model introduced by [Fama and French) (1993)).

e NL-LW: The non-linear shrinkage estimator of |Ledoit and Wolf (2017).
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e SF-NL-LW: The single factor non-linear shrinkage estimator of Ledoit and Wolf| (2017)).

e RN-FM: Residual based nodewise regression factor model of Caner et al.| (2023)) incor-

porating the Fama-French three factors by |[Fama and Frenchl (1993)).

9.2 Out-of-sample portfolio results

The annualized out-of-sample portfolio results for the first sample period, which excludes the
COVID-19 Crisis 2020/21 are illustrated in Table Compared to the competing methods,
both DNN-FM and SDNN-FM provide the lowest out-of-sample standard deviations if the
asset dimension J is smaller than the in-sample size n; of 120 months without transaction
costs. For J = 200 the non-linear shrinkage estimators of |Ledoit and Wolf (2017)) lead
to slightly lower portfolio standard deviations. Given the results of our theory and the
simulation results, this outcome is anticipated, as our approaches offer the best performance
when n; > J. If we consider the out-of-sample SR without transaction costs, DNN-FM and
SDNN-FM outperform the competing approaches for high portfolio dimensions, i.e., J > 100.
For example at J = 200, our Sharpe ratios are 0.822, 0.852 for DNN-FM and SDNN-FM
respectively, whereas the next highest Sharpe Ratio is with SF-NL-LW at 0.680 and RN-FM
has Sharpe Ratio of 0.678. The differences are not minor between the methods. For low asset
dimensions (J = 50) our methods lead to a similar performance as NL-LW and SF-NL-LW
in terms of SR. However, it is important to note that the non-linear shrinkage estimators
of Ledoit and Wolf (2017)) generate the highest portfolio turnovers across the considered
approaches. If we compare DNN-FM and SDNN-FM, we observe that both models lead to
very similar portfolio performances, if transactions costs are not considered.

When transaction cost are taken into account, the SDNN-FM offers the highest SR for all
portfolio dimensions. Also the larger J, the larger the Sharpe-Ratio of SDNN-FM. At J = 50,
Sharpe Ratio of SDNN-FM is 0.478, but increases to 0.663 at J = 200. This is mainly due
to high out-of-sample returns and a relative low portfolio turnover. Hence, the sparsity in

the neural network weights of the SDNN-FM has a stabilizing effect on the corresponding
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Table 13: Out-of-sample portfolio application results for the first sample

Period 1: January 1986 - December 2019
Without transaction costs

Model | EW  DNN-FM SDNN-FM POET FF3F NL-LW SF-NL-LW RN-FM

J =50
SD 0.143 0.136 0.136 0.143 0.142  0.146 0.144 0.139
AV 0.067 0.077 0.075 0.067 0.068  0.082 0.083 0.072
SR 0.464 0.562 0.555 0.467 0.476  0.560 0.576 0.517
PT 0.071 0.199 0.175 0.075  0.083 0.374 0.375 0.241
J =100
SD 0.144 0.133 0.133 0.145 0.140 0.141 0.139 0.137
AV 0.069 0.078 0.077 0.064 0.072  0.061 0.059 0.074
SR 0.479 0.585 0.582 0.446 0.516  0.430 0.426 0.544
PT 0.073 0.284 0.243 0.121  0.098  0.516 0.535 0.220
J =200
SD 0.145 0.137 0.138 0.142 0.140 0.134 0.132 0.139
AV 0.086 0.113 0.117 0.082 0.089  0.089 0.090 0.094
SR 0.592 0.822 0.852 0.577 0.636  0.666 0.680 0.678
PT 0.066 0.461 0.437 0.235 0.107  0.483 0.470 0.180

Period 1: January 1986 - December 2019
With transaction costs

Model | EW  DNN-FM SDNN-FM POET FF3F NL-LW SF-NL-LW RN-FM

J =50
SD 0.143 0.136 0.136 0.143  0.142 0.146 0.144 0.139
AV 0.062 0.065 0.065 0.062  0.063 0.059 0.060 0.058
SR 0.435 0.475 0.478 0.436  0.441 0.406 0.420 0.413
J =100
SD 0.144 0.132 0.132 0.144  0.140 0.141 0.139 0.137
AV 0.064 0.060 0.062 0.057  0.065 0.029 0.027 0.062
SR 0.449 0.457 0.472 0.396 0.467  0.210 0.194 0.452
J =200
SD 0.145 0.136 0.137 0.142  0.140 0.133 0.132 0.139
AV 0.082 0.085 0.091 0.068  0.082 0.060 0.061 0.083
SR 0.565 0.622 0.663 0.476  0.591 0.448 0.466 0.600

Note: Our deep neural network factor model (DNN-FM) and sparse deep neural network factor
model (SDNN-FM) are compared to the equally weighted portfolio (EW), the POET estimator of
Fan et al.| (2013)) (POET), the three factor model of Fama and French| (1993) (FF3F), the non-linear
shrinkage estimator (NL-LW) and the single factor non-linear shrinkage estimator (SF-NL-LW) of
Ledoit and Wolfl (2017)) and the residual based nodewise regression factor model of |Caner et al.
(2023).

portfolio weights. The general better performance of the SDNN-FM compared to FF3F and

POET testifies the advantage of measuring non-linear relations in high-dimensional portfolios
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Table 14: Out-of-sample portfolio application results for the second sample

Period 2: January 1986 - December 2021
Without transaction costs

Model | EW  DNN-FM SDNN-FM POET FF3F NL-LW SF-NL-LW RN-FM

J =50
SD 0.147 0.139 0.140 0.147  0.145  0.150 0.148 0.143
AV 0.076 0.089 0.088 0.078  0.078  0.099 0.099 0.082
SR 0.520 0.637 0.632 0.528 0.534  0.659 0.665 0.573
PT 0.072 0.204 0.180 0.083 0.084  0.376 0.377 0.242
J =100
SD 0.147 0.137 0.137 0.146  0.143  0.145 0.142 0.142
AV 0.078 0.088 0.088 0.076  0.079  0.078 0.073 0.088
SR 0.528 0.644 0.638 0.517  0.553  0.536 0.517 0.620
PT 0.073 0.290 0.250 0.135  0.101 0.555 0.569 0.223
J =200
SD 0.150 0.143 0.144 0.144 0.144  0.136 0.135 0.143
AV 0.093 0.117 0.120 0.085 0.095  0.098 0.098 0.101
SR 0.619 0.816 0.836 0.589 0.659  0.720 0.724 0.706
PT 0.067 0.480 0.449 0.245 0.112  0.485 0.471 0.187

Period 2: January 1986 - December 2021
With transaction costs

Model | EW  DNN-FM SDNN-FM POET FF3F NL-LW SF-NL-LW RN-FM

J =50
SD 0.147 0.139 0.139 0.147  0.145  0.150 0.148 0.143
AV 0.072 0.076 0.077 0.073 0.073  0.076 0.076 0.067
SR 0.490 0.549 0.555 0.495 0.499  0.508 0.512 0.472
J =100
SD 0.147 0.137 0.137 0.146  0.143  0.143 0.141 0.142
AV 0.073 0.071 0.072 0.067 0.073  0.044 0.039 0.075
SR 0.498 0.516 0.529 0.462 0.511 0.306 0.275 0.528
J =200
SD 0.150 0.142 0.143 0.144 0.143  0.136 0.135 0.143
AV 0.089 0.088 0.093 0.070  0.088  0.069 0.069 0.090
SR 0.593 0.616 0.650 0.486 0.613  0.505 0.514 0.628

Note: Our deep neural network factor model (DNN-FM) and sparse deep neural network factor
model (SDNN-FM) are compared to the equally weighted portfolio (EW), the POET estimator of
Fan et al.| (2013)) (POET), the three factor model of Fama and French| (1993) (FF3F), the non-linear
shrinkage estimator (NL-LW) and the single factor non-linear shrinkage estimator (SF-NL-LW) of
Ledoit and Wolfl (2017)) and the residual based nodewise regression factor model of |Caner et al.
(2023).

based on deep neural networks compared to models, which solely allow for capturing linear

effects. Moreover, the empirical results confirm our theoretical findings in Section [5, which
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reinforce the effectiveness of DNN estimators settings characterized by a low signal-to-noise
ratio, as commonly observed in financial data. In contrast to that, traditional approximate
factor models rely on the pervasiveness assumption, which implies an environment with high
signal. Hence, the superior performance of the DNN estimators compared to the POET
approach can be attributed to their ability to effectively capture the nuances and complexities
inherent in low signal scenarios, providing a more accurate and reliable estimation framework.

The annualized results for the second sample period, which incorporates the COVID-19
Crisis are reported in Table Overall the results are very similar to the ones obtained
for the first sample period without COVID-19 Crisis. However, as anticipated, the recent
turbulent period in 2020/21 leads to a general increase in out-of-sample portfolio volatility
for all considered methods and portfolio dimensions. Nevertheless, the DNN-FM and SDNN-
FM lead to the lowest SD for n; = 120 > J, which is even more pronounced compared to
the first sample period. To see this fact, at J = 50, DNN-FM, SDNN-FM have standard
deviations of 0.139, and 0.140, respectively, whereas the next best method is RN-FM with
0.143 as the standard deviation without transaction costs. This indicates that the both
models can compensate the large volatility during the COVID-19 Crisis. Moreover, when
transaction costs are taken into account the SDNN-FM leads to the highest SR for all
portfolio dimensions. To give an example with J = 100, SDNN-FM has the highest Sharpe
Ratio with 0.650, compared with second best RN-FM at 0.628.

10 Conclusions

In this paper, we contribute to the theoretical understanding of the advantages in predictive
power of modern deep neural networks. Specifically, we analyze the large sample properties of
feedforward multilayer neural networks (multilayer perceptron) in multivariate nonparamet-
ric regression models. Our theoretical elaboration generalizes and extends the deep learning

results of |[Schmidt-Hieber| (2020a)) and |[Farrell et al.| (2021). We provide uniform results on
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the expected estimation risk that are novel to the deep learning literature. More precisely,
we analyze the properties of a deep neural network that incorporates a set of multiple re-
sponse variables. We derive an upper bound on the expected risk, show that these bounds
are uniform over the large set of variables. The rates depend on the tradeoff between the
smoothness of the underlying function, the number of regressors and the number of variables.

Moreover, we build a bridge between our deep learning framework and non-linear non-
parametric factor models in finance applications. Our deep neural network factor model
(DNN-FM) allows to measure flexible linear and non-linear interactions between the consid-
ered asset return series and underlying factors. Hence, compared to the traditional factor
models that impose a rigid linear relationship between the factors and considered variables,
our deep neural network factor model considerably enhances the model flexibility. In order
to analyze the implications of imposing sparsity in the parametrization of the deep neural
network, we extend our deep learning results to an non-linear additive model setting.

Furthermore, we develop a novel data-dependent estimator of the covariance matrix of the
residuals in the DNN-FM and its sparse version (SDNN-FM), which is necessary to construct
a robust estimator for the covariance and precision matrix of the asset returns based on the
DNN-FM and SDNN-FM. The estimator is based on a flexible adaptive thresholding method,
which is robust to outliers in the innovations. We prove that the adaptive thresholding
estimator is consistent under the [,-norm. In addition, we provide consistency results of
the corresponding covariance and precision matrix estimators based on both deep neural
network specification. It is important to note that we obtain these consistency results under
a very low signal-to-noise ratio assumption, which implies that our model setting is better
suited to measure the spectral structure of datasets incorporating assets returns compared
to standard linear factor models relying on the pervasiveness assumption.

In the Monte Carlo study, we analyze the finite sample properties of our DNN-FM and
SDNN-FM using various simulation designs. The results confirm our large sample findings.

Specifically, both models consistently estimate the true underlying non-linear functional
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form, which connects the observed factors with the considered time series, as the number
of temporal periods increases. Moreover, the corresponding covariance and precision matrix
estimators based on the DNN-FM and SDNN-FM are consistent as well. The simulation
results further verify that the convergence rates of both estimators are independent of the
number of incorporated factors. In contrast to that, competing methods are more sensitive
to the design of the data generating process and their error rates are negatively affected if
the number of included factors increases.

In an out-of-sample portfolio application, we investigate the efficiency of the DNN-FM
and SDNN-FM in predicting high-dimensional empirical portfolios in a global minimum vari-
ance portfolio setting and compare the performance to alternative approaches that are com-
monly used in the literature. The forecasting results show that our DNN-FM and SDNN-FM
lead to the lowest out-of-sample portfolio standard deviation when the number of periods
is larger than the number of assets. At the same time, they avoid large changes in the
portfolio constellation, which leads to a low portfolio turnover. This results in the highest
out-of-sample Sharpe ratio across different portfolio sizes compared to all alternative esti-
mators when transaction costs are taken into account. Moreover, the results illustrate that
the advantage of both deep neural networks in terms of lowest portfolio standard deviation

is especially pronounced during volatile periods, such as during the COVID-19 Crisis.
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Appendix

A Proofs

Proof of Theorem [1](i). We start with Theorem [I[b) and its proof on p.206 in [Farrell
et al.| (2021), with v = n¥ ¥+ (logn)?,
1 & _p(8ed) s, log(logn) ++ d/(B-+d) \
P 3= S0 = oKD = Culn T (log ) + 2B < exp(—7) = exp(—n®/ D (logn
i=1
and then take the union bound and take into account the number of outcome variables in
the rate of convergence, set v = v + log J

The above inequality simplifies when we substitute v; definition

1 log(logn) ™
— /(B+d) 8 i _
P{f%i’%nz[fﬂ )~ Jos (X = O+ togmy* 1 2BUB) | Ty (),
which implies
Ly _ log(logn) logJ
- B/(B+d) 8
< exp(logJ — n @+ (1og n)® — log J)
= exp(—n?* D (logn)®).

Define r,,; := 20, [n=% 3+ (log n)® + —log(lsg")], and 7,9 1= C’l[w].

n

(ii). The asymptotic case follows from the tail probability in (i).
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Q.E.D.

Proof of Lemma [1l

Note that by Assumption , u;; are bounded, so we can assume for a positive constant
K > 0, maxj<;<, maxj<j<s|u;;| < K2, and independent across i = 1,---,n, for each
j=1,---,J. Sou;, are independent sub Gaussian for each j = 1,--- ,J, acrossi =1,--- ,n,
and multiple of sub Gaussian random variable are sub exponential u;,uy;, and centered
version is also subexponential by p.31-32 of |Vershynin (2019), then we can benefit from
Corollary 2.8.3 of |Vershynin (2019), and providing a union bound, for ¢ > 0 a positive

constant

2t
2
P Dax. 1211?<XJ|E E wj ik — Bujug] >t ] < J2exp <_Cmm<K2’E>n> .

Then the right side upper bound probability simplifies

2t 2 ¢
J*2 exp <_cmm([(2’ ?)n) = exp <log 2J% — cm1n(K2, ?)n> .

Set t = Cy+/log J/n, with sufficiently large n, (n'/? > (Cy/K)(log J)'/?) we have t?/K? <

t/K, we only analyze
ot t?
J?2exp (—cmm(KQ, E)n) = exp <log 2J% — c%) )
Set ¢ == cC3/K?* —2 > 0 to have
%
log2 + 2log J — 72 log J = log(—
This provides the desired result.
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Q.E.D.

First, wu;ux; — Eu;uy; is subexponential random variables across ¢ = 1,--- ,n by
Lemma 2.7.7 and p. 32 of |Vershynin| (2019)). Then |u;ux; — Ew;uy;| is subexponential by

Proposition 2.7.1 of |Vershynin! (2019), and by p.32 of |Vershynin| (2019) |u; ux; — Eujug | —

Elu;uy; — Eu;uy,| is subexponential. Then apply Lemma proof above.
Q.E.D.

Proof of Lemma Clearly, u;; — 4;; = f](XZ) — fo,;(X;). Then we simplify the

problem as

max =3 (g — i) = max - D_(H(X0) = fos (X)) (A1)

1<isdn

n

i=1 =1

Define the rate of convergences specifically, with C'| as a positive constant

log(1
g i= Cafn P4 log s 1 ELE ),

Y

n

and
log J
rn2 = Ch] 8 ].
n
We first show a finite sample result. By Theorem [I](i)
1 — . _d_
Pl ;(Um' — )" > a1+ a2 | < exp(—nFi(logn)®). (A.2)

By (A.2)), with n — oo, we get the desired result as tail probability goes to zero in both
cases, and by 1, := max (7,1, 7n2)-

Q.E.D.

Use triangle inequality by seeing 4;; = 1,; — u;; + u;,;, and in the same way for 4y,

and Cauchy-Schwartz inequality for the second inequality below
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n n

1 1
_ Ot s — U U < _ 0— s M — )
[nax max |~ E 1 (i stins — wjiug)| < max max |- E 1 (G — ) (i — i)
1= 1=
1 n
+ 2 max max |— E Wi Uk — i)
1<j<J1<k<J 'm —

n

1

~ 2
< max — Y (i — ujy)
1<j<in
=1
n n
1, 1, ,
+ 2,| max — E us,;, | max — g (T — uji)?.
1T n = P\ 1<5<T n 4 < ’
1= 1=

Then apply Lemma [If(i), Lemma (i), Assumption 1, and we have max;<;<; Fuj; < C' < oo,
and by

n

1 PPN 1/271/2
Pl g 3 St ] > (O

2
<
= Ja

+ exp(—nY P+ (logn)®).  (A.3)

Note that in ({A.3)) the tail probability goes to zero with n — oo and we have the desired
result, with Assumption [3} I, — 0 as n — co.

Q.E.D.

By triangle inequality

n n

1 1
max max |— E Uil — Bujug,;| < max max |— E (thj i, — it )|
iS5k 0 1< 1<k< T 4=

i= =

n

1

+ max max |— E (ujiun; — Bujiugg)|.

1<j<J 1<h<) n 4=

1=

Then by Lemma [1fi), Lemma in (A.3)
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NG

+ exp(—nd/(ﬁ+d) (log n)s).

1 1/271/2
P(lrgag] lrgggcj |n Zu%,u;“ Eujug;l > (2C)7=L/* 4+ 1, + Cy

)

4
<
S 74

When n — oo the tail probability converges to zero and we obtain the desired result via
Assumption , and via [,, definition in and since the slowest rate is I5/>.

Q.E.D.

The proof of Theorem [2 uses the following lemma and this will be used to in robust

adaptive thresholding covariance matrix estimator.

Lemma A.1. Under Assumptions[1{4)

P (C’L < min HAM < max 6< Cu) >1-o0(1),

1<G<TI<k<J TSI 1<k<ST

with CU = maxlgjgmgng ’O’j’k’—f—maXlgng Uj,j < 00, and CL = minlgngJS%J E\uﬂuk’i—

okl =c¢>0.

Proof of Lemma [A.1]
First define a positive constant C, > (2C)/24+1+4Cy > 0 and define the following events,

that we condition our proof,

— _ < 1/2
A= L o0 e = ol = LT
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log J

).

A4—{f£]a<>afg%n2'“w“m 73l = Blujs = ojl| < G

and then we will relax the condition and get the probabilistic result. We start with the upper

bound. By using the triangle inequality

max max f;;, = max max — E |0 Uk, — 0] < max max — E | iUk, — Ok

1<j<J 1<k<J 1<<J 1<k<J N, 1<<T 1<k<J N,

+ max max—g ok — 0jkl
1<<J 1<k<) 1 4

n

1
= max max — E U tk; —0j| +  max  |ojr — 0kl
1SS0 15k<d N A 1<j<J1<k<S
1=

Then condition on the event A;, and use it in second term on the right side of (A.4])

5l < /2 _
(o max, logk — 65l < CLS = o(1),

(A4)

(A.5)

where the asymptotic negligibility is by [, = o(1) by Assumption |3 and definition in ({3)).

Consider the first term on the right side of (A.4)).

n

1 S
max max — E |Gk — 0] < max max — E |(tj; — i) (Uk; — ki)
1<j<T 1<k<T N A= 1<j<J1<k<J n

g D))

+  max max—g |wj it — 0k
1<j<J 1<k<J n 4

Consider the first term on the right side of (A.6]) via Cauchy-Schwartz inequality

n n

1<5<5d n 4 1<k<J n 4

n
. N 1 . 1 R
max max Z |(tj—wj i) (Ugi—ug,)| < | max — Z(UN w;;)%, | max — ZW’“ —ug;)? <y,
1

1<G<J 1<k<J
i= =1 i=1
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by event A,. Consider the second term on the right side of (A.6))

1 <, .
max max — g (Ui — wji)(ugs)|] < max — E (G —uj;)?, | max — E u,“
1<<T 1<k<J N, 4 o 1<j<T n 4 - ’ 1<k<J n
— 1/2
0g
< 1Y2{ max oy + Cy A8
= ) sy Rk n ’ (A-8)

where we use Cauchy-Schwartz for the first inequality, and we use events A, N .A3. Same

analysis applies to third term on the right side of (A.6). Consider the fourth term on the

right side of ({A.6)

1 1
max max — E |w;uk; — 0] < max max — 5 |ujiuki| +  max  |oj (A.9)
1<j<J 1<k<J n, - ’ 1<j<J 1<k<J N, - o 1<j<J1<k<T 7
= =
Use Cauchy-Schwartz inequality
max max — E |wjiuni| < max — E u?,;, | max — g u,“
1<j<J1<k<J N 1<j<J n WAl 1<k<T n
log J log J
< [max 0j,; + Cs |2 max oy, + Cs ]'(A.10)
1<j<J n 1<k<J n

via event A3. Combine (A.7)-(A.10) in (A.6) on A; NAy N A

log J
Z < 1/2 / 1/2 .
1<jeTaEk<T [itti = ogrl Sl A2, [ma:%]a” + n 1T 1< ek 7541
log J 1
+ [max o0;; + Cs o8 ]1/2[max Ok + Co\| —F 08 }}/rﬂ
1<5<J n 1<k<J
Then add (A.5) to (A.11), and since I, = o(1) by Assumption (3| with

max 0, < max |ojx + max o;; + o(1). (A.12)
1<j<J1<k<J 1<j<J1<k<J 1<j<J
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Note that A; holds with probability approaching one, due to the following argument. By
Lemma [1 (A.3) and

n

1
max max |6, —o;x] < max max |— g (uj it — o)
1<j<T 1<k<J 1<GSTI<k<T N 4 1
=
n
1

+ max max |— Z(ﬁjﬂlm — Uj i)
1<j<T1Sh<] M

log J

IN

(20)Y212 41, + Cy

IN

CL1Y2,

where the last inequality is by C,, [,, :== max(ry1, r,2) definitions in Theorem .

=J >SS

12 we have
P(.A1 mAg mAg) 2 1-— 0(1)

We analyze the lower bound in our problem. We condition on the events A, As, A3, Aj.
Then we relax this assumption at the end of the proof here. We start with the following

triangle inequality and use éj,k definition

1 & 1 & 1 & 1 &
- Z [uj it — k| < - Z |wj itn s — Uit q| + - Z ;i — 0| + i Z Gjk — Tkl
i=1 i=1 i=1 =1
1< o - R
S ; Zl \uj,l-ukﬂ- — uMuk,il + Hj,k + 1§jg?1t)§(k§J |0'j,k — Uj,k|- <A13)
1=

The term on the left side of (A.13]) is lower bounded by

1 & log J
EZWJ',Z‘UM_UJ}H > Blujiui — oju] — Coyf —2
=1
log J
2 C—CQ o8 s (A].4)
n

where the first inequality is by event 44, and the second inequality is by Assumption [4]
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Then analyze the right side of (A.13) by event A,

max |6, — o] < CLIY2

=J =Lt xhv >

Consider the first term on the right side of ({A.13)) by triangle inequality and (A.7)-(A.8)
on A; N A;

max—Z]u]zum ity < max—2|u3Z ;i) (Ugi — uk1)|+max Z|u]Z w;i)(ug )|
Bk n Bk n

+ rg@X;;jE:\ ji) (Ui — Ug)|

< I+ 2ln/2{1r§a;>f] 0;; + Cy\/log J/n}'/2. (A.15)
VS

Combine (A.14)(A.15)) in (A.13),

min min 6, > ¢ —o(1),
1<5<J 1<k<T

by Assumption [3] since I, = o(1). Since we condition on N ;A4
P(AL A = 1 - o(1),

by Lemmata [T}2]
Q.E.D.

Proof of Theorem [2l
Define b,, := C’*l,ll/Q. Define a new positive constant C,, > 0 such that C,,Cp > 2C, >
0, we get
Crw, > 2b,, (A.16)

by (©)-
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Next define

= 51 — ; < 1/2
By :={ max max |5, — ojx| < Culy™},

By :={ min min 8w, > 2b
{1gk§J1§j§J Ik 3

Bs = { max max 6, < Cy\.
3 {1§k§J1§j§J ik < Cul

Define also the event E := {N?_,B;}. Note that under F, with b, definition
|Gk > wiby  implies |oj] > by, (A.17)

by By, By. To see this

A

bn + |Uj,k| > |5-j,k| > wn0j7k > an

Next

|G| < wabi implies |0k < by + Cywn, (A.18)

via Lemma [A.T] and event B;
(JJnCU > wnéj,k > ‘&ij‘ > |O’j’k‘ — bn

Let ||Al|;, be the spectral norm of matrix A.Then

J
STh -
12" = Bulli, < lfgjagf]; ‘Uj,k]l{\&j,k\zwnéj,k} — Ojkl

IA

J
max E Oir— ik, 5
1<j<7 £ 1‘ i = 5l o, 20,3

J
max g il 5
+ 1<j<J | j7k| {‘O'j,k‘<wn9j,k}
k=1
J

J
< gjag] ; 1656 — 0k N (o, 112001 + lrgjég ; 105,611 {1, 41 <bn+Crron}
S bnsn + (bn + Can)Sn S (CL + CU)wnSn - CBWnSn

1)



where the first inequality is due to ||Al, < ||Al,. for matrix norms, with A being a sym-
metric matrix, and the third inequality is by , and the fourth inequality is by
B, and the sparsity definition, and the last inequality is due to . The last equality is
Cs:=Cp + Cp.

Note that by

P<62) = P( min éj,kwn > 2bn) > P( min éj.k > CL)

=J St =J St

Then by Lemma [A.1] and Lemma [2] we have

P[E] > 1 - o(1).

Q.E.D.

Given Eigmin(%,) > ¢ > 0, and , the proof follows exactly as in proof of Theorem
2.1(ii) of |[Fan et al. (2011)).
Q.E.D.

Proof of Lemma 3|

There are three steps in this proof.

Step 1.

We start with definitions. From the definition of the covariance matrix, we can simplify

the estimator for the covariance matrix for function of factors
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where (7, k) th element can be written as
. 1 e - .
Ej’ik ~n Z Fi(Xa) fu(Xi) = f3(X0) fr(X3), (A.19)
i=1

with f;(X;) == 235", fj(Xi), fo(X) =150 f1(X;). Now define the infeasible covariance

matrix estimator for function of factors

n

5= S X)X (X0~ Zfo '~ fo(X0) fo(X3)', (A.20)

=1
with fo(X;) == L3 fo(X;) : J x 1, and
fo(Xi) == (fou(Xa), -+, fo(Xi), -+, four(Xa)) T x 1.
The (4, k) th element of 3/ is

ka : Zfo] i) for(Xs) = foi(Xi) for(X0),

with fo;(X;) == 23" | fo;(Xi), and foy is defined in the same way, k th asset replacing j
th asset.
Step 2.

Now we start with the following triangle inequality.

157 = Bl < 27 = £ floc + 1157 = 2 |ec. (A-21)

In (A.21)) we start with the first term on the right side and use definitions (A.19))(A.20]) with

7



triangle inequality

R B 1 n R ) 1 n
12 =S < max n;fxxofk(&)—n;fo,ﬂxi)fo,k(m
1. 1. 1< 1<
+ 1< (ﬁ ;fj(Xi))(n Zz;fk(Xi)) - (E ;fo’j(Xi))(n ;fo,k()(ﬁ)%)
Step 2a

In (A.22) we consider the first right side term, by using f;(X;) = [f;(Xi) — fo (Xi)] +

f0,;(X;), and repeating the same for fk(XZ) and triangle inequality

1 n

IN

max

=dyl v >

max

B A6) = = 57 o (X0 for(X,)
1 =1

1=

=J =St Shv >

=>J >SS

1
n

> (fo i (X)) (fr(Xi) = for(X))] .

=1

Next consider the first right side term in (A.23]), by Cauchy-Schwartz inequality

s B~ Fos(KNR(KD) = foalX)| < 22 0 00 oy
< 2 22U — a0
= O,(ly), (A.24)

where the rate is by Remark 2-Theorem [1| and Assumption . In the same way as in (|A.24)
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via Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, consider the second term on the right side of ({A.23))

IN

1<5<J -
i=1

=>J Sl

=1

max 12 S (00) ~ fog(X0) (fos(X0) maX\I%Z(fJ( ) = Jos(X)?

X

1 n
EIE%J - ; for(X3)? = O, (1f&)25)

where we use Remark 2-Theorem (1| Assumption 3} and uniformly bounded functions f; x(X;)

in Theorem [1| statement for the rate. Next we use the same analysis for the third term on

the right side of (A.23) and combine ((A.24))(A.25) in (A.23]) to have

1<g<J1<k:<.] n Z f] - Z Joj (X5) for(Xi)| = Op(l',lz/2)- (A.26)

=>J >SS

Step 2b. We consider the second term on the right side of (A.22)). Add and subtract

rONIC AN N D SEAC TN NI D SFE AR N D SF NG
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The same analysis is applied to %Z?Zl(fk(X,) — for(X;)). The first term on the right side
of (A.27) can be upper bounded as

=J i >

(oA, (i > (X)) - fO,j(Xi))) (; > (fulX) - fo,k(Xz'))) S max %Z(fj(Xi) — fo,;(X3))?

i1 i1 i1
1w, &

X max n;(fk(Xi)_fO,k(Xi))Q

= 0p(ln), (A.28)

by Remark 1-Theorem , and Assumption . Then in ((A.27))

n

1 . 1 & 1<~ &
_E_ _E( . _E:.._..z
1§j£nj,21n§(k§J n < (fJ(XZ) fO,J(Xz)) n 4 fO,k(XZ) < lrgjang n 4 (fJ(Xl) fO,](Xl))
1 & %
X max E;fo,k( i)
— 0,12), (A.29)

by Remark 2-Theorem , Assumption |3] and uniformly bounded fox(X;) by Assumption.
Same analysis in (A.29) applies to third term on the right side of ({A.27)) hence combine
(A28)(A.29) in (A.27)

max {25 H00 | 340 | = (53 f | [ X x| | = 000,
=1 =1 i=1 =1

=>J Sl

(A.30)

Use (|A.26])(A.30) in (A.22)) to have

127 = Sl = 0,1/ (A.31)

Step 2c. In (A.21]) consider the second term on the right side
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12 =Yoo < max —wa Do (X:) = Elfos(X0) for(X0)]
+ I<jetieke %Z;f&j( Zf‘)k E[fo,;(Xo)]E]for(X(}]32)

log J
n

1<]<J1<k<J n Zfo] fOk( ) E[fO,j(Xi)ka(Xi)] = Op( ), (A33)

=J >l

by the proof of Lemma since fo;(X;), for(X;) are uniformly bounded (subgaussian)
hence their product is subexponential. Consider the second term on the right side of (A.32))

by adding and subtracting, and triangle inequality

1< e iifovx Zfok Elfo.;(X:)| B[ for(X,)]
S *Z (fo,(X:) — E[fo,;(X5)]) (Tllzzn;(fo,k(Xi)E[foyk(Xi)]))
t o *Z fo3(Xi) = Elfo (X)) | Blfos(X:)]
TS ’Z Jo(Xi) = Elfor(X )])) E[fo(X:)]| (A.34)
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In ({A.34) consider the first term on the right side

=J St

X
=~
| =
(]
>
B
>
|
=
>
=
>
~

1<jgr}?§k<J‘ (le Z(fo’j(Xi) B E[fo’j(Xi)]))

=1

< max %Z(fo,j(Xi) - E[fo,j(Xz‘)])l
- =1

< max |13 (fn(X0) — Blfox(Xo)A35)
- = =1

By Hoeffding inequality in (2.11) of [Wainwright (2019), since our functions are uniformly

bounded (subgaussian), then taking the union bound with ¢, = 2F'y/log2J/n

n

1 —2n, ,
P | max ﬁgfo,j(xi)—Efo,j(Xi) > 1| < 2Jexp< e (t2>>
1
= —. A.
57 (A.36)

Second term on the right side of (A.35)) is handled in the same way as in (A.36)) hence

s, || 5 2 ostx0 = Bl (¥ | (5 X (an6) - Bl || = 0, (<27).

(A.37)

Since our functions are uniformly bounded we have E|fy(X;)| < F, second term on the

right side of (|A.34)) uses (A.36)

L %Z(fo,j(Xz‘) — Elfo;(X0)]) | Elfor(Xi)]| = Oy ( 1Oij> : (A.38)

Third term on the right side of (A.34)) follows the same analysis in (A.38) above hence via
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second term on the right side of (A.32)) and the analysis in (A.35])-(A.38)

=>J >SS

log J
I<jeriske anog Zf()k E[fo (X)) E[for(Xi)] 20p< - )

Step 3. Use (A.33)) and (A.39) in (A.32) to have

Hypgmm:op<%%¥>. (A.40)

Since rate l}/ % is always slower than or equal to \/log J/n due to Assumption , and see

Remark 2-Theorem (1| as well, combine (A.31)) and (A.40) in (A.21]) to have

157 = Sllee = 0, (12).

Q.E.D.

Proof of Theorem (3| Clearly by definitions of f]y, Dy,
£y = Zylloo < 155 = T oo + I1Z5" = Sulloo- (A.41)

In the inequality above we analyze the second right side term, using the same technique as
in the proof of Theorem [2| In that sense we have the following definitions, o, := Eu;uy,
and by b, = C, 1>

Bri= L 10005 Ve = el < bk,

By :={ min min 6;w, > 2b,},
1<k<J 1<5<T

B; := { max max ij < Cy}.
1<k<J 1<5<)
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Define also the event E : {N}_;B;}. Under event F

Hifh — Yyl = gjs‘g 1211?;{(] |&jvkﬂ{lﬁj,k\2wnéj,k} — )kl
< e 02 (05 = Okl 6, 420000
+ o5 108 175610 16, 4 <m0
< max max |Gk — 0jk|1{jo, 2.y + max maX |0
S bn + (bn + Can) S (CL + C’U)wn,

1<G<JT 1<k<J

k" ]1 {‘ijk‘<bn+Can}

where the first equality is the definition, and the second inequality is by (A.17))(A.18)), and

the third inequality is by B definition, and the last inequality is by (A.16)). Following the

proof of Theorem

SO

1= = Sulloo = Oplwn).

Then using Lemma , and since w,, = O(l}l/ 2) we have by the last result in |)

A

sz - z:yHoo = Op(wn)-

Q.E.D.

Consistency of Estimate of Precision Matrix of Re-

turns

This part of Appendix analyzes estimate for the precision matrix of returns. We need

several Lemmata to begin with. Our results in this part of the paper only allow J << n.
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Lemma A.2. Under Assumptions[1{3, [{H0
IET) TS = 28 1, = Op(Jwasn).

Proof of . First by adding and subtracting (ZAlgh)*lZ ¢ for the first inequality and

then add and subtract X;(3/ — $F) for the second inequality and triangle inequality

IE) T =208, < IEE)THE =)k,

+ )T = 2 L,

IN

IE ™ =S - 2, (A.42)

+ ST =S + 120 = 2, (A43)
Analyze each term. See that

NET ™ =S =2k, < NEM T = Z0 IR~ 271,

u

< JNED T = S Ml — 2l

— Oy wnsn)O,(I), (A.44)

by norm inequality that ties spectral norm to [.|s norm in p.365 of Horn and Johnson

(2013), and by Theorem 2} and Lemma [3] Then in (A.43)) consider

HE ™ =S, < IET ™ = 20 1=

= Op(wnsn)O0(J), (A.45)

by Theorem [2| and Assumption ince 1271, = Eigmax(%/) = O(J). Next, on the right
side of ({A.43))

1= =Sy < IZ7M NS =Sy < TIE L2~ 2l = Op(J1?),  (A46)
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where we use Lemma [3, and norm inequality that ties spectral norm to ||| norm in p.365

of [Horn and Johnson| (2013), and

1 1
IS, = Bigmax(s,") <-

- Bigmin(s.) = < 00. (A.A4T)

by Assumption 1. Note that 1% = 0, and wps, — 0 by Assumption |§|, since w,, = O(l}l/ %),
so the rate in (A.45)) is the slowest.
Q.E.D.

Lemma A.3. Under Assumptions {28, with e, — 0 or e, =0, with 6, — oo

(i)

oo | -ngh-om
(i)
[+ o] o) -0,

Proof of Lemma [A.3]
We start the proof with following eigenvalue inequality in |[Abadir and Magnus (2005)),

which is on p.344 as Exercise 12.40a, with a proof, for A, B symmetric matrices

FEigmin(A+ B) > Eigmin(A) + Eigmin(B). (A.48)
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Now apply (A.48) with A = I;, B = X157 in the first inequality below

Eigmin(I; + $,'%7)

v

Eigmin(1;) + Eigmin(2,'%7)

v

1+ Bigmin(2; ") Eigmin(%Y)

1
= 1+ —————FEigmin(¥’
+Ez’gmaa:(2u) igmin(%)

€n

1 _
T oo

v

(A.49)

by Fact 10.22.23 of p.809 of Bernstein, (2018), and the rest is by Assumptions Note that

Eigmaz((1; +3,'2)7] = Bigminl(l; + 5750 ~ ¢ ’

110+ G [+ 5005 [y = IS~ 55 |, = Oy (s

by Lemma Then by Assumption [0 Jw,s, — 0, and Assumption [J{ii)] 1 +e,/Cé, — 1

or exactly 1 depending on e,, and via Lemma A.1(i) of [Fan et al| (2011)

P [Eigmm(b (ST > 0,501 + en/Cén]] > p {H [L, v (25’1)*@] - [L, + z;lzf} I, < 0.5[1

> 1—o(1).
Since
N -1 A ~ -1
H[Iﬁ(th)lzf)} — Bigmaz | I, + (5T%)15)
l2
B 1
Eigmin(I; + (3Th)=1%1)’
and by (A50)
. -1 B
I+ (3IM~tyf = —) =0,(1
[+ cmmen]”| - out - o,




since either

Bﬁ:en =1, or énfcen — 1 by Assumption .
Q.E.D.

Lemma A.4. Under Assumptions 13[4

(i)
1571, = O, ().
(it)
1S5 M = 0,(1).
Proof of Lemma [A.4]
(i)

I, < 113 =y + 121
< I8 = Zpllse] + 1127,

Op(J1,/*) + O(J) = O(J),

by p.365 of Horn and Johnson (2013), tying ||.|[;, spectral norm to ||.||o norm, and via

Lemma 3 and /,, — 0.
(1)

IE ™M e < 1™ =S50 + 122
= Op(wns,) +0(1)

- OP<]‘)7
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by Theorem [2] Assumption [6] implies w,s, — 0, and

12, 1, = Bigmax(3;') <

B 1 1
- Eigmin(X,) T ¢

Proof of Theorem /4]
First define
G o= (1, + (ST IS,
G :=[I; +2'%7L

Note that by Lemma and definitions (A.51])(A.52))

1Gle, = O, (1)

G, = O(1).

Then by

125" =2 e < BET = S0 e + IE) T GETM T - 20 68 -

< Q.

Q.E.D.

(A.51)

(A.52)

(A.53)

(A.54)

(A.55)

We consider the second right side term in (A.55), and one issue is the simplification of

that term so that we can benefit from Lemmata here. In that respect, add and subtract
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AN/ G(STM) 1 and use triangle inequality

IEIEIGET) T - SO < NIEE TS - SSGET T

+ S GEI T - SR G |14(A56)

Take the second term in (A.56) add and subtract ¥;'S/G(277)~1 and use triangle in-

equality

1= GEM T SR e, < 15 - BNDEEM

FOIESGE T -8 0T . (AST)

Take the second term on the right side of 1' add and subtract X1/ GE; L via

triangle inequality

=2 GEINT -2 e, < |15 GEN T - S ES |,

+ IZiest et es ), (ASS)

Combine (A.57))(A.58) in (A.56)

[(SI)ISIGET T - 56,

IN

HET) ™ =SS GET)

1= = 2NEET)

+

+ = GIE T - 2

+

1= = G2 (A.59)

We get the rates for each term on the right side of (A.59). Consider the first term on the
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right side of ({A.59)

HET) ™ =S GEM e < NET) ™ = S0 eI Gl )

= Op(wnsn)O0p(J)0p(1)Op(1) = Op(Jwnsn) = 0,{(A)60)

by Theorem [2, Lemma Lemma [A.4] Assumption [6] (A.53). Analyze the second term
on the right side of (A.59)

I & =2NGEM e < 1S G = SOl 1G I20")  l
< I eI = Sl IG i 125") 7

= OO0, (Jwn)Op(1)Op(1) = Op(Jwn) = 0p(1), (A.61)

by (A.47), by the inequality tying spectral norm to |||l norm in p.365 of Horn and Johnson|

(2013)), Lemma |3, Lemma G definition in , Lemma Assumption

6l Consider the third term on the right side of (A.59)

=2 GIE T =2 e < IS IS e Gl N ™ = 22

= 0(1)O(J)O,(1)Op(wysn) = Op(Jwns,) = 0,(1)A.62)

by {D Lemma G definition in , Theorem [2| with Assumptions .

The fourth term on the right side of (A.59)) is

[owisad(Eyed o AN howel 741> 1N (R iiA
< E IR e G Gl (257 71 = 255,

= O(MWO(N)O,(1)O1)0,(Jwnsn) = Op(J2wnsn) = 0,(1)A.63)
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where we use G, G definitions in 1) |D with 1) |D
1G = Gl NGl NGl ll(Zy + (Z5)71E) = (1 + 2,15l

to get the second inequality on the right side of (A.63]). For the rates we use (A.47)), Lemma
, and Assumptions . By w, definition, w, = O(l}/ 2), so the slowest rate among
(A.60)-(A.63) is (A.63). Then by (A.55)

1= =2 e < I =22
+ IE TS GED) T - e,

= Op(wnsy) + Op(J2wnsn) = Op(Jansn) = 0,(1),

by Theorem 2 (A.63]).
Q.E.D.

In the following, we show that under a slightly weaker condition, our framework covers the
weak factor setting, which leads to a counterpart of Theorem [l Based on the alternative
weak factor Assumption W.5(i1), we can replace Assumption @ by the following weaker

version

Assumption W.6. Assume max(Jwy,sn, k2w, s,) — 0.

Corollary A.1. Under Assumptions Assumptions [(1), [W.5(i1) and [W.6, we have

Higjl - 23;1”12 = Op('%?zwnsn) = Op(l)-

Proof of Corollary[A. 1] The results follows from the proof of Theorem[4] based on Lemma
A.2 with the rate r,w,s,, and Lemma A.4 (i) with the rate r,,.

Q.E.D.
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Instead of using Assumption [3(ii)| or Assumption [W.5(ii)} we can impose a very weak
factor condition according to Assumption [VW.5(ii)} This allows us to use the following

slightly weaker condition compared to Assumption [0]
Assumption VW.6. Assume Jw,s,, — 0.

This leads to the following corollary,

Corollary A.2. Under Assumptions [4(¢), |[VW.5(ii) and |VW.6, we obtain

1=, =25 e = Op(Jwa) = 0,(1).

Proof of Corollary |A.2, This follows from Lemma A.2 with the rate J 1+/? since rn — 0,
based on Assumption and w, = O(Z}L/ %), and Lemma A.4 (i) is with the rate
max(J lrl/ 2,7"”), and the proof of Theorem 4 follows from the slowest rate (A.61) with the
rate Jw,, since by definition s, < J.

Q.E.D.

The case of k, = O(1) can be handled in a similar way as in Corollary , based on
Assumption VW6 which leads to the same rate as in Corollary

B Non-linear Additive Factor Models

This appendix helps us understand the non-linear additive factor model setup and provides
its proofs.
We setup a general composite true function and show how a non-linear but additive

function be composite.
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B.1 General Composite Functions

We start with general composite functions to illustrate the general case, and then in the next
subsection we analyze the subcase of non-linear additive functions.

In the following, we incorporate smoothness restrictions and a composite form to estimate

the true function f;(.) by s-sparse deep neural networks. For each j =1,---,J
J03() = 945(-) © gg—15(.) - 0 915() © o5 (), (B.1)
where fo;(.) is a composition of ¢ + 1 functions. Let h = 0,---,q, gn; : [an,bn]™ —
[ani1, bnia]®+t. Hence, each g ; has m = 1,--- ,dj, + 1 components:
Ihg = (Gnig, > Ghmgs " 7ghdh+1,j)/'

At each gpm,; we assume that it depends on maximal ¢, number of variables. In other
words, each gpn, ; is a t), variate function itself. To give an example, for any j (suppressing
j only here for clarity), let fo(z1,72,23) = g1(.) 0 go(.) = g11(go1 (w1, 23), Goa (22, 73)), with
g1 = g, d2 = 1, go = (g1 (21, 23), go2(x2,23)) so dy = 3,tg = 2,dy =t = 2,dy = 1. Note
that dy shows the dimension of the input variables. However, both ¢g1, goo depend on only 2
variables, hence t, = 2. We always demand that ¢, < dj,. This restriction is crucial, and is
available in additive models which we thoroughly analyze in the subsequent sections. The
previous example is taken from p. 1880 of |Schmidt-Hieber| (2020a)).

We impose the following smoothness restrictions on ¢, ;. Let By denote the largest
integer strictly smaller than 8. A function has Hdélder smoothness index (3 if all partial
derivatives up to order 3y exist and are bounded, and the partial derivatives of order 3y are
B — By Holder. We impose each gy, ; has Holder smoothness /3;,. Also remember that gy,

has t;, variables, so each gpm; € Cih([ah, bpt, K1) and C,ih([ah,bh]th, K},) is the ball of g,
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Holder functions with radius K, defined as

Cih([ahabh]th7Kh) = [ghmj : [an, bn]™ — R :
O G (T) — O%Gpm.
S st S s 1200 = T g
ol |1 <Bp ocllaf)1=p; TYElan bl ay |z — yl|

So we can have different flexible composite functions, where the smoothness will be the same
foreachm=1,--- ,dps1,5 =1,---,J, but differ across h. We impose the following for the

true function, fo; € G(q,d,t, B, K) with

G(q,d,t,3,K) = {fo;=0q;00m;° 0G0, gnj = (Grmj) 5L+ Jan, bu]™ — [ant1, bpsa] ™
Ihm,j € Cih([ah,bh}th,K), for some |ay|, |bn| < K}. (B.2)

We define d := (d07"' adha"' 7dq+1)l7t = (t():"' 7tha"' 7tq)a ﬂ = (ﬂOa"' 76h7"' 76q>/'

There are two key terms to be defined: the effective smoothness index

Br = Bl 1 (B A D),

and the rate which will be used in function approximation error

_Qﬁ;
On = max n nttn,
h:07"'7q

B.2 Non-linear Additive Functions

Now we simplify above for additive non-linear functions. Section 4 of|Schmidt-Hieber| (2020a))
obtains the following simplification. Clearly in this case dy = d,to = 1,d1 =t1 =d, dy = 1
in (B.1). The dimension of go;(.) is d, however each scalar function is used in a sum of d

terms. See that go : [0,1]* — R?, and g1 ,(.) : R* — R. Suppose that f;,, € C/(]0,1], K)
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form=1,---,d. It follows that
foi 0,148 - K K)* ™ [-Kd, Kd).

For any v > 1, ¢1;(X;) € CJ([-K, K]%, (K + 1)d), and set the dimension of inputs d, d,
in each composite function g ;,¢1,; and output dimension 1, as d = (d,d,1) with dy =
d,dy = d,dy = 1, and t = (1,d). Last, set the smoothness indicators for each composite as
B = (B, (B V 2)d) for go, g1, respectively. So we assume fo; € G(1, d.t, 3, (K +1)d), and the
rate of function approximation error

oF = n28/CB+)

n Y

(B.3)

since the summation function in composite function is infinitely smooth, so rate comes from

Jo,j-

B.3 Proofs for the Non-linear Additive Factor Model Setting

We start with the proof of Theorem [5] here.

Proof of Theorem [l

(i). The proof depends on two crucial steps. We now outline the steps, and then show
the proof. Step 1 is subdivided into two parts. Step la will be our oracle inequality with
subgaussian noise. Step la consists of Lemma [B.IHB.3] Our Lemma is the subgaussian
counterpart of Supplement Lemma C.1 in Schmidt-Hieber| (2020al), and our Lemma
provides a bound for the noise term which is described in below. Lemma is
the subgaussian counterpart of the inequality (IT) on Supplement p.10 of Schmidt-Hieber
(2020a)). Our Lemma is the subgaussian counterpart of Lemma 4 in Schmidt-Hieber
(2020a)). The proofs for gaussian noise in |Schmidt-Hieber (2020a)) do not carry over in a
simple way to subgaussian case, hence we provide Lemma here. Step 1b provides an

upper bound for covering numbers for the functions in the sparse network. Step 2 is function
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approximation result that directly carries over from [Schmidt-Hieber| (2020a)) with a minor
extension.

Before the proof, we should note that the main technical issue is to obtain a bound for
2~
i=1

STEP 1a. We will be interested in the following term which will be crucial for the bound
in (B.4). Forg=1,--- ,M;, j=1,---,J

Dict Wil fa (Xi) — fo,(X0)] (B.5)

Naj *= ’
43 n1/2||qu(XZ) - fO,](XZ)Hn

which is shown on p.13 of Supplement of Schmidt-Hieber| (2020a)) where f,;(.) (i.e., f;; is
not f,,;, which is the part of the true model, are the individual components of the sum in

non-linear additive model) is defined as an approximation for the estimator, where
1£;(Xi) = foi(Xi) |l <0, (B.6)
forj=1,---,J,¢q=1,---,M;, with § > 0. For our purposes, we will rewrite (B.5) as

i willed (X)) = Jos ()] N~ Ay B.7
" \/Z?:1<fq,j<Xi)—fo’j(XZ))Q ; 7 qvj( i) (B.7)

where
Ja.(Xi) = fo;(X3)
Vi [fai(X0) = fo (X

Ay (Xi) =

and set a n x 1 vector, for each ¢, j

Ay (X) = (A (X)), - quvj(Xn))/-
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See that, for each ¢, j

180,01 = 3 Agy (X0 (B3)

Z?:l[fq,j<Xi) B fO,j(Xi>]2
> i [fai(Xa) = fo (X))

~ 1. (B.9)

Note that given u;; as zero-mean, with variance 1, and iid subgaussian errors, which are
independent of X; across ¢ = 1,--- ,n. By that information En,; = 0, varn,; = 1, for each

g=1,---,M;. Set the Orlicz norm for the errors

max f|ujilly, = Cy < 0.

Now we state the following Lemma. Lemma is for sub-gaussian noise, and extends from

Gaussian error-Lemma C.1 in [Schmidt-Hieber| (2020a)).

Lemma B.1. Under Assumptions[1[8, for each j =1,---,J

2
<< .
E 1?{1123\51]' Ty = Canlog M; +2,

with Cy; == max(3,C} /c),c > 0,.

Proof of Lemma . Define Z; := maxi<g<n;, 772,3'7 then we have, for a given j,

M;
Z; <> ks (B.10)
q=1
and
M;
EZ; <)Y Enl; =M, (B.11)
q=1

via zero mean and unit variance for 7, ;. We show the proof for M; > 4. The proof for
M; < 3 is a simple algebraic inequality which does not use the distribution for w;;, and is

shown in [Schmidt-Hieber| (2020a), also will be shown at the end of the proof here. Note that
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fort >0

Plni; > t] = Pllnis| > V1] = 2P[n; > V1]

For any 7; > 0

EZ; = /0 P[Z; > t]dt <T; +/ P(Z; > t)dt

T;

< T [Pl 2t (B.12)
T

where we use Lemma 1.2.1-Integral identity of Vershynin (2019), since Z; is nonnegative for

the equality in (B.12]), and we use union bound for the last inequality and (B.10)). In (B.12])
consider by 7, ; definition in

[ Ptz = [Pl Vi = [P w00 2 Vi (319

J J

Now we use General Hoeffding inequality, Theorem 2.6.3 of |Vershynin| (2019), since con-
ditional on X; u;; Ay ;(X;) is subgaussian, and u;; is independent from A; ;(X;) across i, for

a given j, and for a positive constant ¢ > 0,

—ct —ct
wi ;A D] > Vit < 2exp =2exp | — |,
Z sbaalX (czum,jm)u%) e

by for the last equality. Now substitute this last inequality in (B.12))

EZ; < Tj+2Mj/ exp | —5 | dt
" C

C; —cT;
= T;+ 2Mj—¢ exp < .
c cy

= Oil M QMC’il—Oil M, +2 B.14
= |7 og M; + ]TV_T(Og i +2), (B.14)

J

2
where we use T} = C—jlog M; for the second equality. Combine (B.14)) with case of 1 <
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M; < 3 in p.14, proof of Lemma C.1 in Supplement of Schmidt-Hieber| (2020a) which is
EZ; < M; < 3log M; + 1 to have the desired result.
Q.E.D.

Now we provide another lemma, that will bound the noise given Lemma This is
extension of the noise bound (II) on p.10 of Supplement of Schmidt-Hieber| (2020a), from
gaussian error to subgaussian error. Note that we set M; = N, (9, Fj,||.||oo) which are the
covering numbers for the s-sparse deep network F;. We condition on log M; < n. Case of
log M; > n will be discussed at the end of proof of Theorem . First, we set the in-sample

prediction error as:

n

A oA 1 ~
Ro(f5(X0), fo(X0) = B | =3 (£(X0) = fo (X)) (B.15)

i=1
The following noise bound is the extension of (II) in p.10 of Supplement of Schmidt-Hieber
(2020a)), from gaussian noise to subgaussian noise. The proof technique for Lemma is
the same as in [Schmidt-Hieber| (2020a), given our new Lemma . To simplify the notation

set Ny, ;= Ny j (0, Fj, || -lloo)s

Lemma B.2. Under Assumptions|7, [8, withlog Ny; <n, for all j =1,---,J

< (24205 +2)5 + 2\/Rn(fj(Xi)a foi (X)) (Car log Ny +2)

n

E |:%uj,ifj(Xi):|

Proof of Lemma Note that by (C.5) of |[Schmidt-Hieber, (2020a)) we get the first

inequality below

2 A 2 .
E {;Uj,ifj(Xi)] | < 25+ b [(Hfj(Xi) — fo i (X)lln + 5)”%4”]

2 ~ o
< 26+ 75 (Ra(f3(X0), fo (X)) + 8)y/Carlog Ny j + 2,(B.16)

nl/2
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where for the second inequality we use Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, with En; ; < Emaxi<g<n; 772} i

and Lemma [B.I} Then note that since we assume log N, ; < n,

2
mé\/cs1 log Ny j + 2 < 261/Cs + 2. (B.17)

Then by (B-16) (B-17)

< (2 i 2m)5+ 2\/Rn(fj(Xi)7fO,j(Xi>)(Csl log Nn,j + 2)‘ (B.18)

n

E [%uj,z‘fj(Xi)}

Q.E.D.

Now we provide an oracle inequality which is the extension of Lemma 4 of Schmidt-Hieber
(2020a) from Gaussian noise to subgaussian noise. Also, we extend the result to maximum

of J functions.

Lemma B.3. Under Assumptions[1[§, and
{fo;(VYUF; C{f;(.) : [0, 1" = [=F, F]} forsome F > 1,

with covering numbers

N, >3 foralld € (0,1],

then for each j =1,---,J

1<5<y 1<i<J 1<y<

2
max R(f;(X), fos(X0) <4 { |, iy, B0 — fog GO |+ L[l o o N+ 74] 4 C.

for constants Cys > 18,Cs3 > 84. These last two constants are derived from the constant

Cs1 > 3, and explained in the proof.
Remark. Note that in subgaussian case of Lemma 4 of Schmidt-Hieber| (2020a)), he has
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18 in front of the covering numbers, since C; > 3 we have Cyy := 2C5; +12 > 18. Our second
constant in the second term is 74 and larger than 72 in Lemma 4 of Schmidt-Hieber| (2020al),
so there is a price to pay for a more general result in our case, but these differences will not
matter when n — oo. Also in front of §F', Lemma 4 of Schmidt-Hieber (2020a) has 32 as a
constant, and we have at least 84. Clearly the Orlicz norm plays a key role in our bound,
since Cs; = max(3, %2"), and Cy represents maximum, across iid observations, of the Orlicz
norm (1)) of the noise.

Proof of Lemma B.3] Our proof of Lemma has the structure of (III) of p.11 on
Supplement of [Schmidt-Hieber (2020a). The main difference is our Lemma here.
We start with the case of log N,,; < n, for j =1,---,J. The other case will be discussed at

the end. By fj() definition

1 A 1
E|- » (Vii— [(X)’| <E - > (Vi = f(X0))?| - (B.19)
i=1 i=1
Also by assumption

By the model, Y;; in (1)

1 n n

El- Z(um — (f5(X3) = fo (X)) < E %Z(Um — (fi(X:) = fo(X2)))?

Then rearranging simply and using (B.15))(B.20)), iid nature of X;

R (fi(X0), foj(Xi) < E %Zuj,ifj(Xi) + B[f;(X;) — fo s (Xi)] (B.21)
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By Lemma

Ro(f5(X0), fo (X)) < EIf5(X0) = fo (X))

n (2+Qm)5+2\/Rn(ﬂ'(Xi),fo,j(Xi))(CsllogNn,j+2)

n

For positive real numbers, a, b, d set

~

0= Ru(f;(X0), fos(X0), b= /(Calog N +2)/n,

d = E[fj(X)) — fo (X)) + (24 24/Cs + 2)6.

If |a| < 2y/ab+ d then a < 2d + 4b* which implies, since f; can also be the minimizer,
and F'>1

L _ 4(Cs11log N, j + 2
Ry (f;(X0), fo (X)) < 2 [infrer BIfi(Xi) = fo;(Xa)?]+(242/Cor + 2)20+F? (G - i+2)
(B.22)
Next, we use the upper bound in the inequality (I) on p. 10 of Supplement of [Schmidt-

Hieber| (2020a), which uses only independence of the data Y;, X; across ¢, but relates the risk

to its empirical version

2

R(f;(X), fo;(X0) <2 | Ru(f;(X0), fo (X)) + %(Hbg N, + 70) +260F | .

Taking maximum over 7 = 1,--- ,J and apply also (B.22))

A

max R(f;(X;), fo,;(X;)) < 4[max inf E[f;(X;) — fo;(X;))’]

1<5<J 1<5<J fieF;

12+20 1)maxl<-<JlogN 74
52 4 (8 +81/Cy; + 2)|0F 4F2( > =J= 1) .
+ [524 (8 + 1+ 2)]0F + "
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Set Cyp := 124 2C1,Cy3 > 84 > 52 + (8 + 8/C1 + 2), with Cy; > 3. Also we have an

empirical minimizer as estimator so A,, = 0 in the proofs of |[Schmidt-Hieber| (2020a)).

Case of log N,,; > n is shown in proof of Lemma 4 in Supplement of |Schmidt-Hieber|

(2020a). As

max R(f;(X0), fo, (X)) < 4F

1<j<J

Lemma B.3 bound also holds for log N,, ; > n.

Q.E.D.

Step 1b. Next, we need to find upper bounds on the covering numbers. First, Lemma

5 of |Schmidt-Hieber| (2020a) with Remark 1 and proof of Theorem 2 in Schmidt-Hieber|

(2020a)) puts an upper bound on log N,, ; in our Lemma and it is not related to u;; data

distribution. Let C' > 0 be a positive constant

. , , L
Dax log N, ; < Clrgjagj [(sj + 1) log(n(s; + 1) d)}

= (54 1)log(n(z + 1)*a),

where we use py = d,pr+1 = 1 in our notation, where pq is the input dimension, and py4 is

the output dimension in [Schmidt-Hieber| (2020al). We extend the result of |Schmidt-Hieber|
(2020a) to uniform over j =1,--- ,J functions. Then

maxi<j<slog Ny ; C(s+1)logln(s+1)kd]  C(5+1) log[nﬁ—il(E - 1)Ldgil]
n N n - "
_ O+ 1D)Llog[otr (5 + 1) grre] (B.23)
n

Then since Assumption [J) 5§ < Cng}; logn we have

541 < C'ng; logn. (B.24)
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where C’ is another positive constant. Next, we have by the definition of ¢F := n=28/(26+1)

in (B3)

n%gb; logn = ntn /@) 100 — 0,

by Assumption [9) L > Clog,(n). Since d is constant, with sufficiently large n, and using
(B.24)) and the last result above

d
log| 1n1/L (s+ I)W] < log[(n)C'nYEd"L¢F logn] < logn. (B.25)

So substitute (B.24 into ( , with sufficiently large n

maxlSjSJ lOg Nn

J < 'L log? n. (B.26)

Step 2. Next, we consider function approximation. Since

A Elf(X) = ﬁm(X?]]<iﬁanfK i) = foi (X0l

by (26) of Schmidt-Hieber| (2020a), defining C’ > 0 a positive constant
50X = RCOIE < O,

we get

max inf |[f;(Xi) — fo(Xi)ll% < C'¢, (B.27)

1<j<J f,€F;

since right hand side of the previous inequality, the one before (B.27)) does not depend on
j. Now combine (B.26))(B.27)) in Lemma to have the desired result, with § = 1/n, and

F > 1 and function have same smoothness parameters 3 regardless of j =1,---,J.

Apply (B.23)-(B.27) to the right side of (B.22)) to get, by using X; being iid, for sufficiently
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max F % [f;(X0) — fo (X)) = max E | f;(X;) — fo,;(X:)]?| < Co%Llog?n.

1<j<J

Q.E.D.

(ii). This is not a trivial extension from Theorem [5(i) since we have J functions to
estimate, and it is not obvious which concentration inequality and how to use them in the
proof. Here our maximal inequality result in can also apply to other estimation
problems in high dimensions.

Use Theorem [5] Remark 1 to have

n

1 ; > —26/(26+1) 1,3
max ; E[f;(X:) = fo (X)) < Cn log® n. (B.28)

Since foralle=1,--- ,n,j=1,---,J

~

|f5(Xi) — fo;(Xi)| < 2F,

we have by (2.11) of |Wainwright| (2019) or one-sided version of p.454 of [Wainwright| (2019),

with t > 0
1o , . ) —nt?
L S 1AH(X0) = fo (X)) = E[f;(X0) = fos(X)PP >t | < eXP(32F4)-
i=1
Using the union bound, with ¢; > 0
1 - N N _ntQ
P | max |- ;[fj(Xz’) — fo i (Xi)* = E[f;(Xi) = fo(Xi)]*| > t1 | < exp(logJ — 32—F‘11>’

(B.29)
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Choose t; = (v/32F?)\/t2 + log J/n with choice of t = ¢;1/log J/n in -

n

1 ; ; 9 9 5 1
P g | 06060 = OO = FLECK) — o, O50F | 2 (VR et Do I | < 5
(B.30)
Then note that by defining Z; := Z?:l[fj (X:) — fo(X))% Z; > 0, we see that
max [Z; — EZ;] > max [Z; — max EZ;] = max Z; — max EZ;. (B.31)

1<5<J 1<5<J 1<5<J 1<5<J 1<5<J

(B.31)) implies that we can change the left side term of the probability in (B.30)) and get the

following maximal inequality

1 n
P e, ) LX) = fos(X, _f?%gZEfa )~ fos(X)P = (VB2F?)\ /(¢ + 1) log J/n

=1

(B.32)

So, use (B.28)) in the second term on the left side of the probability in (B.32) with
5= On =28/ 0g® 1y = V/32F2/(c3 + 1) log J/n definitions

Planase S (X0 = fog (X 2 s + i) < 7.

Q.E.D.
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