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Abstract

Matrix factor model is drawing growing attention for simultaneous two-way dimension reduction of well-
structured matrix-valued observations. This paper focuses on robust statistical inference for matrix factor
model in the “diverging dimension” regime. We derive the convergence rates of the robust estimators for
loadings, factors and common components under finite second moment assumption of the idiosyncratic
errors. In addition, the asymptotic distributions of the estimators are also derived under mild conditions.
We propose a rank minimization and an eigenvalue-ratio method to estimate the pair of factor numbers
consistently. Numerical studies confirm the iterative Huber regression algorithm is a practical and reliable
approach for the estimation of matrix factor model, especially under the cases with heavy-tailed idiosyncratic
errors . We illustrate the practical usefulness of the proposed methods by two real datasets, one on financial
portfolios and one on the macroeconomic indices of China.
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1. Introduction

Modern multivariate (vector) time series typically consist of a large number of variables and dimension
reduction is of great importance for extracting useful information from these large datasets. Factor model
is an extremely powerful tool of summarizing information from large datasets and large-dimensional (ap-
proximate) factor model draws growing attention in the “big-data” era since the seminal work by Bai and
Ng (2002) and Stock and Watson (2002). Henceforth, there is a flourishing trend on this topic during the
last two decades, including but not limited to Bai (2003), Onatski (2009), Ahn and Horenstein (2013), Fan
et al. (2013), Trapani (2018), Barigozzi et al. (2018), Ait-Sahalia and Xiu (2017), Ait-Sahalia et al. (2020),

Barigozzi and Trapani (2020) and Fan and Liao (2022). The aforementioned works typically assume that
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the fourth moment (or even higher moment) of the factors and idiosyncratic errors is finite, which may be
restrictive in real applications of finance and economics. To the best of our knowledge, there exist a few
works on relaxing the moment conditions, see for example, the endeavors by Yu et al. (2019), Chen et al.
(2021) and He et al. (2022).

In contrast to multivariate vector time series, matrix time series are growing common in various research
areas and can be defined as a sequence of p; X py random matrices {X;,1 < t < T} with each random
matrix used to model observations that are well structured to be an array. An example in macroeconomics
is the import-export volumes between countries. Another example is a series of macroeconomic indicators
(GDP, inflation, interest rates...) for multiple countries. In marketing studies, the recommender system
is based on customers’ ratings of satisfaction on a large number of items, as time elapses, resulting in a
series of huge rating matrices. In finance, portfolio returns are sorted in size levels and book-to-equity ratio
levels. The past few years have seen increasing interest in large-dimensional matrix factor models, since
the seminal work by Wang et al. (2019), who proposed a two-way factor structure for matrix-valued time
series. Wang et al. (2019) proposed estimators of the factor loading matrices and numbers of the row and
column factors based on an eigen-analysis of the auto-cross-covariance matrix, extending the theoretical
analysis framework of Lam and Yao (2012) to the matrix factor setting. Chen and Fan (2021) proposed an
a-PCA method by conducting eigen-analysis of a weighted average of the sample mean and the column (row)
sample covariance matrix; Yu et al. (2022) further proposed a projected estimation method and improved
the estimation efficiency of the factor loading matrices. He et al. (2023) provide a least square interpretation
of the PE method by Yu et al. (2022), which parallels to the least-square interpretation of the PCA for
the vector factor model. They further extend the least squares to minimizing the Huber loss function, and
proposed a weighted iterative projection approach to compute and learn the parameters (RMFA hereafter),
which is robust to heavy-tailed idiosyncratic errors. For other extensions and applications of the matrix
factor model, one may refer to Chen and Chen (2020), Chen et al. (2020a), Liu and Chen (2019), Gao et al.
(2021), Jing et al. (2021). Recently, a growing number of papers on the broad context of tensor factor model
come to appear, see for example, Han et al. (2022); Chen et al. (2020b); Han et al. (2020, 2021); Lam (2021);
Chen et al. (2022a); Zhang et al. (2022); Chen and Lam (2022); Chen et al. (2022b); Chang et al. (2023).

In many research areas such as finance and economics, heavy-tailed data sets are common and it is
urgent to develop robust procedures for matrix factor models. In this paper we consider the element-wise
type Huber loss instead of the matrix Frobenius norm type Huber loss by He et al. (2023) and propose
an Iterative Huber Regression (IHR) algorithm. We derive the convergence rates of the robust estimators

for loadings, factors and common components under finite second moment assumption of the idiosyncratic



errors, which are faster than the rates derived in He et al. (2023). In addition, we also derive the asymptotic
distributions of the estimators under some mild conditions. Two methods based on rank minimization and
eigenvalue-ratio are given to estimate the pair of factor numbers consistently. To check the sensitivity of
the PE, a-PCA, RMFA and ITHR methods to the tail properties of the idiosyncratic errors, we generate
the entries of idiosyncratic errors from the standard normal distribution or symmetric t3 distribution, see
Section 4.1 for detailed data generating mechanism. Figure 1 depicts the boxplots of the row (left panel)
and column (right panel) factor loading estimation errors based on 500 replications, from which we can see
that all the methods preform almost the same under normal distribution, while the IHR method results in

much smaller estimation errors as the distribution tails become heavier.
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Figure 1: Boxplots of the distance between the estimated loading spaces and the true
loading spaces by IHR, RMFA (He et al., 2023), PE (Yu et al., 2022) and a-PCA (a = 0)
(Chen and Fan, 2021) under T' = p1 = p2 = 20. The top panels depict the distance
D(R, Ry) and D(C, Co) under the element-wise normal distribution of idiosyncratic er-
rors and the bottom panels correspond to the element-wise ¢35 distribution.

The most related literature is He et al. (2023), in which the convergence rates of the estimated factor
loadings and scores in the sense of the average Frobenius norm is 1/min{p;,p2}. This is much slower
than the rate 1/ min{T'p1, Tp2, p1p2} derived in this paper. We also derive the limiting distribution of the

estimates, which is not discussed in He et al. (2023). In summary, the contribution of the current work lies



in the following aspects: firstly, our work serves as a much-needed addition to the scarce literature on robust
factor analysis for large-dimensional matrix time series; secondly, the proposed algorithm is computationally
efficient and the estimates achieve the convergence rates 1/ min{Tpy,Tp2, p1p2} under the finite second-
moment condition on the idiosyncratic errors, which is much faster than that of He et al. (2023); thirdly, we
also derived the asymptotic distributions of the estimates under mild conditions, which is the first time for
robust matrix factor analysis; fourthly, we introduce both rank minimization and eigenvalue-ratio estimates
to determining the number of factors, which are shown to be consistent and also complements the scarce
literature on robust determination of the row/column factor numbers and is of independent interest. Finally,
we have developed an R package, “HDMFA” | which implements related robust matrix factor analysis methods
found in the literature and is available on CRAN !.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we introduce the model setup and give the
iterative Huber regression algorithm to estimate the loadings and factor matrices. Section 3 presents some
technical assumptions and establishes the convergence rates of the theoretical minimizer, the consistency of
model selection criterions and the limiting distributions of the estimators of loadings. Section 4 conducts
thorough simulation studies to investigate the finite sample performances of the proposed methods and
Section 5 verifies the practical usefulness of our proposed methods by real data analysis in financial and
macroeconomic areas. Detailed proofs of the main theorems are included in the Appendix.

To end this section, we introduce some of the notations that will be adopted thorughout the article.
For a matrix A, let tr(A) denote the trace of A and A; denote the jth largest eigenvalue of a nonnegative
definitive matrix A, let ||A | r denote the Frobenius norm of A and ||A||2 be the spectral norm of matrix A,
|A|lmax be the maximum of |A;;|. Let I(-) be the indicator function. For a real number a, denote |a| as the
maximum integer smaller than or equal to a. Let sgn(a) = 1if a > 0 and sgn(a) = —1 if a < 0. Let A4;; be
the jth diagonal element of a square matrix A. We define sgn(A) as a diagonal matrix whose jth diagonal
element is equal to sgn(A4;;). Let [T] denote the set {1,... T'}. The notation 4, vepresents convergence in
distribution and ® denotes the Kronecker product. For two random series X,, and Y;,, X,, < Y,, means that

<Y, and

~

X, = 0,(Y,) and X,, 2 Y,, means that ¥;, = O,(X,,). The notation X,, < Y;, means that X,

X, 2Y,. The constant ¢ or C may not be identical in different lines.

Ihttps://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/HDMFA/index .html
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2. Methodology

In this section, we review the matrix factor model and introduce the iterative Huber regression algorithm
to estimate the loadings and factor matrices. Let {X;,1 < ¢ < T} be a sequence of p; X py random matrices.

The corresponding matrix factor model is given by

X; =RoFp,Cj +Ey, t=1,...,T, (2.1)

where Ry is the p; x ki row factor loading matrix exploiting the variations of X; across the rows, Cg is
the ps X ko column factor loading matrix reflecting the differences in the columns of X;, Fg; is the k1 X ko
common factor matrix and E; is the idiosyncratic component. In this section, we first assume that the pair
of the factor numbers k1, ko are known as a priori and we will discuss how to determine them in Section 3.2.

The element-wise Huber loss formulation is given as follows:

T p1 p2
min L7 R,C,F;) = min H, x i r, TF,c
) gy RS e
1 1
8.t 7RTR:IklaicTC :Ikz,
D1 D2

where the constraints are for the identification of the factor model and correspond to an assumption that
the common factors are “strong” or “pervasive” across both the row and column dimensions, see also He
et al. (2023). In the remainder of this section, we introduce an Iterative Huber Regression (IHR) algorithm
to solve the optimization problem in (2.2).

Let RT = (r1,...,7p,), CT = (c1,...,¢p,), 0 = (r],...,7)5¢],...,c),; Vec(F1) T, ..., Vec(Fr) ") T

and 0y = (rgy, ..., roTpl iChps- - ,cgng Vec(Fo1) ', ..., Vec(For) )T be the true parameters, and N = pik; +

poke + Tk1ko. For ease of presentation, we denote the objective function in (2.2) as

T p1 p2
MTP1P2 T E E § HT xt g — T Ftc])
p1p2 t=1 i=1 j=1
and the theoretical minimizer as 8 = (7], ... ,F;,EIT, e pQ,Vec(Fl) ..., Vec(Fp) )T, ie.,

6 = argmin Myp, p, (6),
6c®



where
e = {GeRN:riG’RCRkl,cj€CCRk2,Ft€]:CRk1Xk2 for all 1i,7,t,

1 1 1
p—lRTR:I;ﬁ,p—QCTC:Ikz,fthletF;r =3, = Zt F/F, = 22}

and 3; is a k; X k; diagonal matrix, ¢ = 1,2. We further define the following element-wise objective functions

for ease of clarification,
T p2

MisTZD(T?Ftv ZZH xt gj — T FtC])
Tp2 t=1 j=1
T p1
] Tpa (R Fta T Z Z H J)t i — Ty FtC)
t=1 i=1
P11 P2
M p,p. (R, Vec(F) — Z Z H, (24 — (c; @ ;) " Vec(F)),
Pip2 S 191
and clearly we have that
P1 T T
MTP1P2 (0) = pl_l ZM17TP2 (T7 Fi, C =p;" Z MJ Tpl R Ft? = Z Z ,Plpz R Vec( ) C)
=1 J=1 t=1 t=1

Although the objective function My, ,,, (0) is in general non-convex jointly in all parameters, M; 1p, (7, F¢, C)
is convex in r for every i given {F;}X ; and C, M, r,, (R, Fy, ¢) is convex in ¢ for each j given {F;}7_; and
R and M p,,, (R, Vec(F), C) is also convex in Vec(F) for each ¢ given R and C. The above fact motivates
one to minimize the objective function My, ,,(0) alternatively over R, C, Vec(F'), each time optimizing one
argument while keeping the other two fixed.

To ensure that R, C, F; satisfy the identification condition, one could normalize the loading and factor
matrices as follows. Denote ﬁ(s),é(s) and }?‘ES) as the estimates of Ry, Cp, and Fy; in the s-th step,

respectively. Then perform singular value decomposition to matrices R®) and C® and obtain

R =Ug, >AR<e>VR< ) = U Qe €Y =UguAg. >Vc< ) =Uew Qe

where Qg = ARMVR( , and Qg = Ag) VL . . Further define two covariance matrices as

C()’

T T
(s 1 0 (s) A~ (s) s (s 1 s s s s
= i 2 Qe OO GO Qg B - S Qe FTROTRORC QG
1

R
Tpip2 =



and denote their eigenvalue decomposition as
igs) _ f§S)K§S)f§S)T7 iés) _ f‘és)l'iés)fgs)T

Finally we can obtain the normalized loading and factor matrices as

R = /prUg I}, (2.3)
c) = \/272U6<s>f‘;s)7 (2.4)
(s 1 =(s)T =(s =(s
F( )= I‘g ) Qﬁ(s)Fg )Qg(s)rg )‘ (2.5)

L \V/P1P2

We iteratively estimate the loading and factor matrices by the Huber regression. Once we get an estimate
in the iterative procedure, we perform the normalization procedure described as above. The normalization
step would not change the estimate of the common components. We name the above algorithm as Iterative
Huber Regression (IHR) algorithm, which is computationally efficient. In each iteration, the Huber regression
can be implemented by R package “MASS” and the iteration is terminated until the common components

s+l _ /S\,(fs) |lF <107 Tpips. In the following, we briefly discuss the

of two adjacent steps satisfy Zthl ||§2(t
determination of tuning parameter 7 in the Huber loss. In essence, the Huber regression can be reformulated
as a weighted least squares problem. For better illustration, we consider the general optimization problem for

robust regression, that is, ming > ., H,(y; — z;'—ﬁ). For any index ¢ such that y; — ziT,B # 0, the necessary

condition of the optimization is that

- 1 T - Hﬁl)(yi - Z-Tﬁ) T - T

ZH£ )(yi —z; B)zi = Z — 5%y — 2 B) = Zwizi(yi —z; B) =0, (2.6)
i=1 = Wi—=z0) i=1

which can also be viewed as the KKT condition of weighted least squares. If |y; — 2/ 8| < 7, then w; = 1,

hence, to determine the tuning parameter 7 is equivalent to choose weights w;. In simulations, the &) is

updated by the re-weighted least square and then obtain the B(S) in the s-th iteration. Specifically, we set

(s+1) . C1
w; =min |1, ——— |,
( |’e§”|~cz>
~

where eis) =19; fz;,@(s) for the given B(S), c1 and ¢y are scalar parameters. We choose B(O) as the least square
estimator, and set the scalar parameters ¢; = 1.345 and c; = 0.6745/Median(|€§s)|), where Median(|€§s)|) is

the sample median of {|€§S)|} Finally, the detailed procedures of THR are summarized in Algorithm 1.



Algorithm 1 Tterative Huber Regression (IHR) algorithm for matrix factor model

Input: Data matrices {X;},t < T, the pair of estimated row and column factor numbers k; and ks, the
initial estimators R(®), C(© L R
Output: Factor loading matrices R, C and factor matrix F;,t <T R R
1: normalize R(®), C(®) such that they satisfy the identification condition and still denote as R(®), C(©);

obtain the initial estimator ﬁﬁ” by f‘gl) =1/(p1p2)ROTX,CO);

2. given {F{"}Z, and C©, solve 7" = argmin, M; 1, (r, F\Y, C©) for i = 1,...,py; given {F"}7
and R, solve Eﬁ-l) = argmin, M 7p, (f{“%ﬂ”, c) for j=1,...,po; given RD,CW), solve Vec(f‘,@) =
argminyee gy Me p,p, (f{(l),Vec(F)7 6(1)) fort=1,...,T;

3: normalize f{(l), C™ and 1*~1£2) so that they satisfy the identifiability conditions by Equation (2.3), by
Equation (2.4)and by Equation (2.5), respectively; and denote as f{(l), 6(1), f‘?);

4: repeat step 2-3 until convergence and output the estimators from the last step and denoted as f{, C and
F,t < T, respectively.

3. Theoretical Properties

In this section, we establish the convergence rates for the estimators of factor loadings, factor scores and
also the common components. We propose two methods to estimate the row and column factor numbers, one
is based on rank-minimization and the other is based on eigenvalue-ratio. At last, we give the asymptotic
normality of the estimators for factor loadings. To establish the theoretical results, we first introduce some

assumptions which are mild/common in the related literature.

Assumption 1. R,C,F are compact sets and 0y € @. The factor matrices satisfy

T T

1 ) 1 .

T Z FOtht = dlag(afl, .. ,Ufkl) and T Z thFOt = dlag(ag,l, e UZT’,Q),
t=1 t=1

where 67, > .- > ¢, andol. w0, ;asT —oofor j=1,...,k; withoo >0;1> - >0 >0,i=1,2.
7,1 i,kq i,] 5] J ) K

Assumption 2. Given {Fo;,1 <t < T}, {e;5,1 <t <T,1<i<p,1<j<po} are independent across

t,7 and j.

Assumption 3. (1) The distribution functions of e; ;; given {Fy;} have common support covering an open
neighborhood of the origin and its conditional density function, denoted as f ;;, is continuous and symmetric
with respect to the origin; (2) Suppose for any compact set £ C R and any e € &, there exists a positive
constant f > 0 (depending on &) such that f;;(e) > f for all ¢,4,5. (3) E(ef;;|{Fo}) < C for some

constant C' > 0.

Assumption 1 is a standard strong/pervasive factor condition and we refer, for example, to Chen and

Fan (2021) and He et al. (2023). Assumption 2 requires that given the factor matrices {Fo;}7_;, the



idiosyncratic errors are independent across the row, column and time series dimensions, see also He et al.
(2023). Assumption 3 exerts some conditions on the conditional distribution of the idiosyncratic errors given
{Fo:}L;, and Assumption 3 (1)-(2) are similar to the Assumption 1 (ii) and 1 (iii) in Chen et al. (2021) and
Assumption C1 and C2 in Ando and Bai (2020). In Assumption 3 (2), we also assume the conditional density
function is symmetric with respect to the origin, thus, we have E(Hﬁ”(emﬂ{FOt}) = 0, where Hg)(etﬂ-j)
is the derivative function of H,(-) evaluated at e;;;. Assumption 3 (3) imposes a finite second moment of
et,i; conditional on {Fo¢}1_,, which relaxes the typical finite fourth or even eighth moment assumption in

the literature (Bai, 2003; Chen and Fan, 2021; Yu et al., 2022).

3.1. Convergence rates

In this section, we present the theoretical results on convergence rates of the proposed estimators. To
this end, first denote RT = (71, ... ,Tp, ) and C™=(a,... . Cp)s R = (701, -,70p, ), Co = (Cot, - - -, Copy)-
The following theorem establishes the average convergence rate of f{7 C and ﬁt in terms of matrix Fronbenius

norm.
Theorem 3.1. Under Assumptions 1-3, let Hy = sgn(R{ R/p1), Hy = sgn(CJC/p;) and 7 be a fixed
positive constant, then we have

T
1 ~ ~ 1, ~ ~ 1 ~ ~ ~ 1
pTHR — RoH,[[# + p:HC — CoHy||% + T > |IF, — HiFo,Hy |} = O, (DQ> ;

t=1
where D = min{/Tp1,/Tp2,/P1P2}-

Theorem 3.1 shows that |R — RoHy[|r/\/p1 = O, (D7), |C = CoHal|r/ /P2 = O, (D) and ||F; —
ﬁlFOtﬁg\\F/ﬁ =0, (D‘l) for any ¢. The convergence rate is the same as that derived in Theorem 3.1 of
He et al. (2023), while He et al. (2023) relies on the sub-Gaussianity of the idiosyncratic errors. Under the
same finite second moments assumption, the rate derived here is much faster than the rate min{p;,p2} in

Theorem 4.1 of He et al. (2023).

3.2. Determining the pair of factor numbers ki and ko

The pair of factor numbers k1, ko need to be determined before we estimate the factor loadings and scores.

Assume my > ki,my > ky, and let R™T = (p{" ... ¢7), C™2T = (c]",...,¢)2). Denote 6™ =
(rmT .,rg”l”l—r; et .,cg;ZT;VeC(FTT), .., Vec(FPT)) T where r["* € R™, "2 € R™2 Fy* € Rmixmz,
for all 4, j, t.



Consider the following identifiability condition:

1 1 1 1
—R™TR™ =1,,, —C™TC™ =1,,, =S FrF7" and S| FPTF)
D1 19 Do 29 T Zt:l t t an T Zt:l t t (31)

are diagonal matrices with non-increasing diagonal elements.

Let R™,C™2, F™ be compact subsets of R, R™2 R™ X™2 respectively. Assume that (rg;, 015 (m,—k,)) | €

R™ (c]TO, 01 (ma—ky)) €C™2, and

Fo: lex(mzflw) c F™. for all ¢ J,t.

O(my—k1)xks  Q(my—k1)x (mo—ks)

Define

b1 p2

T
0™ = argmin = T E E E H (x5 — ZmTF;"c}m),
omece™ bip2 = e

where @™ := {@™ : r"' € le,c;n2 e C™2 F* € F™, and R™, C™2 F}" satisfy (3.1)}. Moreover, denote

T T
~ 1 ~ o~ ) R =N R . R R
21 = ? t_zl F?F;n—r = dlag(o—l,la .. Ul ml E = Z TFZn = dlag(O—Z,ly ceey 02,m2)~

The rank minimization estimators for the pair of factor numbers are

mi m2
kM = Z 151, > P}, kM = Z o2, > P}, (3.2)
i=1 i=1

where P; and P, are sequences that go to 0 as T,pi,ps — o0o. The following theorem establishes the

consistency of the estimators Ef’M and EfM .

Theorem 3.2. Under Assumptions 1-3, if m; > k1 > 0,mg > ks > 0, P, — 0, P, — 0 and P;D? — oo,

P,D? — oo, then we have P(EfM =k;) — 1and IP’(%ZM =ko) = 1, as T, p1, p2 — 00.
For pre-determined m; and ms such that m; > ki, ms > ks, the eigenvalue-ratio based estimators of k;
and ko are defined as

~ (S ~
k{ﬂR = argmax ( , kQER = argmax #,

1)
i<mi—1 >\1+1(§ )+ j<mo—1 >\J+1(22) +c

where o = max{(Tp1) ™!, (Tp2) 7%, (p1p2) 1} is the convergence rate derived in Theorem 3.1 and ca is the
lower bound of the denominator. We set ¢ = 10~* in empirical study. The advantage of the eigenvalue-ratio

method compared with the rank minimization method lies in that we do not need to determine the threshold

10



value P;. The following theorem establishes the consistency of the estimators %{3 R and ng R

Theorem 3.3. Under Assumptions 1-3, when T, py,ps — 00, m1 and ms are predetermined constants with

mi1 > k1 > 0,mg > ke > 0, then we have ]P’(E{ER =k;) — 1and IP(EfR =ky) — 1.

3.8. Asymptotic distribution of estimators

In this section, we establish the asymptotic normality of the estimators for factor loadings so that statis-

tical inference is feasible. We introduce some notations first. Define

T p2
P, = lim E E ft ij(e) de - FOtCo]Co]Fot,
Tpo—o00 T , P2
t=1 j=1
T p1 T
¥, = lim T E g ft ij(e)de- FOtrOzTOZFOt
Tpimeo b p1 =

We then introduce an assumption, which is crucial in establishing the asymptotic distribution of #;(i < p;)
and ¢;(j < p2).
Assumption 4. (1) ®; > 0,%¥; > 0 for all ¢ < py, j < po.

(2) For any compact set £ € R and any e € &, there exists 0 < f < f < oo, (depending on &) such that

i < ft7ij(e) < f for all , 1,7.
(3) (1) p1 <X Tpz and py,Tps — 0. (i1) pa < Tpy and ps, Tp; — 0.

Assumption 4 (1) assumes that ®; and ¥, are positive definite matrices. Assumption 4 (2) assumes
the density function is bounded on a compact domain of definition. Assumption 4 (3) gives the scaling

requirement on py,pe and T. The following theorem establishes the asymptotic distributions of 7; and ¢;.
Theorem 3.4. Suppose Assumptions 1-3 and 4 (1)- (2) are satisfied, then the following results hold:
(1) if Assumption 4 (3) (¢) holds,

v Tpa (7 lem) 4N (0 ®- 12Tp2 1o ) for each i < pq,

where Hy = sgn(RJf{/pl) and

T p2

Yrp,s = lim ZZ/ min{7?, e?} f; ;;(e) de - FOtCOJCO]FOt.

Tps—00 Tp2 =1 =1

11



(2) if Assumption 4 (3) (i) holds,
VTpi(c; HQC(]j) 4N (0 v 12Tp1 g ) for each j < po,

where Hy = sgn(Ca—é/pg) and

T m

Xrp,,; = lim ZZ/ min{72, e} f; i;(e) de - Fg,r0irg; For.-

Tp1—>och1 t=1 1=1
In Theorem 3.4, the asymptotic variance matrices are unknown and need to be estimated. Intuitively,
the estimators for the asymptotic variance matrices can be naturally constructed as follows:
T p2

~ 1 T\ T
b, = 7Tp2 ZZH7(_2) (l‘t,ij — 'I”;rFth) FthC;rF;r,
=1 j=1

T p2
- 1 e \12
Bpsi = Tps > [Hﬁl) (fft,ij - TiTFth)} F.g;c) F/,
t=1 j=1

and .
=N 1 P1 -
v, = T ZZH(Q (ztwfrTFthF T, Ft,
L N
T p1 =N 2 =R
Sty = o ZZ[ (w05 — 7 g )| BIRA]F
t=1 1=1

2
where H () = I{]z| < 7} and [Hg) (x)} = 22IH{|z| < 7} + 72I{|z| > 7}. Under Assumptions 1-4,
we prove that the estimators of the asymptotic covariance matrices are consistent, see the proof in the

supplement. Thus we have the following standardized version of Theorem 3.4.

Theorem 3.5. Suppose Assumptions 1-3 and 4 (1)-(2) are satisfied, then the following results hold:
(1) if Assumption 4 (3) (i) holds,

v/ Tpa(7; lem) 4N (0 i lszz i ) for each i < pq;
(2) if Assumption 4 (3) (i4) holds,
VTpi(c; chO]) 4N (0 \Il 12Tp1 g ) for each j < po.

At last, we establish the convergence rate of the estimators for common components. To this end, we
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introduce some notations. Let S, = RF,CT, So; = RoFo,C{ and further define
P1 P2 T
A= lim — co: @ 10:)(coi @ 7o) "
k P1,P2—>00 P1P2 ;]Zl I, ZJ ( 0j Oz)( 0j 01)

The following theorem provides the convergence rate of the estimated common components.

Theorem 3.6. Under the Assumptions 1-4 (1), (2), and further assume A; > 0, as min{7T, p1,p2} — o0,

for any t <T,i < py,j < pa, we have

8ou oS --0(1 1 1>
wis =0l = O \ Y 7, © e

The convergence rate in Theorem 3.6 is the same as that derived in Theorem 3.5 of Yu et al. (2022),
however, we only require the finite second moment of the idiosyncratic errors while Yu et al. (2022) imposes

finite eighth moment condition.

4. Numerical Studies

In this section, we investigate the empirical performances of the proposed methods by synthetic simulation
data. We first introduce the data generating procedure in Section 4.1. We compare the proposed method
with the RMFA method by (He et al., 2023), the PE method by (Yu et al., 2022) and the a-PCA method
by (Chen and Fan, 2021) in terms of estimating the loading spaces under different scenarios in Section 4.2.
In Section 4.3, we compare the finite sample performances of different methods for determining the pair of

factor numbers. In Section 4.4, we numerically verify the asymptotic normality of the estimators for loadings.

4.1. Data generating process

The matrix sequences are generated in the following manner. We set k1 = 3, ko = 3, and draw the entries
of Ry and Cy independently from uniform distribution U(—1, 1), and let F; and E, follow an autoregressive

model of order 1, i.e.

Foi = ¢Fou—1) + V1 — ¢%€;, E;=9E; 1+ /1 —92U,,

where Vec(e;) o N(0,I, xk,). The entries of {U;}._, are i.i.d. samples from N(0, 1) or ¢ distribution with
degrees of freedom 3 or 5, including both light-tailed and heavy-tailed scenarios. The parameters ¢ and

control the temporal correlations. Finally, the observations {X;}Z_; are generated by X; = RoFo;C{ + E;.
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Table 1: Averaged estimation errors and standard errors of D(R, Ro) and D(C, Cy), for
Setting A under NV (0, 1), ¢s, t3 distribution over 500 replications. “IHR”: Iterative Huber
Regression. “RMFM”: robust matrix factor analysis method (He et al., 2023). “PE”:
projection estimation method (Yu et al., 2022). “a-PCA”: o-PCA with @ = 0 (Chen

and Fan, 2021).

Evaluation T D1 D2 IHR RMFM PE a-PCA(a=0)
Normal Distribution
20 20 0.0938(0.0149) 0.0916(0.0146) 0.0916(0.0146)  0.0992(0.0172)
50 50  0.0363(0.0051) 0.0355(0.0049) 0.0354(0.0049) 0.0388(0.0060)
D(ﬁ7 Ro) 100 20 100 0.0181(0.0026) 0.0176(0.0025) 0.0176(0.0025) 0.0193(0.0031)
150 150  0.0118(0.0016) 0.0116(0.0016) 0.0116(0.0016) 0.0126(0.0020)
200 200 0.0090(0.0012) 0.0088(0.0012) 0.0088(0.0012) 0.0096(0.0015)
20 20 0.0952(0.0171)  0.0929(0.0167) 0.0929(0.0168) 0.1013(0.0201)
50 50  0.0578(0.0057) 0.0564(0.0056) 0.0563(0.0056) 0.0581(0.0060)
D((AJ7 Co) 100 20 100 0.0405(0.0033) 0.0395(0.0032) 0.0395(0.0032) 0.0401(0.0033)
150 150  0.0328(0.0024) 0.0320(0.0023) 0.0320(0.0023) 0.0323(0.0023)
200 200 0.0287(0.0020) 0.0280(0.0020) 0.0280(0.0020) 0.0282(0.0020)
ts Distribution
20 20 0.1086(0.0182) 0.1209(0.0203) 0.1213(0.0205) 0.1426(0.0305)
50 50  0.0413(0.0056) 0.0457(0.0061) 0.0457(0.0061) 0.0544(0.0094)
D(f{, Ro) 100 20 100 0.0203(0.0029) 0.0226(0.0033)  0.0227(0.0033)  0.0271(0.0047)
150 150  0.0134(0.0019) 0.0150(0.0021) 0.0150(0.0021) 0.0179(0.0032)
200 200 0.0102(0.0014) 0.0114(0.0016)  0.0114(0.0016) 0.0137(0.0025)
20 20 0.1104(0.0196) 0.1227(0.0220) 0.1231(0.0223) 0.1451(0.0344)
50 50  0.0658(0.0066) 0.0728(0.0072) 0.0729(0.0072) 0.0769(0.0084)
D(@, Co) 100 20 100 0.0460(0.0038) 0.0510(0.0042) 0.0510(0.0042) 0.0522(0.0045)
150 150  0.0374(0.0027) 0.0414(0.0030) 0.0414(0.0030) 0.0421(0.0031)
200 200 0.0326(0.0023) 0.0361(0.0026)  0.0361(0.0026) 0.0365(0.0026)
t3 Distribution
20 20 0.1213(0.0206) 0.2463(0.1496) 0.2597(0.1545)  0.3263(0.1460)
50 50 0.0455(0.0066) 0.0982(0.1182) 0.1082(0.1311)  0.1642(0.1274)
D(fi, Ro) 100 20 100 0.0224(0.0033) 0.0417(0.0714) 0.0469(0.0838) 0.0951(0.0969)
150 150  0.0147(0.0020) 0.0323(0.0746) 0.0352(0.0835) 0.0708(0.0863)
200 200 0.0111(0.0015) 0.0207(0.0532) 0.0217(0.0575) 0.0519(0.0657)
20 20 0.1208(0.0221) 0.2466(0.1491) 0.2589(0.1532)  0.3316(0.1444)
50 50 0.0722(0.0072) 0.1303(0.1121)  0.1399(0.1209)  0.1688(0.1261)
D(é, Co) 100 20 100  0.0504(0.0039) 0.0782(0.0665) 0.0852(0.0799) 0.0960(0.0826)
150 150  0.0409(0.0029) 0.0660(0.0706) 0.0711(0.0842) 0.0767(0.0845)
200 200 0.0357(0.0025) 0.0532(0.0511) 0.0555(0.0582) 0.0587(0.0584)
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Table 2: Averaged estimation errors and standard errors of D(R,Ry), D(C, Cy) for
Setting B under A (0,1), t5, t3 distribution over 500 replications. “IHR”: Iterative Huber
Regression. “RMFM”: robust matrix factor analysis method (He et al., 2023). “PE”:
projection estimation method (Yu et al., 2022). “a-PCA”: o-PCA with @ = 0 (Chen
and Fan, 2021).

Evaluation T m D2 IHR RMFM PE a-PCA(a =0)
Normal Distribution
20 20 0.0938(0.0149)  0.0916(0.0146)  0.0916(0.0146)  0.0992(0.0172)
50 50 0.0579(0.0061)  0.0565(0.0059) 0.0565(0.0059) 0.0582(0.0064)
D(ﬁ7 Ro) 100 100 20 0.0404(0.0033)  0.0395(0.0032)  0.0395(0.0032)  0.0400(0.0033)
150 150 0.0330(0.0024)  0.0322(0.0023) 0.0322(0.0023)  0.0325(0.0024)
200 200 0.0287(0.0022)  0.0280(0.0021) 0.0280(0.0021) 0.0282(0.0022)
20 20 0.0952(0.0171)  0.0929(0.0167)  0.0929(0.0168)  0.1013(0.0201)
50 50 0.0365(0.0051)  0.0355(0.0050)  0.0355(0.0050)  0.0389(0.0062)
D((ALCO) 100 100 20 0.0178(0.0026)  0.0174(0.0026) 0.0174(0.0026) 0.0191(0.0032)
150 150 0.0119(0.0016)  0.0116(0.0015) 0.0116(0.0015) 0.0127(0.0019)
200 200 0.0089(0.0013)  0.0087(0.0013) 0.0087(0.0013) 0.0095(0.0016)
ts Distribution
20 20 0.1086(0.0182)  0.1209(0.0203)  0.1213(0.0205) 0.1426(0.0305)
50 50 0.0663(0.0067)  0.0734(0.0076) 0.0735(0.0077)  0.0774(0.0086)
D(f{, Ro) 100 100 20 0.0460(0.0038)  0.0509(0.0042)  0.0509(0.0042)  0.0522(0.0044)
150 150 0.0376(0.0027)  0.0417(0.0029) 0.0417(0.0029) 0.0424(0.0031)
200 200 0.0326(0.0025)  0.0360(0.0029)  0.0361(0.0029)  0.0365(0.0029)
20 20 0.1104(0.0196)  0.1227(0.0220)  0.1231(0.0223)  0.1451(0.0344)
50 50 0.0412(0.0060)  0.0460(0.0068)  0.0460(0.0069) 0.0551(0.0114)
D(@, Co) 100 100 20 0.0206(0.0030)  0.0228(0.0033)  0.0228(0.0033)  0.0273(0.0051)
150 150 0.0135(0.0018)  0.0150(0.0020)  0.0150(0.0020) 0.0179(0.0031)
200 200 0.0103(0.0015)  0.0113(0.0016)  0.0113(0.0016)  0.0137(0.0029)
t3 Distribution
20 20 0.1213(0.0206)  0.2463(0.1496)  0.2597(0.1545)  0.3263(0.1460)
50 50 0.0724(0.0076)  0.1290(0.1112)  0.1385(0.1193)  0.1663(0.1228)
D(fi, Ro) 100 100 20 0.0505(0.0041)  0.0795(0.0703)  0.0864(0.0845) 0.0961(0.0854)
150 150 0.0412(0.0029)  0.0677(0.0757) 0.0721(0.0860) 0.0768(0.0846)
200 200 0.0356(0.0028)  0.0543(0.0573)  0.0555(0.0577)  0.0585(0.0577)
20 20 0.1208(0.0221)  0.2466(0.1491) 0.2589(0.1532)  0.3316(0.1444)
50 50 0.0457(0.0071)  0.0964(0.1197)  0.1039(0.1272)  0.1651(0.1287)
D(é, Co) 100 100 20 0.0226(0.0032)  0.0435(0.0754) 0.0481(0.0875) 0.0973(0.0997)
150 150 0.0146(0.0020)  0.0335(0.0823)  0.0362(0.0903)  0.0727(0.0969)
200 200 0.0112(0.0016)  0.0214(0.0576)  0.0218(0.0580) 0.0534(0.0730)
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4.2. Estimating the loading spaces

In this section, we investigate the accuracy of the estimated loading spaces by different approaches and
the pair of factor numbers are given as a priori. In detail, we compare the performances of our Iterative
Huber Regression (IHR) method with the PE by Yu et al. (2022), the RMFA by He et al. (2023) and the
a-PCA by Chen and Fan (2021). For the implementation of IHR, we need to specify the initial estimators
for Ry and Cy, and we adopt the random projections, i.e., the initial estimators ﬁ(o)’ CO© are randomly
chosen and all their entries are sampled from a standard normal distribution. We consider the following two

settings:

Setting A: p; = 20,T = py € {20, 50,100, 150,200}, ¢ = 0.1,4 = 0.1.

Setting B: ps = 20,7 = p; € {20, 50, 100, 150,200}, ¢ = 0.1,% = 0.1.

To measure the performances of various methods in terms of estimating the loading spaces, we adopt a
metric quantifying the distance between two linear spaces which was also utilized in Yu et al. (2022), He
et al. (2023). For two column-wise orthogonal matrices (Q1)pxq, and (Q2)pxq,, we define

1/2
D(Q1,Q2) = (1 - TT<Q1Q1TQ2Q;)) )

max (g1, g2)

By the definition of D(Q1, Q2), it holds that 0 < D(Q1,Q2) < 1, and in essence D(Q1, Q2) measures the
distance between the column spaces spanned by Q1 and Qa, i.e., span(Q1) and span(Q2). In particular,
span(Q1) and span(Q2) are the same when D(Q1,Q2) = 0, while span(Q;) and span(Q3) are orthogonal
when D(Q1,Q2) = 1. The Gram-Schmidt orthogonalization can be used to make Q; and Q2 column-
orthogonal matrices if they are not.

Table 1 and Table 2 show the averaged errors with standard errors in parentheses for normal distribution
and heavy-tailed t5 and t3, under Settings A and B respectively . From these two tables, we can draw the
following conclusions. Firstly, in the case that the idiosyncratic errors are from normal distribution, all the
methods benefit from large dimensions and sample sizes, and the four methods preform comparably well.
As we know, Huber loss acts as the combination of least squares and least absolute, and when errors come
from a light-tailed distribution such as normal distribution, the absolute value of the sampled errors will
be less than 7, hence, the methods based on the Huber loss (IHR, RMFM) and the method based on least
squares loss (PE) performs almost the same. He et al. (2023) provided a least square interpretation of the
PE method by Yu et al. (2022), and that’s why PE always shows the lowest estimation errors and standard
errors compared with the other methods in the normal case. Secondly, when the entries of the idiosyncratic

error matrices are from the t5 or t3 distribution, the picture is completely different. Although all the methods
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benefit from large dimensions, the RMFA and THR methods show great advantage over both PE and a-PCA
methods in all settings. It is also worth noting that the THR method also outperforms the RMFA by a large
margin when data are heavy-tailed, especially for the t3 case. In a word, the IHR performs robustly and
much better than other methods when the idiosyncratic errors are heavy-tailed and performs almost the
same with other mathods when the data have light tails. As a result, the IHR method can be used as a safe

replacement of the RMFA, o-PCA and PE in real applications.

4.8. Estimating the numbers of factors

Determining the number of factors is the first step to do factor analysis. In this section, we verify the va-
lidity of our rank-minimization and eigenvalue-ratio methods (denoted as THR-RM and THR-ER respectively)
for determining the pair of factor numbers. We compare the proposed methods with the state-of-the-art ones
including Iter-ER by Yu et al. (2022), Rit-ER by He et al. (2023) and a-PCA-ER by (Chen and Fan, 2021).
For rank minimization, similar to the choice by Chen et al. (2021), let P; = 81,1D_2/3,P2 = 32,1D_2/3 in
(3.2). The maximum factor numbers mq,my are set as 6.

Table 3 presents the frequencies of exact estimation ((El,EQ) = (3,3)) and underestimation over 500
replications under Setting A and Setting B by different methods. Under the normal case, we can see that
the IHR-RM, IHR-ER, Rit-ER, IterER have higher estimation accuracy and lower underestimation rates
compared with a-PCA-ER, and the methods perform well even for small T = p; = py = 20. When
T = py = 50, the IHR-RM, THR-ER, Rit-ER, IterER can always estimate the number of factors correctly
over 500 replications. With the increase of dimensions, the accuracy of all methods increases gradually. As
the idiosyncratic errors become heavy-tailed, such as t3 distribution, although all the methods perform worse
in the case, the IHR-ER has higher estimation accuracy than the other methods when 7' = p; = ps = 20.
When T = 50, both the IHR-RM and IHR-ER outperforms the other methods. In other words, the proposed
two methods perform robustly and have higher estimation accuracy especially for heavy-tailed idiosyncratic
errors, and as the sample size T increases, the accuracy rate of our methods IHR-RM, THR-ER can gradually

converge to 1.

4.4. Verifying the asymptotic normality

In this section, we verify the asymptotic normality of the estimators for factor loadings derived in Theorem
3.4 by numerical studies. We adopt the same data generation mechanism introduced in Section 4.1, and
we normalize Rg, Cp and Fo; by (2.3), (2.4), (2.5), respectively, such that the identification conditions are
satisfied. The idiosyncratic errors E; are generated with 1 = 0 such that e;;; are independent across t, 1, j

and e; ;; are 4.7.d. sampled from N(0,1),¢5 or t3. The parameter 7 is fixed and we set it to be 1.3450 such
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Table 3: The frequencies of exact estimation and underestimation of the numbers of

factors under Setting A and B over 100 replications.

“ITHR-RM”: the proposed rank-

minimization based on THR. “IHR-ER”: the proposed eigenvalue-ratio based on IHR.
“Rit-ER”: the robust iterative eigenvalue-ratio based method (He et al., 2023). “IterER”:
iterative eigenvalue-ratio based method (Yu et al., 2022). “a-PCA-ER”: a-PCA based
eigenvalue-ratio method with & = 0 (Chen and Fan, 2021).

Distribution T

IHR-RM

IHR-ER

Rit-ER

IterER

a-PCA-ER

Normal

20
50
100
150
200

0.9860(0.0140
1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000

Setting A: py =20,po =T

0.9560(0.0440
1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000

0.9940(0.0060
1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000

0.9940(0.0060
1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000

0.8340(0.1660
0.9840(0.0160
0.9860(0.0140
0.9900(0.0100
0.9920(0.0080

ts

20
50
100
150
200

0.8800(0.1200
1.0000(0.0000

1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000

0.9060(0.0940
0.9980(0.0020

1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000

0.9700(0.0300
1.0000(0.0000

1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000

0.9680(0.0320
1.0000(0.0000

1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000

0.5820(0.4180
0.9420(0.0580

0.9740(0.0260
0.9800(0.0200

t3

20
50
100
150
200

0.4600(0.5400
1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000

( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
1.0000(0.0000)
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
1.0000(0.0000)

0.7240(0.2760
0.9960(0.0040
1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000

)
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
1.0000(0.0000)
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
1.0000(0.0000)

0.5440(0.4560
0.8420(0.1580
0.9380(0.0620
0.9560(0.0440

)
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
1.0000(0.0000)
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
0.9840(0.0160)

0.5180(0.4820
0.7480(0.2520
0.8200(0.1800
0.8740(0.1260

( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
1.0000(0.0000)
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
0.8960(0.1040)

0.1540(0.8460
0.5460(0.4540
0.6920(0.3080
0.7980(0.2020

( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
0.9660(0.0340)
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
0.8220(0.1780)

Normal

20
50
100
150
200

0.9860(0.0140
1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000

Setting B: ps =

0.9560(0.0440
1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000

20,p1 =T

0.9940(0.0060
1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000

0.9940(0.0060
1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000

0.8340(0.1660
0.9760(0.0240
0.9800(0.0200
0.9900(0.0100
0.9920(0.0080

ts

20
50
100
150
200

0.8800(0.1200
1.0000(0.0000

1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000

0.9060(0.0940
1.0000(0.0000

1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000

0.9700(0.0300
1.0000(0.0000

1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000

0.9680(0.0320
0.9980(0.0020

1.0000(0.0000
0.9980(0.0020

0.5820(0.4180
0.9480(0.0520

0.9800(0.0200
0.9740(0.0260

20
50
100
150
200

0.4600(0.5400
1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000

( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
1.0000(0.0000)
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
1.0000(0.0000)

0.7240(0.2760
0.9980(0.0020
1.0000(0.0000
1.0000(0.0000

)
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
1.0000(0.0000)
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
1.0000(0.0000)

0.5440(0.4560
0.8040(0.1960
0.8920(0.1080
0.9220(0.0780

)
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
1.0000(0.0000)
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
0.9560(0.0440)

0.5180(0.4820
0.7380(0.2620
0.8080(0.1920
0.8600(0.1400

( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
1.0000(0.0000)
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
0.9000(0.1000)

0.1540(0.8460
0.5340(0.4660
0.6940(0.3060
0.8000(0.2000

( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
0.9600(0.0400)
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
( )
0.8120(0.1880)
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Figure 2: Histograms of estimation errors for r;1 and c¢;,1 after normalization over 2000
replications. The histograms in top panel are the estimation errors for r; 1 under normal,
ts and t3 with T = pa = 10,p; = 100. The histograms in the bottom panel are the
estimation errors for ¢;; under normal, ¢t5 and t3 with 7" = p; = 10,p2 = 100, respec-
tively. The red real line plots the probability density function of the standard normal
distribution.

that when the error distribution is normal the Huber estimator is 95% efficient. In practice, the parameter o
is estimated by § = 1.483-median{|e; ;;|}+ ;, and € ;; is the residuals estimated by the Projection Estimation
method by Yu et al. (2022). In fact, we tried different 7 and the simulation results show that different choices
of the parameter 7 would lead to the same conclusions in the following (see more simulation results in the
supplement for different 7).

Figure 2 and Figure 3 show the histograms of the first coordinates of \/T_pgflﬁ,g 21'/1\1'1(1’% — ﬁ1r0i) at
i = |p1/2] from 2000 repetitions when T' = pa, (p1,p2) € {(100, 10), (500,50)}, and the first coordinates of
VTpiS 5 %W (€;—Haco;) at j = |p2/2] from 2000 repetitions when T = pi, (p1,p2) € {(10,100), (50,500)},

where ngz,u &, and ngl,j, \flj are the estimators introduced in Section 3.3. The results show that the

asymptotic distributions in Theorem 3.4 provide a good fit in the finite-sample case, even for T' = ps = 10
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or T'= p; = 10, under both normal and heavy-tailed 5 or t3 distributions of the idiosyncratic errors.
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Figure 3: Histograms of estimation errors for r;1 and c;,1 after normalization over 2000
replications. The histograms in top panel are the estimation errors for r; ; under normal,
ts and ts with T = p2 = 50, p1 = 500. In the bottom panel are the estimation errors for
¢j,1 under normal, t5 and t3 T" = p1 = 50, p2 = 500, respectively. The red real curve plots

the probability density function of the standard normal distribution.

5. Real Example

In this section, we illustrate the empirical usefulness of the proposed methods by two real examples.
The first one is a 10 x 10 Fama-French portfolios and the second one is a macroeconomic indices dataset of
China which contains 81 macroeconomic indices across 30 provinces (81 x 30). Clearly, the first dataset is of

relatively low dimensions compared with the second one. Similar as in the simulation studies, we also take

the PE, RMFM and a-PCA for comparison in these two examples.
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5.1. Fama-French Portfolios

The portfolios are the intersections of 10 level portfolios formed on size (S1-S10) and 10 level portfolios
formed on operating profitability (OP1-OP10). It contains the monthly return series of 100 portfolios and we
use the data from 2003-03 to 2023-02 in the study, covering 240 months without missing values. The dataset
is open access provided by Kenneth R. French, which can be downloaded from the website http://mba. tuck.
dartmouth.edu/pages/faculty/ken.french/data_library.html. In addition, the excess market returns
is also provided by this website. We follow the same preprocessing steps of Wang et al. (2019) and Yu et al.
(2022) by subtracting the excess market returns and standardizing each of the portfolio return series. The
augmented Dickey-Fuller test rejects the null hypotheses for all the series, which indicates the stationarity
of all series. The histogram of the sample kurtosis for the 100 portfolios are reported in Figure 4 (a), which

indicates the heavy-tailedness.
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(a) Histogram of the sample kurtosis for 100 portfo- (b) Histogram of the sample kurtosis for multinational
lios. macroeconomic indices of China.

Figure 4: Histogram of the sample kurtosis and the red dashed line is the theoretical
kurtosis of t5 distribution.

For the factor numbers, the Rit-ER by He et al. (2023), Iter-ER by Yu et al. (2022) and o-PCA-ER
by Chen and Fan (2021) all suggest (k1,k2) = (1,1) while the proposed IHR-RM suggests (k1, k2) = (2, 1).
For better illustration, we take (k1,k2) = (2,2) for all methods, and the estimated row and column loading
matrices after varimax rotation and scaling are reported in Table 4. From the perspective of size, the small
size portfolios load heavily on the first factor while the large size portfolios load mainly on the second factor.
From the perspective of operating profitability, the small OP portfolios load heavily on the second factor

while the large OP portfolios load mainly on the first factor.
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We next use a rolling-validation procedure to compare the performance of the proposed IHR against the
a-PCA, PE and RMFA. For each year ¢ form 2013 to 2023, we repeatedly use the n (bandwidth) years
observations before ¢ to fit the matrix-variate factor model and estimate the two loading matrices. The
loadings are then used to estimate the factors and corresponding residuals of the 12 months in the current
year. In specific, let ?tﬂ» be the estimated price matrix of month ¢ in year ¢, Y¢y; be the corresponding

observed price matrix and Y, be the mean price matrix, we employ the following metric to compare different

methods: b R
1 o S Y e — Yol 2
MSE, = ————— ) Vi = Yeuilles m= L s 5
12Xp1><p2i:z1 ZZ1||Yt+i—YtH%

which are the mean squared pricing error and unexplained proportion of total variances, respectively. In the
rolling-validation procedure, the variation of the loading space is measured by v; := D((AJt ®f{t, Ciy ®f{t_1).
We tried n € {5,10} and the numbers of factors (k1, k2) € {(1,1), (1,2),(2,1),(2,2)} and we report the means

of MSEy, p; and v; in Table 5, which implies that IHR outperforms the others in almost all settings.

Table 4: Loading matrices for Fama-French portfolios after varimax rotation and scaling

by 30.
Size

Method Factor  S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10
HR 1 47 51 43 35 26 13 8 -2 -9 -12

2 17 12 -5 -13 -25 -38 -43 -46 -43 -24

1 43 50 42 36 28 16 9 0 -10 -16

RMEM 2 13 12 -5 -12 -23 -34 -41 -44 -45 -33
PE 1 -45 -51 -42 -35 =27 -16 -10 0 10 16

2 14 12 -6 -12 -24 -32 -41 -43 -47 -32

PCA 1 34 40 40 37 34 28 24 16 -3 -21
@ 2 7 6 0 -3 .10 -16 24 -29 -55 -65

Operating Profitability
Method Factor BE1 BE2 BE3 BE4 BE5 BE6 BE7 BE8 BE9 BE10

IHR 1 14 13 30 35 35 37 34 31 32 29
2 83 42 13 3 0 -6 4 5 2 8
1 13 11 28 34 33 39 34 32 32 31
RMRM 2 81 46 16 6 3 -9 -2 2 1 3
PE 1 12 12 29 34 32 39 33 33 33 31
2 81 47 13 3 3 -10 -2 3 2 4
1 12 7 26 32 30 -41 37 33 34 -32
a-PCA 2 74 53 20 6 1 -11 -8 3 0 3
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Table 5: Rolling validation for the Fama-French portfolios. 12n is the sample size of the
training set. (k1,k2) is the number of factors. MSE, p, ¥ are the mean pricing error, mean
unexplained proportion of total variances and mean variation of the estimated loading

space.
(k1 k) MSE P v
a-PCA PE RMFM IHR a-PCA PE RMFM IHR a-PCA PE RMFM ITHR
(1,1) 0.6978 0.6968 0.6939 0.6928 0.7271 0.7239 0.7202 0.7182 0.0214 0.0225 0.0208 0.0204
10 (1,1) 0.7045 0.7012 0.6959 0.6949 0.7348 0.7290 0.7215 0.7196 0.0108 0.0112 0.0108 0.0106
5 (1,2) 0.6401 0.6329 0.6299 0.6291 0.6695 0.6599 0.6560 0.6543 0.0581 0.0386 0.0333 0.0338
10 (1,2) 0.6486 0.6356 0.6310 0.6290 0.6821 0.6636 0.6570 0.6534 0.0334 0.0249 0.0219 0.0244
5 (2,1) 0.6523 0.6437 0.6416 0.6426 0.6832 0.6719 0.6694 0.6699 0.0502 0.0625 0.0485 0.0546
10 (2,1) 0.6605 0.6444 0.6430 0.6422 0.6930 0.6706 0.6685 0.6675 0.0238 0.0221 0.0206 0.0233
5 (2,2) 0.5830 0.5698 0.5663 0.5677 0.6137 0.5988 0.5947 0.5951 0.0759 0.0691 0.0545 0.0533
(2,2) 0.5917 0.5738 0.5715 0.5681 0.6266 0.6017 0.5988 0.5937 0.0410 0.0343 0.0307 0.0314
Table 6: Rolling validation for the macroeconomic index dataset. 12n is the sample
size of the training set. (ki1,k2) is the number of factors. MSE, p, v are the mean
pricing error, mean unexplained proportion of total variances and mean variation of the
estimated loading space.
n (k) MSE p [l

a-PCA PE RMFA IHR a-PCA PE RMFA IHR a-PCA PE RMFA IHR

0.4066  0.4059 0.4040 0.4018 0.7111 0.7099 0.7066 0.7026 0.0715 0.0711 0.0696 0.0629
0.4019 0.4014 0.4001 0.3989 0.7027 0.7019 0.6995 0.6974 0.0374 0.0372 0.0357 0.0319
0.4013  0.4010 0.4002 0.3987 0.7016 0.7012 0.6997 0.6971 0.0257 0.0257 0.0250 0.0222

0.3621  0.3608 0.3607 0.3612 0.6334 0.6311 0.6309 0.6316 0.2032 0.2067 0.2100  0.2623
0.3616  0.3601  0.3589 0.3563 0.6323 0.6294 0.6274 0.6226 0.1279 0.1249 0.1238 0.1607
0.3614 0.3595 0.3587 0.3531 0.6318 0.6285 0.6271 0.6169 0.0806 0.0826 0.0838  0.1555

0.3536  0.3525  0.3522 0.3507 0.6183 0.6165 0.6159 0.6135 0.2575 0.2435 0.2390 0.2269
0.3516  0.3483  0.3477 0.3452 0.6147 0.6088 0.6079 0.6035 0.1620 0.2129 0.2383  0.2026
0.3502  0.3460 0.3450 0.3428 0.6124 0.6046 0.6028 0.5990 0.1329 0.1453 0.1368 0.1155

0.4061 0.4051 0.4031 0.4007 0.7102 0.7083 0.7049 0.7007 0.1590 0.1350 0.1323 0.1169
0.4014 0.4003 0.3990 0.3980 0.7018 0.7000 0.6976 0.6958 0.0762 0.0838 0.0843  0.1688
0.4008 0.3994 0.3985 0.3972 0.7008 0.6983 0.6968 0.6945 0.0500 0.0626 0.0609  0.0825

0.3602 0.3595 0.3594 0.3590 0.6300 0.6288 0.6286 0.6279 0.2502 0.3005 0.3063  0.2945
0.3591  0.3586  0.3574 0.3547 0.6279 0.6269 0.6248 0.6199 0.1470 0.2033 0.2045 0.3189
0.3589  0.3581 0.3571 0.3513 0.6274 0.6260 0.6242 0.6139 0.0930 0.1155 0.1215  0.2871

0.3510  0.3508 0.3505 0.3488 0.6138 0.6134 0.6130 0.6100 0.2947 0.3652 0.3621  0.3163
0.3484 0.3463 0.3454 0.3433 0.6091 0.6055 0.6039 0.6002 0.1770 0.2768 0.2967  0.3277
0.3469  0.3449 0.3433 0.3404 0.6066 0.6027 0.5998 0.5947 0.1410 0.1948 0.1853  0.2612

W N W N FWN FRIWNRWNFRWNRFR WK~

0.3497 0.3488 0.3486 0.3474 0.6116 0.6101 0.6096 0.6075 0.3346 0.3957 0.3911  0.3670
0.3472  0.3445 0.3437 0.3411 0.6069 0.6023 0.6008 0.5964 0.2051 0.3004 0.3063  0.3796
0.3456  0.3436  0.3420 0.3388 0.6043 0.6004 0.5976 0.5919 0.1829 0.2386 0.2344  0.3621
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China China

Figure 5: Row (regions) loading matrix by IHR, varimax rotated and multiplied by 10.
Left: the absolute value of the first row, right: the absolute value of the second row. The
color becomes lighter as the absolute value increases.

5.2. Macroeconomic indices of China

In the second real example, we analyze a macroeconomic dataset including 30 provinces of China. The
dataset contains 81 macroeconomic indices across 30 provinces except Tibet, Taiwan, Hong Kong and Macao
(which will be treated as zero in the following procedure) over 87 months from 2013-01 to 2023-03. The
macroeconomic indices include consumer price index, finance, industry, trade, real estate and so on, see the
supplement for further details. We imputed the missing values by the factor-model-based method, motivated
by Yu et al. (2022). We applied difference operators to each time series to guarantee stationarity. We further
standardized the dataset for further analysis. Figure 4 (b) also depicts the histogram of the sample kurtosis
for this dataset, from which we can infer that the data are heavy-tailed and thus the robust methods may
be more appropriate.

We first determine the number of factors. The ITHR-RM suggests (k1,k2) = (1,3), and all the other
methods suggest (k1,k2) = (1,1). For better illustration, we take (k1,k2) = (2,3) in the following study.
The estimated loading matrices after varimax rotation and scaling are plotted in Figure 5 and Figure 6. For
the row factors, Figure 5 shows that they are closely related to the geographical location. The neighboring
provinces tend to load similarly on the factors, such as Heilongjiang province, Jilin province and Liaoning

province. For the column factors, it can be seen from Figure 6 that the macroeconomic indices can be divided
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Figure 6: The results for column loading matrix by IHR, varimax rotated and multiplied
by 10.

into 4 groups.

To be consistent with Section 5.1, we also apply a rolling procedure to check the validation errors of
different methods. For each month ¢ from 36 to 73, we repeatly use the n € {1,2,3} years observations
and the numbers of factors (k1, ks € {1,2,3,4}) before ¢ to estimate the loading matrices and factors. And
then we estimate the corresponding residuals of the following 12 months. Table 6 (see further results in the
supplement) shows that THR method preforms much more stably compared with the other methods in terms

of the reconstruction errors and unexplained proportion of variances.

6. Discussion

In this paper we focus on robust statistical inference for matrix factor model. An iterative Huber
regression algorithm is proposed to estimate the row/column factor loadings and factor scores. We derive the
convergence rates of the robust estimators for loadings, factors and common components under finite second
moment assumption of the idiosyncratic errors. We also derive the asymptotic distributions of the estimators
under mild conditions. To determine the pair of factor numbers, we propose a rank minimization and an
eigenvalue-ratio method and the resultant estimators are proven to be consistent. Numerical studies show
that the proposed iterative Huber regression algorithm have great advantage over existing ones especially
under the heavy-tailed cases. An R package “HDMFA” implementing the related robust matrix factor
analysis methods in the literature is available on CRAN. Theoretical property of the estimators in the
solution path of the iterative algorithm is still unknown and this problem is quite interesting but challenging,

which we leave as a future research direction.
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