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Abstract

This work considers estimation and forecasting in a multivariate, possibly high-dimensional
count time series model constructed from a transformation of a latent Gaussian dynamic factor
series. The estimation of the latent model parameters is based on second-order properties of
the count and underlying Gaussian time series, yielding estimators of the underlying covari-
ance matrices for which standard principal component analysis applies. Theoretical consistency
results are established for the proposed estimation, building on certain concentration results
for the models of the type considered. They also involve the memory of the latent Gaussian
process, quantified through a spectral gap, shown to be suitably bounded as the model dimen-
sion increases, which is of independent interest. In addition, novel cross-validation schemes are

suggested for model selection. The forecasting is carried out through a particle-based sequential

arXiv:2307.10454v2 [stat. ME] 18 Jul 2024

Monte Carlo, leveraging Kalman filtering techniques. A simulation study and an application

are also considered.
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1 Introduction

This work develops theory, estimation, and forecasting methods for dynamic factor modeling of
discrete-valued multivariate, possibly high-dimensional time series. Count time series are widespread
in the natural, health, social and other sciences, for example, monthly counts of earthquakes or the
amount of rainfall above a certain magnitude, daily counts of virus infections over spatial locations,
item responses on surveys, and number of followers in social network over time. Mathematically,
we consider a d—vector time series Xy = (Xjt)i=1,.. 4, where X;; € No = {0,1,2,...} and t € Z
represents time. While the model can handle the range Z, discrete-valued models are commonly
applied to counts and the range Ng. Any set of finite discrete values can be represented as a subset
of Ng. The primary focus will be on stationary models, though we also discuss the inclusion of
covariates and differencing.

In general, modeling time series with discrete (count) values is delicate. In the continuous
case, the class of autoregressive moving average (ARMA) models parsimoniously spans all non-
deterministic stationary series (by the classical Wold decomposition). In the count setting, the
landscape is much less established, with no single class of models dominating in popularity. In fact,
researchers have developed numerous methods for constructing stationary count time series. The
majority of work on count time series has been devoted to the univariate case. Popular approaches
include those based on thinning operators (e.g. McKenzie, |1985, |Alzaid and Al-Oshl 1993) and the
generalized state-space models (e.g. Davis et al., [2016]), including hidden Markov models (HMMs)
(e.g., MacDonald and Zucchini, 1997), Bayesian dynamic models (e.g. |Gamerman et al.| |2016]).
Integer-valued autoregressive conditional heteroskedasticity modeling (e.g. Ferland et al., 2006,
Fokianos et al., 2009, |Zhu, 2011) is another popular observation-driven approach. Recent reviews
of this research area are given in Weif}| (2018]), Davis et al. (2021) and Fokianos| (2021)).

Multivariate, and potentially high-dimensional, count time series have received considerably less
attention. A recent popular approach uses generalized linear model (GLM) constructions in high-
dimensional settings with component series means, conditionally on the past, depending on their
past values or those of the counts themselves akin to vector autoregression (VAR) models; see |Chen
et al. (2017)), Hall et al|(2018), Mark et al.| (2018} 2019), and |Fokianos et al.| (2020). A variation
of the approach is to use dynamic factor model (DFM) constructions instead; see |[Jung et al.
(2011)),/Cui and Dunson| (2014), Wang and Wang| (2018), and Brauning and Koopman (2020). This

approach posits conditional distributions of the counts and is convenient for likelihood estimation



procedures. In a collection of articles on count time series, Karlis| (2016) surveys relatively recent
works on multivariate discrete-valued time series models.

In a recent paper, Jia et al.| (2023) proposed a new count time series model driven by latent
Gaussian time series. The model offers a flexible and most general correlation structure that can
accommodate any count marginal distribution. The marginal distribution can exhibit over- or
under-dispersion, or have zero-inflation. The autocovariance function (ACVF) of the model is as
general as possible for a given marginal distribution, in particular, capable of achieving the most
negative pairwise correlations. Kong and Lund| (2023)) further extended the model to incorporate
periodic and seasonal features by replacing the vanilla ARMA with periodic autoregressive moving
average (PARMA) and seasonal autoregressive moving average (SARMA) models. The model bins
the latent Gaussian series into discrete values and is particularly suitable for data that can be
thought of as a discretization of an underlying continuous-valued signal (e.g., when a discrete scale
is used for response over a continuous scale).

In this work, we propose a multivariate, possibly high-dimensional extension of \Jia et al.| (2023))
where the latent Gaussian series follows a DFM. A recent study by Diker et al.| (2023)) considered
a similar extension but with the latent Gaussian series following a high-dimensional, sparse VAR
model. Jia et al.| (2023)) considered several estimation methods, including the efficient maximum
likelihood estimation based on particle approximations of likelihood function via sequential Monte
Carlo. The likelihood approximation becomes computationally infeasible with available tools in
higher dimensions. Both here and Diuker et al.| (2023)), a computationally efficient scheme is em-
ployed based on a relationship between second-order properties of the observed and latent Gaussian
series. The approach is also shown to have theoretical guarantees, in the high-dimensional regime
d — oo. Furthermore, we suggest a novel cross-validation scheme related to model selection,
namely, the number of factor series. Though we do not employ likelihood estimation based on
particle approximations, we use the latter for forecasting once the model is fitted to data. This
still carries an expensive computational cost but it is manageable compared to likelihood inference.
Kalman filtering techniques alleviate some of the computational cost. Our modeling and forecasting
approaches are illustrated in simulations and on real psychometrics data.

We also note that our model is closely related to another strand of the literature, namely, that
on copula models and particularly Gaussian copula models. Indeed, as noted in|Jia et al.| (2023)), for
any finite collection of times, our model can be expressed in terms of a Gaussian copula function,

depending on our latent model parameters. Related work includes Gaussian copula regression (e.g.,



Masarotto and Varin, [2012)). Factor-type copula models, not necessarily Gaussian or specifically
discrete-valued, were considered by Murray et al.| (2013)), |Nikoloulopoulos and Joe (2015)), Kadhem
and Nikoloulopoulos| (2021), and others. These references are far from being exhaustive. What
sets this work apart are the time series setting, a new estimation method, the possibility of high-
dimensional regime, and theoretical guarantees.

In summary, our main contributions and highlights of the paper are as follows:

e The introduction of a dynamic factor model for multivariate, possibly high-dimensional

discrete-valued time series.

e The proposal of a relatively simple approach to parameter estimation with theoretical guar-
antees. Some theoretical developments could be of independent interest, such as the analysis

of a certain spectral gap as the dimension d is increasing.
e A novel practical approach to model selection including rank and lag order choice.

e The development of forecasting schemes specific to the discrete and time series nature of the

model.

e A simulation study and application of the proposed model showcasing interpretability and

flexibility.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section |2|introduces the latent Gaussian dynamic
factor model and establishes relationships between the second-order dependence structures of count
and underlying Gaussian models. The estimation procedure is described in Section |3 followed
by Section [ providing its theoretical guarantees. Section [5] concerns forecasting. Numerical
experiments can be found in Section [6] followed by an illustrative application in Section [7] We
close our paper with comments for future work in Section[§] Finally, Appendix[A]contains the proofs

of our theoretical results and Appendix [B] contains some details for our forecasting approach.

2 Latent Gaussian dynamic factor model

2.1 Model formulation

For a d—vector time series {X;}iez = {(Xit)i=1,. . d}tez, a latent Gaussian dynamic factor model

is defined as follows. For i =1,...,d, each component series X;; is given by

Xy = F7H®(Ziy) = Gi(Ziy), (2.1)
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where Fj is a cumulative distribution function (CDF), F; *(u) = inf{v : F;(v) > u} is its (gen-
eralized) inverse, ®(z) is the CDF of N (0, 1) distribution, and Z;; is a zero mean, unit variance,
Gaussian stationary series defined below. The CDFs F; are thought to come from parametric fam-
ilies, parameterized by a (possibly vector) parameter 6;. Note that by construction , Xiy is
a stationary series and its marginal distribution is F;. We focus here on discrete distributions F;
taking nonnegative integer values Ny. For example, if F; is the CDF of a Bernoulli distribution
with parameter p;, Bern(p;), the model becomes Xit = 1(a(7, ,)>1-p;} = {2, >0~ 1(1-pi)}s
where 17 is the indicator function. More generally, if F; is a CDF whose support lies in Ny, for

example a Poisson distribution with parameter 6;, then X;; is represented through Z;; by

Xig =Y nle1(C,,)<Zis<o1(Crn)y Cin =P(Xig <n)=F(n), n=0,1,....  (22)

n=1

In view of the model discretizes the continuous-valued series Z; ; and is particularly natural to
use in the context where X;; can be thought as resulting from such discretization. In fact,
defines a count random variable X ; represented through Z; ; that follows any marginal distribution
F;. However, we shall use the examples of Bernoulli, Poisson, negative binomial, and multinomial
marginal distributions for illustration throughout the paper. For example, for multinomial marginal
counts, the infinite sum in reduces to a finite sum by the number of categories, say IV, where
C;,n = 1. Whereas the Poisson distribution with a large parameter is close to Gaussian and the
latent Z;;’s are effectively observed, note that the Bernoulli case lies at the other extreme and is
expected to be most difficult to deal with in our tasks.

We are interested in the scenario where the underlying Gaussian series Z; ; obeys a DFM. More

specifically, we suppose that the d—vector time series Z; = (Z;¢)i=1,.. 4 satisfies
Zt - A}/t + Et,y (23)

where A is a d x r loadings matrix, and &; are ii.d. N(0,%;) random d—vectors (independent
of Y;’s) and r—vector factor series Y; = (Yj¢)x=1,., follows a stationary VAR model of order p,
VAR(p), given by

i =U1Yi+ ...+, Y 4+, (2.4)

where Wy, ..., ¥, are r X r matrices and 7 are i.i.d. N(0,,) random r—vectors. The VAR model

(2.4) is flexible to capture temporal dependence from a practical standpoint. Note that the DFM



is in the so-called static form. The generalized DFMs where includes lags of Y; (e.g.
Forni et al., 2000} 2005) go beyond the scope of this work. Gaussianity is assumed for the various
components of and given Z;; is Gaussian in ([2.1)). The factor structure in imposes
dependence of Z;; and hence also X;; across i =1,...,d.

Note that the unit variance of Z;; is assumed in . For general Z; ;, one can standardize it
to have unit variance. More generally, the ACVF Yz (h) = E[Z;1,Z]] of Z; at lag h can similarly
become ACF Ryz(h) as

Rz (h) = diag(X7(0))""/2Sz(h) diag(£2(0)) /2. (2.5)
We use Rz (h) for the rest of the analysis so the unit variance assumption for Z; ; is made throughout.

2.2 Relation between count and Gaussian correlations

Our estimation procedure is based on the following property of the model (2.1). It is known (e.g.
Pipiras and Taqqu, [2017)) that, for any 7,7 = 1,...,d,

Rxij(h) = Lij(Rz,j(h)) (2.6)

or, in short, and entry-wise,
Rx(h) = L(Rz(h)), (2.7)
where L;; : [-1,1] — [—1,1] are functions to be referred to as link functions (and L as a link

function). Furthermore, L;; depends only on the CDFs Fj and F)j and can be expressed as described
next.

For k = 0,1,..., let Hy(z) = (—1)*¢*"/2(d*¢=2"/2/dz*) be the Hermite polynomial of order k

and
_ 1 Gi(2) Hp(2) 22/2d = —1JEG Zio)Hy(Z
ik = 7 i(2)Hy(2) o 2= (Gi(Zio)Hi(Zip)]

be the corresponding Hermite coefficient of the function G;(z) in (2.1)), so that G;(2) = > 7= 9ikxHi(2).
For G;(z) associated with the CDF F; on nonnegative integers, |Jia et al. (2023 showed that

1 oo 9

— —Qi /2 .

i g e i Hiy 1(Qin), 2.8
I e & +-1(Qin) 29

where Q;, = ®1C; ) and C;p, = P(X;r < n) = Fy(n). When Qin = Foo for C;, = 0 or 1,



the summand e_Q?’"/QHk_l(Qi,n) is interpreted as zero. For example, for F; = Bern(p;), gir =
e~ ® 1 =P)?/2 (@711 — p;))/(k!V/27). Similarly, gik can be computed when F; = Pois()\;) but
will have infinitely many terms. However, the number of terms will be finite and small in
practice. This is because the Poisson distribution is light-tailed so that @);, is indistinguishable
from 1 numerically even at moderate n.

The link functions L;; can now be expressed as

- K'gi kgjk
Z Yx, 1/22X 1/2 ZEW ku (2.9)
—1 ZZ

Under mild assumptions, they can be shown to be monotonically increasing on the interval (—1,1)
(see Proposition A.1 in the appendix of Jia et al. 2023|) with values in (L;;j(—1), L;j(1)). Note
that L;;(0) = 0 regardless of the marginal distribution. The quantities py ;; :== Li;(1) and p_ ;; :=
Li;(—1) are given by

p+ij = Lij(1) = Corr(Gi(Z), Gj(Z)),  p-ij = Lij(—1) = Corr(Gi(Z), Gj(-Z)) (2.10)

for Z = N(0,1). When i = j, p1;; = 1 but usually p_;; > —1. As noted in Jia et al| (2023),
p+,; and p_;; are the largest and smallest correlations that two dependent count variables with
marginals F; and F} can achieve; by , they are achieved with construction G(Z) and hence
within our considered model. For example, when F; = Bern(p;), it can be shown by using

that
/pz((ll pj;7 if Di < D, _ %, if i +p] > 1’
P+ij = pj(l pl) p—ij = —
P (L—Ds 3 . . — ____Pibi 1 . .

Since the link functions L;; are monotonically increasing, the inverse link functions can be

defined as Li_j1 : [p—ijs p+,i5] = [—1,1]. We will discuss the numerical calculation of the inverse

L;;" in Section 3.2 below. Thus, (2-6) and (2.7) imply that
Ryz;i(h) = ijl(RX,z’j(h))

or, in short and entrywise,

Rz(h) = LY (Rx(h)). (2.11)



We will exploit (2.11)) in estimation: the data for X will suggest natural estimators for L= and
Rx, and also Rz by (2.11]); model parameters will then be estimated from Ry.

2.3 Nonstationary models with covariates and differencing

As discussed in Jia et al.| (2023)), covariates can be incorporated into the model through its marginal
parameters 6; as follows. Suppose that 6;(¢) varies over time and is driven by J—dimensional

deterministic covariate vector M; as

0:(t) = f(BiMy), (2.12)

where (/M is a linear combination of a coefficient vector and the covariate, and f is a suitable

function in the spirit of GLM. Then, the model (2.1) becomes

X@t = sz’é(t)(@(Zz,t)) = Gi,@,-(t)(Z’i,t)' (213)

This time-varying parameter leads to the cumulative distribution of X;; as C; ,,(t) = P(X;; <n) =
Fj g,(+)(n) and the computation of the Hermite coefficients in (2.8)), now denoted by gy, 1) 1, is still
valid. The cross-correlation between X, and X, is represented by the cross-correlation between

Zi,tl and Zj7t2 as

Rxij(t1,t2) = Lo, (8,),0,(t2) (Rz,ij(t1 — t2)), (2.14)
where, from ,
> (1), 90, (t2)k
Loj11).0,( (t2) (v Z 1/2Var( )1/2 ' (2.15)
oV
As in , one then has
RZ,ij(h) = Le_it+h),9j(t) (RX,ij (t + h, t)) (216)

The estimation strategy outlined following presents additional challenges for . While
parameters [3; in can, in principle, be estimated by considering ith marginal data leading to
0;(t), the link function Ly, ) ,(1,) now needs to be computed potentially for many values of 6;,6;.
A bigger challenge is estimation of Ry ;;(t + h,t) which now depends on t and h. Some averaging
locally over time might lead to valid estimation in a suitable framework but this is beyond the
scope of this work and will be considered elsewhere.

Another simpler possibility to accommodate nonstationarity with our model is to difference the



count series X;;. That is, consider the series AX;; = X;; — X1, whose range now lies in Z.
As noted above, the considered model may as well be defined on Z, with a suitable choice
of marginal distribution F; (e.g. the Skellam distribution). Differencing of count time series and
subsequent modeling of Z—valued time series was considered by many researchers, including [Kim
and Park| (2008]), Zhang et al.| (2010)), Kachour and Truquet| (2011), and others, but their models

are generally non-trivial extension of the counterpart models for counts.

3 Estimation

3.1 Estimation with known link function

We describe here how the parameters A, Wy,..., ¥, Y. and X, can be estimated assuming that
the marginal CDFs Fj, the link functions L;;, r, and p are known. (The next sections will discuss
estimation and computation of L;;, and selection of r,p.) Note that the relation allows one
to estimate Rz(h) =Xz(h), h=0,...,p, as

Rz(h) = L™ (Rx(h)), (3.1)

where Ry (h) is the sample matrix ACF of the data X, ..., Xr. Rx(h), h # 0, are not necessarily
symmetric. Similarly, ﬁZ(O) is symmetric but not necessarily nonnegative definite. The estimated
covariance Ry (0) of the latent Gaussian process will be used in forecasting described in the next
section. If needed, we employ a small positive shift of the eigenvalues to make }ABZ(O) nonnegative
definite. However, we do not shift eigenvalues through the estimation procedure.

Since Z; follows the dynamic factor model and , the loadings matrix A, ¥y (0), and 3.
can be estimated through principal component analysis (PCA). More specifically, since the dynamic

factor model (2.3) implies
Rz(0) = Azy(O)A/ + 2., (3.2)

it is natural to estimate Ay (0)A’ as an r—rank approximation of Rz(0), and take ¥, as the

approximation error. We thus proceed as follows. Consider the covariance }AQZ(O) estimated by

AN AN A

B1). Let Rz(0) = UEU’ be the eigendecomposition with E = diag(éy,...,e4) consisting of

ordered eigenvalues €1 > ... > ¢4, and U= (uy,...,uq) being the orthonormal eigenvector matrix.
Setting U, = (u1,...,u,) and E, = diag(ey,...,€,), a rank-r approximation of ¥z(0) can be taken



as

The relations and suggest setting
A=UE?  Sy(0)=1. (3.4)
The choice identifies A, ¥y (0) up to a non-singular r x r transformation, assuming that
AN A = diagonal, Xy (0) = I,.. (3.5)

The identifiability condition (3.5)) is common in factor models (e.g. Doz et all [2011 |Bai and Ngj
2013)). Another identifiability condition used in DFMs proposed by Bai and Wang| (2015)) is to
make the first r x r block of the loadings matrix be identity, that is,

I,

A= , (3.6)
As

where Ag is (d — r) x r. Note that with the convention (3.6) above,

2y (0) Yy (0)Af Sy (0)1/2
A (04 = = 1/2 2pr) . (37
v AoXy (0) AgXy (0)AS A2Ey(0)1/2 (EY(O) Yy (0) Ag) (3.7)

The relations (3.7) and (3.3)) also suggest setting

Zy(O)l/Q

= U,EM? (3.8)
AyXy (0)1/2

to define both f]y(O)l/2 and M. Either (3.4) or (3.8)) lead to estimators A and Sy (0). The estimator

ie can now be defined as

~ ~

S. = Ry(0)— U, E,

~

. (3.9)

<

We consider the first identifiability condition (3.5)) for the various simulation settings in Section @
while the second condition (3.6 is used in Section [7| with the application.
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Note also that DFM ([2.3)) yields
Rz(h) = ASy (WA, h=1,...,p. (3.10)
Setting Rz(h) = LY (Rx(h)) as in (3.1) naturally suggests the estimators

Sy(h) = (MA) YA Rz(R)A) (AN, h=1,...,p. (3.11)

Alternatively, the estimators (3.11)) also solve

2
. h=1,...,p,

Sy(h) = argmin
Sy (h)eRT*T

~

Rz (h) — ASy (R)N

where [|A||% = 2?,3:1 |A;j|? denotes the Frobenius norm for a matrix A = (4;;); j=1,.a € R4
Note that the estimator iy(h) can be obtained regardless of the identifiability condition, either
or . Having these estimators, the Yule-Walker equations can now be used to obtain the
rest of the required estimators \/I\'l, cen \/l\lp and f]n. That is, @1, e \T/p solve the system of matrix

linear equations

Sy (0) Sy (1) Sy(p—1) ' Sy (1)
Syl Ey(0) Sy(p—2) vl iy@' (312)
Sy(p—1) Ey(p-2) Sy (0) 74 Sy (p)'

and in is
p
Sy =Sy (0) = Y WLy ().
h=1

Remark 3.1. To reiterate the idea of our approach, any estimation of the latent process (principal
component analysis, Yule-Walker equations, etc.) that can be carried out on the process in terms
of its second-order properties, will have its counterpart for the considered model in terms of the
observable process by using relation . We shall exploit this idea again in cross-validation
below (Section when selecting » and p. For principal component analysis, in particular, the
relation shows how the data covariance matrix ¥ x(0) should be transformed entry-wise

before applying the analysis.
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3.2 Estimating link function and calculating its inverse

We assumed in Section that link functions L;; are known. In practice, they can be estimated
as follows. Recall that L;; is defined through marginal CDFs F; = Fj(6;) and F; = F;(0;). The
parameters 0; and 0; can then be estimated from the marginal distributions of the stationary data
X+ and X, respectively. For example, an MLE can be used for most parametric CDF models of
interest. The estimator Eij can be defined through the CDF's Fz(@) and Fj(é\y) For example, when
F; = Bern(p;), p; is just the sample proportion of X;; = 1. As another example, if the ith marginal
count series follows Poisson distribution with parameter 6;, it is estimated by the sample mean of
observations, that is, 0, = Zthl Xit/T. Then with the computed Hermite coefficients g; j, in ,
the link function for each ith and jth pair in can be estimated by EU(U) = Ziil Ejkuk for
large enough K, say K = 100, on u € [—1,1]. To simplify the notation, we write L;; for Eij below,

and are interested in calculating Li_jl.

The idea to calculate L;jl is as follows. Partition the interval [—1,1] into up < w3 < --- < ups
that satisfies ug = —1, upy = 1, and set
U = Lij(um) or L;jl(vm) = U,

so that one has the points (v, L;jl(vm)) = (U, U ) on the curve L;jl (v) = u. The value of L;jl(v)
for other points v can then be obtained through some interpolation, for example, natural cubic
splines (e.g. Chapter 8 in Kress, [1998). The natural cubic splines produce piecewise polynomial
functions, having smooth derivatives. In addition, we use finer grids for u near 4+1 while wider
grids are used around u = 0.

From a numerical standpoint, the M + 1 points (v, uy,) satisfy v, = Li_jl(um), and the

interpolation of Li_j1 is defined as
~ M ~
L;]1 (U) = Z L’Zj}m(v)l[vmfl,vm,)(v)
m=1

for v € (U, Vmy1), m=0,1,..., M, with M pieces of the 3rd-order spline polynomials

_ )3 _ 3
oh ) = am (””éh L C 62’”‘1) b (0 — V1) + bag(vm — 0), (3.13)

12



where hy, = vy, — Um—1. The polynomials in (3.13|) satisfy the following constraints,

‘Ei_j,lm(vm—l) = Um—1, E;}m(vm) =Uy, m=1,...,M, (3.14)
(Lih) m) = Lk iy) (), m=1,...,M -1, (3.15)
Lk (0m) = (L) (0m), m=1,...,M—1, (3.16)
(L) (=vo) = (L;;3)" (var) = 0. (3.17)

Note that the knots in (3.14)) form a continuity of the spline function, (3.15) and (3.16|) ensure

the second-order smoothness. (3.17)), called the natural boundary, is required for determining
polynomials uniquely. We extend the interpolation further to [—1, 1] by letting I}Z_Jl(v) = —1 for
v € [—1,v9) and z;l(v) = 1 for v € (vp,1]. Since the equations can be written as a
symmetric tridiagonal system, it can be easily solved.

Figure |1| depicts Lij(u),Li_jl(v) and its interpolation E;l(v) for four representative marginal
count distributions: Bernoulli, multinomial, Poisson, and negative binomial. For example, the
Bernoulli case considers a pair of F; = Bern(p;) and F; = Bern(p;) with four different choices of
combinations (p;,p;j). Several combinations of parameters for other types of distributions, includ-
ing multinomial, Poisson, and negative binomial distributions, are also considered. As seen from
the plots, the inverse link function L;jl obtained by flipping the axes and numerical inverse E;l
obtained through the interpolation are nearly indistinguishable. These combinations of marginal

distributions are used in the simulation study in Section [6}

3.3 Selecting the number of factors and lag order of factor series

In practice, the number of factor series r and their lag order p in (2.4) are unknown and need to be
chosen for the model estimation. We consider here several methods for this task based on available
approaches and also introduced cross-validation schemes tailored for our model. Their performance

is assessed in Section below, with cross-validation schemes generally outperforming others.

3.3.1 Selection of r

One practical approach is to examine a scree plot of the cigenvalues of 3 z(0) = E_l(i x(0)) where
the presence of a “knee” suggests the value of r. More formally, one can design an algorithm

that determines the “knee.” For example, Onatski (2010) suggested the Edge Distribution (ED)

13



estimator, whereby

7(0) := max{k < Tmax : €x — €41 > 0}, (3.18)
where €1 > ey > ... > ¢y are the ordered eigenvalues of }?KZ(O) and § is calibrated through the

algorithm described in Section 4 of that paper.
Alternatively, one could rely on information criteria (IC). That is, from ¢ = 1,...,rypax, we

choose ¢ as the estimate 7 that minimizes
1 -~
10(0) =  plE-(@1%) + a0 7) (3.19)

where 3. (¢) is the estimator in (3.9) from the rank-q approximation of $z(0) in (3.3), and g;(d, T') —
0 and min(d, T)g;(d,T) — oo as d,T — oo. The recommended choices of the penalty functions

9i(d,T) are

_d+T dT _d+T 9
gl(d7T) - dT 1 <d+T> ’ QQ(d, T) - dT In (CdT) )
In(C2 ) (3.20)
g3(d, T) = C;ZT . Cyr =min(Vd,VT).
dT

which corresponds to ICy; ()-1C,3(r) studied by Bai and Ng| (2002).

We now propose a block cross-validation (BCV)-based rank selection. The idea goes back at
least to |[Browne and Cudeck| (1989), and continues being utilized in psychometrics (e.g. [Haslbeck
and van Bork| [2022). Differences from the setting considered here are that our observations are
serially correlated and that our factor model is latent. To account for temporal dependence, we do
not partition observations randomly but rather into equally sized consecutive blocks. The latent
nature of the factor model will be dealt with by exploiting the idea in Remark We thus fold
{X.} along the time into B blocks. The superscript (b) will refer to the bth block, to be used for
test data. The superscript (—b) will refer to the bth block being excluded, to be used for training
data. Let }?K(Zb) (0) = Eil(ﬁg?)(O)) be the sample matrix ACF of the latent Gaussian series at lag
0, computed from the sample matrix ACF of the observations from the bth block, substituted into
the inverse link function. Similarly, one can compute ]SL(Z*b)(O) = E_l(ﬁg;b)(O)) that excludes the
bth block. Then, for each candidate rank ¢ on a grid ¢ = 1, ..., rmax, the mean square error (MSE)

of BCV is defined as
2

MSE(q) = > |0 - 20 |
b=1

where E(Z_b’Q)(O) is the rank-g approximation of E(Z_b) (0) plus a diagonal matrix from the estimated
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covariance matrix of the innovations of the factor model. The PCA-based estimation procedure
described in Section [3.1] can be used. The minimizer ¢ of the MSE is chosen as the estimate of the
number of factor series r.

Instead of our PCA-based estimation, other estimation approaches can and have been used as
well. For example, in the minimum residual factor analysis (MINRES, Harman and Jones| 1966)),
}A%(Zfb’q) (0) is the rank-¢g approximation of ﬁ(Zfb)(O) obtained by minimizing the difference between
E(Z_b) (0) and the sum of E(Z_b’q) (0) and a diagonal matrix, the latter accounting for the variances of
the error terms. This estimation approach is quite popular in factor analysis, with the estimation

procedure implemented through R package psych by Revelle (2023)). Other estimation approaches

for factor analysis can be found in Bertsimas et al.[ (2017)).

3.3.2 Selection of p

One common approach is to use an information criterion,

p = argmin {ln(|§n(l)|) + gi(r, T)} , (3.21)
l

where in(l) is the estimate of the covariance matrix of the innovations of the factor series for fixed

lag order . The possible penalty functions g;; include

2 21og(log(T
gra(r,T) = f“ﬂa g2,(r,T) = g(Tg())ng’

log(T) 2r(rl + 1) (3:22)
93,1(7“, T) = gT ZTZ’ g4)l(r7 T) = #

The resulting criteria can be found in Chapter 4.3 of |Litkepohl (2005).
We now propose a cross-validation strategy tailored to our model. We shall exploit once again
the idea of Remark Were the factor series Y; observed, a natural cross-validation scheme would

select p as | minimizing

S ®) _ §(-by®) G0y O]

IPI] MR T AR T Al
t

(0)

where \f/g*b) are the VAR transition matrices estimated on the training data, and Y, refer to the
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testing data. Setting
b ! o~ . ! /
YOO = ), W= a0 = (v )

the function to minimize can be replaced by

Z Hy (b)) _ Db H Zvec( 1 l)@(—b,l))’vec (y(b,l) _ X(b,l)\’I}(—b,l))
or B
Z (_212(—13,1)'%17,0 + QZ(—b,l)/f(yhO&(—b,l)) 7 (3.23)
b=1

where 121\(_17’1) = Vec(\/f;(—byl)) and
A = vee(xV YD) TRY = I e X002 00. (3.24)

Following the idea of Remark note that the quantities in are obtained from the (sample)
second-order properties of (Yt(b)). For our model, they can be replaced by those implied by the
equation based on the observed data (Xt(b)). Similarly, we already have the estimators g(=bd)
calculated from the observed data (Xt(_b)). In summary, as a cross-validation scheme to select p for

our model, we also minimize ([3.23)) but where the quantities involved are computed on the training

data (Xt(fb)) and the testing data (Xt(b)).

Remark 3.2. Note that determining the number of factors can be performed regardless of the lag

order of the factor series. We thus recommend choosing r first, followed by selecting p.

4 Theoretical properties

In this section, we investigate theoretical properties of our estimators for the latent factor model
([2-3). Our results are derived for the PCA estimators of the latent factor model in Section [3] The
proofs are based on Diker et al.| (2023) who provide a theoretical foundation to investigate the
model for general latent Gaussian processes. We further base our investigations on results in
Doz et al.| (2011) who prove that the PCA estimators are consistent when the series following a

factor model is observed and also on concentration results of bounded functions of Markov chains
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in [Fan et al.| (2021). We start with briefly recalling our estimation procedure and introduce some
additional notation in Section We collect assumptions in Section and then state our main
results in Section[4.3] Section [4.4] concludes with a particular case satisfying the assumptions made

in Sections

4.1 Estimation

We first recall and supplement some of the quantities and their estimated counterparts given in

Section Recall the function L from ([2.9) and introduce its non-standardized counterpart
o
() = (Cij(u)ijm1,.a With Cy(u) = klgirg;su®, (4.1)
k=1

where g; ;, are the Hermite coeflicients defined in (2.8]). Then, using (4.1)), (2.7) can also be written
as

Yx(h) = L(Rz(h)) (4.2)

with Rz (h) as in (2.5)). We write C,,(6;) := C;,, and Qn(0;) := Qi to emphasize dependence on
0;. An estimator of ¢ is written as ¢ and computed by replacing C; ,, with @n =C, (@) in Q;pn =
&~ 1(C;p) in (2.8). Estimation can then be conducted using (4.2) and a regular autocovariance

estimator ¥ x (h) for ¥x (h) based on our observed count series {X:} such that

We also introduce Ry = (Rz(r — §))rs=1,..p and Xx = (Ex(r — s))rs=1,..p with p denoting the

lag order of the latent factors. With a slight abuse of notation, we write
Rz =("'(Zx) and Ry =10Zx). (4.3)

We now move on to estimation of the latent model parameters in (2.3)) and (2.4). Based on the
decomposition (3.3)), we get

~

A=UEM? (4.4)

On the population level, we write E, for the diagonal matrix whose diagonal entries are the eigen-
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values of A’A and @, for the matrix of a set of unitary eigenvectors associated with E,.. Set further
Uy = AQ, B, 1/ (4.5)
and recall from the relations
Rz(h) = ASy (WA = AQQ Xy (M)Q,Q. A, h=1,....p.

In order to estimate the transition matrices in the VAR(p) model (2.4)), we write (2.4]) as a
pr-dimensional VAR(1) model, that is,

Y; vy - Y, 9, ut
Yia1
Y L - 0 0 , 0 B
= ] ‘ . ) : + ) or Vi=WYVi_1+ 1. (46)
Yipi1 0 - I 0 0

On the population level, we introduce Xy (h) = E[Y Y]], ng) = By (r — 8))rs=1,..p such that
Eg) = (QXy(r — $)Q )rs=1,..p = QE@Q’ with Q = I, ® Q,. Consistency results are derived
below up to transformation with the orthogonal matrix @),.. Since the factors are defined up to a
pre-multiplication by an invertible matrix, we choose ¥y (0) = I, and maintain this assumption

throughout the paper.
Using the introduced notation, the equation in (3.12)) can be written as

SPP = (5,88 gy (4.7)

with S1 = (()p ]p>, Sy = ( I, 0p>, 0, being a p—dimensional column vector with all entries set
to zero. Furthermore, we can infer from (4.7)) that

¥ = 5,8t g (s (4.8)

is the solution of (3.12)) and we get ¥ = SQE%D; 1)51(281),)_1 on the population level. We further
have Sy (h) = E;lﬂﬁ,’,ﬁz(h)ﬁrﬁflﬂ and

Sy = (I, ® E-Y2U)R4(1, ® E-V2U0YY. 4.9
p r r p T r
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4.2 Assumptions

We work with two sets of assumptions. The first assumption set applies to Proposition 3.1 in |Duker
et al.| (2023)), which relates the probability of how much flz deviates from Rz to the analogous

probabilities for the respective quantities of the observed series {X;}.

Assumption L.1. There is a constant cz € (0,1) such that |Rz;;(h)| < cz for h # 0, i,j =
1,...,d and |Rz;;(0)| < cz for alli# j.

Assumption L.2. For each 0; = (0;1,...,0;k,), there exists an open neighborhood S of 0; such

that supg, e s E[| X ¢|] = supy, g Eo, [| Xi¢|P] < 0o for some p > 2.

Assumption L.3. For each 0; = (0;1,...,0:x,), there exists an open neighborhood S of 0; such
that

(o) K;
sup Y (1= Cn(6:))7/2 < 0.
j=1

ZASe) n=0

0
aTUC"(Qi)

Assumption L.4. For each 0; = (0;1,...,0;k,), there exist an open neighborhood S of 0; and at

least one n such that infg,cg Cy(6;) > 0.

Assumption [L.3] is shown to hold for several common count distributions under Assumption
see Appendix E in |Diiker et al.|(2023). Note that we require our moment conditions to hold
uniformly in a neighborhood around 6;. This allows us to infer finiteness on a compact subset of
the parameter space of #;. The second set of assumptions is needed to derive consistency results

for estimators of the latent factor model.

Assumption C.1. Suppose
~ log(dT
nemm=%<%)>

Assumption C.2. Set ng) = (Bx(r — 8))rs=1,.p and similarly for its estimated counterpart

f]g?) = (i\]X(r — 8))rs=1,..p- SUppose

S(p+1 1 log(dT
\m?”—zﬁ”mu:q( é,v.

Assumptions and are crucial to ensure consistent estimation of the transition matrices

of the latent factors. We point out that the rate % might not be optimal. Results in |Doz
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et al. (2011), where estimation for the latent factors is done assuming that the series following a
factor model is observed, suggest that a rate of ﬁ might be possible. See also Remark below.
We prove that Assumptions and [C.2] are satisfied under mild assumptions on the marginal
distributions in Section [4.4]

We remark also that Assumptions and are the analogues of Assumptions C.1 and
C.2 in Diuker et al.| (2023). Assumptions C.1 and C.2 in Diuker et al. (2023) ensure consistent
estimation of Rz when {Z;} follows a d—dimensional VAR(p) model. Those assumptions are
concentration inequalities, suggesting non-asymptotic bounds for the deviation between estimated
and true quantities. We use here a representation in terms of stochastic boundedness which is a
weaker assumption but sufficient for our purposes since we aim to recover the results in [Doz et al.
(2011) who also state their results in terms of stochastic boundedness.

The third set of assumptions is on the latent factor model. The assumptions below and their
interpretation are essentially the same as in Doz et al. (2011). The notation | - || stands for the
spectral norm of a matrix, and || - ||max for the maximum of its elements (in absolute value). For a

symmetric matrix M, Apin(M) and A\pax(M) will refer to its minimum and maximum eigenvalues.
Assumption F.1. {Y;} and {&;} are independent and:

o r—uvector factor series Yy = (Yit)i=1,..r follows a stationary VAR (p) model given by
Yi=UY g+ ...+ U,Y (4.10)

where Wy, ..., ¥, are r x r matrices and n; are i.i.d. N(0,%,) random r—vectors.
e ¢ are i.i.d. N(0,%.) d—vectors with $. = diag(o?,...,03) and ||| < oco.

Assumption F.2. The eigenvalues of N'A are distinct.

Assumption F.3. liminf,_,. W > 0.
’ 2 -
Assumption F.4. limsup,_, /\m%(AA) = limsupy_, % < 00 and ||Allmax < A < 0.

4.3 Main results

Our main results state that certain quantities of the latent model can be consistently estimated

using the relationship (3.1). This will yield consistency of the loadings matrix and the transition
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matrices in the VAR(p) representation of the latent factors. The proofs of the stated results are in

Appendix [A]

The following results are analogous to Lemma 2(i), and Proposition 3 in Doz et al.| (2011).

While Doz et al.| (2011)) assume that the observed series follows a factor model, we recover their

results even though we observe a count series with latent factor model structure. Note that our

rate differs from that derived by |Doz et a1.| (]201 1[) by a \/log(dT") term; see also Remark below.

Proposition 4.1. Recall ﬁz from . Suppose Assumptions . Then,

1,5 o log(dT) 1
gHRZ Ay A =0, < T +0 pi

with A =1, ® A.

Proposition 4.2. Recall E,, U, and Q, from (4.4) and (4.5). Suppose Assumptions
CHCE FRED Then,

Sy - @Ql =0, ( 1°g(dT)) +0,(3)

T

with Sy as in and Q =1, ® Q,.
Corollary 4.1. Recall T from . Suppose Assumptions . Then,

% - ¥ =0, ( IOg(;fT)> 0, (3)

with & =SBV 1 (58)) 1.

Lemma 4.1. Recall A from . Under Assumptions for fixed i =

1,....d,
(K—A)i=0p< bg(jfm)jtop (2)

where (A — A); denotes the ith row of A — A.

4.4 Assumptions [C.1] and [C.2

Under some additional assumptions on the marginal distribution of the observed series in (2.1),

one can verify Assumptions and [C.2]
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Assumption E.1. The parameter 6; is such that 0; = E[X; ] which allows estimating it via é\z =
1 T
T Zt:l Xig-

Define the function G : R — R? with z — G(z) such that our multivariate count model can be

written as

Xi= X1ty Xar) = (G1(Z14), .., Ga(Zar)) = G(Zy). (4.11)
Assumption E.2. The function G in ([&.11)) satisfies G : R — [a, b]?.

Assumptions [E.]] and [E-2] cover important cases in the modeling of count time series including
Bernoulli marginals. We expect that the boundedness of G in Assumption can be relaxed but
are constrained by concentration results currently available in the literature.

Our proposed verification of Assumptions[C.1]and [C.2]employs concentration results for Markov
chains. In Appendix we define a reversible Markov chain {V;} with Gaussian transition kernel

K (z,-) with mean ¥yz and covariance matrix 3¢, where, with ¢ = d(p — 1),

~ Y Ogxg X Ogxg

Lo Lo
Ogxd Ogxg Ogxd Ogxq
vy = Odxg Odxa | > e = (4.12)
Odpxdp e Odxg Ye Odxg
i Ogxd
07xa Ogxg Ogxd Ogxg
with
o, o, D,
o |1 00| 5 (™ %)
Ogxd Ogxd
0 1, 0

B, — éA\IfiA’ and S = E[(An, + e)(Any + )] = AS, A’ + £..

We assign more meaning to the above quantities in the proofs; see Appendix

The used concentration results for Markov chains are expressed in terms of A\, := A\.(P), the
rightmost value of the spectrum [\, A] of the Markov operator P induced by the transition kernel
K. We refer to 1 — A; as the right spectral gap of the Markov chain. For the reversible Markov

chain {V;} with Markov operator P and stationary distribution 7, A, is defined as

A i= Ar(P) := sup{(Ph, h)zx | |h]lx = 1,m(h) = 0}, (4.13)
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where (h1, ha)r = mw(hih2) and ||h|| is its induced norm.

Assumption E.3. The Markov chain {V;} with transition kernel K(x,-) admits a spectral gap

1 — X > 0 that satisfies limsupy_,o, Ar < 1.

Assumption [E-3]is expected to be satisfied under quite general assumptions. We refer to Section

for a discussion on Assumption
The following lemma formalizes that the described setting is sufficient for Assumptions and

to be satisfied.

Lemma 4.2. Suppose Assumptions [F.3, [F.4 and [E-IHE.3 are satisfied. Then, Assumptions
[C 1 and hold.

5 Forecasting

5.1 Particle-based sampling procedure

A fitted latent Gaussian dynamic factor model in (2.1)-(2.4) can naturally be used to forecast the
series X;. We will show how this can be carried out for fixed model parameters. For example, the
model parameters can be obtained through estimation (in which case our forecast will not reflect
any uncertainty from estimation error). More specifically, for a given ¢ (typically, ¢ = T, the sample

length), we are interested in the distribution of
)?t+h|t = (Xl Xn =21, Xy = 1), (5.1)

where h = 1,2, ..., the vertical bar indicates the conditioning and x1, ..., x; are the observed values

of X1,...,X;. This is equivalent to finding

Eg,., [V()?t—i-hlt)] (5.2)

for arbitrary function V', where the subscript z1.; in E,,,, refers to the conditioning on {z1,...,x;}
as in (5.1]). For example, suppose we have a d—dimensional vector z. With V (z) = V((2;)i=1,..4) =
144,=n,, i=1,.,4y and d—dimensional integer n, the quantity becomes Py, ()?Hh‘t = n), which
is of primary interest in forecasting X, when the components of X; are integer-valued.

Let 2t+h|t = 2t+h(Z1:t) = Ht(f)Zt + ...+ Ht(th)Zl be the h-step-ahead linear prediction of Z;

from Zy;. Define §t+h|t = E[(Zi1n — 2t+h|t)(Zt+h — ZJFW)’] as the corresponding covariance
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matrix of prediction error of Z;y,. One can compute the latent prediction Z +hj¢ by using Kalman
recursions as recalled in Appendix [B] This exploits the state-space structure of the model and is
more efficient computationally than a direct application of e.g. Durbin-Levinson algorithm. Then,

the quantity (5.2)) can be expressed as

Eov, [V(Rirn)] = Ears [Dvasn(Zerns)| (5.3)

where
exp

/N

—1/2(z — Zt+h)/§1t_+1h\t(z — zt+h)>
(27)4/2| Ry y |1/

Dyyn(z) = y V(G (2t41)) dzi1n (5.4)

(see equations (23)—(24) in Jia et al., |2023). The right-hand side of (5.3)) will be approximated
through a Monte Carlo scheme below; direct numerical calculation of underlying integrals is too
cumbersome.

Note that conditioning on x1.; does not determine the exact path of z1.4. Indeed, recall from

(2.2) that for i =1,...,d,
{(Xip =it} = {2 (Ciay—1) < Zig <O (Cig, )} = {Zit € A, },

where C;,, = P(X;; < n) and A;,, = (@fl(C’i,xi_l),@*1(017%)]. That is, each entry of the
realization of X; is determined by the range of the corresponding entry of Z; at each time t. For

d—dimensional observations, one has

d
{Xt = xt} = ﬂ {Zi,t c Aivl’i,t} = {Zt S sz}a
i=1
where Ay, = Ay 4y, X ... X Agg,,. The notation A;,;, and A, will be used below. In the Bernoulli

case, for example,

(@’1(1 — i), oo) , ifay =1,

Aiyﬂfi,t = ((I)_I(Ci,m,tfl)v(I)_l(ci,ﬂci,t” = )
(foo7 o1 - pl)] , ifzi = 0.

The Bernoulli marginal distribution thus has the largest ranges for Z;. In a Monte Carlo approxi-
mation of (5.3), one will be generating Z;; € Ai,% , and producing their forecast 2i,t+h'
The following presentation extends that of |Jia et al|(2023]) to the multivariate setting relevant

to the Monte Carlo approximation problem. The quantity (5.3)) is known to be well approximated
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through Sequential Monte Carlo (SMC) by generating “particles” over time ¢ (e.g. Doucet et al.,
2001, Doucet and Johansen, |2009). The main difference from \Jia et al.| (2023)) is that the model
here has two latent processes {Z;} and {Y;}. To deal with the two latent processes, we use Kalman
recursions to forecast and update the latent process {Y;} and approximate the distribution of {Z;}
conditioning on {X;}. This approach is called Rao-Blackwellization and the method is adapted
from the partially observed Gaussian state-space models (e.g. /Andrieu and Doucet, 2002} Briers
et al., [2010).
k=1,...,N, over time, whose weighted average then approximates . The particle {Zt( } can
be regarded as the realization of the underlying latent process. Additionally, we add a resampling
step which is often used in sequential Monte Carlo algorithms. We will explain the necessity of
resampling below.

Sequential Importance Sampling and Resampling (SIS/R): Set the initial importance
weights w[()k) = 1 for all k, initialize Y0|0 ~ N(0, Q0|0) where @0‘0 = Var(Yp). For p = 1, @0‘0
is approximated by Zmzo Uy, (P)™ for large M. Then, recursively over t = 1,...,T, do the

following steps: For each k=1,..., N:

1. Forecasting step: Compute ?t)l, Qt‘t 1s t(\ t) , and Rt|t 1 via Kalman recursions (see Ap-

pendix .

2. Importance sampling step: Sample residual §t(k) satisfying

LgVs (od,fd(cp Cp1) < 20 4 RY? e (CM)), (5.5)

tlt— 1T t|t 1

where ®~1(C,,) = (@7 H(C1py), .-, P H(Cyp,)) and Ny(p, X|A) indicates a d—dimensional
multivariate normal distribution with mean u and covariance X restricted to the set A. Then,

update the particle as

Z(k) _ (k) pl/2 (k)
Zy =2yl Ry &
and update the importance weight as wt(k) = w&)lwt(i t(ﬁ)_l), where

~ k ~
wt(Zt(\t)fl) =P (N( t(\t) 17Rt|t 1) € Axt) .
3. Resampling step: Set Q; ny = Zszl wt(k) and normalize wg ) by w(k) = 1Ek)/Qt,N. Take a
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quartet (ﬁt(k) y® - Z* Z(k)) as follows.

P =10 “et—10 “t

- If aresampling criterion described around (5.7) is satisfied, then take (~ AR v AT

N “t|t—10 “ijt—1 <t

where {I};} are chosen indices after resampling.

pH Z0)  H0)y

- If the criterion is not satisfied, then take (@ik), Hie10 Zej—10 L

4. Updating step: Use fft?gl, Zt("z)_l, Zt(k) and @t‘t,l to compute }N/tff) and @tlt via Kalman re-
cursions (see Appendix .
Finally, the SMC approximation of ([5.3|) becomes
o al k >k
Eoy [V (Xeen)] ~ Y0 Dvesn (25, (5.6)
k=1

where Zt +hjt» b = 1, are computed through forecasting step in the Kalman recursions. See equation
(25) in |[Jia et al.| (2023)) for the justification of an analogous approximation.

The SMC is known to suffer from the so-called weight degeneracy of particles (e.g. Snyder et al.)
2008) which occurs when the variance of normalized weights becomes inflated. The latter happens
and becomes worse as the sample size increases. To overcome this, it is suggested to remove the
particles with small weights. By following Doucet and Johansen! (2009), we resample only when the
effective sample size (ESS) exceeds N/2, as a rule of thumb, for the criteria of resampling, where
the ESS is defined as N .

ESS; = (Z (@E’“)f) . (5.7)
k=1

More specifically, we resample particles by following systematic resampling. That is, sample U; ~
U(0,1/N) and set Uy, = Uy + k—&l, k=2,...,N. Then, compute

E—1 k

L=RU:Y o) <v; <> @)

j=1 j=1
with 23:1 = 0 as a convention. This is used in Step 3 of the SIS/R algorithm above. Alterna-
tively, one can use multinomial resampling, which is resampling particles by regarding {@t(k)} as a
multinomial probability distribution. Many other resampling methods exist (see Douc and Cappé

(2005)) for more information).
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Remark 5.1. The forecasting distribution (5.2)) is characterized by the function

V(z) = V((x:i)i=1,..d) = Yzi=n,, i=1,....d}

for fixed n = (n;);=1,... 4. For a single d—dimensional forecast value, one could take n = (n;)i=1,. .4
for which is largest with the corresponding functions V(x). Note, however, that this is a
daunting task computationally. For example, even with the Bernoulli marginals where n; = 0 or 1,
the number of functions V to consider is 2¢, which grows exponentially in d. To sidestep this issue,
we only consider V(x) = 1y,,_,,) in practice and take n; as the forecast value in the ith coordinate
for which is largest. For example in the Bernoulli case, this task computationally is of the

order d.

5.2 Speed-up in forecasting computation

The computation burden for sequential Monte Carlo sampling is substantial. The majority of the
cost is due to sampling (doubly) truncated multivariate Gaussian random variables {{t(k) }in ,
and the fact that the algorithm runs for t = 1,...,T. Currently, we implement sampling through
the R package TruncatedNormal developed by Botev (2017). But a significant improvement in the
computation speed for generating truncated multivariate normal random variables is not expected.

To reduce the computational cost, we note that the covariance matrices §t|t—1 of prediction
error typically converge within a few steps. This is due to a similarly quick convergence of the
covariance matrix @t‘t,l of prediction error of the factor series in , and the covariance matrix
@ﬂt and Kalman gain K; described in .

From the pair of covariance matrices in and , one has the recursive equation

Q\t—i—l\t =V (@t\t—l - @t\t—lA,(A@tlt—lA, + EE)_IA@ﬂt—l) V4%,

with the given initial condition ©1|0 = \IJQV0|0. The covariance matrices of the prediction error

converge to a positive definite matrix @) satisfying the discrete algebraic Riccati equation (DARE),
Q=T (Q - QN(AQA +X.)'AQ) V' + %,

One has a similar equation for the covariance matrices Qy;. It is the convergence to these equations

that happens within a few time steps substantially shorter than the length of observations T'. Since
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the purpose of the SIS/R algorithm is to obtain the importance weights {{EgC )} along the particles
{Zik%} and we presume the stable factor series, it is reasonable to run the forecasting algorithm
with only a few last observations. In simulation and application below, we employ the forecasting

algorithm with the last 5 observations.

5.3 On forecasting for longer horizons

In this section, we briefly discuss what to expect from the forecasting method when the forecasting
horizon h becomes longer. Recall that the latent factor series is stationary and follows a stable
VAR model. The latent process {Z;} is also stationary and its long-term prediction converges to

its mean, which is a zero vector. From (B.13) and (B.15)), the predicted particles are therefore

expected to converge eventually to zero vectors as well. Thus, for longer horizon h, we expect
Eﬂ?l:t[V(Xt+h|t)] ~ Dy,11(0). (5.8)

As in Remark H consider V(z) = V(z;) = lz,—n,), @ = 1,...,d. For 2t+h\t =2z =0, (5.4)

becomes

exp <—%(Zt+h)/R;r1h|t(Zt+h))

(27r)d/2|§t+h|t|l/2

DV,t+h(O> = /Rdl{(G(ZHh))i:ni} th

exp (‘%ZZt+h/(Rt+h|t)z‘z‘)

/{Gi(zi,wrh):"i} V 2”‘(§t+h\t)ii|l/2

dzi,Hh, (5.9)

where (R p¢)ii is the ith diagonal entries of covariance matrix R, ;. For longer horizon h,

(Rignje)ic = Var(Z;y) = 1. We thus expect from (5.8) and (5.9) that for longer horizon h,

Eml:t []_ ] ~ DV,t—i—h(O) ~ IP)(Z S Az,m) = P(Xz = ni), (510)

{()?t+h|t)i:”i}

where Z ~ N(0,1) and X; has a CDF F; with the parameter 6;. Hence, for longer horizon h, our
forecasting method can be thought as choosing n; among possible values that maximizes the most
likely count value according to the distribution F; with the parameter 6;. Two observations are
worth making in this regard.

First, in some instances, e.g. Bernoulli and multinomial distributions, #; represents proportion

of count values and is estimated as the corresponding sample proportions. In these cases, for long
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horizon h, we therefore expect our forecast to yield the most likely observed count (modulo the
issue of ties). This is the case with the application considered in Section |7l On the other hand, for
many other distributions, this observation may not necessarily hold. For example, for the Poisson
distribution, the parameter is taken as the sample mean and the most likely count according to this
Poisson distribution does not need to be the most likely observed value, let alone be in the sample.

Second, the relation might be confusing from the following point of view. As argued
above, for longer horizon h, we expect Zt +njt ~ 0. In fact, we see this clearly in the application
of Section (7l The relation might be read as saying that 0 belongs to the bin A; ,, with the
highest standard normal probability. This is, however, not necessarily the case. It will be the case
when n; is the median of the distribution F; (i.e. Fj(n; —1) < 1/2 and F;(n;) > 1/2), a quite likely
scenario in practice especially for “bell-shaped” distribution with the most likely value n; being at

the center, but the statement will not hold in general.

6 Simulation study

In this section, we assess the performance of estimation and forecasting procedures introduced in
Sections |3 and We focus on Bernoulli, multinomial, Poisson, and negative binomial marginal
distributions with several parameter values. Our goal is to check how the performance of our pro-
posed methods compares to that of the traditional PCA methods in the factor modeling literature

(e.g., Lam et al.l 2011} Doz et al.l 2011} 2012).

6.1 Estimation
6.1.1 Estimation for known numbers of factors and lag order

The simulation settings are as follows. First, we fix the order p = 1 for factor series {Y;} in
and take the number of factor series as » = 2 or » = 5. These values are assumed to be given in
this section. Then, by following the standard DFM literature (e.g., Doz et al., 2011), we generate
the latent Gaussian DFM f with parameters:

e Uy = (VUy,) is diagonal with ¥y ; = 0.9 and %, = (1 — 0.9%)I,.

o A= ()\;) with A;j “&" A(0,1).

O Y A with ¢y i Unif(0.3, 0.7).

o 3. = (X;;) is diagonal with entries 3 ;; =
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These model parameters do not ensure that EZEt = 1 as needed for , so further standardization
is applied. We take d = 15,30, 60,90 and 7' = 100, 200. Finally, to define the marginal count distri-
butions, let Iy, I, Is be the sets of indices that partition {1,2,...,d} such that I = {1,...,d/3},
Iy ={d/3+1,...,2d/3}, and I3 = {2d/3+ 1,...,d}. Then,

e For Bernoulli marginal distributions, p; = 0.2, 0.4, and 0.7 for ¢ € I, I, and I3, respectively.

e For multinomial marginal distributions with 6; = (p1,,...,ps;) where the number of the
categories is given as 5, 6; = (0.2,...,0.2) (uniform), (0,0.25,0.5,0.25,0) (unimodal), and
(0.45,0,0.1,0,0.45) (trimodal) for i € Iy, I2, and I3, respectively.

e For Poisson marginal distributions, 8; = 0.1, 1, and 10 for ¢ € I, Is, and I3, respectively.

e For negative binomial marginal distributions, p; = 0.2, 0.4, and 0.7 for ¢ € Iy, Is, and I3,

where the number of successes is 3.

Monte Carlo simulations are based on 100 replications for each setting. For the 100 replications,
we report the mean and the standard deviations of f5 losses ||a@ — al|2/v/b of the estimators, where
a is the (vectorized) estimator of the parameter a and b is a scalar; b = d for 6 in and A, X,
in , and b = r for ¥1,%, in .

Table [I| summarizes the estimation results for several r, d, T values, and marginal distributions.
The results align with what is expected from the standard factor models. For example, the means
of the losses decrease with increasing dimension d and sample size T. When the number of factors
r increases, both the averages of the losses of the estimators (K, f]s) for the factor model and
those of (\Tl, f)n) for the factor series increase. Another interesting point is that the means of
the losses for the factor series are larger than those for the factor model. On the observation level,
the means of the losses of estimators @ of marginal distributions are relatively small, regardless of
d,T, and even r. Furthermore, the magnitudes of the means of the losses are not substantially

different across different marginal count distributions.

6.1.2 Selection of the number of factors and lag order

We investigate the performance of the selection methods of the number of factors r, suggested in
Section The same model parameters as in Section with d = 30,50, and 100 are used
with fixed p = 1. We denote the scree plot method of finding the “knee” described in by
ED. The IC methods as combinations of with the three different penalty functions (3.20))
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are denoted by IC1-IC3, respectively. For the BCV-based approach, we employ two different
estimation procedures. Our principal component-based estimation in Section is denoted by PC.
On the other hand, Fac refers to MINRES estimation by [Harman and Jones (1966), which is briefly
described in Section For each simulation setting, 100 replications are performed.

Figure [2| depicts the frequencies of estimated r in 100 replications. From the figure, PC method
outperforms all baselines (IC1-3, ED) in selecting true r, and performs similarly to Fac. Interest-
ingly, the traditional information criterion-based or scree plot-based approaches fail for this model.
The quality of estimation by the BCV-based approaches follows the pattern in the estimation of
model parameters. That is, as the dimension d and sample length 7" increase, so do the percentages
of correctly estimated r. Another observation is that the larger number of factor series deteri-
orates the performance of cross-validations. This can be seen for both cross-validation schemes,
which is also an expected phenomenon with the standard factor models. In terms of marginal
distributions, cross-validation schemes work best for negative binomial, followed by Poisson, multi-
nomial, and Bernoulli marginal distributions. This indicates that cross-validation schemes improve
when marginal distributions tend to take a larger number of values so that they are more akin to
continuous distributions.

Next, for the simulation of selecting the lag order, we fix r = 2 but consider p = 1 and p = 3.
The same setting as above is used for p = 1, but the transition matrix ¥ and covariance matrix
¥, are replaced by diag(Vy); = pn with pp = 0.2,0.3,0.4 for h = 1,2,3, and %, = 0.34481>,
respectively. The four IC methods in are considered as ad hoc baselines. Our approach is
denoted by BCV. In addition, we also apply the cross-validation scheme described in Section (3.3
to both latent Gaussian series {Z;} and {Y;}, by assuming that those series are observable. We
denote them Low dim and Gaussian, respectively.

Figure [3] shows the frequencies of estimated p in 100 replications. The IC methods perform
poorly under all conditions. Although the BCV-based approaches also underperform, applying the
cross-validation scheme to discrete-valued observed series performs quite similarly to applying it
directly to both latent Gaussian series {Z;} and {Y;}. Similar to the rank selection in Figure [2| as
the dimension d and the sample length 7" increase, the performance appears to improve. However,
this improvement seems relatively minor compared to the rank selection. Taking a much larger T'
(e.g., T'=1,000) was checked to yield predominantly the true lag order (with the plots omitted).
Interestingly, unlike the different distributions of the estimated ranks depending on the marginal

distributions, the estimated lag orders appear less sensitive to the marginal distributions of the
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observed series. Overall, a more accurate lag order selection procedure is still desirable, but note

that this is even for the case when observing the r—dimensional series {Y;}.

6.2 Forecasting

In this section, we assess forecasting performance in the simulation settings considered in Section
6.1.1) with sample lengths for the data generation extended by 12 observations. We then hold
out the last 12 observations so that the targeted forecasting horizons are H = 1,2,3,6, and 12.
We assume that the model parameters are given, allowing for the estimation of covariances @t\t—l
and @t‘t, the Kalman gain K3, and the importance weights {Dg{ ) to be conducted within the last
5 observations from the sample, as discussed in Section With these estimators, we generate
h-step-ahead predictions V()?TJFMT) through . The remainder of the prediction follows the
Kalman recursions as discussed in Appendix

Assuming the data is generated from our model, we would like to examine our forecasting
scheme, especially compared to alternative approaches. We refrain from comparing forecasting
based on other multivariate discrete-valued time series models mentioned in Section [[l The MAT-
LAB codes for Bayesian DFMs by |Cui and Dunson| (2014)) and nonstationary DFMs by |Wang and
Wang| (2018) are publicly available. However, those models were not considered for forecasting,
necessitating additional methodological and implementation considerations. Furthermore, the as-
sumed dimensions in those models are relatively low, typically five or fewer, compared to 15 or
more in our study. As a result, we consider three naive baselines instead. First, as the most naive
forecasting method, we use the last observation. We refer to this method as Last. Second, we
consider each dimension ¢ = 1,...,d separately and define the predictions as the likeliest previous
value for that dimension. For example, if the most frequent value X ; for the first dimension ¢ =1
within the observation window is 3 for the Poisson case, we take 3 as predictions for all 5 steps
ahead. We refer to this approach as Marginal; see also Section [5.3] Third, we also consider the case
discussed at the end of Section [£.3] where the forecast is taken as the discrete value associated with
the bin containing the value Z = 0. For example, if the ith variable follows Bernoulli distribution
with p; = 0.4, the forecast is 0 since 0 < ®~1(1 — 0.4). On the other hand, if p; = 0.7, the forecast
becomes 1 since 0 > ®~1(1 — 0.7). Forecasts for other distributions can be defined similarly by
using . We refer to this approach as Null.

The Monte Carlo simulations are based on 100 replications. We consider two types of forecasting

measures: one for the latent series and one for the observed series. For the latent Gaussian series,
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we compute means and standard deviations of the root mean square error (RMSE) of H-step ahead

forecast error averaged over N particles defined by

N
1 S (k) ?
NdZHZT+H\T _ZT+HH2~ (6.1)
k=1

& Z ¥ -

For the observed series, we consider an out-of-sample loss, similar to (6.1)) by replacing N = 100

and Y( )

T+H|T Zpyg with N =1 and XT+H|T7XT+H7 respectively. In addition,

YT+H or Zé“—&)—H\T’
applying this performance measure to X; may be less adequate due to the discrete nature of
values. So, forecasting accuracy for the observations using the proposed methods, including the

two baselines, is also measured by the accuracy of H-step ahead forecasting,

ACC(H

d
Z Xirimr=Xirsu}

&M—‘

Table [2] reports the results of means and standard deviations of the RMSE of H-step ahead
forecast error from the two latent processes Z; and Yz, defined in . The increasing trends for
the RMSEs of those two forecasting errors along the forecasting horizon H are what one would
expect from forecasting results for typical time series models. The RMSEs of the forecasting errors
of the factor series are comparably larger than those of the factor models . Furthermore,
note that the RMSEs of the forecasting errors depend on both the dimension d and the number
of factors r but in different ways: while the increase of d leads to smaller errors of both the factor
series and the factor models, the increase of r causes the increase and decrease of errors in the
factor models and factor series, respectively.

Table [3| reports the results from the observations X;, in terms of the mean of RMSEs of fore-
casting errors and accuracy of forecasting including three benchmarks. Similarly to the two latent
processes, the RMSEs of the forecasting errors increase as the forecasting horizon increases. Fur-
thermore, the RMSEs of the forecasting errors for the observed series tend to be larger than those
for the latent processes. It is interesting to note the larger forecasting errors for marginal distri-
butions that take more values, such as negative binomial, followed by Poisson, multinomial, and
Bernoulli distributions. This was not the case for the RMSEs of the forecasting errors of latent
processes. Similar tendencies as for the RMSEs of the forecasting errors are observed with the
accuracy measure. Finally, compared to Last, Marginal, and Null approaches, consistently better

forecasting performance is noted for the proposed method (the larger accuracy is associated with
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better predictors).

7 Application

To demonstrate the utility of the proposed model, we consider individual-level time series consisting
of daily self-report measures of personality collected by Borkenau and Ostendorf| (1998). That study
was designed to explore items describing personal emotions representing the “Big Five” factors of
personality. The structure of the data is as follows. 30 items of emotions where groups of 6 items
are known to be related to one of the five factors in personality have been collected for 22 students
over 90 days.

All 30 items are thought to correspond to at least one of the “Big Five” factors. These categories
are known to follow a factor structure, and are denoted as categories 1 through 5 below. Each
evening the participants of the study were instructed to appraise their daily behavior for each item
on a scale ranging from 0 to 6, with 6 indicating greater endorsement of the emotion that day. For
illustrative purposes, we work with the data for one student out of the 22 available. The choice
of the student was largely motivated by the following consideration: for many students, response
on some items showed very little variability (i.e., being mostly constant) and such cases were not
particularly interesting from the time series perspective. We reduce the effect of the two extreme
observations 0 and 6 by merging them with 1 and 5, respectively, so that the new scale ranges from
1 to 5. The practitioners wishing to use our (or any other) model should first carry out some basic
exploratory analysis of data, as we touch upon below.

The data set and its time series plots are illustrated in Figure [4 Among 90 consecutive obser-
vations, we use the first 85 observations for estimation and the last 5 observations as a hold-out
sample to evaluate our forecasts. The corresponding 6 items are grouped by the identified categories
C1 through C5. The time series of individual items show substantial variability. We also see from
the time plots that the dynamics of the 6 items in each category share common features. Hence, it
is plausible to postulate the existence of a latent factor structure that drives the dynamics.

The following remarks provide further evidence for the latent factor structure. Several estimated
correlation matrices are depicted in Figure |5l The top panel presents the sample autocorrelation
matrices of the observed series X;. The bottom panel presents the estimated autocorrelation
matrices of the latent series Z;. For both panels, the left plot is for lag 0 and the right plot

is for lag 1. One can see that both autocorrelation matrices for the same lag order are nearly
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indistinguishable. At lag 0, the plots in both panels show clear block patterns characteristic of
the factor structure. Furthermore, the factor structure seems to be preserved through temporal
dependence as suggested by the plots of the sample ACF's at lag 1, though it is less discernible.

We work with the model assuming » = 5 and p = 1 for the sake of illustration. We also assume
multinomial distributions on {1,2,3,4,5} as marginal distributions. For the loadings matrices, we
use the second identifiability condition (3.6). The left panel of Figure |§| presents the estimated
loadings matrix and the right panel depicts the transition matrix of the factor series estimated
through the method described in Section This pattern is consistent with what we observe in
Figure Note that the transition matrix has relatively large values not only on the diagonal
but also for some off-diagonal entries. The large off-diagonal values indicate that there are cross-
correlations across the factor series.

With the estimated model, we forecast the next 5 steps as discussed in Remark and compare
the values with the true ones held out of the sample. For comparison, we consider two simple
forecasting approaches, Last and Marginal, as described in Section 6.2

Figure [7| presents the generated particles {Zt(k)} for 30 items within the last 5 observations and
the predicted values of latent process {Z}kl h‘T} for next 5 forecasting steps, respectively. The items
have been grouped using the 5 underlying categories. The three or four parallel lines in Figure
[7] represent the thresholds, and each pair of lines represents a bin. To distinguish the values, we
use different line types for each threshold. As explained above, the particles are generated at each
time point to belong to a certain bin that matches the discrete observation for that dimension.
This is why the particles stay within bins at all time points in the left panel. For some of the
items, a thresholding line is placed outside the given vertical scale. This is due to the way the bins
are defined. Note that since each bin is estimated through the observations, some values do not
appear if they are not realized in the observation period. Those values are also excluded from the
candidate forecasting values. On the other hand, since no further observations are assumed to be
given after the observation period, the particles are generated by forecasting the latent process. For
this reason, the particles in the right panel do not need to stay in the same bin. Note that all of the
particles seem to converge to zero for the longer forecasting horizon. As explained in Section [5.3]
this is natural when a stable VAR is used for forecasting. Note also that the particles are rather
close to zero even for the first few horizons. This is a consequence of the interplay between the
levels of signal (factors) and noise (errors) in the estimated model. The forecasted value naturally

takes 0 when forecasting noise and thus downweights the factor forecast as the larger the noise
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magnitude is, since the variance of our latent process is 1 in each dimension.

Finally, Figure [8shows the plots of the absolute differences between forecasts and the true values
for each item. The items are ordered to match the categories expecting that each factor mainly
affects the corresponding category. Overall, the proposed forecasting approach slightly outperforms
the reference methods, by showing small absolute differences in general. In particular, as explained
in Section[5.3] the forecasting performance becomes identical to the Marginal for the longer horizon.
But for smaller horizons, our approach does better for 4 items, compared to 2 items doing better

for Marginal. We naturally cannot draw overarching conclusions based on this evidence.

8 Conclusion

In this work, we considered a multivariate discrete-valued times series model, wherein component
count series are obtained by binning the continuous values of latent Gaussian dynamic factor pro-
cesses. We introduced an estimation method based on second-order properties of the count and
latent processes, and PCA. We also suggested additional model selection approaches for determin-
ing the number of factor series and their lag orders through cross-validation. We provided the
theoretical guarantees of the estimators by applying available concentration results for the consid-
ered model with general latent Gaussian processes. Facilitated by the state-space formulation of
our model, we employed a sequential Monte Carlo method with resampling, for forecasting. Our
estimation and forecasting methods were examined on simulated data and an empirical example.
The R code used for the illustrations in Section 3.2} the simulation study of Sections[6] and the data
analysis of Section (7] are available on GitHub at https://github.com/yk748/latent_Gaussian_TS.
While our study advances a framework for latent Gaussian time series modeling of categorical
observations collected over time, important questions remain. The question of how to employ time-
varying covariates was discussed in Section but left for future work. There are also potential
improvements to make in terms of accuracy and computing time of our forecasting methods. Instead
of employing standard particle filtering strategies, one could try other variants of sequential Monte
Carlo sampling, for example, ensemble Kalman filtering in a high-dimensional regime (e.g., |Katzfuss

et al., 2020).
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A  Proofs

A.1 Proofs of results in Section [4.3]

An integral part of the proofs is Proposition 3.1 in [Diiker et al| (2023). For completeness, we

rephrase its statement here. Introduce the set K(2s) = {v € R? : ||jv||s < 1,|jv|lo < 25} with the
1/2

Euclidean norm ||v|l2 = (Z;l:l |vj|2) , and the norm ||v||p that counts all non-zero elements for

a vector v € R?%. Define the mapping

A |4l == sup [v'Av]. (A1)
veK(2s

Besides submultiplicativity, the mapping in (A.1]) satisfies all properties of a matrix norm. Set
further ¥x = (Xx(r — 8))r.s=1,...p. Under Assumptions [L.1 for any 6 > 0,

P17 (Ex) - 1 (E0)l, > QUR2)S|

<P [mi:x — x|l > A \/S} 4P [||§— | max > 8 A \/5] (A.2)

with a constant Q(Rz) := Q(Rz,0) that depends on the quantities

], _ 1 Zoo L2 N kg
mi (u) - m ot exXp ( 2qu,n) |Ql,n| ) k= 07 2’ 3’ (AB)
and
W) = —— 3 exp (—1 Q3n> 1Qinl V6, Qinlls & =0,3. (A.4)
' V2 = 2u " ’ e

The constant Q(Ryz) is defined precisely in Appendix A.2 in |Diiker et al.[ (2023). Strictly speaking,

the inequality in (A.2]) is up to an absolute constant, which we do not write for notational simplicity.

Proof of Proposition [{.1 Note that

IRy — ASyA'| = ||[R; — Ry + Ry — ASyA/||

<l (Zx) = 7' (Ex)] + | Rz — ASyA|. (A.5)
We consider the two terms in (|A.5)) separately. The second one satisfies
1 !/ 1 / !/ 1
LRz~ ASyA| = SIASY A + 5 - ASy | = SIS ] = 0(1/d) (A.6)
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with A = [, ® A, ¥, = [, ® 3¢, by Assumption For the first term in (A.5]), recall the constant

Q(Ry) from (A.2). We further set
log(dT
Sar = \/g;). (A7)

Then, for all € > 0, there is M > 0 such that

P |31 Ex) - 20l > BRI M,

<P [[F1Ex) = (S0 llmax > 3Q(R7)0ar M| (A.8)
<P[JIT(Ex) — £ (E20)ll > QUR2)0arM] (A.9)
<P[IIEx = Sxlly > Moar A /Mogr| +P [|8 — Bdllmax > Mégr AV/Mogr| — (A10)
<P[JISx - Bxlly > (M AVIM)dar| +P [0 — Ebllmax > (M AVIM)dar| <e, (A1)

where ((A.8]) follows since || A|| < ¢||A||max for matrices A € R?*9. Furthermore, (A.9) is due to the
inequality 2[v'Aw| < |[v' Av[ + [w'Aw| + |(v +w) A(v +w)| and A;; = e ;Aeg j for A = (Aij)ij=1,..q
with ey ; denoting the ith unit vector in RY. Then, (A.10) follows from (A.2) with s = 1. We can
use the stochastic boundedness stated in Lemma below and Assumption for (A.11). O

Remark A.1. We pause here to comment on the proof of Proposition and the bound in
particular. Note that for the second summand in , i.e., on the population level, it is crucial
to consider the spectral norm to get . However, for the first summand in , we use that
|All < q||Allmax for matrices A € R7*? and argue with bounds on the maximum norm. Similar
arguments but mostly based on Euclidean distances are used by Doz et al.| (2011) when the series
following a factor model is observed. Our use of the maximum norm results in the additional factor

log(dT") compared to Doz et al. (2011)).

Proof of Proposition[{.9 We note first that there are a number of results which can be inferred
from Proposition Proposition [4.1/is an analogue of Lemma 2(i) in Doz et al. (2011)). Following

Doz et al.| (2011)), one can infer the following asymptotics:

DGR.1. ﬁ;Ur — I = Oy (647) + Op(%) by Lemma 4(i) in Doz et al.| (2011).
DGR.2. d||ET_1 — E7Y| = Op(8ar) + Op(3) by Lemma 2(iii) in Doz et al.| (2011).

~

DGR.3. E.E ' — I, = Oy (647) + Op(%) by Lemma 2(iv) in Doz et al,| (2011).
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Starting with the actual proof of Proposition 4.2 we follow the proof of Proposition 3 in [Doz
et al. (2011). That is, in view of (4.9),
(I, ® B '?U) Ry (1, © U, E;/?)
= (I, ® E;VPUNASy N(1, © U E?) + (1, @ BP0 (Ry — ARy A)(1, @ U, E; V).

(A.12)

We consider the two summands in (A.12]) separately. The first summand in (A.12)) satisfies

(I, ® E; PU)ASy A (1, @ U, B V?)

= (I, ® B PU)AQQ'SyQQ' A (1, ® U, E;'/?)

— (I, ®» E;-\PU)UEY?Q'SyQEV*U' (I, © U, E-/?) (A.13)
1
— Q'SyQ + Oy(bur) + O (d> (A14)

where (A.13) follows by the relation AQ, = U,E+/* in ([f5) and U = I, ® Uy, E = I, ® E,, (A.14)
is due to [DGR.1|and [DGR.3|as well as Q'ZyQ = O(1).
For the second summand in (A.12)) note that

(I, ® E-Y20) (Ry — ASy A') (I, ® U,E-Y2)|

< (I, ® E; V20N |2 Rz — ASy A (A.15)
~ ~ 51 ~
< (& /)" PO S| Rz — ASy A (A.16)
1
= Op(8ar) + O <d> : (A.17)

where (|A.15]) is due to submultiplicativity of the spectral norm, and (A.16|) follows by the property of

the eigenvalues of Kronecker products as stated in Theorem 1 (Section 3) in Magnus and Neudecker

(2007). Finally, ||U,]| = 1,[DGR.2 and Proposition [4.1] give (&-17). O

Proof of Corollary[{.1 Recall 2%5)) = (By (r — 8)rs=1,..p» Dy (h) = E(Yi4rY/) such that Eg})/ =
(QSy (= $)Q)rst,..p = QEY'Q and ¥ = $EEV 51 (£5)) 1. Then,

& — W

= 58PS (EP) ! - 5mE s (sh) )

40



< [S:/1EF Vs (EP) L - 2B s (s (A.18)

s 1 S _ _ s _
< EENEE) = (=2 1S - P =8| (A.19)
S 1 S _ S _ O 1 1 _
< [EZESYYIEL - sDIED) | - (SETY - ST g (A20)
1
— Op(édT) —+ Op <d), (A21)

where (A.18) is due to submultiplicativity, (A.19) can be inferred from ||.S1|| = ||S2|| = ||(0p, L) || =1
and (A.20) follows by B~' — A~! = B~1(A — B)A~!. For (A.21]), we apply Proposition and

also observe that

HEP) ™ < P () — Aain(EE)] + Arwin (S5

<P 2B+ Auin(EE))

1
= Op(dar) + Op <d> + )‘min(zggf) = 0p(1)

due to Weyl’s Theorem (Theorem 4.3.1 in Horn and Johnson| (2012)) and Proposition O

~

Proof of Lemma[{.1 Recall from (4.4)) that A= ﬁTE}/Q. Then, with U, = ﬁZ(O)UT 1 we get

o~

(A~ A); = € (Rz(0) — Rz(0)U, E; Y + ) .U, E7?

+ e, U B (ULU, — E;Y?EY?) B2 (A.22)

with eg4; denoting the ith unit vector in R?, Rz(0) = AXy (0)A’ + . = AA’ + %, and by the same
calculation as on p. 200 in Doz et al.|(2011). We consider the three summands in (A.22)) separately.

For the first summand, note that
Elleg, (Rz(0) — Rz(0))|* = O(dsgr), (A.23)

which can be shown following the same arguments as in the proof of Proposition In particular,
we get a ddflT—rate instead of d253T as may be expected based on Proposition since we only
consider the ith row of the d x d matrix Rz(0) — Rz(0).

The second summand in satisfies

et SUrE 2N < IZNT:NIIES2) = Oy < (A.24)

7)
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: . ~ S—1/2
since e} ;Ee|| < [|E[| = O(1) by Assumption |U.|| =1 and || E, / | = Op (ﬁ) by [DGR.1

and [DGR.2] respectively.
Finally, for the third summand in (A.22)),

e}y, U Bx (UT, — B 2BV E?|| = el AQEYX(ULT, — BSYPEY) B (A25)
< lle AQ-EY|I|UT: — B VEYA (| B2
1

where for (A.25)), we used the representation U, = AQ,E, 2 from (4.5). Finally, (A.26) is due

to IDGR.1}, [DGR.2 and ||E7~_1/2|| =0, (ﬁ) by [DGR.2| Furthermore, note that Heél’iAQrE%ﬂH <

el AllIQ-II1E?| = O(Va). -

A.2 Auxiliary result and its proof

In the following, we aim to illustrate that the assumptions made in Section [4.2] are satisfied in
quite general settings. The next auxiliary result shows that it suffices to impose Assumption
on the maximum distance between the sample and true autocovariances of the observed series.
For simplicity, we replace the sample mean by its population counterpart in > x, i.e., consider the

centered random variables )?t = Xy — EX;, so that

T
~ 1 ~ o~
EX - N E thin{_j
t=p+1

’ i,§=1,..p (A.27)
_ % 3" (G(Zi—i) — BG(Z1-1)) (G(Zi—j) — EG(Zi—;)) )
t=p+1 t,j=1,...,p

which is an unbiased estimator for X, i.e.,

T
—~ 1 ~ o~
]EEX = NE E Xt—ithfj
t=p+1

. Bi=Lop (A.28)
1
= |~ Y. (E(G(Z-1)G(Zi—;)) — EG(Z-1)EG(Zi—;)") =Xx.
t=p+1 ij=1,...p

We also set



When the population mean is estimated, one can argue for concentration as in the verification of

Assumption below.

Lemma A.1. Suppose Assumptions[C.3, [F.IH{F.4 Then,
IEx = Zx|l, = Op (dar) -

Proof. Recall the definition of || - ||, from (AZ1). For v € R%, we set v = vec([v; : --- : vp]) with
v, € R and N = T — p. Then, by (A.27) and (A.25),

IZx — =xll,
T
(RS (G(2-)G(Z5) ~EG(2-)G( 7))
N ! J ! ) ig=1,.p
t=p+1 1
1 & &/~ ~ ~ -
= sup | > D vl (G(Z-)GZiy) ~ BC(Z-)G(Zy) v
vek(2) t=p+1i,j=1
P T
1 ~ ~ ~ ~
< swp Z il & > (G(thz)G(thj)'—EG(Zt—z')G(thj)') |vj]
ex( )1,]:1 t=p+1 max
1 & [~ ~
< — ) ;
= e d | N 2 (GT(Zr’t")GS(ZS’t‘J)

t=p+1
— E(Gr(Zru-)CalZoay)))| sup D7 3 foirllvse
veK(2) j j=1r,5=1
1 &L/~ - - -
= i,jlilla,.}.(.,p T,srilﬁ?.(.,d ‘N Z (Gr(Zr,t—i)Gs(Zs,t—j) - E(Gr(Zr,t—i)Gs(Zs,t—j))) ‘ (A29)

t=p+1

= 18x — Ex|lmax,

where (A.29) can be inferred since K(2) = {v € R% : |jv||a < 1, ||v|jo < 2}. The result then follows
by Assumption O

A.3 Proof of Lemma [4.2]

We aim here to rewrite the latent factor model as a Markov chain. We then use the following
concentration inequality for bounded functions of general-state-space Markov chains derived in [Fan
et al. (2021). The result is expressed in terms of A\, := A;(P), the rightmost value of the spectrum

[—A, A] of the corresponding Markov operator P. We refer to 1 — A, as the right spectral gap of the
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Markov chain.

Theorem A.1 (Theorem 3 in [Fan et al.|(2021)). Let {Y;}+>1 be a Markov chain on X with Markov

operator P and right spectral gap 1 — Ay > 0. For any € > 0 and bounded function f: X — |a,b],

1 <& 1 &

=2 f(Y) = = > Elf(¥)]

t=1 t=1

P > e

1 —max{0,\;} Te? >

<2 —
=P < 1+ max{0, \;} (b — a)2/2

For the remainder of the section we assume without loss of generality that éA’ A = I, such that

Assumptions [F.3 are satisfied. Relation (2.3) then implies Y; = éA’ Ly — éA’ ¢, and hence by
(2.4),

p p p
Zy=AYi+e =Y AVY, i+ Apte=) ®Zit+Am+e—y e (A.30)
i=1 =1 =1
with

1
R\
d

Similar arguments are used in Bhamidi et al.| (2023), who show additionally that {Z;} is a VARMA (p, p)
series. In view of the representation (A.30)), we write

=~ Ang + et
P P
2 Zi1 Oa(p—1
= Odxd(p—1) Odxd + (b1 or V=WV 1+& (A31)
gt Odpxdp Et—l Et
Lagp—1)  Od(p—1)xd
Od(p—1)
with
2= (Zg, : 7Zz{,fp+1)/7 & = (527 cee ,E;,p+1)/
and
2] o, 1 9,
P Id 0 0 ’ (i) _ —d, —(I)p
Od(p—1)xd Od(p—1)xd
0 1 0

The process {V,;} in (A.31]) has a VAR(1) representation. Note that the characteristic polynomial
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of its transition matrix Wy, satisfies
Doy, (w) = det(wfgdp — ‘I’y) = det(wldp . <I))

by employing the Schur complement. Then, {V;} is stable due to Assumption Therefore, {V;}
satisfies the Markov property and is also geometrically ergodic; see p. 944 in /An and Huang (1996)).
Under geometric ergodicity, Theorem 2.1 in [Roberts and Rosenthal| (1997) implies that there is a
spectral gap A with 1 — A > 0. We start with the verification of Assumption

Verification of Assumption|[C.1]: First, note that by Assumption [E.T

1

E[6;] = E = 0;.

N

T
E Xit
=1

Then,

P[ max 10; — 6;] > €] = P[lmaxd 16; — E[6;]] > €]

i=1,..., =1,...,

i=1
d 1 I
< Z Pl > Xy —E[X;]| > 5]
=1 t=1
d 1 I L I
= Z]P) T Z fiVe) — T ZE[fi(Vt)] > 5] (A.32)
1 — max{0, \;} T<?
<2 — A.
< 2dexp ( 1+ max{0, A\, } 2b2> ’ (A.33)

where (A.32) follows by choosing the function f; : R2% — R in terms of G; : R2% — R% such that

fily) = €4 G1(y), Gi(y) = vec([G(y1) : - Glyp)]),

where y = vec([y1 : ~= : Yp : Ypr1 : - ¢ Y2p]) With y; € RY for i = 1,...,2p and G as in (£.11).
Then, it remains to observe that f; is bounded which follows since f;(y) = efipﬂ-gl (y) < beiip,i Jdp = b,

where jg, denotes a dp-dimensional column vector with all entries equal to one and by Assumption

The last inequality (A.33)) is a consequence of applying Theorem
Finally, we choose ¢ = §gpM for some M > 0 in (A.33)). We can then get that for any € > 0,
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there are finite M > 0 and Ky such that

P [Hé\— E | imax > 5dTM}

1 —max{0, A\, } log(dT")
1+ max{0,\,} 2b?

< 2dexp (— (A.34)

for all d, T > K{, where we also need Assumption
Verification of Assumption[C.2: Following the discussion in Section we consider here the
centered random variables )?t = X; —EX; to estimate X x. In particular, the estimator ) x is then

an unbiased estimator for Xy such that EXy = X x; see ([A.27). We now aim to apply Theorem
Recalling (A.27) and (A.28), we write

P{IEx — Sxllmax > 0] = P|Ex — ESx]|max > I]

, N ~
=P [ mlaxdp ‘ede (ZX — Eﬁx)edp,s

r,s=1,...,

g

dp 1 T 1 T
<y e \Nt:;l V) =~ 3 ElfsW]| > 6 (A.35)

t=p+1
1 — max{0, \,} N>
14 max{0,\,} 8* /°

r,s=1

< 2(dp)? exp (— (A.36)

The function f,s in (A.35) is specified below and satisfies |f.s(y)| < b*4. Finally, (A.36) is a
consequence of applying Theorem

The function f.s : R2%? — R in (A.35)) is given in terms of Go : R?¥ — R with

frs (y) = e,dp,rg2 (y)g2 (y)/edp75

and

Ga(y) = vee([G(y1) =EG(Z1), ..., Glyp) = EG(Z1)]) = vee([G(y1), -+, G(yp)])-

Then, it remains to verify that f.s is bounded. Let J; be a d x d-matrix with all entries equal to
one and jg be a d-dimensional column vector with all entries equal to one. Then, with explanations

given below,

’frs(y)| = eiip,rg2(y)g2(y)ledp:3

< Abely,  Japap.s (A.37)
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= 4b?,

where (A.37)) follows since we have by Assumption that |G;(yi)| = |Gs(yi) — EGy(ws)| < 2b.
Finally, we choose § = §47M for some M > 0 in (|A.36). We can then show that for any € > 0,
there are finite M > 0 and K such that

P |:||§X - EXHmax > 6dTM]

1 — max{0, \;} N log(dT)s?
1+ max{0,\}  18b% ‘

< 2dp)?ex (-
for all d,T > Ky, by Assumption [E.3]

A.4 Discussion concerning Assumption

The purpose of this section is to verify Assumption [E.3] Recall that this assumption was critical
in obtaining, for example, the relation . Rephrasing the assumption, the question is whether
we can expect the spectral gap of the Markov chain underlying our latent dynamic factor
model to be bounded away from 1 as the dimension d is increasing. The following lemma formally

states one possible quite general scenario under which Assumption is satisfied. Recall ¥ =: ¥

and {n;} from Assumption

Lemma A.2. Suppose p = 1, ¥ is symmetric and ¥ and ¥, = Enn, have common eigenspaces

(i.e. U and X, commute). Then, Assumption [E.5 is satisfied.

The proof of Lemma [£.2]is developed over Appendices and could be of independent
interest as a way to analyze the spectral gap of a Gaussian dynamic factor model as its dimension
increases. What happens with spectral gaps of Markov chains as their state space dimensions

increase seems to be attracting some attention only recently; see, e.g., [Negrea and Rosenthal

(2021)), [Yang and Rosenthal (2023), Hervé and Ledoux (2024).

A.4.1 Preliminaries: Hermite polynomials

While we gave a brief introduction of Hermite polynomials in Section [2.2] we need here a more
general definition allowing to expand functions in multiple variables in a Hermite basis. In addition,
we introduce a way of handling Gaussian subordination with non-standardized latent variables. For

the content of this section, we refer to Arcones (1994) and Nourdin et al.| (2011]) for Hermite expan-

47



sions of functions in multiple variables and to Section 9.2.2 in Da Prato (2006) for standardizing
the latent Gaussian process within the Hermite polynomials.

Let {X;} be a D—dimensional Gaussian process with zero mean and positive-definite covariance
matrix Y x. We further introduce the eigenvectors vy, ..., vp and eigenvalues A1, ..., Ap of ¥ x such

that X xv; = \;v;. Define the linear functionals
_1
Wy () = (2, Ex vi); (A.38)

see Section 1.7 in Da Prato (2006).
Let A denote the set of all vectors o = (a,...,ap) with a; € NU {0}. For any multi-index
a € A, we introduce the notation |a| = Zil a; and a! = Hi’il a;!. Given a function f : RP — R

with E[f?(X1)] < oo, f admits a Hermite expansion

D D
(@)= o [[ Has(Warle)),  aa = (o)) "E[£(X0) T Ha, (W (X0))] (A.39)

ach =1 i=1
where {H;};>0 is the sequence of Hermite polynomials. We say that the function f has Hermite
rank ¢ > 1 if and only if a, = 0 for all @ € A with |a| < g and a, # 0 for some o € A with |a| = q.

Then, a function f : RP — R with Hermite rank ¢ can also be written as

00 D
F@) =3 fu@),  fn@ = Y aa [[ He Wy, (@): (A.40)
m=q i=1

aEA:|al=m

see Section 2 in Nourdin et al. (2011)) and also Section 9.2.2 in [Da Prato| (2006)).

A.4.2 Preliminaries: Isonormal Gaussian processes

We give a brief overview of the construction of isonormal Gaussian processes and refer the reader
to Section 3.1 in Nourdin et al.| (2011)) and also to Appendix B in Nourdin and Peccati (2012) for
more information.

Let {X;} be a D—dimensional Gaussian process with zero mean and positive definite covariance
matrix Yx. Let vy,...,vp denote the eigenvectors of ¥ x and recall the linear functionals W, ()
from (A.38). Then, the autocorrelations can be written as EW,,(X;)Wy,(Xs) = pij(t — s) =
Corr(Xi s, Xjs). A Gaussian process {X;} can always be regarded as a subset of an isonormal

Gaussian process {W(u) : u € 9}, where ) is a separable Hilbert space with scalar product (-, -)g.
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For every m > 1, we write H®™ to indicate the mth tensor power of §; H®™ indicates the mth
symmetric tensor power of $), equipped with the norm /m|| - ||gem. We can assume that there

exists u;; € $ such that

Xip = W(uiz), and (Uit uj,s)s = pij(t — s),

)

for every t, s € Z and every 1 < i,j < D. Using the Hermite expansion (A.40) of f with Ef(X;) =0

and E[f?(X;)] = 1, we obtain the representation

f(Xt) = Z Im(hfn)v (A’41)

m=q

where I,,, denotes the isometry between $H©™ and the mth Wiener chaos of X; with kernels

ht = Z bi iyt @ -+ @ U, ¢ (A.42)
ie{1,...,.D}m™
for certain coefficients b; such that the mapping i +— b; is symmetric on {1,..., D}™. One also has
the identities
o0
Elfm(X))P=m! > b, m>q  E[fX)P=>)_m Y B (A.43)
ie{1,...,.D}™ m=q 1e{1,...,.D}™

for the functions in (|A.40)); see Section 4.1 in Nourdin et al.| (2011)).

A.4.3 Proof of Lemma [A.2]

Recall the representation of our latent factor model in terms of a VAR(1) model from (A.31)). From
the representation (A.31)), we know that {V;} is a Markov chain. Then, setting p = 1 and using
(2.3), we can also write V, as

Z AY; +¢ AT Y,
t) _ tret) d an (A.44)

&t &t Ogxr 1a €t
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The Markov chain (A.44]) is therefore an affine map of the process

Y, U O [Yi
"= V) ) or W= B G (A.45)

€t Odaxr Odxda) \&t-1 £t
that itself is a (r + d)-dimensional Markov chain with E¢¢, =: diag(X,,¥.). For simplicity, we
assume throughout the remainder of the proof that Y. = I;. Recall the definition of the right
spectral gap from (4.13]). Therefore, it suffices to bound the lag one correlation for functionals of
the Markov chain ((A.44]). We use the following relationship:

(Ph,h)x = E[h(V1)h(V2)] = E[g(W1)g(WV2)] , (A.46)

where

AT
g() = (hohp)(-), with hy R4 5 R™ jy(w)= IV w.

Odxr 1q

In order to bound (A.46)), we study the autocovariance matrices at lags 0 and 1 of {W;} in (A.45]).

The autocovariance matrices of {W,} for general lag h are given by

Tyw(h) =Y @%@, (A.47)
=0

since ¥ is assumed to be symmetric (and hence so is ¥yy). We can infer further that

(o]
Ty(h) =) s ),
=0

e
i=1

\I’H_hzn\l’i O
h
Odxr Odxd

Z?il ‘I’izn‘l’i Orxd

= diag(U" 04xq) + WS
Ogxr Odxd
In particular,
o PiY, Ut Sy 0
Tyy(0) = 2imo VR Orxa) By O} o (A.48)
der ]d der ]d
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such that
Tyw(h) = Tyl (0) = Ty (A.49)

Define eigenvectors corresponding to the covariance matrix ¥ = diag(Xy, I;) with eigenvectors
v = (v],0)) for i =1,...,r and v] = (0], ¢€},,) for i =r+1,...,2d with v;, i = 1,...,r, denoting

the eigenvectors of Xy and eq; being the 7th unit vector in R?. Then,

pi;(0) :=E ((Wl, S 30;) (W, z—%vj)) = N (0)S 205 = (7, ;) (A.50)
,Oij(l) =FE ((Wl, E_%Ui><W2, Z_%Uﬁ) = ’U;E_%Fw(mz_%’l}j
= N2 W NN 2y, = (WD vy, N2v;) = (U5, ;); (A.51)

pij(h) :== ("0, 05), h>1, (A.52)

where (A.50)) follows since ¥ = T')(0) as introduced in (A.48). For (A.51]), we use (A.49), as well
as that, by assumption, ¥, and ¥ commute and the definition of Wy in (A.45)). Finally, (A.52)

can be inferred by the same arguments as (A.51)).
Then, following Section we define an isonormal Gaussian process {W(u) : u € H}, where
$ is a separable Hilbert space with the inner product defined through (A.52) as

(ui, ujs)s = pij(t — ). (A.53)

Denote by Ay ; and Ay ; respectively the ith eigenvalues of ¥ and W. Since by assumption ¥ is

symmetric and has common eigenspaces with X,, we have Yv; = Ay ;v;. Then, for ¢t — s = 1, we

get by (A.50)-(A.52),
(Uit ujs)s = pij(t — s) = pij(1) = (V0;,05) = Awi(0i, Vj) = Aw,i(vi, vj) = A i{uit, ujr)g (A.54)

with Ag; =Ag;fori=1,...,rand A\g; =0 for i =r+1,...,d. Further applying (A.41]) and the
isometry property (see Proposition 2.7.5 in Nourdin et al.| (2011))),

(Ph,h)x = E[h(Vi)h(V2)] = E [g(Wi)gOVo)] = Y m (. hiy)om. (A.55)
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With explanations given below, we have

<hm7 hm>5’)®m

< > b [T eua(®)
=1

27]6{177T+d}m

= Z blbj H)\\Il,z'l <Uil,17ujz,1>f)

ije{l,...r+d}m =1
= < Yo b @ @uia), Y bj(/\\ll,jluga,l®"'®A\If,jmujm,1)>
ie{1,...rtdjm JE{lrtdym fem
. 3
= > > b (W, vy (A.56)
ie{l,...,r+d}™  je{l,..,r+d}m [=1
< > e, (A.57)
ie{l,...,r+d}™

where (A.56) is due to Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and using that {u;, 1®---®u;,, 1 | 1,...,%m > 1}
is an orthonormal basis in H®™ as well as (A.50) and (A.53)); see also Appendix B.1 in Nourdin
and Peccatif (2012]).

Finally, combining (A.55) and (A.57)), we get

ElgW)gWe)l < Y mb Y B =¥) <1, (A.58)

m=q  ie{l,..,r+m}m

since, by (A.43) and (A.46), we have 3570 m! 3 ey | yqym b = ElgOV))? = E[R(V)]? = ||h]]7 =
1. The last inequality in (A.58]), i.e., [[¥]] < 1 follows since ¥ is the transition matrix of the latent
VAR(1) model {Y;} that is stationary by Assumption

B Kalman recursions and forecasting for SIS/R algorithm

This section describes how the Kalman recursions are used to obtain the h-step-ahead linear pre-
diction of Z, 2t+h|t = Ht(lh) Zi+.. .+Ht(th) Z1, and how they enter into the SIS/R algorithm. Having
the autocovariance function of {Z;}, the predictor 2t+h|t can naturally be computed through e.g.
the Durbin-Levinson algorithm, but the Kalman recursions route provides computational benefit

for higher dimension d. Related technical details can be found in [Durbin and Koopman| (2012]),
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Douc et al.| (2014) but this list is not exhaustive.

We consider below the case p = 1 only for simplicity. But for higher p, one can convert the
VAR(p) structure of the factor series into an augmented VAR(1) model by using a companion
form of the VAR transition matrix. We define the one-step-ahead prediction of Y; by 2”71 when
Z1, ..., 7231 are given. Also, we denote the corresponding covariance matrix of prediction error
by ©t|t—1 = E[(Y; — }//\'t‘t_l)(Y} — 2“_1)’}. Also, let f@t be the filtered estimate and denote the
corresponding error covariances @t|t. By convention of Kalman recursions, we let }7{)‘0 ~ N(0, QOIO)
where @0|0 = Var(Yp).

The forecast step, which generates the filtering distribution conditioned on the previous infor-
mation up to t — 1, is

Yiio1 = ‘I’f/}—ut—l (B.1)

and the corresponding covariance matrix of prediction error is
Qejt—1 = ¥Qu_1)p—1 ¥ + Xy, (B.2)

As a consequence, Zt|t_1 = A}A/ﬂt_l and Et\t—l = A@t|t_1A’ + Y. The joint distribution of the
forecast Y; and Z; conditioning on Zy.;_1 is
Y: Yyt Q-1 Qe N

Z1:t-1 ~ Nirgd o . ) . (B.3)
Zy AYyq AQui—1 AQy A+ X

From this perspective, one can interpret the update step as sampling Y; conditioned on Zi..

That is, Yi|Z1.4 ~ Nr(f/ﬂm ©t|t) where

i;t|t = i;t|t—1 + Ki(Zt — 215\15—1)7 (B.4)
@t|t = (Ir— Kt/\)@ﬂt—l, (B.5)

where K; = @t|t—1A/(A@t\t—1A/ +3)7 = @tlt—lAlﬁatl—l is called the Kalman gain. The relations

(B.4) and (B.5) form the update equations for Kalman recursions. One can apply the Sherman-

-1

-1 when the dimension d is high. These

Morisson-Woodbury formula for the matrix inversion of R
two equations are used to update filtered estimators given Zi1.;_1 when new information about Z;
is added.

Hence, the Kalman recursions for the SIS/R algorithm suggested in Section 5| to obtain one-
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step-ahead linear prediction Z|t,1 are as follows: At each timet =1,...,T, carry out the following

two steps for k=1,..., N,

1. Forecasting step:

vk k)
7Y, = e, (8.6
Qi1 = VQu 1y V' + 5y, (B.7)
Zk)  _  Ap(k)
Zjr = AYyly (B.8)
ﬁt‘tfl = A@ﬂtflA/ + EE- (Bg)
4. Updating step:
Ky = Q\t|t71A/(A@t|t71Al+26)717 (B.10)
(k) _ (k) (k) _ (k)
Yt|t - Y;f|t—1+Kt(Zt _Zt\t—l)’ (B.11)
@t\t = (I - KtA)Q\ﬂtfl' (B.12)

Note that Z; in (B.4) is replaced by Z; in (B.11)) because this is the notation used in the SIS /R

algorithm.
Forecasting h-step-ahead linear prediction after 1" observations in the algorithm is straightfor-
ward. Since the latent factor series {Y;} follows a VAR model, the prediction of Y, with the

information only up to 7T is
Yrinr = YYrihoqyr = ... = ¥"Ypyr, (B.13)
and the corresponding covariance matrix of prediction error is
N h
Qrinr = VQrinar¥ + 5y = ... = V' Qpp¥" + Z iy, uet (B.14)
s=1

from (B.2]).

5. Prediction step:

ZC IS ()
Zrinr = AYpiue (B.15)
Rroyr = AQryprh + - (B.16)
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Hence, for each k = 1,..., N, we compute {}A/TU_?MT} as above and then Zéklh‘T as (B.15]). Likewise,
the covariance of the prediction error is also computed by (B.16). Note that unlike within the

observation period, computing ([5.5) is impossible beyond the period. So rather than following
Forecasting and Updating steps, we directly compute (B.15]) and (B.16]).
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L)

4 Bern(p)
o / — p=04,p=04

— pi=02,p=07
Bern(p)) — pi=02,p=04
— pi=04,p=04 —— pi=04,p=07
— pi=0.2,p=07
— Pi=02,p=04 - Interpolated
—— pi=04,p=07 Exact

LW

g multinom(p; = (pi, -+, Pis))
° — pi=uniform, p; = uniform

—— pi=uniform, p; = trimodal

multinom(p; = (pi, -+, Pis))
—— pi=uniform, p; = uniform

—— pi=unimodal, p; = uniform

—— pi=unimodal, p; = trimodal
—— pi=uniform, p; = trimodal

—— pi=unimodal, p; = uniform nt ated
-~ Interpolate

—— pi=unimodal, p; = trimodal
Exact

Pois(6)
s Fo —g=10=1
— 6,=0.1,6=10

Pois(8) —6=01,8=1
—_8=10=1 -~ 8=1,6=10
—§=01,6=10
— 6=0.1,6=1 --- Interpolated
—— 6=1,6=10 Exact

o /"”7
- NB(p;, r=3)
& 5o / — p=04,p=04
0z y g — pi=0.2,p=0.7
NB(p, r=3) — pi=0.2,p;=04
— pi=04,p=04 —— pi=0.4,p=0.7
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Figure 1: (a) The link function L;;(u) for several combinations of CDFs. (b) The inverse link

function Li_jl(v) and its interpolation Li_jl(v) for chosen combinations of CDFs.
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T 08575 (0.0978) 0.7631 (0.0879) 0.8100 (0.0860) 0.7451 (0.0800) 0.7542 (0.0867) 0.6375 (0.0905) 0.7201 (0.1027) 0.5931 (0.0682)

5, 0.7660 (0.0557) 0.7890 (0.0363) 0.7449 (0.0381) 0.7692 (0.0325) 0.7734 (0.2479) 0.7385 (0.1532) 0.7968 (0.2761) 0.7122 (0.0519)

O 00355 (0.0171) 0.0235 (0.0087) 0.0980 (0.0106) 0.0966 (0.0069) 0.1739 (0.0061) 0.1742 (0.0059) 0.2336 (0.0082) 0.2356 (0.0041)

A 0.6957 (0.3128) 0.9873 (0.2703) 0.9215 (0.2655) 0.8582 (0.3072) 0.7562 (0.2894) 0.9888 (0.2031) 0.8651 (0.2541) 0.9536 (0.2015)

r=2 $. 01542 (0.0275) 0.1324 (0.0229) 0.1114 (0.0191) 0.0832 (0.0196) 0.0993 (0.0151) 0.0752 (0.0142) 0.0960 (0.0133) 0.0730 (0.0105)

U 05812 (0.1133) 05151 (0.0887) 0.4889 (0.1091) 0.3590 (0.0768) 0.4228 (0.1028) 0.3237 (0.0719) 0.3846 (0.0997) 0.3107 (0.0768)

Neghin $, 07736 (0.0708) 0.7525 (0.0648) 0.7043 (0.0869) 0.6138 (0.0803) 0.6442 (0.0979) 0.5709 (0.0785) 0.6097 (0.1021) 0.5533 (0.0875)
6 0.0400 (0.0133) 0.0269 (0.0092) 0.1008 (0.0075) 0.0960 (0.0058) 0.1736 (0.0056) 0.1742 (0.0032) 0.2352 (0.0068) 0.2353 (0.0037)

A 11473 (0.1920) 1.0099 (0.1826) 1.0702 (0.1368) 1.1149 (0.1526) 1.0519 (0.1225) 0.9496 (0.1385) 1.0308 (0.1147) 0.9765 (0.1215)

r=5 $. 03055 (0.0245) 02922 (0.0175) 0.1944 (0.021) 0.1509 (0.0173) 0.1307 (0.0153) 0.0991 (0.0128) 0.1148 (0.0161) 0.0852 (0.0123)

T 07353 (0.0576) 0.6921 (0.0408) 0.6872 (0.0591) 0.5563 (0.0481) 0.6291 (0.0571) 0.5031 (0.0504) 0.6046 (0.0606) 0.4568 (0.0447)

5, 0.8046 (0.0303) 0.8184 (0.0213) 0.7715 (0.0321) 0.7391 (0.0329) 0.7341 (0.0322) 0.6978 (0.0356) 0.7075 (0.0418) 0.6600 (0.0384)

Table 1: The average and standard deviation (in the parenthesis) of losses of the estimators for
various combinations of model parameters including number of factors r, dimension d, number of
time points T, and several marginal distributions.
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Figure 3: Estimated lag orders from simulated data for various combinations of model parameters
including lag orders p, dimension d, number of time points T', and several marginal distributions.
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Table 2: Means and standard deviations (in the parentheses) of RMSEs of the H-step forecasting
errors at the two latent process levels {Yt(k), Zt(k)} for various combinations of model parameters
including number of factors r, dimension d, number of time points 7', and several marginal distri-
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d=60 04735 0.4812 0.4889  0.4990  0.5032  ({ 0.4910 (0 4278 0. -1428.0 4620)  0.4890 04772 (
d=90 04294 0.4326 0.4980 ( 0.4936 (0. ) 0.4631  (
d=15 10689 1.0438 0.2087 0.2060  ( ) 0.1840 0.1833 (0.
r—o d =30 0.9406 0.9601 0. 0.2087  (0.1550,0.17¢ 0.2030  ( ) 0.1953 0.1897  (0.1377,0.17¢
d=60 0.8059 0.8112 0.8086 0.8225 0.2058  (0.1518,0.17 ) 0.2053 (0 ) 0. mﬂo 0.1942 0.1883  (0.1400,0.1750.
Negbin d=90 0.7017 0.7025 0.7187 0.7481 0.7589 0.2110 (0.1651,0.1770,0.1588) 0.2040 (0.1548, (J 1778, l) 1640)  0.1966 0.1912 0.1843  (0.1441,0.1633,0.
A d=15 11232 11295 1.1030 11550 1.1567 0.2040 (0.1413,0.1727,0.1620) 0.1947 (0.1727,0.1727,0.1567) 0.1800 0.2027 0.1840  (0.1413,0.1820.
0.9302 09331 09469 0.9501  1.0094 0.2027 (0.1530,0.1757,0.1610) ~ 0.1907 (0.1483,0.1810,0.1640) ~ 0.2040 0.1883 0.1820  (0.1303,0.1713.
0.7887 0.8058 0.8136 0.8145 0.828  0.2118 (0.1558,0.1777,0.1648) 0.2037 (0.1505,0.1755,0.1590)  0.1905 0.1862 0.1763  (0.1422,0.1677.
0.7014 0.7182 0.7201 0.7509 0.7583 0.2006 (0.1560,0.1737,0. ) 0.1958  (0.1538,0.1728,0.1601)  0.1956 0.1907 0.1809  (0.1519,0.1697,0.

Table 3: Means of RMSEs of the H-step forecasting errors at the observation level {X;} and means
of accuracy of H-step ahead forecasting (ACC(H)) with three benchmarks (Last, Marginal, and
Null, in the parentheses) for various combinations of model parameters including number of factors
r, dimension d, number of time points 7', and several marginal distributions.
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Figure 4: Time plots of 90-day observations for 30 items.
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Figure 5: The sample autocorrelation matrices of the observations at lag 0 (top left) and lag 1 (top
right), Xx (h), h = 0,1. The estimated autocorrelation matrices of the latent Gaussian series at lag
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