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For factor analysis, many estimators, starting with the maximum likeli-
hood estimator, have been developed, and the statistical properties of most
estimators have been well explored. In the early 2000s, a new estimator
based on matrix factorization, called Matrix Decomposition Factor Analysis
(MDFA), was developed. Although the estimator is obtained by minimizing
the principal component analysis-like loss function, this estimator empiri-
cally behaves like other consistent estimators of factor analysis, not principal
component analysis. Since the MDFA estimator cannot be formulated as a
classical M-estimator, the statistical properties of the MDFA estimator have
yet to be discussed. To explain this unexpected behavior theoretically, we es-
tablish the consistency of the MDFA estimator for factor analysis. That is, we
show that the MDFA estimator converges to the same limit as other consistent
estimators of factor analysis.

1. Introduction. Exploratory factor analysis, often referred to as factor analysis, is an
important technique of multivariate analysis (Anderson, 2003). Factor analysis explores the
underlying structure of a set of variables and is applied in various fields. In factor analysis,
we consider the following model for a p-dimensional observation x:

x= µ+Λf + ϵ,(1)

where µ ∈ Rp is a mean vector, m is the number of factors (m< p), Λ ∈ Rp×m is a factor
loading matrix, f be a m-dimensional centered random vector with the identity covariance, ϵ
be a p-dimensional uncorrelated centered random vector, which is independent from f , with
diagonal covariance matrix Var(ϵ) = Ψ2 = diag(σ2

1, . . . , σ
2
p). Each component of f and ϵ are

called the common and unique factors, respectively. While the common factors refer to latent
variables that influence observed variables, explaining the correlations between them, the
unique factors represent all unique sources of variance in each observed variable independent
of common factors. For example, each unique factor includes a measurement error in each
observed variable.

For a constant cΛ > 0, let ΘΛ := {Λ ∈ Rp×m | |λjk| ≤ cΛ (j = 1, . . . , p; k = 1, . . . ,m)}
be the parameter space for the factor loading matrix Λ. For positive constants cL, cU > 0, let
ΘΨ := {diag(σ1, . . . , σp) | cL ≤ |σj | ≤ cU (j = 1, . . . , p)} be the parameter space for Ψ. Let
Φ= [Λ,Ψ] ∈Rp×(m+p), and write ΘΦ = {Φ= [Λ,Ψ] | Λ ∈ΘΛ and Ψ ∈ΘΨ}. For the factor
model (1) with Φ= [Λ,Ψ], the covariance matrix of x is represented as ΦΦT =ΛΛT +Ψ2.

We assume that the factor model (1) is true with a certain unknown parameter Φ∗ =
[Λ∗,Ψ∗] ∈ ΘΦ. Let Σ∗ = Φ∗Φ

T
∗ = Λ∗Λ

T
∗ + Ψ2

∗ denote the true covariance matrix. Let
(x1, f1, ϵ1), . . . , (xn, fn, ϵn) be i.i.d. copies of (x, f, ϵ), where (f1, ϵ1), . . . , (fn, ϵn) are not
observable in practice. Throughout the paper, it is assumed that n >m+ p. In factor analy-
sis, we consider the estimation of (Λ∗,Ψ∗) from the observations Xn := (x1, . . . , xn)

T . Here,
we note that the factor model (1) has an indeterminacy. For example, for any m×m orthog-
onal matrix R, a rotated loading matrix Λ∗R can also be a true loading matrix. Thus, let
Θ∗

Φ = {Φ ∈ΘΦ |Σ∗ =ΦΦT } be the set of all possible true parameters.
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There are several estimation approaches for parameter Φ = [Λ,Ψ], e.g., the maximum
likelihood estimation, the least-squares estimation, the generalized least-squares estimation
(Jöreskog and Goldberger, 1972), the minimum rank factor analysis (ten Berge and Kiers,
1991), and the non-iterative estimation (Ihara and Kano, 1986; Kano, 1990). The theoret-
ical properties of these estimation approaches are well-studied (e.g., Anderson and Rubin,
1956; Browne, 1974; Kano, 1983; Shapiro, 1984; Kano, 1986; Anderson and Amemiya,
1988; Kano, 1991; Shapiro and ten Berge, 2002).

One might think that the maximum likelihood estimator is the best choice from the view-
point of efficiency. However, it is known that the maximum likelihood estimator is sensitive
to the model error on (1) although it is robust to the distributional assumption. For more
details, see MacCallum and Tucker (1991), Briggs and MacCallum (2003) and MacCallum,
Browne and Cai (2007). Thus, other estimators could be better choices than the maximum
likelihood estimator in practice. In fact, some researchers recommend the use of the ordinary
least squares estimator in exploratory factor analysis.

In the early 2000s, a new estimator based on matrix factorization was developed for fac-
tor analysis (Sǒcan, 2003; de Leeuw, 2004). According to Adachi and Trendafilov (2018),
this method was originally developed by Professor Henk A. L. Kiers at the University of
Groningen and first appeared in Sǒcan’s dissertation (Sǒcan, 2003). Here, this method is re-
ferred to as matrix decomposition factor analysis (MDFA for short). MDFA does not provide
improper solutions; thus, it is computationally more stable than the maximum likelihood esti-
mator. From the aspect of computational statistics, matrix decomposition factor analysis has
been well-studied, and several extensions were developed (see, e.g., Unkel and Trendafilov,
2010; Trendafilov and Unkel, 2011; Trendafilov, Unkel and Krzanowski, 2013; Stegeman,
2016; Adachi, 2022). As an important extension of MDFA for high-dimensional data, we
can consider the sparse estimation of MDFA with the ℓ0-constraint ∥Λ∥0 ≤ K . Although
the sparse estimation with the ℓ0-constraint has no bias, unlike other sparse regularizations,
the optimization with the ℓ0-constraint is generally hard. Thus, there is no sparse version
of classical factor analysis with the ℓ0-constraint. However, fortunately, the MDFA with the
ℓ0-constraint ∥Λ∥0 ≤K can be easily developed as described in Section 2.

In the matrix decomposition factor analysis, the estimator is obtained by minimizing the
following principal component analysis-like loss function:

Ln(µ,Λ,Ψ, F,E) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

∥xi − (µ+Λfi +Ψei)∥2,

where ei = (ei1, . . . , eip)
T , E = (e1, . . . , en)

T ∈ Rn×p, and F = (f1, . . . , fn)
T ∈ Rn×m. As

described in Section 2, we put some constraints on the common factor matrix F and the nor-
malized unique factor matrix E. Here, we note that the loss function of principal component
analysis (PCA) can be written as

LPCA(µ,Λ, F ) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

∥xi − (µ+Λfi)∥2

with the same constraints on F . The equivalence between this formulation and other standard
formulations of PCA can be found in Adachi (2016).

Although the loss function of matrix decomposition factor analysis is very similar to that
of principal component analysis, this estimator empirically behaves like other consistent es-
timators of factor analysis, not principal component analysis. In fact, Stegeman (2016) and
Adachi and Trendafilov (2018) empirically show that the matrix decomposition factor analy-
sis provides very similar results with the classical consistent estimators, such as the maximum
likelihood estimator. For high-dimensional data, it is well known that principal component
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analysis and factor analysis are approximately the same (e.g., Bentler and Kano (1990) and
Section 2.1 of Fan, Liao and Mincheva (2013)). Thus, we can expect this behavior of the
estimator based on matrix decomposition factor analysis in high-dimensional cases. On the
other hand, even in low-dimensional cases, matrix decomposition factor analysis yields re-
sults close to other consistent estimators for factor analysis.

In this paper, to explain this unexpected behavior theoretically, we establish the consis-
tency of matrix decomposition factor analysis. That is, we show that as the sample size n
goes to infinity, the estimator of matrix decomposition factor analysis converges to the true
parameter Φ∗ ∈ Θ∗

Φ like other consistent estimators in factor analysis. Unlike classical fac-
tor analysis, in the matrix decomposition factor analysis, common factors F and normal-
ized unique factors E are also considered parameters and are estimated simultaneously with
Φ = [Λ,Ψ]. Thus, the number of parameters linearly depends on the sample size n, and we
cannot directly apply the standard asymptotic theory of the classical M-estimator to ana-
lyze the theoretical properties of matrix decomposition factor analysis. We first reveal the
population-level loss function of matrix decomposition factor analysis and its fundamental
properties. Then, we will show the consistency of matrix decomposition factor analysis. All
proofs can be found in the Appendix.

Throughout the paper, let us denote by λj(A) the jth largest eigenvalue of a symmetric
matrix A. Let ∥ · ∥2 and ∥ · ∥F be the operator and the Frobenius norms for a matrix, re-
spectively. Let Ip denote the identity matrix of size p, and let Op×q denote the p× q matrix
of zeros. The p-dimensional vectors of ones will be denoted by 1p, and the vectors of zeros
will be denoted by 0p. For matrix A, let A+ denote the Moore-Penrose inverse of A. We will
denote by O(p× q) the set of all p× q column-orthogonal matrices and will denote by O(p)
the set of all p× p orthogonal matrices.

2. Matrix decomposition factor analysis (MDFA). We will briefly describe the matrix
decomposition factor analysis (MDFA) proposed by Sǒcan (2003) and de Leeuw (2004) inde-
pendently. Without loss of generality, the data matrix Xn is centered by the sample mean, and
we ignore the estimation of the mean vector µ. For simplicity of notation, we use the same
symbol Xn for the centered data matrix. Write Fn = (f1, . . . , fn)

T and En = (ϵ1, . . . , ϵn)
T .

The factor model (1) can be written in the matrix form as follows:

Xn = FnΛ
T + En.

From this representation, we can naturally consider the following matrix factorization prob-
lem:

Xn ≈ FΛT +EΨ,

where F ∈Rn×m and E ∈Rn×p are constrained by

1TnF = 0Tm, 1TnE = 0Tp ,
1

n
F TF = Im,

1

n
ETE = Ip, and F TE =Om×p.(2)

In the constraint (2), the first two conditions are empirical counterparts of the assumptions
E[f ] = 0m and E[ϵ] = 0p. Moreover, the other conditions correspond to the covariance con-
straints for f and ϵ. This matrix factorization approach is called the matrix decomposition
factor analysis (MDFA). Here, we note that the factor 1/n can be replaced by the factor
1/(n− 1) in the constraint (2). This modification is essential in practice, as described later.

Let ΘZ := {Z = [F,E] ∈Rn×(m+p) | Z satisfies the constraint (2)}. In the matrix decom-
position factor analysis, the estimator (Λ̂n, Ψ̂n, F̂n, Ên) is obtained by minimizing the follow-
ing loss function over Φ= [Λ,Ψ] ∈ΘΦ and Z = [F,E] ∈ΘZ :

Ln(Φ,Z) =
1

n

∥∥Xn −ZΦT
∥∥2
F
=

1

n

∥∥Xn − (FΛT +EΨ)
∥∥2
F
=

1

n

n∑
i=1

∥xi − (Λfi +Ψei)∥2.

(3)
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Here, we recall that the principal component analysis can be formulated as the minimiza-
tion problem of the following loss function with constraints 1TnF = 0Tm and F TF/n= Im:

1

n

∥∥Xn − FΛT
∥∥2
F
.

When we impose the constraint that ΛTΛ is a diagonal matrix whose diagonal elements are
arranged in decreasing order to identify the parameter Λ uniquely, the principal component
estimator can be represented as

Λ̂PCA = Lm∆m/
√
n and F̂PCA =

√
nKm,

where ∆m is a diagonal matrix with the first m singular values of Xn, and Km ∈O(n×m)
and Lm ∈O(p×m) are the matrices of first m left singular vectors and right singular vectors
of Xn, respectively.

Adachi and Trendafilov (2018) shows several essential properties of matrix decomposition
factor analysis. Here, we will introduce some of these properties. The loss function Ln can
be written as follows:

Ln(Φ,Z) =
1

n
∥Xn∥2F + ∥Φ∥2F − 2

n
tr{(XnΦ)

TZ}(4)

=
1

n
∥Xn −ZZTXn/n∥2F + ∥XT

n Z/n−Φ∥2F .(5)

Now, we consider the minimization of the loss function Ln. Let K̂(Φ)∆̂(Φ)L̂(Φ)T be
the singular value decomposition of XTΦ/

√
n, where ∆̂(Φ) be the diagonal matrix with the

singular values, and K̂(Φ) ∈O(n× p) and L̂(Φ) ∈O((m+ p)× p) are the matrix of the left
singular vectors and the matrix of the right singular vectors, respectively. Let Ŝn =XT

nXn/n

be the sample covariance matrix, and then the spectral decomposition of ΦT ŜnΦ can be
written as

ΦT ŜnΦ=
(
XTΦ/

√
n
)T (

XTΦ/
√
n
)
= L̂(Φ)∆̂(Φ)2L̂(Φ)T .

From (4), it follows that, for given Φ, the following Ẑ(Φ) attains the minimum of Ln(Φ,Z):

Ẑ(Φ) =
√
nK̂(Φ)L̂(Φ)T +

√
nK̂⊥(Φ)L̂⊥(Φ)

T ,(6)

where K̂⊥(Φ) ∈O(n×m) and L̂⊥(Φ) ∈O((m+p)×m) are column-orthonormal matrices
such that

K̂(Φ)T K̂⊥(Φ) = L̂(Φ)T L̂⊥(Φ) =Op×m.

Here, we note that K̂⊥(Φ) and L̂⊥(Φ) are not uniquely determined.
For given Z = [F,E] ∈ΘZ , the minimization of Ln with Φ is easy. From (5), we conclude

that, for given Z ∈ΘZ , the optimal Φ̂(Z) is given by

Φ̂(Z) =
[
Λ̂(Z), Ψ̂(Z)

]
=
[
XT

n F/n,diag(X
T
nE/n)

]
,(7)

where diag(XT
nE/n) is the diagonal matrix with diagonal elements of XT

nE/n. That is,
Λ̂(Z) =XT

n F/n and Ψ̂(Z) = diag(XT
nE/n). Therefore, the minimization problem for Ln

can be solved by the simple alternating minimization algorithm. An algorithm of matrix
decomposition factor analysis is summarized as follows:

Step 1. Initialize t= 0 and Φ(0) =
[
Λ(0),Ψ(0)

]
∈ΘΦ.
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Step 2. Update t= t+1. By the singular value decomposition of XT
nΦ(t−1)/

√
n, update the

parameter Z as follows:

Ẑ(t) =
[
F̂(t), Ê(t)

]
=
√
nK̂(Φ(t−1))L̂(Φ(t−1))

T +
√
nK̂⊥(Φ(t−1))L̂⊥(Φ(t−1))

T .

Step 3. Update the parameter Φ as follows:

Φ̂(t) =
[
Λ̂(t), Ψ̂(t)

]
=
[
XT

n F̂(t)/n,diag
(
XT

n Ê(t)/n
)]
.

Step 4. Repeat Steps 2 and 3 until convergence.

Due to the simplicity of the loss function, we can consider the sparse estimation of MDFA
with the ℓ0-constraint ∥Λ∥0 ≤ K . In Step 3, we keep the top K largest elements in terms
of absolute value and set other elements as zero, and then this sparse MDFA can be done.
This method is called cardinality-constrained MDFA (CC-MDFA), and see Adachi (2016)
for more details.

3. Consistency of Matrix decomposition factor analysis.

3.1. Main idea. First, we will describe the main idea to prove the consistency of the ma-
trix decomposition factor analysis. For estimating both Ψ and Z , the original data matrix Xn

is necessary. However, when only the estimator for Ψ is needed (and the estimator of Z is
unnecessary), Adachi (2012) shows that the above algorithm can be performed using only the
sample covariance matrix Ŝn. For more details of this algorithm, see Adachi and Trendafilov
(2018). This fact indicates the possibility that the loss function Ln concentrated on Ψ can be
rewritten using the sample covariance matrix Ŝn instead of the data matrix Xn. The follow-
ing lemma shows that the concentrated loss function Ln(Φ) := minZ∈ΘZ

Ln(Φ,Z) has the
explicit form with the sample covariance matrix. Considering Z as the nuisance parameter,
this loss Ln(Φ) is related to the concentrating-out approach (Newey, 1994).

LEMMA 3.1. For any Φ ∈ΘΦ,

Ln(Φ) := min
Z∈ΘZ

Ln(Φ,Z)

= tr
[
{Ip − Â(Φ)}T Ŝn{Ip − Â(Φ)}

]
+

∥∥∥∥(ΦT )+
(
ΦT ŜnΦ

)1/2
−Φ

∥∥∥∥2
F

,

where Â(Φ) = ΦΦT ŜnΦ(Φ
T ŜnΦ)

+ =ΦL̂(Φ)L̂(Φ)TΦ+.

In Adachi (2012) and Adachi and Trendafilov (2018), they only focus on the minimization
algorithm and the descriptive properties of the minimizers. Thus, the above representation
of the concentrated loss is not obtained in the existing papers, although their descriptive
properties are essential to derive this representation.

REMARK. When we replace the factor 1/n by the factor 1/(n − 1) in the loss fucn-
tion (3) and the constraint (2), the sample covariance matrix Ŝn is changed by the unbiased
covariance matrix Ûn :=XTX/(n− 1) in the explicit form of Ln(Φ). This modification has
no impact on the theoretical properties of MDFA, but it improves the finite-sample perfor-
mance.
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3.2. Population-level loss function and its properties. For given Φ ∈Rp×(p+m), the spec-
tral decomposition of ΦTΣ∗Φ ∈R(m+p)×(m+p) is denoted by

ΦTΣ∗Φ= L(Φ)∆(Φ)2L(Φ)T ,

where ∆(Φ)2 is the diagonal matrix with ordered positive eigenvalues, and L(Φ) ∈O((m+
p)× p) is the matrix of eigenvectors. From Lemma 3.1, we can naturally consider the fol-
lowing population-level loss function:

L(Φ) = tr
[
{Ip −A(Φ)}TΣ∗{Ip −A(Φ)}

]
+
∥∥∥(ΦT )+

(
ΦTΣ∗Φ

)1/2 −Φ
∥∥∥2
F
,

where A(Φ) = Φ(ΦTΣ∗Φ)(Φ
TΣ∗Φ)

+Φ+ =ΦL(Φ)L(Φ)TΦ+.
Since the loss L(Φ) has a complex form, this form does not immediately tell us whether

this loss L(Φ) is reasonable for factor analysis. The following proposition shows that the
loss function L(Φ) is appropriate for factor analysis. That is, the population-level matrix
decomposition factor analysis is identifiable up to the indeterminacy of the factor model.

PROPOSITION 3.2 (Identifiability of the population-level MDFA). For any Φ= [Λ,Ψ] ∈
ΘΦ, the following two conditions are equivalent:

(i) Σ∗ =ΦΦT =ΛΛT +Ψ2, and (ii) L(Φ) = 0.

Interestingly, as shown in the proof, only the second term of the loss L is essential for this
identifiability. Thus, the second term of the empirical loss Ln could be the appropriate loss
function for factor analysis, but the optimization step will be more complicated.

Since Ln(Φ) is not represented as the empirical mean over samples, L(Φ) has a complex
form. Thus, even the continuity of the loss L is non-trivial, unlike the classical theory of the
M-estimator. The following proposition ensures the continuity of the population-level loss
L(Φ). This continuity can be directly obtained from the continuity of A(Φ) (see Lemma A.4
in the appendix), the continuity of the square root (Chen and Huan, 1997; Wihler, 2009), and
the continuity of the generalized inverse (Stewart, 1969).

PROPOSITION 3.3 (Continuity of the population-level loss). The population-level loss L
is continuous on ΘB .

On the space of all positive definite matrices, the differentiability of the square root func-
tion can be obtained. For example, see Del Moral and Niclas (2018). However, we can only
ensure the 1/2-Hölder continuity of the square root function for non-negative matrices (Chen
and Huan, 1997; Wihler, 2009). Thus, it seems that the differentiability of the loss L cannot
be obtained.

3.3. Consistency. Now, we will describe the consistency of the matrix decomposition
factor analysis. The main difficulty is to prove the uniform law of large numbers for the em-
pirical loss Ln. The following proposition ensures the uniform strong law of large numbers.

PROPOSITION 3.4 (Uniform law of large numbers). For any Φ ∈ΘΦ,

|Ln(Φ)−L(Φ)| ≤Const.×
(
p∥Ŝn −Σ∗∥1/2F ∨ p4∥Ŝn −Σ∗∥F

)
,

where a∨ b=max(a, b), and Const. is a global constant depending only on cL, cΛ, and cU .
Therefore, the following uniform strong law of large numbers holds:

lim
n→∞

sup
B∈ΘB

|Ln(Φ)−L(Φ)|= 0 a.s.(8)



CONSISTENCY OF MATRIX DECOMPOSITION FACTOR ANALYSIS 7

By the above uniform law of large numbers for Ln and the continuity of the population-
level loss L, we can obtain the strong consistency of matrix decomposition factor analysis.

THEOREM 3.5 (Consistency of MDFA). Assume the observation Xn = (x1, . . . , xn)
T is

an i.i.d. sample from the factor model (1). Let Φ̂n =
[
Λ̂n, Ψ̂n

]
be the estimator of the matrix

decomposition factor analysis for Φ= [Λ,Ψ]. That is, Φ̂n ∈ argminΦ∈ΘΦ
Ln(Φ). Then,

lim
n→∞

L
(
Φ̂n

)
= 0 a.s., and lim

n→∞
min

Φ∗∈Θ∗
Φ

∥∥Φ̂n −Φ∗
∥∥
F
= 0 a.s.

From this theorem, the MDFA estimator converges to the true parameter, similar to other
consistent estimators in factor analysis; thus, the MDFA estimator is appropriate for factor
analysis. We can theoretically explain why matrix decomposition factor analysis yields re-
sults similar to those of other consistent estimators for factor analysis. Under Anderson and
Rubin’s sufficient condition, a stronger consistency result can be achieved when combined
with Theorem 1 of Kano (1983). Moreover, even if the factor model (1) is incorrect, the
MDFA estimator maintains consistency as a minimum contrast estimator. This means that
the MDFA estimator converges to a solution that minimizes the population-level loss L.

4. Numerical experiments. We will demonstrate that the MDFA estimator performs
well through the numerical experiments. Throughout the experiments, the MDFA estimator
with the factor 1/(n− 1) is employed (see Remark in Section 3.1). We compare the MDFA
estimator with the existing estimators which are implemented in the R package psych (Rev-
elle, 2024), specifically, the maximum likelihood estimator (fa: MLE), the ordinary least-
squares estimator (fa: OLS), the generalized least-squares estimator (fa: GLS), and the min-
imum rank estimator (fa: MRFA). In addition to these estimators, we also consider the max-
imum likelihood estimator by the expectation-maximization algorithm (EM: MLE) and the
generalized least-squares estimator by using numerical derivatives (BFGS: GLS) since the
maximum likelihood estimator and the generalized least-squares estimator of psych are
sometimes unstable. We note that the maximum likelihood estimator by the expectation-
maximization algorithm never gives improper solutions (Adachi, 2013). Moreover, the prin-
cipal component estimator (PCA) is also considered, although it is not consistent.

We consider the following four settings:

• Setting 1: Set the number of variables p= 20 and the number of factors m= 5. The true
loading matrix Λ∗ has the perfect simple structure. That is, each row of the loading matrix
has at most one non-zero element, and each column has four non-zero elements. Non-zero
elements of loadings were independently drawn from uniform distributions on the interval
[0.90,0.95] for Factor 1, on [0.85,0.90] for Factor 2, [0.80,0.85] for Factor 3, [0.45,0.50]
for Factor 4, and [0.40,0.45] for Factor 5. Thus, the fourth and fifth factors are weak. For
each variable, the unique variance was set to one minus the common variance. That is, the
true covariance is given by

Σ∗ =Λ∗Λ
T
∗ +Ψ2

∗, Ψ2
∗ = Ip − diag(Λ∗Λ

T
∗ ).

All p-dimensional observations are independently generated from the centered multivariate
normal distribution with the true covariance Σ∗.

• Setting 2: Set p= 20 and m= 5. The generating process of the true loading matrix is the
same in Setting 1. In this setting, we consider the following approximate factor model:

Σ∗ =Λ∗Λ
T
∗ +Ψ2

∗ +WW T ,
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Fig 1: Convergence behavior of all estimators in Setting 1 for larger sample sizes.

where W is a p× 150-minor factor loading matrix, and WW T represents the model er-
ror term. Minor factor loadings in W were generated using the well-known procedure of
Tucker, Koopman and Linn (1969).

This procedure has two parameters: the proportion π of unique variance due to model
error and the parameter ε introduced by Tucker, Koopman and Linn (1969). Here, we use
the setting of Briggs and MacCallum (2003) for generating W . The proportion of unique
variance was set to π = 0.2. The parameter ε controls the size of the factor loadings in
successive minor factors, and we set ε to 0.1. The unique variances were set such that the
diagonal elements of Σ∗ equal 1.0. In this experiment, we use the function simFA in the
R package fungible (Waller, 2024) for generating W .

• Setting 3: Set p= 50 and m= 5, with each factor loading having ten non-zero elements.
All other aspects are identical to Setting 1.

• Setting 4: Set p= 50 and m= 5, with each factor loading having ten non-zero elements.
All other aspects are identical to Setting 2.

In each setting, ten different sample sizes n= 100,200, . . . ,1000 are considered, and 100
replications were generated at each sample size. To demonstrate the consistency of the MDFA
estimator more clearly, we also consider larger sample sizes n = 1000,2000, . . . ,10000 for
Setting 1. To evaluate the estimation accuracy, we employ the following squared errors:

SEΛ(Λ̂n) := min
P :PTP=Im

∥∥Λ̂nP −Λ∗
∥∥2
F
, and SE(Λ̂n, Ψ̂

2
n) := SEΛ(Λ̂n) +

∥∥Ψ̂2
n −Ψ2

∗
∥∥2
F
,

where Λ̂n and Ψ̂2
n are estimators for Λ̂n and Ψ2

∗, respectively. For Settings 2 and 4, the
true unique variance Ψ2

∗ is replaced by Ip − diag(Λ∗Λ
T
∗ ) when we evaluate the estimation

accuracy SE(Λ̂n, Ψ̂
2
n) for unique variance. For the principal component estimator, we only

evaluate the squared error SEΛ(Λ̂n) for factor loadings. All reported results are the average
of 100 replications.

Figure 1 shows the convergence behavior of all estimators in Setting 1 with larger sample
sizes. We can see that the MDFA estimator converges to the true parameter as the other
consistent estimators. Since the principal component estimator is inconsistent in the finite-
dimensional settings, it converges to a different solution. Although the generalized least-
squares estimator using the numerical derivatives performs well, the generalized least-squares
estimator by psych does not work. This difference is related to the choice of optimization
methods.
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Figure 2 is the result of all settings with sizes n = 100, . . . ,1000. In Settings 2 and 4,
the maximum likelihood estimator fails to recover the weak factor loadings (Factors 4 and
5), although it performs well in the settings without model error. In contrast, the minimum
rank estimator works well with model error included but yields slightly poorer results than
other consistent estimators in settings without model error. Due to the complexity of the op-
timization in the minimum rank factor analysis, its computational cost is higher than that of
other methods. Unexpectedly, the generalized least-squares estimators are unstable. In higher
dimensional settings, the generalized least-squares estimator by psych performs well, al-
though it behaves irregularly in the lower dimensional settings. The ordinary least-squares
estimator provides better performance in all settings, as shown in MacCallum and Tucker
(1991), Briggs and MacCallum (2003), and MacCallum, Browne and Cai (2007). Remark-
ably, the MDFA estimator also consistently performs well in all settings, comparable to the
ordinary least-squares estimator.

5. Conclusion. In this paper, we established the statistical properties of matrix decom-
position factor analysis (MDFA) for the first time. Although the loss function of matrix de-
composition factor analysis is very similar to that of principal component analysis, we proved
that the MDFA estimator is consistent as factor analysis, not principal component analysis.
The standard asymptotic theory of the classical M-estimators cannot be applied; instead, ma-
trix perturbation theory, including the Davis-Kahan theorem, plays a key role in the proofs.
Numerical experiments showed that the MDFA estimator stably performs well in various
settings. Therefore, the MDFA estimator can be a good choice for factor analysis.

In the words of Shapiro (1984), “consistency is the minimal statistical attribute which one
would expect from a well-behaved estimator.” Thus, further investigation into the theoretical
properties for statistical inference of factor analysis is necessary. Due to the 1/2-Hölder con-
tinuity of the square root function for non-negative matrices (Chen and Huan, 1997; Wihler,
2009), it seems challenging to obtain the asymptotic normality of the MDFA estimator. As an
important future work, we will consider the asymptotic distribution of the MDFA estimator.

Moreover, as described in Section 2, we can easily obtain the sparse MDFA estimator with
the ℓ0-constraint. We will also study the asymptotic properties of the sparse MDFA estimator
in the high-dimensional setting.

APPENDIX: PROOFS

Proof of Lemma 3.1.

PROOF OF LEMMA 3.1. From the equation (16) in Adachi and Trendafilov (2018), we
have

1

n
XT

n Ẑ(Φ) = (ΦT )+L̂(Φ)∆̂(Φ)L̂(Φ)T = (ΦT )+(ΦT ŜnΦ)
1/2.

It follows that
1

n
Ẑ(Φ)Ẑ(Φ)TXn

=
{
XnΦL̂(Φ)∆̂(Φ)−1L̂(Φ)T +

√
nK̂⊥(Φ)L̂⊥(Φ)

T
}
L̂(Φ)∆̂(Φ)L̂(Φ)TΦ+

=XnΦL̂(Φ)L̂(Φ)
TΦ+.

the first term of (5) can be written as
1

n
∥Xn − Ẑ(Φ)Ẑ(Φ)TXn/n∥2F =

1

n
∥Xn{Ip −ΦL̂(Φ)L̂(Φ)TΦ+}∥2F .
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Let Â(Φ) = ΦL̂(Φ)L̂(Φ)TΦ+, and then

1

n
∥Xn − Ẑ(Φ)Ẑ(Φ)TXn/n∥2F = tr

[
{Ip − Â(Φ)}T Ŝn{Ip − Â(Φ)}

]
.

Therefore, we can drop the parameter Z from the objective function Ln(Φ,Z):

Ln(Φ) =min
Z

Ln(Φ,Z)

= tr
[
{Ip − Â(Φ)}T Ŝn{Ip − Â(Φ)}

]
+

∥∥∥∥(ΦT )+
(
ΦT ŜnΦ

)1/2
−Φ

∥∥∥∥2
F

.

Proof of Proposition 3.2.

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 3.2. Let us first show that the condition (i) implies the condi-
tion (ii). Suppose the condition (i) Σ∗ =ΦΦT . We have

(ΦTΦ)2 =ΦTΦΦTΦ=ΦTΣ∗Φ= L(Φ)∆(Φ)2L(Φ)T and ΦTΦ= L(Φ)∆(Φ)L(Φ)T .

Let Φ= UDV T denote the singular value decomposition of Φ, where U ∈O(p), V ∈O((p+
m)× p), and D is the p-dimensional diagonal matrix with the ordered singular values. Then,
by ΦTΦ = V D2V T , we have V = L(Φ) and D2 = ∆(Φ). For simplicity of notation, we
write L := L(Φ) and ∆ :=∆(Φ). Using these notations, we have Φ= U∆1/2LT and ΦΦT =
U∆UT . Moreover, we have

A(Φ) = ΦLLTΦ+ = U∆1/2LTLLTΦT (ΦΦT )−1

= U∆1/2LTL∆1/2UT (ΦΦT )−1 = U∆UTU∆−1UT = Ip

Thus, the loss function L(Φ) can be minimized at Φ with Σ∗ =ΦΦT :

L(Φ) = tr
[
{Ip −A(Φ)}TΣ∗{Ip −A(Φ)}

]
+
∥∥∥(ΦT )+

(
ΦTΣ∗Φ

)1/2 −Φ
∥∥∥2
F

= 0+
∥∥(ΦΦT )−1ΦΦTΦ−Φ

∥∥2
F
= 0.

Conversely, assuming the condition (ii), we will prove the condition (i). The parameter Φ
with L(Φ) = 0 should satisfy the following condition:

(9) (ΦT )+(ΦTΣ∗Φ)
1/2 =Φ.

Since the Moore-Penrose inverse of Φ is represented as Φ+ =ΦT (ΦΦT )−1, the condition (9)
can be rewritten as

Φ(ΦTΣ∗Φ)
1/2 =ΦΦTΦ ⇌ UDV TL∆LT = UD2UTUDV T ⇌ V TL∆LT =D2V T .

Thus, the condition (9) implies V TL∆LTV =D2.
Moreover, using the above equality, we finally obtain

(ΦΦT )−1Φ(ΦTΣ∗Φ)
1/2 =Φ ⇀ (ΦΦT )−1ΦΦTΣ∗Φ=Φ(ΦTΣ∗Φ)

1/2

⇌ Σ∗Φ=Φ(ΦTΣ∗Φ)
1/2 ⇀ Σ∗ =Φ(ΦTΣ∗Φ)

1/2Φ+

⇌ Σ∗ = UD{V TL∆LTV }D−1UT

⇌ Σ∗ = UD2UT =ΦΦT .

Here, we note that the condition (9) is essential for the identifiability. This indicates that the
second term of the loss L can be appropriate for factor analysis.
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Proof of Proposition 3.4.

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 3.4. By definition,

Ln(Φ)−L(Φ) = tr
[
{Ip − Â(Φ)}T Ŝn{Ip − Â(Φ)} − {Ip −A(Φ)}TΣ∗{Ip −A(Φ)}

]
+

∥∥∥∥(ΦT )+
(
ΦT ŜnΦ

)1/2
−Φ

∥∥∥∥2
F

−
∥∥∥(ΦT )+

(
ΦTΣ∗Φ

)1/2 −Φ
∥∥∥2
F
.

First, we consider the bound for the first term. The first term can be decomposed into two
terms:

tr
[
{Ip − Â(Φ)}T Ŝn{Ip − Â(Φ)} − {Ip −A(Φ)}TΣ∗{Ip −A(Φ)}

]
= tr

[
{Ip − Â(Φ)}T

(
Ŝn −Σ∗

)
{Ip − Â(Φ)}

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:(I)

+ tr
[
Σ∗

(
{Ip − Â(Φ)}{Ip − Â(Φ)}T − {Ip −A(Φ)}{Ip −A(Φ)}T

)]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:(II)

.

The term (I) can be bounded by

|(I)|= tr
[
{Ip − Â(Φ)}T

(
Ŝn −Σ∗

)
{Ip − Â(Φ)}

]
=
∣∣∣vec(Ip − Â(Φ))T

{
Ip ⊗

(
Ŝn −Σ∗

)}
vec(Ip − Â(Φ))

∣∣∣
≤ ∥Ŝn −Σ∗∥2∥Ip − Â(Φ)∥2F ≤ ∥Ŝn −Σ∗∥2{p+ ∥Â(Φ)∥F }2

≤

1 +

√
c2Λ + c2U

cL

2

p2∥Ŝn −Σ∗∥2.

Now, we consider the term (II). Since |tr(AB)| ≤ ∥A∥F ∥B∥F , we have

|(II)|=
∣∣∣tr[Σ∗

(
{Ip − Â(Φ)}{Ip − Â(Φ)}T − {Ip −A(Φ)}{Ip −A(Φ)}T

)]∣∣∣
≤ ∥Σ∗∥F

∥∥∥{Ip − Â(Φ)}{Ip − Â(Φ)}T − {Ip −A(Φ)}{Ip −A(Φ)}T
∥∥∥
F
.

For simplicity of notation, we write Â and A instead of Â(Φ) and A(Φ), respectively. A
simple computation gives

{Ip − Â(Φ)}{Ip − Â(Φ)}T − {Ip −A(Φ)}{Ip −A(Φ)}T

= Ip − ÂT − Â+ ÂÂT − (Ip −AT −A+AAT )

= (A− Â)T + (A− Â) + Â(Â−A)T + (Â−A)AT .

Thus, we have

(II)≤ ∥Σ∗∥F
∥∥∥{Ip − Â(Φ)}{Ip − Â(Φ)}T − {Ip −A(Φ)}{Ip −A(Φ)}T

∥∥∥
F

≤
(
2 + ∥Â∥F + ∥A∥F

)
∥Σ∗∥F ∥Â−A∥F .
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By Lemma A.1, ∥Σ∗∥F = ∥Φ∗Φ
T
∗ ∥F ≤ ∥Φ∗∥2F ≤ p(c2Λ + c2U ). Moreover, from Lemma A.2,

we have

∥Â−A∥F ≤ ∥Φ∥F ∥Φ+∥F ∥L̂(Φ)L̂(Φ)T −L(Φ)L(Φ)T ∥F

≤ p

(
c2Λ + c2U

c2L

)1/2
2
√
2p(c2Λ + c2U )

c4L
∥Ŝn −Σ∗∥2

= p2
(
8(c2Λ + c2U )

3

c10L

)1/2

∥Ŝn −Σ∗∥2.

Thus, we obtain

(II)≤ p(c2Λ + c2U )× 2

{
1 + p

(
c2Λ + c2U

c2L

)1/2
}

× p2
{
8(c2Λ + c2U )

3

c10L

}1/2

∥Ŝn −Σ∗∥2

≤Const.× p4∥Ŝn −Σ∗∥2,
where Const. represents a global constant depending only on cL, cΛ, and cU .

Next, we consider the second term. We have

∥ΦT (ΦΦT )−1Φ∥2F = tr
{
ΦT (ΦΦT )−1Φ

}
= tr

{
ΦΦT (ΦΦT )−1

}
= p.

By Lemma A.3, it follows that∣∣∣∣∣
∥∥∥∥(ΦT )+

(
ΦT ŜnΦ

)1/2
−Φ

∥∥∥∥2
F

−
∥∥∥(ΦT )+

(
ΦTΣ∗Φ

)1/2 −Φ
∥∥∥2
F

∣∣∣∣∣
=
∣∣∣tr{(ΦΦ+)T

(
Ŝn −Σ∗

)
ΦΦ+

}∣∣∣
+ 2

∣∣∣∣tr{((
ΦTΣ∗Φ

)1/2 − (
ΦT ŜnΦ

)1/2
)
ΦT (ΦΦT )−1Φ

}∣∣∣∣
≤
∣∣∣tr(Ŝn −Σ∗

)∣∣∣+ 2

∥∥∥∥(ΦTΣ∗Φ
)1/2 − (

ΦT ŜnΦ
)1/2

∥∥∥∥
F

∥ΦT (ΦΦT )−1Φ∥F

≤
∣∣∣tr(Ŝn −Σ∗

)∣∣∣+ 2
√
p
∥∥∥ΦT

(
Σ∗ − Ŝn

)
Φ
∥∥∥1/2
F

≤
∣∣∣tr(Ŝn −Σ∗

)∣∣∣+ 2
√
p∥Φ∥F

∥∥Σ∗ − Ŝn

∥∥1/2
F

≤
∣∣∣tr(Ŝn −Σ∗

)∣∣∣+ 2p(c2Λ + c2U )
1/2

∥∥Σ∗ − Ŝn

∥∥1/2
F

.

By the strong law of large numbers, it follows that

lim
n→∞

∥∥Ŝn −Σ∗
∥∥
F
= 0 a.s.,

which completes the proof.

Proof of the main theorem.

PROOF OF THEOREM 3.5. Proposition 3.4 implies the first claim immediately:

L
(
Φ̂n

)
−L(Φ∗)≤L

(
Φ̂n

)
−Ln

(
Φ̂n

)
+Ln

(
Φ̂n

)
−L(Φ∗)

≤L
(
Φ̂n

)
−Ln

(
Φ̂n

)
+Ln(Φ∗)−L(Φ∗)

≤ 2 sup
Φ∈ΘΦ

|Ln(Φ)−L(Φ)| → 0 a.s.
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Next, we will show the second claim. Let d(Φ,Θ∗
Φ) = minΦ∗∈Θ∗

Φ

∥∥Φ−Φ∗
∥∥
F

. The conti-
nuity of L implies

∀ϵ > 0; inf
d(Φ,Θ∗

Φ)≥ϵ
L(Φ)> 0.(10)

By Proposition 3.4, we have

lim inf
n→∞

inf
d(Φ,Θ∗

Φ)≥ϵ
Ln(Φ)≥ inf

d(Φ,Θ∗
Φ)≥ϵ

L(Φ) a.s.

Let Ω̃ be the event satisfying (8). For any ϵ > 0 and ω ∈ Ω̃, the inequality (10) and the first
claim lead to

lim inf
n→∞

inf
d(Φ,Θ∗

Φ)≥ϵ
Ln(Φ)≥ inf

d(Φ,Θ∗
Φ)≥ϵ

L(Φ)> L(Φ∗) = limsup
n→∞

Ln

(
Φ̂n

)
,

and thus there exists n0 ∈N such that for all n≥ n0

inf
d(Φ,Θ∗

Φ)≥ϵ
Ln(Φ)> Ln

(
Φ̂n

)
.

This implies d
(
Φ̂n,Θ

∗
Φ

)
≤ ϵ, and the proof is complete.

Some auxiliary lemmas. Here, we describe some auxiliary results.

LEMMA A.1 (Some basic properties). For any Φ ∈ΘΦ, the following properties hold:

(a) c2L ≤ λj(ΦΦ
T ) (j = 1, . . . , p), (b) ∥Φ∥2F = ∥Λ∥2F +

p∑
j=1

σ2
j ≤ p(c2Λ + c2U ),

(c) ∥Φ+∥2F =

p∑
j=1

1

λj(ΦΦT )
≤ p

c2L
, (d) λp(Φ

TΣ∗Φ) = ∥Σ1/2
∗ Φ∥22 ≥ c4L, and

(e) ∥Â(Φ)∥F ≤ ∥Φ∥F ∥L̂(Φ)L̂(Φ)T ∥2∥Φ+∥F ≤ p

√
c2Λ + c2U

cL
.

PROOF. (a) For all x ∈Rp,

xT (ΦΦT )x= xTΛΛTx+ xTΨ2x≥ xTΨ2x=

p∑
j=1

σ2
jx

2
j ≥ c2L∥x∥22.

(b) By the definition of Φ, ∥Φ∥2F = ∥Λ∥2F +
∑p

j=1 σ
2
j ≤ p(c2Λ + c2U ).

(c) By Φ+ =ΦT (ΦΦT )−1, we have

∥Φ+∥2F = tr{(ΦΦT )−1ΦΦT (ΦΦT )−1}= tr{(ΦΦT )−1}=
p∑

j=1

1

λj(ΦΦT )
≤ p

c2L
.

(d) For x ∈Rm+p with ∥x∥= 1 and Φx ̸= 0, we have

∥Σ1/2
∗ Φx∥=

∥∥∥∥Σ1/2
∗

Φx

∥Φx∥

∥∥∥∥∥Φx∥ ≥ inf
∥y∥=1

∥∥∥Σ1/2
∗ y

∥∥∥ inf
∥x∥=1,Φx ̸=0

∥Φx∥ ≥ c2L > 0.

Thus, we obtain λp(Φ
TΣ∗Φ) = ∥Σ1/2

∗ Φ∥22 ≥ c4L.
(e) By the basic property of the Frobenius norm,

∥Â(Φ)∥F = ∥ΦL̂(Φ)L̂(Φ)TΦ+∥F ≤ ∥Φ∥F ∥L̂(Φ)L̂(Φ)T ∥2∥Φ+∥F ≤ p

√
c2Λ + c2U

cL
.
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LEMMA A.2. For any Φ ∈ΘΦ,

∥L̂(Φ)L̂(Φ)T −L(Φ)L(Φ)T ∥F ≤
2
√
2p(c2Λ + c2U )

c4L
∥Ŝn −Σ∗∥2.

PROOF. Applying the variant of the Davis-Kahan theorem (Theorem 2 in Yu, Wang and
Samworth (2015) with r = 1 and s= p), we have

∥ sinΘ(L̂,L)∥F ≤ 2∥ΦT (Ŝn −Σ∗)Φ∥F
min(λ0 − λ1, λp − λp+1)

=
2∥ΦT (Ŝn −Σ∗)Φ∥F

λp

≤
2p(c2Λ + c2U )

c4L
∥Ŝn −Σ∗∥2,

where λj is the the jth largest eigenvalue of ΦTΣ∗Φ, and λ0 =∞. Here, we note that

∥ sinΘ(L̂,L)∥2F =
1

2
∥L̂(Φ)L̂(Φ)T −L(Φ)L(Φ)T ∥2F ,

which establishes the formula.

It is known that the square root of a non-negative definite matrix is the Hölder continuous
as a matrix function (Chen and Huan, 1997; Wihler, 2009). The following result is the special
case of Theorem 1 in Wihler (2009).

LEMMA A.3 (Hölder continuity of the square root). For any symmetric non-negative
definite matrices A,B ∈Rd×d,∥∥A1/2 −B1/2

∥∥
F
≤ ∥A−B∥1/2F .

PROOF. See the proof of Theorem 1 in Wihler (2009).

LEMMA A.4 (Continuity of the matrix function A(Φ)). The matrix function A(Φ) is
continuous on ΘΦ.

PROOF. It follows that

A(Φ)−A(Φ+E)

= ΦTL(Φ)L(Φ)TΦ− (Φ+E)TL(Φ+E)L(Φ+E)T (Φ+E)

= ΦT
{
L(Φ)L(Φ)T −L(Φ+E)L(Φ+E)T

}
Φ−ETL(Φ+E)L(Φ+E)TE

−ΦTL(Φ+E)L(Φ+E)TE −ETL(Φ+E)L(Φ+E)TΦ.

Since ∥L(Φ)L(Φ)T ∥2F = p for any B ∈ΘB , we have

∥A(Φ)−A(Φ+E)∥F ≤ ∥Φ∥2F ∥L(Φ)L(Φ)T −L(Φ+E)L(Φ+E)T ∥F

+
√
p∥E∥2F + 2

√
p∥Φ∥F ∥E∥F .

Recall that (Φ+E)TΣ∗(Φ+E) = L(Φ+E)∆(Φ+E)2L(Φ+E)T . Since

∥(Φ+E)TΣ∗(Φ+E)−ΦTΣ∗Φ∥F = ∥ΦTΣ∗E +ETΣ∗Φ∥F ≤ 2∥Σ∗∥F ∥Φ∥F ∥∥E∥F ,
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the variant of the Davis-Kahan theorem (Theorem 2 in Yu, Wang and Samworth (2015) with
r = 1 and s= p) yields

∥L(Φ)L(Φ)T −L(Φ+E)L(Φ+E)T ∥F =
√
2∥ sinΘ(L(Φ),L(Φ+E))∥F

≤ 2
√
2∥(Φ+E)TΣ∗(Φ+E)−ΦTΣ∗Φ∥F

λp(ΦTΣ∗Φ)
≤

2
√

2p3(c2Λ + c2U )
3∥E∥F

c4L
.

Letting ∥E∥F → 0, the difference ∥A(Φ)−A(Φ+E)∥F goes to zero.
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Fig 2: The averages of squared errors of 100 replications for all settings.
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