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Abstract

We propose tensor time series imputation when the missing pattern in the tensor data can be

general, as long as any two data positions along a tensor fibre are both observed for enough time

points. The method is based on a tensor time series factor model with Tucker decomposition of the

common component. One distinguished feature of the tensor time series factor model used is that

there can be weak factors in the factor loadings matrix for each mode. This reflects reality better

when real data can have weak factors which drive only groups of observed variables, for instance,

a sector factor in financial market driving only stocks in a particular sector. Using the data with

missing entries, asymptotic normality is derived for rows of estimated factor loadings, while consistent

covariance matrix estimation enables us to carry out inferences. As a first in the literature, we also

propose a ratio-based estimator for the rank of the core tensor under general missing patterns. Rates of

convergence are spelt out for the imputations from the estimated tensor factor models. We introduce

a new measure for gauging imputation performances, and simulation results show that our imputation

procedure works well, with asymptotic normality and corresponding inferences also demonstrated. Re-

imputation performances are also gauged when we demonstrate that using slightly larger rank then

estimated gives superior re-imputation performances. An NYC taxi traffic data set is also analyzed by

imposing general missing patterns and gauging the imputation performances.

Key words and phrases: Generalized cross-covariance matrix, tensor unfolding, core tensor, α-mixing time

series variables, missingness tensor.
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1 Introduction

Large dimensional panel data is easier to obtain than ever thanks to a quickly evolving internet speed and

more diverse download platforms. Together with the advancement of statistical analyses for these data

over the past decade, researchers also open up more to time series data with higher order, namely, tensor

time series data. A prominent example would be order 2 tensor time series, i.e., matrix-valued time series.

Wang et al. (2019) proposes a factor model using a Tucker decomposition of the common component in the

modelling. An example on monthly import-export volume of products among different countries is given

in Chen et al. (2022a), where factor modelling using Tucker decomposition is explored, and generalized

to higher order tensors. Focusing on matrix-valued time series, Chang et al. (2023) proposes a tensor-CP

decomposition for modelling the data. Zhang (2024) and Chen et al. (2021) propose autoregressive models

for matrix-valued time series. For a more comprehensive review on matrix-valued time series analysis,

please refer to Tsay (2023).

A less addressed topic in large time series analysis is the treatment of missing data, in particular,

the imputation of missing data and corresponding inferences. While there are numerous data-centric

methods in various scientific fields for imputing multivariate time series data (see Chapon et al. (2023)

for environmental time series, Kazijevs and Samad (2023) for health time series, Zhao et al. (2023) and

Zhang et al. (2021) for using deep-learning related architectures for imputations, to name but a few),

almost none of them address statistically how accurate their methods are, and all of them are not for

higher order tensor time series. We certainly can line up the variables in a tensor time series to make it a

longitudinal panel, but in doing so we lose special structures and insights that can be utilized for forecasting

and interpretation of the data. More importantly, transforming a moderate sized tensor to a vector means

the length of the vector can be much larger than the sample size, creating curse of dimensionality.

For imputing large panel of time series with statistical analyses, Bai and Ng (2021) defines the concept

of TALL and WIDE blocks of data and proposes an iterative TW algorithm in imputing missing values in

a large panel, while Cahan et al. (2023) improves the TW algorithm to a Tall-Project (TP) algorithm so

that there is no iterations needed. Both papers use factor modelling for the imputations, and derive rates

of convergence when all factors are pervasive and the number of factors known. Asymptotic normality for

rows of estimated factor loadings and the corresponding practical inferences are also developed as well.

Xiong and Pelger (2023) also bases their imputations on a factor model for a large panel of time series with

pervasive factors and number of factors known, and build a method for imputing missing values under very

general missing patterns, with asymptotic normality and inferences also developed.

To the best of our knowledge, for tensor time series with order larger than 1 (i.e, at least matrix-valued),

there are no theoretical analyses on imputation performances. Imputation methodologies developed on
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tensor time series are also scattered around very different applications. See Chen et al. (2022b) on traffic

tensor data and Pan et al. (2021) for RNA-sequence tensor data for instance.

In view of all the above, as a first in the literature, we aim to develop a tensor imputation method

accompanied by theoretical analyses in this paper. Like Cahan et al. (2023), we use factor modelling for

tensor time series as a basis for our imputation method. Unlike Cahan et al. (2023), Bai and Ng (2021)

or Xiong and Pelger (2023) though, we develop a method that can consistently estimate the number of

factors, or the core tensor rank, in a Tucker decomposition-based factor model for the tensor time series

with missing values. On top of this, we also allow factors to be weak. A weak factor corresponds to a

column in a factor loading matrix being sparse, or approximately sparse. This implies that not all units in

a tensor has dynamics contributed by all the factors inside the core tensor. In Chen and Lam (2024), they

allow for weak factors in their analyses, and discovers that there are potentially weak factors in the NYC

taxi traffic data, which we are going to analyse in Section 5.2.2. We prove consistency of our imputations

under general missingness, and develop asymptotic normality and practical inferences for rows of factor

loading matrix estimators, with rates of convergence in all consistency results spelt out. Our method is

available in the R package tensorMiss, which has used the Rcpp package to greatly boost computational

speed.

The rest of the paper is organised as follows. Section 2 introduces the notations used in this paper.

Section 3 describe the tensor factor model and the imputation methodology we use. Section 4 lays down

the main assumptions for the paper, with consistent estimation and rates of convergence of all factor

loading matrix estimators and imputed values presented. Asymptotic normality and the estimators of the

corresponding covariance matrices for practical inferences are introduced as well in Section 4.3, before our

proposed ratio-based estimators for the number of factors in Section 4.5. Section 5 presents extensive

simulation results for our paper, together with an analysis for the NYC taxi traffic data in Section 5.2.2.

All proofs are in the supplementary materials associated with this paper.

2 Notations

Throughout this paper, we use the lower-case letter, bold lower-case letter, bold capital letter, and calli-

graphic letter, i.e. a, a,A,A, to denote a scalar, a vector, a matrix, and a tensor. We also use ai, Aij ,Ai·,A·i

to denote, respectively, the i-th element of a, the (i, j)-th element of A, the i-th row vector (as a column

vector) of A, and the i-th column vector of A. We use ⊗ to represent the Kronecker product, and ◦ the

Hadamard product. We use a ≍ b to denote a = O(b) and b = O(a).

Some tensor-related notations. Hereafter, given a positive integer m, define [m] := {1, 2, . . . ,m}. For

an order-K tensor A = (Ai1,...,iK ) ∈ R
d1×···×dK , a column vector (Ai1,...,ik−1,j,ik+1,...,iK )j∈[dk] represents
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a mode-k fibre for the tensor A. We denote by matk(A) ∈ R
dk×d-k (or sometimes A(k), with d-k :=

(
∏K
j=1 dj)/dk) the mode-k unfolding of a tensor, defined by placing all mode-k fibres into a matrix. We

denote by M×k A the mode-k multiplication of a tensor M with a matrix A, defined by

matk(M×k A) := Amatk(M).

The notation vec
(
·
)
denotes the vectorisation of a matrix or the vectorisation of the mode-1 unfolding

of a tensor. The i-th largest eigenvalue of a matrix A is denoted by λi(A). The notation A < 0 (resp.

A ≻ 0) means that A is positive semi-definite (resp. positive definite). We use A′ to denote the transpose

of A. We use diag(A) to denote a diagonal matrix with the diagonal elements of A, and diag({a1, . . . , an})

represents the diagonal matrix with {a1, . . . , an} on the diagonal.

Some norm notations. For a given set, we denote by | · | its cardinality. We use ‖·‖ to denote the

spectral norm of a matrix or the L2 norm of a vector, and ‖·‖F to denote the Frobenius norm of a

matrix. We use ‖ · ‖max to denote the maximum absolute value of the elements in a vector, a matrix or a

tensor. The notations ‖ · ‖1 and ‖ · ‖∞ denote the L1 and L∞-norm of a matrix respectively, defined by

‖A‖1 := maxj
∑
i |(A)ij | and ‖A‖∞ := maxi

∑
j |(A)ij |. WLOG, we always assume the eigenvalues of a

matrix are arranged by descending orders, and so are their corresponding eigenvectors. For more details

on tensor manipulations, readers are referred to Kolda and Bader (2009).

3 Tensor Factor Model with Missing Entries

Suppose we observe an order-K mean-zero tensor Yt = (Yt,i1,...,iK ) ∈ R

d1×d2×···×dK for each t ∈ [T ],

modelled by

Yt = Ct + Et = Ft ×1 A1 ×2 A2 ×3 · · · ×K AK + Et, t ∈ [T ], (3.1)

where Ct is the common component and Et the error tensor. The core tensor is Ft ∈ Rr1×r2×···×rK , and

each mode-k factor loading matrix Ak has dimension dk × rk. We define d :=
∏K
k=1 dk, r :=

∏K
k=1 rk, and

also d-k := d/dk, and r-k := r/rk. The above model is an extension to the usual time series factor model

(K = 1):

Yt = mat1(Yt) = mat1(Ft ×1 A1) + mat1(Et) = A1mat1(Ft) + mat1(Et) = A1Ft + Et,

and also for a matrix-valued time series factor model (K = 2):

Yt = mat1(Yt) = A1mat1(Ft)A′
2 +mat1(Et) = A1FtA′

2 + Et.
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We normalise each factor loading matrix to Qk = AkZ
−1/2
k , where Zk = diag(A′

kAk) contains the square

norm of each column of Ak, representing the strength of each factor. For instance, a pervasive factor (so

that the corresponding column in Ak is dense) has order dk in the corresponding position in Zk, while a

weak factor (a sparser column in Ak) can have order dαk for some α < 1. We allow the factors to have

different strength, so that Zk can have values of different orders. Such a model is closer to reality, for

instance apart from a pervasive market factor, there can be weaker sector factors in a large selection of

stock returns. For the exact technical details, see Assumption (L1) in Section 4.1.

With the normalization above, we can then write the mode-k unfolding of the data as:

matk(Yt) = matk(Ft ×1 A1 ×2 A2 ×3 · · · ×K AK) + matk(Et)

= Qkmatk(FZ,t)Λ′
k +matk(Et),

(3.2)

where FZ,t := Ft ×1 Z
1/2
1 ×2 · · · ×K Z

1/2
K , and Λk := ⊗j∈[K]\{k}Qj with the index of product being

descending.

We only observe partial data. Based on the missing pattern, we define the missingness tensor Mt =

(Mt,i1,...,iK ) ∈ Rd1×d2×···×dK with

Mt,i1,...,iK =





1, if Yt,i1,...,iK is observed;

0, otherwise.

In this paper, we make use of the following notation:

ψk,ij,h :=
{
t ∈ [T ] | matk(Mt)ihmatk(Mt)jh = 1

}
. (3.3)

Hence ψk,ij,h is the set of time periods where both the i-th and j-th entries of the h-th mode-k fibre are

observed, where i, j ∈ [dk], h ∈ [d-k]. Our aim is to recover the value for the common component Ct,i1,...,iK
if Mt,i1,...,iK = 0. Assuming first the number of factors rk is known for all modes, we want to obtain the

estimators of the factor loading matrices, Q̂k for k ∈ [K], and then the estimated core tensor series F̂Z,t for

t ∈ [T ]. Imputation then follows by Ĉt := F̂Z,t ×1 Q̂1 ×2 · · · ×K Q̂K . We leave the discussion of estimating

rk to Section 4.5.
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3.1 Estimation of factor loading matrices

Our method relies on the reconstruction of the mode-k sample covariance matrix Sk, defined for i, j ∈ [dk],

(Sk)ij :=
1

T

T∑

t=1

matk(Yt)′i·matk(Yt)j· =
d-k∑

h=1

1

T

T∑

t=1

matk(Yt)ihmatk(Yt)jh. (3.4)

With missing entries characterized by Mt and ψk,ij,h in (3.3), we can generalise the above to

(Ŝk)ij =

d-k∑

h=1

{
1

|ψk,ij,h|
∑

t∈ψk,ij,h

matk(Yt)ihmatk(Yt)jh
}
. (3.5)

Intuitively, the cross-covariance between unit i and j at the h-th mode-k fibre is estimated inside the curly

bracket in (3.5) using only the corresponding available data. PCA can now be performed on Ŝk, and Q̂k

is obtained as the first rk eigenvectors of Ŝk.

3.2 Imputation and estimation of the core tensor series

With Q̂k available (which is estimating the factor loading space of Qk, albeit Qk does not contain orthog-

onal columns, but Q̂k does), we can estimate FZ,t (equivalently vec
(
FZ,t

)
) by observing that

vec
(
Yt
)
= Q⊗vec

(
FZ,t

)
+ vec

(
Et
)
, where Q⊗ := QK ⊗ · · · ⊗Q1.

If Q⊗ is known, then the least squares estimator of vec
(
FZ,t

)
is given by

vec
(
FZ,t

)
= (Q′

⊗Q⊗)
−1Q′

⊗vec
(
Yt
)
=

(
d∑

j=1

Q⊗,j·Q
′
⊗,j·

)−1( d∑

j=1

Q⊗,j·[vec
(
Yt
)
]j

)
.

With missing data, using the missingness tensor Mt, the above can be generalized to

vec
(
F̂Z,t

)
=

(
d∑

j=1

[vec
(
Mt

)
]jQ̂⊗,j·Q̂

′
⊗,j·

)−1( d∑

j=1

[vec
(
Mt

)
]jQ̂⊗,j·[vec

(
Yt
)
]j

)
. (3.6)

We can then estimate the common components at time t by

Ĉt = F̂Z,t ×1 Q̂1 ×2 · · · ×K Q̂K . (3.7)
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With (3.7), we can impute Yt using

Ỹt,i1,...,iK =





Yt,i1,...,iK , if Mt,i1,...,iK = 1;

Ĉt,i1,...,iK , if Mt,i1,...,iK = 0.

4 Assumptions and Theoretical Results

We present our assumptions for consistent imputation and estimation of factor loading matrices, with the

corresponding theoretical results presented afterwards.

4.1 Assumptions

(O1) (Observation patterns)

1. Mt is independent of Fs and Es for any t, s ∈ [T ].

2. Given Mt with t ∈ [T ], for any k ∈ [K], i, j ∈ [dk], h ∈ [d
-k], there exists a constant ψ0 such that

|ψk,ij,h|
T

≥ ψ0 > 0.

(M1) (Alpha mixing) The elements in Ft and Et are α-mixing. A vector process {xt : t = 0,±1,±2, . . .}

is α-mixing if, for some γ > 2, the mixing coefficients satisfy the condition that

∞∑

h=1

α(h)1−2/γ <∞,

where α(h) = supτ supA∈Hτ
−∞

,B∈H∞

τ+h
|P(A ∩ B) − P(A)P(B)| and Hs

τ is the σ-field generated by

{xt : τ ≤ t ≤ s}.

(F1) (Time series in Ft) There is Xf,t the same dimension as Ft, such that Ft =
∑

q≥0 af,qXf,t−q. The

time series {Xf,t} has i.i.d. elements with mean 0 and variance 1, with uniformly bounded fourth

order moments. The coefficients af,q are such that
∑

q≥0 a
2
f,q = 1 and

∑
q≥0 |af,q| ≤ c for some

constant c.

(L1) (Factor strength) We assume for k ∈ [K], Ak is of full rank and independent of factors and errors

series. Furthermore, as dk → ∞,

Z
−1/2
k A′

kAkZ
−1/2
k → ΣA,k, (4.1)

where Zk = diag(A′
kAk) and ΣA,k is positive definite with all eigenvalues bounded away from 0 and
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infinity. We assume (Zk)jj ≍ d
αk,j

k for j ∈ [rk], and 1/2 < αk,rk ≤ · · · ≤ αk,2 ≤ αk,1 ≤ 1.

With Assumption (L1), we can denote Qk := AkZ
−1/2
k and hence Q′

kQk → ΣA,k. We need αk,j > 1/2 in

order that the ratio-based estimator of the number of factors in Section 4.5 works.

(E1) (Decomposition of Et) We assume K is constant, and

Et = Fe,t ×1 Ae,1 ×2 · · · ×K Ae,K +Σǫ ◦ ǫt, (4.2)

where Fe,t is an order-K tensor with dimension re,1 × · · · × re,K , containing independent elements

with mean 0 and variance 1. The order-K tensor ǫt ∈ Rd1×···×dK contains independent mean zero

elements with unit variance, with the two time series {ǫt} and {Fe,t} being independent. The order-

K tensor Σǫ contains the standard deviations of the corresponding elements in ǫt, and has elements

uniformly bounded.

Moreover, for each k ∈ [K], Ae,k ∈ R
dk×re,k is such that

∥∥Ae,k

∥∥
1
= O(1). That is, Ae,k is

(approximately) sparse.

(E2) (Time series in Et) There is Xe,t the same dimension as Fe,t, and Xǫ,t the same dimension as ǫt, such

that Fe,t =
∑
q≥0 ae,qXe,t−q and ǫt =

∑
q≥0 aǫ,qXǫ,t−q, with {Xe,t} and {Xǫ,t} independent of each

other, and each time series has independent elements with mean 0 and variance 1 with uniformly

bounded fourth order moments. Both {Xe,t} and {Xǫ,t} are independent of {Xf,t} from (F1).

The coefficients ae,q and aǫ,t are such that
∑

q≥0 a
2
e,q =

∑
q≥0 a

2
ǫ,q = 1 and

∑
q≥0 |ae,q|,

∑
q≥0 |aǫ,q| ≤ c

for some constant c.

(R1) (Further rate assumptions) We assume that, with gs :=
∏K
k=1 d

αk,1

k ,

dg−2
s T−1d

2(αk,1−αk,rk
)+1

k = o(1), dg−1
s T−1d

2(αk,1−αk,rk
)

k = o(1), dg−1
s d

αk,1−αk,rk
−1/2

k = o(1).

Assumption (O1) means that the missing mechanism is independent of the factors and the noise series,

which is also assumed in Xiong and Pelger (2023) for the purpose of identification. It also means that

the missing pattern can depend on the K factor loading matrices, allowing for a wide variety of missing

patterns that can vary over time and units in different dimensions. Condition 2 of (O1) implies that

the number of time periods that any two individual units are both observed are at least proportional to

T , which simplifies proofs and presentations, and is also used in Xiong and Pelger (2023). Assumption

(M1) is a standard assumption in vector time series factor models, which facilitates proofs using central

limit theorem for time series without losing too much generality. Assumption (F1), (E1) and (E2) are

8



exactly the corresponding assumptions in Chen and Lam (2024), allowing for serial correlations in the

factor series, and serial and cross-sectional dependence within and among the error tensor fibres. These

three assumptions facilitate the proof of asymptotic normality in Section 4.3. Together with Assumption

(M1), we implicitly restrict the general linear processes in (F1) and (E2) to be, for instance, of short rather

than long dependence.

Assumption (L1) is quite different from assumptions in other papers on factor models, in the sense

that we allow for the existence of weak factors alongside the pervasive ones. Chen and Lam (2024) adapted

the same assumption, which allows each column of Ak to be completely dense (i.e., a pervasive factor)

or sparse to a certain extent. A diagonal entry in Zk then records how dense a column really is, and the

corresponding strength of factors defined.

Finally, Assumption (R1) are the technical rate assumptions needed for the proof of various theorems

in the paper because of the existence of weak factors. If all factors are pervasive (i.e., αk,j = 1), then

the conditions are automatically satisfied. Suppose K = 2, T ≍ d1 ≍ d2 and the strongest factors are all

pervasive (i.e., αk,1 = 1), then we need αk,rk > 1/2 for (R1) to be satisfied. This condition is the same

as the one remarked right after we stated Assumption (L1). A factor with αk,j close to 0.5 presents a

significantly weak factor with only more than d
1/2
k of elements are non-zero in the corresponding column

of Ak.

Remark 1 With the missing entries imputed using the estimated common components Ĉt,i1,...,iK , we have

a completed data set which could be used for re-estimation and hence re-imputation. The convergence

could be shown empirically to be accelerated by such a procedure. The rate improvement would be from the

difference between T and ψ0T , where ψ0 is the lowest proportion of observation among all entries from

Assumption (O1). We omit the lengthy proofs as eventually the rates only differ by a constant, but we

note here that re-imputation can indeed improve our imputation, which is essentially credited to the more

observations used when we have an initially good imputation.

4.2 Consistency: factor loadings and imputed values

We first present a consistency result for the factor loading matrix estimator Q̂k ofQk. For k ∈ [K], j ∈ [dk],

define

Hk,j := D̂−1
k

dk∑

i=1

Q̂k,i·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψk,ij,h|
∑

t∈ψk,ij,h

( r-k∑

m=1

Λk,hmmatk(FZ,t)·m
)′
Qk,i·

( r-k∑

m=1

Λk,hmmatk(FZ,t)·m
)′
,

(4.3)

Ha
k :=

1

T

T∑

t=1

D̂−1
k Q̂′

kQkmatk(FZ,t)Λ′
kΛkmatk(FZ,t)′, (4.4)
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where D̂k := Q̂′
kŜkQ̂k is a diagonal matrix of eigenvalues of Ŝk defined in (3.5). Hence Hk,j = Ha

k if there

are no missing entries, i.e., |ψk,ij,h| = T for each k ∈ [K], i, j ∈ [dk] and h ∈ [d-k].

Theorem 1 Under Assumptions (O1), (M1), (F1), (L1), (E1), (E2) and (R1), for any k ∈ [K], we have

1

dk

dk∑

j=1

∥∥∥Q̂k,j· −Hk,jQk,j·

∥∥∥
2

= OP

(
d
2(αk,1−αk,rk

)−1

k

Å

1

Td
-k

+
1

dk

ã

d2

g2s

)
= oP (1),

where gs is defined in Assumption (R1). Furthermore, for each i, j ∈ [dk] and h ∈ [d
-k], if the set ψk,ij,h

defined in (3.3) has cardinality satisfying

|ψk,ij,h|
T

= 1− ηk,ij,h ≥ 1− η = ψ0,

then we have

1

dk

dk∑

j=1

∥∥∥Q̂k,j· −Ha
kQk,j·

∥∥∥
2

=
1

dk

∥∥Q̂k −QkH
a′

k

∥∥2
F

= OP

(
d
2(αk,1−αk,rk

)−1

k

[
Å

1

Td
-k

+
1

dk

ã

d2

g2s
+min

Å

1

T
,

η2

(1− η)2

ã

])
= oP (1).

The proof of the theorem can be found in the supplementary materials of this paper. The two results in

Theorem 1 coincide with each other if η = 0, i.e., there are no missing values. If η = 0, K = 2 and all

factors are pervasive, our resulting rate of convergence is 1/(dkmin(dk, T d-k)). This is consistent with, for

example, Theorem 1 of Chen and Fan (2023) or Theorem 3.1 of He et al. (2022) (after normalizing like we

do). When K = 1 with missing data and all factors are pervasive, the rate is 1/(d1 min(d1, T )), which is

the same as the rate in Theorem 1 of Xiong and Pelger (2023) after our normalization. Hence our rate can

be considered a generalization to a general order tensor, with general factor strengths and missing data.

We present the two results in the theorem to highlight the difficulty of obtaining consistency when

there are missing values. Since a factor loading matrix is not uniquely defined, in the second result in

Theorem 1 we are estimating how close Q̂k is to a version of Qk in Frobenius norm, namely QkH
a
k, which

is still defining the same factor loading space as Qk does. With missing data, such a feat is complicated,

in the sense that for the j-th row of Qk, Q̂k,j·, there corresponds an Hk,j different from Ha
k in general, so

that Q̂k,j· is close to Hk,jQk,j·. The extra rate min(1/T, η2/(1 − η)2) in the second result is essentially

measuring how close each Hk,j is to Ha
k. See Lemma 3 in the supplementary material as well.

Theorem 2 Under the Assumptions in Theorem 1, suppose we further have d
2αk,1−3αk,rk

k = o(d
-k). Define

gη := min

Å

1

T
,

η2

(1− η)2

ã

, gw :=

K∏

k=1

d
αk,rk

k .
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Then we have the following.

1. The error of the estimated factor series has rate

∥∥∥vec(F̂Z,t)−
(
Ha′

K ⊗ · · · ⊗Ha′

1

)−1
vec(FZ,t)

∥∥∥
2

= OP

(
max
k∈[K]

{
T−1dd

3αk,1−2αk,rk

k g−1
s + d2g−1

s d
2αk,1−3αk,rk

−1

k + gηgsd
2αk,1−3αk,rk

+1

k

}
+

d

gw

)
.

2.For any k ∈ [K], ik ∈ [dk], t ∈ [T ], the squared individual imputation error is

(Ĉt,i1,...,iK − Ct,i1,...,iK )2

= OP

(
max
k∈[K]

{
T−1dd

3αk,1−2αk,rk

k g−1
s g−1

w + d2g−1
s g−1

w d
2αk,1−3αk,rk

−1

k + gηgsg
−1
w d

2αk,1−3αk,rk
+1

k

}
+

d

g2w

)
.

3. The average imputation error is given by

1

Td

T∑

t=1

d1,...,dK∑

i1,...,iK=1

(Ĉt,i1,...,iK − Ct,i1,...,iK )2

= OP

(
max
k∈[K]

{
T−1d

3αk,1−2αk,rk

k g−1
s + dg−1

s d
2αk,1−3αk,rk

−1

k + d−1gηgsd
2αk,1−3αk,rk

+1

k

}
+

1

gw

)
.

The proof can be found in the supplementary materials, which utilizes some rates from the proof of Theorem

3 in the supplementary materials (without the need for extra rate restrictions like Theorem 3 though). If

K ≥ 2, all factors are pervasive and η = 0 (i.e, no missing values), the squared individual imputation error

has rate

max
k∈[K]

Å

1

Td-k
+

1

d2k

ã

+
1

d
≍ 1

min(Td-1, . . . , T d-K , d21, . . . , d
2
K)
.

This rate is the same as the result in Theorem 4 of Chen and Fan (2023) for K = 2, which is a rate for

estimating the common component. On the other hand, if η is a constant and K = 1, and all factors are

pervasive, then the second result becomes d−1
1 +T−1 ≍ 1/min(d1, T ), which is the same rate as result 3 of

Theorem 2 in Xiong and Pelger (2023).

Our generalization has certainly revealed that when there are weak factors, especially when the

strongest and weakest factor strengths are quite different, these rates greatly suffer. The complication

of missing data comes explicitly from the rate gη. The average squared imputation error in result 3 im-

proves upon individual squared error in result 2 when weak factors exist, with degree of improvements

larger when the difference in strength of factors is larger.
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4.3 Inference on the factor loadings

We establish asymptotic normality of the factor loadings for inference purpose. In Section 4.4 we present

the covariance matrix estimator for practical use of our asymptotic normality result. Before presenting our

results, we need three additional assumptions.

(L2) (Eigenvalues) For any k ∈ [K], the eigenvalues of the rk × rk matrix ΣA,kZk from Assumption (L1)

are distinct.

(AD1) There is a constant C such that for any k ∈ [K], j ∈ [dk], as d1, . . . , dK , T → ∞,

 

T

d
-kd

αk,1

k

·
∥∥∥∥
dk∑

i=1

H
a,∗
k Qk,i·

d
-k∑

h=1

1

|ψk,ij,h|
∑

t∈ψk,ij,h

matk(Et)jh(A-k)
′
h·matk(Ft)′Ak,i·

∥∥∥∥ ≥ C > 0,

where Qk = AkZ
−1/2
k is the normalised factor loading, Ha,∗

k := tr(A′
-kA-k))

1/2 ·D−1/2
k Υ′

kZ
1/2
k with

Dk := tr(A′
-kA-k)diag{λ1(A′

kAk), . . . , λrk(A
′
kAk)}, and Υk the eigenvector matrix of tr(A′

-kA-k) ·

g−1
s d

αk,1−αk,rk

k Z
1/2
k ΣA,kZ

1/2
k .

(AD2) Define the filtration GT := σ(∪Ts=1Gs) with Gs := σ({Mt,i1,...,iK | t ≤ s},A1, . . . ,AK), and

∆F,k,ij,h :=
1

|ψk,ij,h|
∑

t∈ψk,ij,h

matk(Ft)vk,hv′
k,hmatk(Ft)′ −

1

T

T∑

t=1

matk(Ft)vk,hv′
k,hmatk(Ft)′,

where vk,h := [⊗l∈[K]\{k}Al]h·. With Qk being the normalised mode-k factor loading in (AD1), we

have for every k ∈ [K], j ∈ [dk], for a function hk,j : R
rk → R

rk×rk ,

»

Td
αk,rk

k ·D−1
k H

a,∗
k

dk∑

i=1

Qk,i·A
′
k,i·

d
-k∑

h=1

∆F,k,ij,hAk,j·

→ N (0,D−1
k H

a,∗
k hk,j(Ak,j·)(H

a,∗
k )′D−1

k ) GT -stably.

In (AD1), Ha,∗
k is the probability limit of Ha

k defined in (4.4). Assumption (AD1) is new to the literature.

Bai (2003), Chen and Fan (2023) or Xiong and Pelger (2023) all prove asymptotic normality by arguing

that in a decomposition, a certain term weakly converging to a normal distribution has asymptotic upper

bound dominating the asymptotic upper bounds of other terms. We argue that comparing upper bounds

only is theoretically not enough to guarantee that the said term’s dominance results in asymptotic normality,

especially when those upper bounds can be crude and using inequalities like the Cauchy-Schwarz to prove.

Assumption (AD1) is to guarantee that the term leading to asymptotic normality is truly dominating others

even in the lower bound, which is necessary to guarantee the dominance leading to asymptotic normality.

Please refer to the proof of Theorem 3 in the supplementary materials for more details.
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Assumption (AD2) is required since the missing data creates a discrepancy term ∆F,k,ij,h as defined

in the assumption. This assumption is also parallel to Assumption G3.5 in Xiong and Pelger (2023). We

demonstrate how this assumption is satisfied with Assumption (O1), (F1), (L1) and two additional but

simpler assumptions in Proposition 1 in Section 4.6.

Theorem 3 Let all the assumptions under Theorem 2 hold, in addition to (L2), (AD1) and (AD2) above.

With rk fixed and dk, T → ∞ for k ∈ [K], suppose also Td
-k = o(d

αk,1+αk,rk

k ). We have

»

Td
αk,rk

k · (Q̂k,j· −Ha
kQk,j·)

D−→ N (0,D−1
k H

a,∗
k (Td

αk,rk

k ·Ξk,j + hk,j(Aj·))(H
a,∗
k )′D−1

k ), where

Ξk,j := plim
T,d1,...,dK→∞

Var

Å dk∑

i=1

Qk,i·

d
-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

matk(Et)jh(A-k)
′
h·matk(Ft)′Ak,i·

ã

.

Furthermore, if Td−1g2sgηd
1+αk,1−3αk,rk

k = o(1) is also satisfied, then with ωB := d−1
-k d

2αk,rk
−3αk,1

k g2s ,

√
TωB · (Q̂k,j· −Ha

kQk,j·)
D−→ N (0, TωB ·D−1

k H
a,∗
k Ξk,j(H

a,∗
k )′D−1

k ).

If all factors are pervasive, the rate condition Td-k = o(d
αk,1+αk,rk

k ) reduces to Td-k = o(d2k), which is

equivalent to the condition needed for asymptotic normality in Bai (2003) for K = 1 and Chen and Fan

(2023) for K = 2. The first asymptotic normality result is compatible to Theorem 2.1 of Xiong and Pelger

(2023) when all factors are pervasive. In their Theorem 2.1, the ΓobsΛ,j is in fact of rate N−1, so that the

normalizing rate is
√
TN , which is exactly

√
Td1 in our first result when K = 1.

Suppose all factors are pervasive. The rate condition Td−1g2sgηd
1+αk,1−3αk,rk

k = o(1) is automatically

satisfied when there is no missing data, i.e., η = 0 so that gη = 0. If so, the rate of convergence is
√
TωB =

√
Td, which is compatible to Theorem 2.1 and Theorem 2.2 of Chen and Fan (2023) (after our

normalisation to their factor loading matrices). The condition is also satisfied when there is only finite

number of missing data, so that η ≍ T−1 and gη ≍ T−2, and d1, d2 = o(T ) for K = 2.

Remark 2 We do not establish asymptotic normality for the estimated factor series and common com-

ponents. The reason is that for tensor with K > 1, the decomposition in the estimated factor series and

the common components cannot be dominated by terms that are asymptotically normal. This is also the

reason why Chen and Fan (2023) does not include asymptotic normality for the estimated factor series and

common components. We leave the corresponding inference problems in future research.

4.4 Estimation of covariance matrix

In order to carry out inferences for the factor loadings using Theorem 3, we need to estimate the asymptotic

covariance matrix for Q̂k,j· − Ha
kQk,j·. To this end, we use the heteroscedasticity and autocorrelation
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consistent (HAC) estimators (Newey and West, 1987) based on {Q̂k,matk(Ĉt),matk(Êt)}t∈[T ], where

matk(Ĉt) = (Q̂k)matk(F̂Z,t)(Q̂K ⊗ · · · ⊗ Q̂k+1 ⊗ Q̂k−1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Q̂1)
′, matk(Êt) := matk(Yt)−matk(Ĉt).

With a tuning parameter β such that β → ∞ and β/(Td
αk,rk

k )1/4 → 0, we define two HAC estimators

Σ̂HAC := Dk,0,j +

β∑

ν=1

Å

1− ν

1 + β

ã(
Dk,ν,j +D′

k,ν,j

)
,

Σ̂∆
HAC := D∆

k,0,j +

β∑

ν=1

Å

1− ν

1 + β

ã(
D∆
k,ν,j + (D∆

k,ν,j)
′
)
, where

Dk,ν,j :=
T∑

t=1+ν

Å dk∑

i=1

( 1

T

T∑

s=1

D̂−1
k Q̂′

kĈ(k),sĈ(k),s,i·

) d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψk,ij,h|
Ê(k),t,jhĈ(k),t,ih · 1{t ∈ ψk,ij,h}

ã

·
Å dk∑

i=1

( 1

T

T∑

s=1

D̂−1
k Q̂′

kĈ(k),sĈ(k),s,i·

) d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψk,ij,h|
Ê(k),t−ν,jhĈ(k),t−ν,ih · 1{t− ν ∈ ψk,ij,h}

ã′

,

D∆
k,ν,j :=

T∑

t=1+ν

[
dk∑

i=1

( 1

T

T∑

s=1

D̂−1
k Q̂′

kĈ(k),sĈ(k),s,i·

) d-k∑

h=1

Å

1

|ψk,ij,h|
Ĉ(k),t,ihĈ(k),t,jh · 1{t ∈ ψk,ij,h}

− 1

T
Ĉ(k),t,ihĈ(k),t,jh

ã

]
·
[
dk∑

i=1

( 1

T

T∑

s=1

D̂−1
k Q̂′

kĈ(k),sĈ(k),s,i·

)

·
d-k∑

h=1

Å

1

|ψk,ij,h|
Ĉ(k),t−ν,ihĈ(k),t−ν,jh · 1{t− ν ∈ ψk,ij,h} −

1

T
Ĉ(k),t−ν,ihĈ(k),t−ν,jh

ã

]′
,

where Ĉ(k),s := matk(Ĉs) and Ê(k),s := matk(Ês).

Theorem 4 Let all the assumptions under Theorem 2 hold, in addition to (L2), (AD1) and (AD2)

above. With rk fixed and dk, T → ∞ for k ∈ [K], suppose also the rate for the individual common

component imputation error in result 2 of Theorem 2 is o(1), together with Td
-k = o(d

αk,1+αk,rk

k ) and

d
2(αk,1−αk,rk

)

k [(Td
-k)

−1 + d−1
k ]d2g−2

s = o(1). Then

1. D̂−1
k Σ̂HACD̂

−1
k is consistent for D−1

k H
a,∗
k Ξk,j(H

a,∗
k )′D−1

k ;

2. D̂−1
k Σ̂∆

HACD̂
−1
k is consistent for (Td

αk,rk

k )−1D−1
k H

a,∗
k hk,j(Ak,j·)(H

a,∗
k )′D−1

k ;

3. (Σ̂HAC + Σ̂∆
HAC)

−1/2D̂k(Q̂k,j· −Ha
kQk,j·)

D−→ N (0, Irk).

The extra rate assumption d
2(αk,1−αk,rk

)

k [(Td-k)
−1 + d−1

k ]d2g−2
s = o(1) makes sure that we have Frobenius

norm consistency for Q̂k from Theorem 1. The imputation error from result 2 of Theorem 2 also has rate

going to 0 when are all factors are pervasive, for instance. With result 3 in particular, we can perform

inferences on any rows of Q̂k. Practical performances of result 3 is demonstrated in Section 5.1.3. The

reason that we need two HAC estimators is that similar to Theorem 1, there is a component for missing

data, arising from the fact that Hk,j is different from Ha
k for each j ∈ [dk] in general.
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4.5 Estimation of number of factors

The reconstructed mode-k sample covariance matrix Sk is in fact estimating a complete-sample version of

a matrix R∗
k, where

R∗
k :=

1

T

T∑

t=1

Qkmatk(FZ,t)Λ′
kΛkmatk(FZ,t)′Q′

k, (4.5)

and FZ,t and Λk are defined in (3.2). It turns out that we have λj(Ŝk) ≍P λj(R∗
k) for j ∈ [rk], and

λj(R
∗
k) ≍P d

αk,j−αk,1

k gs, gs :=
K∏

k=1

d
αk,1

k as defined in (R1).

We have the following theorem.

Theorem 5 Let Assumption (O1), (M1), (F1), (L1), (E1), (E2) and (R1) hold. Moreover, assume





dg−1
s d

αk,1−αk,rk

k [(Td
-k)

−1/2 + d
−1/2
k ] = o(d

αk,j+1−αk,j

k ), j ∈ [rk − 1] with rk ≥ 2;

dg−1
s [(Td

-k)
−1/2 + d

−1/2
k ] = o(1), rk = 1.

Then r̂k is a consistent estimator of rk, where

r̂k := argmin
ℓ

ß

λℓ+1(Ŝk) + ξ

λℓ(Ŝk) + ξ
, ℓ ∈ [⌊dk/2⌋]

™

, ξ ≍ d[(Td
-k)

−1/2 + d
−1/2
k ]. (4.6)

The extra rate assumption is satisfied, for instance, when all factors corresponding to Ak are pervasive.

An eigenvalue-ratio estimator is considered in Lam and Yao (2012) and Ahn and Horenstein (2013), while

a perturbed eigenvalue ratio estimator is considered in Pelger (2019). However, all of these estimators are

for a vector time series factor model. Our estimator r̂k in (4.6) extracts eigenvalues from Ŝk, which is

not necessarily positive semi-definite. The addition of ξ can make Ŝk + ξIdk positive semi-definite, while

stabilizing the estimator. We naturally assume that rk < dk/2, which is a very reasonable assumption for

all applications of factor models. In fact, our recommended choice of ξ is

ξ =
1

5
d[(Td-k)

−1/2 + d
−1/2
k ].

The requirement that ξ ≍ d[(Td-k)
−1/2 + d

−1/2
k ] ensures that ξ = oP (λrk(Ŝk)) from our rate assumption

in the theorem. Our simulations in Section 5.1.2 suggest that this proposal works very well.

4.6 *How Assumption (AD2) can be implied

This section details how Assumption (AD2) can be implied from simpler assumptions. Readers can skip

this part and go straight to the next section for a more integral reading experience. We begin by presenting
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a proposition.

Proposition 1 Let Assumption (O1), (F1), (L1) hold. For a given k ∈ [K], j ∈ [dk], assume also the

following:

1. The mode-k factor is strong enough such that αk,rk > 4/5, and d
αk,1−αk,rk

k T−ǫ/2 = o(1) with some

ǫ ∈ (0, 1).

2. There exists some ψk,ij such that ψk,ij = ψk,ij,h for any i ∈ [dk], h ∈ [d
-k]. Furthermore, there exists

ωψ,k,j such that

d−2
k

dk∑

i=1

dk∑

l=1

(T · 1{t ∈ ψk,ij}
|ψk,ij |

− 1
)(T · 1{t ∈ ψk,lj}

|ψk,lj |
− 1
)

p−→ ωψ,k,j .

With the above, Assumption (AD2) is satisfied.

Condition 1 and 2 in Proposition 1 are on the factor strength and missingness pattern, respectively.

Condition 1 is trivially satisfied if all factors are pervasive. Condition 2 can be easily satisfied by assuming

that in matk(Yt), all the elements in each row are simultaneously missing with probability 1−p0. We then

have

d−2
k

dk∑

i=1

dk∑

l=1

(T · 1{t ∈ ψk,ij}
|ψk,ij |

− 1
)(T · 1{t ∈ ψk,lj}

|ψk,lj |
− 1
)

= d−2
k

dk∑

i=1

dk∑

l=1

(T 2 · 1{t ∈ ψk,ij} · 1{t ∈ ψk,lj}
|ψk,ij | · |ψk,lj |

− T · 1{t ∈ ψk,ij}
|ψk,ij |

− T · 1{t ∈ ψk,lj}
|ψk,lj |

+ 1
)

p−→ p−1
0 − 1,

which is ωψ,k,j. Similar to Assumption S3.2 in Xiong and Pelger (2023), the value of ωψ,k,j can be regarded

as a measure of missingness complexity. It is a parameter related to the variance of the stable convergence,

and tends to increase when there is a larger portion of data missing.

5 Numerical Results

5.1 Simulation

We demonstrate the empirical performance of our estimators in this section. Note that we do not have

comparisons to other imputation methods since to the best of our knowledge, there are no other general

imputation methods available forK > 1 apart from tensor completion methods for very specific applications

as mentioned in the introduction. Under different missing patterns which will be described later, we
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investigate the performance of the factor loading matrix estimators, the imputation, and the estimator of

the number of factors. We also demonstrate asymptotic normality as described in Theorem 3, followed by

an example plot of a statistical power function using result 3 of Theorem 4. Throughout this section, each

simulation experiment of a particular setting is repeated 1000 times.

For the data generating process, we use model (3.1) together with Assumption (E1), (E2) and (F1).

More precisely, the elements in Ft are independent standardised AR(5) with AR coefficients 0.7, 0.3, -0.4,

0.2, and -0.1. The elements in Fe,t and ǫt are generated similary, but their AR coefficients are (-0.7, -0.3,

-0.4, 0.2, 0.1) and (0.8, 0.4, -0.4, 0.2, -0.1) respectively. The standard deviation of each element in ǫt is

generated by i.i.d. |N (0, 1)|.

For each k ∈ [K], each factor loading matrix Ak is generated independently with Ak = UkBk, where

each entry of Uk ∈ Rdk×rk is i.i.d. N (0, 1), and Bk ∈ Rrk×rk is diagonal with the j-th diagonal entry being

d
−ζk,j

k , 0 ≤ ζk,j ≤ 0.5. Pervasive (strong) factors have ζk,j = 0, while weak factors have 0 < ζk,j ≤ 0.5.

Each entry of Ae,k ∈ Rdk×re,k is i.i.d. N (0, 1), but has independent probability of 0.95 being set exactly

to 0. We set re,k = 2 for all k ∈ [K] throughout the section.

To investigate the performance with missing data, we consider four missing patterns:

• (M-i) Random missing with probability 0.05.

• (M-ii) Random missing with probability 0.3.

• (M-iii) The missing entries have index (t, i1, . . . , iK), where

0.5T ≤ t ≤ T, 1 ≤ ik ≤ 0.5dk for all k ∈ [K].

• (M-iv) Conditional random missing such that the unit with index j along mode-1 is missing with

probability 0.2 if (A1)j,1 ≥ 0, and with probability 0.5 if (A1)j,1 < 0.

To test how robust our imputation is under heavy-tailed distribution, we consider two distributions for

the innovation process in generating Ft, Fe,t and ǫt: 1) i.i.d. N (0, 1); 2) i.i.d. t3.

5.1.1 Accuracy in the factor loading matrix estimators and imputations

For both the factor loading matrix estimators and the imputations, since our procedure for vector time

series (K = 1) is essentially the same as that in Xiong and Pelger (2023), we show here only the performance

for K = 2, 3. We use the column space distance

D(Q, Q̂) =
∥∥∥Q(Q′Q)−1Q′ − Q̂(Q̂′Q̂)−1Q̂′

∥∥∥
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for any given Q, Q̂, which is a common used measure in the literature. For measuring the imputation

accuracy, we report the relative mean squared errors (MSE) defined by

relative MSES =

∑
j∈S(Ĉj − Cj)

2

∑
j∈S C

2
j

, (5.1)

where S either denotes the set of all missing, all observed, or all available units.

We consider the following simulation settings:

(Ia) K = 2, T = 100, d1 = d2 = 40, r1 = 1, r2 = 2. All factors are pervasive with ζk,j = 0 for all k, j. All

innovation processes in constructing Ft,Fe,t and ǫt are i.i.d. standard normal, and missing pattern

is (M-i).

(Ib) Same as (Ia), but one factor is weak with ζk,1 = 0.2 for all k ∈ [K].

(Ic) Same as (Ia), but all innovation processes are i.i.d. t3, and all factors are weak with ζk,j = 0.2 for all

k, j.

(Id) Same as (Ic), but T = 200, d1 = d2 = 80.

(Ie) K = 3, T = 80, d1 = d2 = d3 = 20, r1 = r2 = r3 = 2. All factors are pervasive with ζk,j = 0 for all

k, j. All innovation processes in constructing Ft,Fe,t and ǫt are i.i.d. standard normal, and missing

pattern is (M-i).

(If) Same as (Ie), but all factors are weak with ζk,j = 0.2 for all k, j.

(Ig) Same as (If), but T = 200, d1 = d2 = d3 = 40.

Settings (Ia) to (Id) have K = 2, and settings (Ie) to (Ig) have K = 3. They all have missing pattern

(M-i), but we have considered all settings with missing patterns (M-ii) to (M-iv), with performance of

the factor loading matrix estimators very similar to those with missing pattern (M-i). Hence we are only

presenting the results for settings (Ia) to (Ig) in Figure 1. The imputation results for the above settings

are collected in Table 1, together with those under different missing patterns.

We can see from Figure 1 that the factor loading matrix estimators perform worse when there are

weak factors or when the distribution of the innovation processes is fat-tailed. However, larger dimensions

ameliorate the worsen performance. The increase in the loading space distance from k = 1 to k = 2 in

settings (Ia) to (Id) is due to more factors along mode-2, which naturally incurs more errors compared to

smaller rk.

From Table 1, we can see that missing pattern (M-iii) is uniformly more difficult in all settings for

imputation. This is understandable as there is a large block of data missing in setting (M-iii), so that
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Figure 1: Plot of the column space distance D(Qk, Q̂k) (in log-scale) for k ∈ [K], with K = 2 on the left
panel and K = 3 on the right. The horizontal axis is indexed by sub-settings (a) to (g), and the k-th
boxplot within each sub-setting corresponds to the k-th factor loading matrix Qk.

we obtain less information towards the “center” of the missing block. This is also the reason why under

(M-iii), the imputation performance for the missing set is worse than the observed set, unlike for other

missing patterns where all imputation performances are close.

Random missing in (M-i) and (M-ii) are relatively easier for our imputation procedure to handle. Note

that if the TALL-WIDE algorithm in Bai and Ng (2021) were to be extended to the case for K > 1, it can

handle missing pattern (M-iii), but not (M-i) and (M-ii). The design of our method allows us to handle

a wider variety of missing patterns, including random missingness. We want to stress that we have made

attempts to generalise the TALL-WIDE algorithm to impute high-order time series data for comparisons,

yet the method is almost impossible to use in tensor data. The generalisation is also too complicated, and

hence is not showed here.

5.1.2 Performance for the estimation of the number of factors

In this section, we demonstrate the performance of our ratio estimator r̂k in (4.6) for estimating rk for

K = 1, 2, 3. For each k ∈ [K], we set the value of ξ in Theorem 5 as ξ = d[(Td-k)
−1/2 + d

−1/2
k ]/5. We have

tried a wide range of values other than 1/5 for ξ in all settings, but 1/5 is working the best in vast majority

of settings, and hence we do not recommend treating this as a tuning parameter for saving computational

time.

We present the results under a fully observed scenario and a missing data scenario for each of the

following setting:
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Setting K=2 K=3
Missing Pattern S (Ia) (Ib) (Ic) (Id) (Ie) (If) (Ig)

(M-i)
obs .002 .020 .066 .039 2.61 120 .293
miss .002 .020 .066 .039 2.63 121 .294
all .002 .020 .066 .039 2.61 120 .293

(M-ii)
obs .003 .025 .079 .045 5.97 154 .702
miss .003 .025 .079 .045 6.06 155 .703
all .003 .025 .079 .045 6.00 154 .702

(M-iii)
obs .004 .025 .079 .048 6.64 136 1.75
miss .009 .036 .107 .061 14.7 164 4.02
all .005 .026 .083 .050 7.19 138 1.89

(M-iv)
obs .004 .027 .086 .047 7.75 173 .888
miss .004 .028 .088 .047 8.49 179 .964
all .004 .027 .086 .047 8.00 175 .914

Table 1: Relative MSE for settings (Ia) to (Ig), reported for S as the set containing respectively observed
(obs), missing (miss), and all (all) units. For K = 3, all results presented are multiplied by 104.

(IIa) K = 1, T = d1 = 80, r1 = 2. All factors are pervasive with ζ1,j = 0 for all j. All innovation processes

involved are i.i.d. standard normal. We try missing patterns (M-ii), (M-iii), and (M-iv).

(IIb) Same as (IIa), but one factor is weak with ζ1,1 = 0.1.

(IIc) Same as (IIb), but factors are weak with ζ1,1 = 0.1 and ζ1,2 = 0.15.

(IId) Same as (IIc), but T = 160.

(IIIa) K = 2, T = d1 = d2 = 40, r1 = 2, r2 = 3. All factors are pervasive with ζk,j = 0 for all k, j. All

innovation processes involved are i.i.d. standard normal, and the missing pattern is (M-ii).

(IIIb) Same as (IIIa), but all factors are weak with ζk,j = 0.1 for all k, j.

(IIIc) Same as (IIIb), but T = d1 = d2 = 80.

(IVa) K = 3, T = d1 = d2 = d3 = 20, r1 = 2, r2 = 3, r3 = 4. All factors are pervasive with ζk,j = 0 for all

k, j. All innovation processes involved are i.i.d. standard normal, and the missing pattern is (M-ii).

(IVb) Same as (IVa), but all innovation processes are i.i.d. t3.

(IVc) Same as (IVa), but T = 40.

Since estimating the number of factors with missing data is new to the literature, it is of interest

to explore the accuracy of the estimator under different missing patterns. Hence we explore different

missing patterns in setting (IIa). Extensive experiments (not shown here) on the imputation accuracy

using misspecified number of factors show that underestimation is harmful, while slight overestimation

hardly worsen the performance of the imputations. Thus, for each of the above settings, we also compare

20



the performance using re-imputation and iTIP-ER by Han et al. (2022), where the re-imputation is done

by using both r̂k and r̂k + 1 to avoid information loss due to underestimating the number of factors, see

Table 2 and Table 3.

Setting (IIa) (True r1 = 2)
Missing Pattern r̂ r̂re,0 r̂re,1 r̂iTIP,re,0 r̂iTIP,re,1 r̂full r̂iTIP,full

Mean(SD)

(M-ii) 1.98(.13) 1.98(.13) 2.00(.06) 1.97(.18) 1.97(.22)
(M-iii) 1.92(.27) 1.93(.26) 1.97(.20) 1.90(.30) 1.92(.31)
(M-iv) 1.98(.14) 1.98(.14) 2.01(.08) 1.97(.17) 1.98(.24)

1.99(.10) 1.92(.28)

Correct Proportion
(M-ii) .982 .982 .996 .967 .949
(M-iii) .921 .93 .96 .901 .898
(M-iv) .979 .979 .993 .97 .943

.99 .917

Table 2: Results for setting (IIa). Each column reports the mean and SD (subscripted, in bracket), followed
by the correct proportion of the estimates. The estimator r̂ is our proposed estimator; r̂re,0 and r̂re,1 are
similar but used imputed data where the imputation is done using the number of factors as r̂ and r̂ + 1,
respectively; r̂iTIP,re,0 and r̂iTIP,re,1 are iTIP-ER on imputed data (using r̂ and r̂+1 respectively); r̂full and
r̂iITP,full are our estimator and iTIP-ER on fully observed data (in green), respectively.

Correct Proportion
Setting r̂ r̂re,0 r̂re,1 r̂iTIP,re,0 r̂iTIP,re,1 r̂full r̂iITP,full

K = 1 (True r1 = 1)
(IIb) .556 .556 .886 .526 .765 .633 .53
(IIc) .626 .626 .762 .594 .668 .67 .539
(IId) .791 .791 .817 .794 .837 .812 .767

K = 2 (True (r1, r2) = (2, 3))
(IIIa) 1 1 1 .995 .995 1 .994
(IIIb) .978 .978 .987 .985 .989 .981 .986
(IIIc) .999 .999 1 1 .996 .999 1

K = 3 (True (r1, r2, r3) = (2, 3, 4))
(IVa) 1 1 1 .987 .987 1 .988
(IVb) .996 .996 .999 .991 .991 1 .991
(IVc) 1 1 1 .999 1 1 1

Table 3: Results for settings (II), (III), and (IV), excluding (IIa). Refer to to Table 2 for the definitions of
different estimators.

From both Table 2 and 3, it is easy to see that our proposed method generally gives more accurate

estimates than iTIP-ER, and it is clear that the re-imputation estimate is at least as good as the initial

estimate. In fact, r̂re,1 outperforms r̂full which is based on full observation.

5.1.3 Asymptotic normality

We present the asymptotic normality results for K = 1, 2, 3 respectively. For all K considered, we present

the result on (Q̂)11, with the parameter β of our HAC-type estimator set as ⌊ 1
5 (Td1)

1/4⌋. We use (M-i) as

the missing pattern for all settings.

21



When the data is a vector time series (K = 1), our approach is similar to Xiong and Pelger (2023),

but their proposed estimator includes information of lag 0 only, while we use the HAC-type estimator

facilitating more serial information. We do not use a β too large since it proves to be too time consuming

to run simulations for high-order high-dimensional data when β is large. Because of this, there is no obvious

differences in performances between our HAC estimator and the one in Xiong and Pelger (2023), except

that our HAC-type estimator appears to give a smoother plot. Hence we omit the comparisons here.

The data generating process is similar to the ones for assessing the factor loading matrix estimators and

imputations, but the parameters are slightly adjusted. All elements in Ft, Fe,t, and ǫt are now independent

standardised AR(1) with AR coefficients 0.05, and we use i.i.d. N (0, 1) as the innovation process. We stress

that we include contemporary and serial dependence among the noise variables through our construction

following Assumption (E1) and (E2), while most existing literature demonstrating asymptotic normality

display results only for i.i.d. Gaussian noise.

We assume all factors are pervasive in this section. For all K = 1, 2, 3, given d1, we set T, di = d1/2,

i 6= 1. We generate a two-factor model for K = 1, and a one-factor model for K = 2, 3. For the settings

(K, d1) = (1, 1000), (2, 400), (3, 160), we consider (Σ̂HAC + Σ̂∆
HAC)

−1/2D̂1(Q̂1,1· −Ha
1Q1,1·). In particular,

we plot the histograms of the first and second entry in Figure 2, whereas the corresponding QQ plots are

presented in Figure 3.

The plots in Figure 2 provide empirical support to Theorem 3 and result 3 of Theorem 4. For K = 3,

there are some heavy-tail issues, as seen in the bump at the right tail in the histogram (confirmed by its

corresponding QQ plot). The QQ plot for K = 2 also hints on this, but the tail is thinned as the dimension

increases. Our simulation is similar to that in Chen and Fan (2023) for K = 2, but we allow only partial

data unobserved and we generalize to any tensor order K. We remark that the convergence rate of the

HAC-type estimator is not completely satisfactory, such that relatively large dimension is needed, and it

becomes less feasible for some applications. We leave the improvements of the HAC-type estimator to

future work.

Lastly, we demonstrate an example of statistical testing for the above one-factor model forK = 2. More

precisely, we want to test the null hypothesis H0 : Q1,11 = 0 with a two-sided test. A 5% significance level

is used so that we reject the null if (Σ̂HAC +Σ∆
HAC)

−1/2D̂1Q̂1,11 is not in [−1.96, 1.96]. Each experiment

is repeated 400 times and the power function for Q1,11 ranging from −0.02 to 0.02 is presented in Figure

4. The power function is approximately symmetric, and suggests that our test can successfully reject the

null if the true value for Q1,11 is away from 0. When Q1,11 = 0, the false positive probability is 7.25%

which is slightly higher than the designated size of test. This is due to the slow convergence of the HAC

estimators, and an increase in dimensions would improve this.
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Figure 2: Histograms of the first entry of (Σ̂HAC + Σ∆
HAC)

−1/2D̂1(Q̂1,1· −Ha
1Q1,1·). In each panel, the

curve (in red) is the empirical density, and the other curve (in green) in the left panel depicts the empirical

density of the second entry of (Σ̂HAC + Σ∆
HAC)

−1/2D̂1(Q̂1,1· − Ha
1Q1,1·). The density curve for N (0, 1)

(in black, dotted) is also superimposed on each histogram.
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Figure 3: QQ plots of the first entry of (Σ̂HAC + Σ∆
HAC)

−1/2D̂1(Q̂1,1· − Ha
1Q1,1·). The horizontal and

vertical axes are theoretical and empirical quantiles respectively.

5.2 Real data analysis

5.2.1 Introduction of new measure

We propose a new measure to gauge the imputation performance in this section. Let the observed data be

y = (y1, y2, . . . , yN )′ and a vector of imputed data be ŷ = (ŷ1, ŷ2, . . . , ŷN )′. WLOG, we let the entries in

y be ordered such that y1 ≤ y2 ≤ · · · ≤ yN , and each ŷi is the corresponding imputed value for yi. Given

q ∈ [N ] and any integer j = 0, 1, . . . , q, denote by qj ∈ [N ] the index of entry with value closest to the

(j/q)-th quantile of y. Hereafter, quantiles are always with respect to y when referred to. For n ∈ [q],
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Figure 4: Statistical power of testing the null hypothesis H0 : (Q1,1·)1 = Q1,11 = 0 against the general

alternative. The null is rejected when |(Σ̂HAC +Σ∆
HAC)

−1/2D̂1Q̂1,11| > 1.96.

define

µn :=
1

q

qn∑

i=qn−1

yi, µ̂n :=
1

q

qn∑

i=qn−1

ŷi.

Hence, µn is the average of the entries in y between the ((n− 1)/q)-th quantile and the (n/q)-th quantile.

With these, we define the q-quantile relative squared error (q-RSE) of ŷ on y as

q-RSE :=

q∑

n=1

(µn − µ̂n)
2

¡ q∑

n=1

µ2
n =

q∑

n=1

ß qn+1∑

i=qn

(yi − ŷi)

™2¡ q∑

n=1

ß qn+1∑

i=qn

yi

™2

.

It is obvious that q-RSE is always non-negative, and q-RSE = 0 if ŷi = yi for all i ∈ [N ]. Note that

the relative MSE defined in (5.1) is equivalent to q-RSE with q = N , and essentially the average within

each quantile interval smooths out the idiosyncratic noise in each data point. Intuitively, q-RSE can be

considered as a measure of how good the imputation of yi is, compared with the overall level of yi in each

quantile interval.

As an example to demonstrate the pitfall of relative MSE, consider a one-factor model for vector time

series and yi represents some data entry for i ∈ [N ]. Suppose yi = ci + ǫi and ŷi = ci, where ci is the
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common component to be imputed and ǫi is the noise. Hence we have perfect imputation here, and a good

measure should have value close to 0. However,

relative MSE =

∑N
i=1 ǫ

2
i∑N

i=1(ci + ǫi)2
,

which might even be larger than 1 if the noise term is comparable to the common component. For simplicity

if we set q = 1, then

q-RSE =
(
∑N

i=1 ǫi)
2

(
∑N

i=1 ci +
∑N
i=1 ǫi)

2
,

which goes to 0 if we assumes sensibly that as N gets large,
∑N
i=1 ǫi goes to 0 at a faster rate than

∑N
i=1 ci.

Thus, given that we cannot distinguish between the common component and the noise term for a given set

of data, the q-RSE is a better measure to gauge imputation performances.

5.2.2 NYC taxi traffic

We analyze a set of taxi traffic data in New York city in this example. The data includes all individual

taxi rides operated by Yellow Taxi in New York City, published at

https://www1.nyc.gov/site/tlc/about/tlc-trip-record-data.page.

For simplicity, we only consider the rides within Manhattan Island, which comprises most of the

data. The dataset contains 842 million trip records within the period of January 1, 2013 to December 31,

2022. Each trip record includes features such as pick-up and drop-off dates/times, pick-up and drop-off

locations, trip distances, itemized fares, rate types, payment types, and driver-reported passenger counts.

Our example here focuses on the pick-up and drop-off dates/times, and pick-up and drop-off locations.

To classify the pick-up and drop-off locations in Manhattan, they are coded according to 69 predefined

zones in the dataset. Moreover, each day is divided into 24 hourly periods to represent the pick-up and

drop-off times each day, with the first hourly period from 0 a.m. to 1 a.m. The total number of rides

moving among the zones within each hour are recorded, yielding data Yt ∈ R

69×69×24 each day, where

yi1,i2,i3,t is the number of trips from zone i1 to zone i2 and the pick-up time is within the i3-th hourly

period on day t. We consider business days and non-business days separately, so that we will analyze two

tensor time series. The business-day series is 2,519 days long, while the non-business-day series is 1,133

days long, within the period of January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2022.

As we are more interested in estimation of the tensor factor structure with missingness and hence

imputation, we demean the data before imposing different missing patterns, and investigate their effects.

See descriptions of missing pattern (M-i) to (M-iii) in Section 5.1. We first estimate the rank of the core

tensor using our proposed eigenvalue ratio estimator. Inspired by the simulation results in Section 5.1.2,
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Figure 5: Estimated loading matrices Â1 (left) and Â2 (right) for business-day series. The data is randomly
missing with 5% probability.

we obtain the rank estimates r̂k for k ∈ [K], and re-impute the data using r̂k + 1 as the number of factors

along mode-k. It appears that the estimated rank is (1, 1, 1) for both the business-day and non-business-

day series, and both are consistent under missing patterns (M-i), (M-ii), (M-iii) and no missing. This also

coincides with iTIP-ER of Han et al. (2022).

Using the above rank, we estimate the factor loading matrices for different modes. We note the resulting

heatmaps of the estimated loadings are almost the same under different missing patterns, so we only display

one particular example here. Figure 5 shows the heatmaps of Â1 and Â2 for the business-day series under

missing pattern (M-i). The two heatmaps reveal the same pattern in Manhattan, that traffic is mainly

within the downtown areas (the upper east and around the Empire State Building), whereas recreation park

or amusement areas (the Central Park and upper west) load slightly on the factor structure. In contrast,

dining and sports areas (especially East Harlem) stand out in the factor loadings for non-business-day

series. See Figure 6.

The mode-3 loading matrix conveys the information of pick-up time, and the unveiled pattern is the

same over different missing patterns. Similar to Â1 and Â2, we show Â3 under missing pattern (M-i) in

Table 4 and Table 5 for the business-day and non-business-day series respectively. The highlighted parts

indicate the rush-hours in business and non-business days, which depict drastically different patterns. From

Table 4, we can see our single factor captures the morning rush-hours (roughly from 9 a.m. to 11 a.m.)

and the afternoon-evening rush-hours (between 3 p.m. to 9 p.m.) for business days. Interestingly, we can

26



−0.3

−0.2

−0.1

0.0
Legend

Figure 6: Estimated loading matrices Â1 (left) and Â2 (right) for non-business-day series. The data is
randomly missing with 5% probability.

see the taxi volume spikes slightly at 1 p.m. which might be due to an after-lunch period. We may notice

the night life in business days almost end after 1 a.m., while the traffic remains busy even after 2 a.m. in

non-business days. It is also clear from the mild sparsity in business-day loading that daily activities are

more regular and tractable in business days, compared with those in non-business days.

0am 2 4 6 8 10 12pm 2 4 6 8 10 12am

1 3 1 1 0 0 0 1 4 6 6 6 5 6 5 6 6 5 5 6 7 6 5 5 4

Table 4: Estimated loading matrix Â3 for business-day series, after scaling. The data is randomly missing
with 5% probability. Magnitudes larger than 5 are highlighted in red.

0am 2 4 6 8 10 12pm 2 4 6 8 10 12am
1 5 5 4 3 2 1 1 1 2 3 4 5 5 6 5 5 5 5 6 6 6 5 5 5

Table 5: Estimated loading matrix Â3 for non-business-day series, after scaling. The data is randomly
missing with 5% probability. Magnitudes larger than 4 are highlighted in red.

From the above discussion, it is easy to see that with our proposed imputation procedure, the tensor

factor structure could be well studied even if we cannot observe the full data set. Nevertheless, Table 6

reveals that different missing patterns have slight influence on the imputation accuracy, as also suggested

by previous simulation results. The q-RSE are reported for q=5,10,20,100, so that the overall performance

is gauged accounting for large magnitudes of noise.
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Unsurprisingly, we note that the block-missingness in (M-iii) yields the worst accuracy among the

experimented patterns. Lastly, the analysis on Manhattan Taxi data is for demonstration of our imputation

method, and more sophisticated investigations are required to further understand the traffic pattern.

business-day non-business-day
q (M-i) (M-ii) (M-iii) (M-i) (M-ii) (M-iii)
5 0.279 0.279 0.407 0.289 0.212 0.558
10 0.307 0.307 0.488 0.321 0.271 0.554
20 0.336 0.337 0.515 0.356 0.329 0.541
100 0.377 0.378 0.574 0.417 0.409 0.550

Table 6: q-RSE for business-day and non-business-day series under different missing patterns, with q =
5, 10, 20, 100.

6 Appendix: Proof of all theorems and propositions

From Section 3.1, Q̂k contains the eigenvectors corresponding to the first rk largest eigenvalues of Ŝk.

Hence with D̂k an rk × rk diagonal matrix containing all the eigenvalues of Ŝk (WLOG from the largest

on the top-left element to the smallest on the bottom right element), we have ŜkQ̂k = Q̂kD̂k, so that

Q̂k = ŜkQ̂kD̂
−1
k . (6.1)

To simplify notations, hereafter we fix k and only focus on the mode-k unfolded data. Define

D̂ := D̂k, Yt := matk(Yt), Ŝ := Ŝk, ψij,h := ψk,ij,h, Q := Qk,

Λ := Λk, FZ,t := matk(FZ,t), Et := matk(Et), Hj := Hk,j , H
a := Ha

k,

(6.2)

where Hk,j and Ha
k are defined in (4.3) and (4.4) respectively, and similarly to all respective hat versions

of the above.

Before proving any theorems, we present and prove the following Proposition first.

Proposition 2 Let Assumption (E1), (E2) and (F1) hold. Then

1. there exists a constant c > 0 so that for any k ∈ [K], t ∈ [T ], ik ∈ [dk] and h ∈ [d
-k], we have

EEt,i1,...,iK = 0, EE4
t,i1,...,iK ≤ c, and

dk∑

j=1

d
-k∑

l=1

∣∣∣E[matk(Et)ihmatk(Et)jl]
∣∣∣ ≤ c,

d
-k∑

l=1

∑

s∈ψk,ij,l

∣∣∣∣cov
(
matk(Et)ihmatk(Et)jh,matk(Es)ilmatk(Es)jl

)∣∣∣∣ ≤ c;
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2. there exists a constant c > 0 so that for any k ∈ [K], i, j ∈ [dk], and any deterministic vectors u ∈ Rrk

and v ∈ Rr-k with constant magnitudes,

E

(
1

d
1/2
-k

d
-k∑

h=1

1

|ψk,ij,h|1/2
∑

t∈ψk,ij,h

matk(Et)jhu′matk(Ft)v
)2

≤ c;

3. for any k ∈ [K], i, j ∈ [dk], h ∈ [d
-k],

1

|ψk,ij,h|
∑

t∈ψk,ij,h

matk(Ft)matk(Ft)′,
1

T

T∑

t=1

matk(Ft)matk(Ft)′ p−→ Σk := r
-kIrk ,

with the number of factors rk fixed as min{T, d1, . . . , dK} → ∞. For each t ∈ [T ], all elements in Ft
are independent of each other, with mean 0 and unit variance.

Our consistency results in Theorem 1 can be proved assuming the three implied results from Proposition

2, on top of Assumption (O1), (M1), (L1) and (R1). Result 1 from Proposition 2 can be a stand alone

assumption on the weak correlation of the noise Et across different dimensions and times, while result 2

can be on the weak dependence between the factor Ft and the noise Et. Finally, result 3 can be a stand

alone assumption on the factors Ft.

Proof of Proposition 2.

We have E(Et) = 0 from Assumption (E1). Next we want to show that for any k ∈ [K], t ∈ [T ] and

ik ∈ [dk], EE4
t,i1,...,iK

is bounded uniformly. From (4.2), each entry in Et is a sum of two parts: a linear

combination of the elements in Fe,t, and the corresponding entry in ǫt. By Assumption (E2), we have

E[(ǫt)
4
i1,...,iK ] = E

ïÅ∑

q≥0

aǫ,q(Xǫ,t−q)i1,...,iK
ã4ò

≤
Å∑

q≥0

|aǫ,q|
ã4

sup
t
E

[
(Xǫ,t)4i1,...,iK

]
≤ C,

where C > 0 is a generic constant. It holds similarly that E[(Fe,t)4i1,...,iK ] ≤ C uniformly on all indices.

With this, defining A◦m := A ◦ · · · ◦A (elementwise m-th power),

‖EE◦4
t ‖max = ‖E[matk(Et)]◦4‖max ≤ 8(‖E[Ae,kmatk(Fe,t)A′

e,-k]
◦4‖max + ‖Σ◦4

ǫ ‖max · ‖Eǫ◦4t ‖max)

≤ 8(
∥∥Ae,k

∥∥4
∞

·
∥∥Ae,-k

∥∥4
∞

·
∥∥
EF◦4

e,t

∥∥
max

+ ‖Σ◦4
ǫ ‖max · ‖Eǫ◦4t ‖max)

= 8(

K∏

j=1

∥∥Ae,j

∥∥4
∞

·
∥∥
EF◦4

e,t

∥∥
max

+ ‖Σ◦4
ǫ ‖max · ‖Eǫ◦4t ‖max) ≤ C,

where C > 0 is again a generic constant, and we used Assumption (E1) in the last line and the fact that

rj is a constant for j ∈ [K]. This is equivalent to EE4
t,i1,...,iK ≤ c for some constant c.
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With (4.2) in Assumption (E1), we have

matk(Et) = Ae,kmatk(Fe,t)A′
e,-k +matk(Σǫ) ◦matk(ǫt),

where Ae,-k := Ae,K ⊗ · · · ⊗Ae,k+1 ⊗Ae,k−1 ⊗ · · · ⊗Ae,1. Each mode-k noise fibre et,k,l for l ∈ [d-k] can

then be decomposed as

et,k,l := Ae,kmatk(Fe,t)Ae,-k,l· +Σ
1/2
ǫ,k,lǫt,k,l, (6.3)

where Σǫ,k,l = diag((matk(Σǫ))·l(matk(Σǫ))
′
·l), and ǫt,k,l contains independent elements each with mean 0

and variance 1.

Given h ∈ [d-k], i ∈ [dk], from (6.3) and Assumption (E1) and (E2), we have

d-k∑

l 6=h

dk∑

j=1

∣∣∣E[matk(Et)ihmatk(Et)jl]
∣∣∣ ≤ ‖Ae,-k,h·‖‖Ae,-k,l·‖‖Ae,k‖1‖Ae,k‖∞ = O(1).

Moreover,

dk∑

j=1

∣∣∣E[matk(Et)ihmatk(Et)jh]
∣∣∣ ≤ ‖cov(et,k,h, et,k,h)‖1

≤ ‖Ae,-k,h·‖2‖Ae,k‖1‖Ae,k‖∞ + ‖Σǫ,k,h‖1 = O(1),

where the last equality is from Assumption (E1).

To finish the proof of the first result in the Proposition, fix indices k, t, i, j, h. From Assumption (E2)

and (6.3), we have

[matk(Et)]il =
∑

q≥0

ae,qA
′
e,k,i·matk(Xe,t−q)Ae,-k,l· + [matk(Σǫ)]il

∑

q≥0

aǫ,qmatk(Xǫ,t−q)il. (6.4)

Hence when l 6= h, from the independence between {Xe,t} and {Xǫ,t} and the independence of the elements

within {Xǫ,t} in Assumption (E2), we have for any s ∈ ψk,ij,l,

cov
(
matk(Et)ihmatk(Et)jh,matk(Es)ilmatk(Es)jl

)

= cov

((∑

q≥0

ae,qA
′
e,k,i·matk(Xe,t−q)Ae,-k,h·

)(∑

q≥0

ae,qA
′
e,k,j·matk(Xe,t−q)Ae,-k,h·

)
,

(∑

q≥0

ae,qA
′
e,k,i·matk(Xe,s−q)Ae,-k,l·

)(∑

q≥0

ae,qA
′
e,k,j·matk(Xe,s−q)Ae,-k,l·

))
.

(6.5)

By (E2) again, all mixed covariance terms are zero except for cov
(
matk(Xe,t−q)2nm,matk(Xe,t−q)2nm

)
for

30



all q ≥ 0, n ∈ [re,k],m ∈ [re,-k], with coefficient a2e,qa
2
e,q+|t−s|A

2
e,k,inA

2
e,k,jnA

2
e,-k,hmA

2
e,-k,lm. Thus we have

d-k∑

l=1,l 6=h

∣∣∣∣cov
(
matk(Et)ihmatk(Et)jh,matk(Es)ilmatk(Es)jl

)∣∣∣∣

=

d-k∑

l=1,l 6=h

∣∣∣∣
re,k∑

n=1

re,-k∑

m=1

∑

q≥0

a2e,qa
2
e,q+|t−s|A

2
e,k,inA

2
e,k,jnA

2
e,-k,hmA

2
e,-k,lm · cov

(
matk(Xe,t−q)2nm,matk(Xe,t−q)2nm

)∣∣∣∣

= O(1) ·
∑

q≥0

a2e,qa
2
e,q+|t−s|

Å re,k∑

n=1

A2
e,k,inA

2
e,k,jn

ãÅ re,-k∑

m=1

A2
e,-k,hm

d-k∑

l=1,l 6=h

A2
e,-k,lm

ã

=
∑

q≥0

O(a2e,qa
2
e,q+|t−s|),

where we use Assumption (E2) in the second last equality, and (E1) in the last. Consequently,

d-k∑

l=1,l 6=h

∑

s∈ψk,ij,l

∣∣∣∣cov
(
matk(Et)ihmatk(Et)jh,matk(Es)ilmatk(Es)jl

)∣∣∣∣ =
∑

q≥0

T∑

s=1

O(a2e,qa
2
e,q+|t−s|) = O(1),

where the last equality uses Assumption (E2). Now consider lastly l = h. All arguments starting from

(6.4) follow exactly, except the following term is added in (6.5):

∑

q≥0

a2ǫ,qa
2
ǫ,q+|t−s|Σǫ,k,h,iiΣǫ,k,h,jj · cov

(
matk(Xǫ,t−q)ihmatk(Xǫ,t−q)jh,matk(Xǫ,s−q)ihmatk(Xǫ,s−q)jh

)

= O(1) ·
∑

q≥0

a2ǫ,qa
2
ǫ,q+|t−s| = O(1).

where we used again Assumptions (E2) in the last line. Finally,

∑

s∈ψk,ij,h

∣∣∣∣cov
(
matk(Et)ihmatk(Et)jh,matk(Es)ihmatk(Es)jh

)∣∣∣∣ = O(1).

This completes the proof of result 1 in the Proposition.

To prove the second result, fix k ∈ [K], i, j ∈ [dk] and deterministic vectors u ∈ Rrk and v ∈ Rr-k

with ‖u‖, ‖v‖ = O(1). Note that E[matk(Ft)vv′matk(Fs)′] = v′v(r-k
∑

q≥0 af,qaf,q+|t−s|)Irk , as the series

{Xf,t} has i.i.d. elements from Assumption (F1). Similarly, from (6.3) and Assumption (E1) and (E2),

cov(matk(Et)jh,matk(Es)jl)

= E[A′
e,k,j·matk(Fe,t)Ae,-k,h·A

′
e,-k,l·matk(Fe,s)′Ae,k,j·] +E[ǫ

′
t,k,h(Σǫ,k,h,j·Σ

′
ǫ,k,l,j·)

1/2
ǫs,k,l]

= A′
e,-k,l·Ae,-k,h· · ‖Ae,k,j·‖2 ·

∑

q≥0

ae,qae,q+|t−s| + 1{h=l} · Σǫ,k,h,jj
∑

q≥0

aǫ,qaǫ,q+|t−s|.
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Hence if we fix h ∈ [d-k], t ∈ ψk,ij,h, then together with Assumption (E2), we have

d-k∑

l=1

∑

s∈ψk,ij,l

1

|ψk,ij,l|
·E
[
matk(Et)jhu′matk(Ft)v ·matk(Es)jlv′matk(Fs)′u

]

=

d-k∑

l=1

∑

s∈ψk,ij,l

1

|ψk,ij,l|
· cov(matk(Et)jh,matk(Es)jl) ·E

[
u′matk(Ft)vv′matk(Fs)′u

]

=

d-k∑

l=1

1

|ψk,ij,l|

ï

O(A′
e,-k,l·Ae,-k,h· · ‖Ae,k,j·‖2) ·

∑

q≥0

∑

p≥0

∑

s∈ψk,ij,l

ae,qae,q+|t−s|af,paf,p+|t−s|

+O(1{h=l} · Σǫ,k,h,jj) ·
∑

q≥0

∑

p≥0

∑

s∈ψk,ij,l

aǫ,qaǫ,q+|t−s|af,paf,p+|t−s|

ò

=

d-k∑

l=1

1

|ψk,ij,l|
·O(A′

e,-k,l·Ae,-k,h· · ‖Ae,k,j·‖2 + 1{h=l} · Σǫ,k,h,jj) = O
( 1

T

)
,

(6.6)

where for the second last equality, we argue for the first term in the second last line only, as the second

term could be shown similarly:

∑

q≥0

∑

p≥0

∑

s∈ψk,ij,h

ae,qae,q+|t−s|af,paf,p+|t−s| =
∑

q≥0

∑

p≥0

ae,qaf,p
∑

s∈ψk,ij,h

ae,q+|t−s|af,p+|t−s|

≤
∑

q≥0

∑

p≥0

|ae,q| · |af,p| ·
(

∑

s∈ψk,ij,h

a2e,q+|t−s|

)1/2( ∑

s∈ψk,ij,h

a2f,p+|t−s|

)1/2

≤
∑

q≥0

∑

p≥0

|ae,q| · |af,p| ≤ c2,

where the constant c is from Assumptions (F1) and (E2). Finally,

E

(
d-k∑

h=1

∑

t∈ψk,ij,h

1

d-k · |ψk,ij,h|
matk(Et)jhu′matk(Ft)v

)2

=
1

d2-k

d-k∑

h=1

d-k∑

l=1

∑

t∈ψk,ij,h

∑

s∈ψk,ij,l

1

|ψk,ij,h| · |ψk,ij,l|
E

[
matk(Et)jhu′matk(Ft)v ·matk(Es)jlv′matk(Fs)′u

]

=
1

d2-kT

d-k∑

h=1

∑

t∈ψk,ij,h

O
( 1

T

)
= O

( 1

d-kT

)
,

which then implies result 2 of the Proposition.

Finally, we prove result 3 of the Proposition. From Assumption (F1), we have E[Ft] = 0. Next, for

any t ∈ [T ], it is direct from Assumption (F1) that all elements in Ft are independent. Moreover,

E[matk(Ft)matk(Ft)′] = E
ïÅ∑

q≥0

af,qmatk(Xf,t−q)
ãÅ∑

q≥0

af,qmatk(Xf,t−q)′
ãò

=
∑

q≥0

a2f,qE[matk(Xf,t−q)matk(Xf,t−q)′] =
Å∑

q≥0

a2f,q

ã

· r-kIrk = r-kIrk ,

where we use Assumption (F1) in the last line. To complete the proof, WLOG consider the variance of the
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j-th diagonal element of matk(Ft)matk(Ft)′. From Assumption (F1), we have

Var

Å

1

T

T∑

t=1

[matk(Ft)]′j·[matk(Ft)]j·
ã

=
1

T 2
Var

Å T∑

t=1

ï∑

q≥0

af,q[matk(Xf,t−q)]′j·
òï∑

q≥0

af,q[matk(Xf,t−q)]j·
òã

=
1

T 2

T∑

t=1

T∑

s=1

cov

Åï∑

q≥0

af,q[matk(Xf,t−q)]′j·
òï∑

q≥0

af,q[matk(Xf,t−q)]j·
ò

,

ï∑

q≥0

af,q[matk(Xf,s−q)]′j·
òï∑

q≥0

af,q[matk(Xf,s−q)]j·
òã

=
1

T 2

T∑

t=1

∑

q≥0

a4f,qVar([matk(Xf,t−q)]′j·[matk(Xf,t−q)]j·)

+
1

T 2

T∑

t=1

∑

q≥0

∑

p6=q

a2f,qa
2
f,pVar([matk(Xf,t−q)]′j·[matk(Xf,t−p)]j·)

=
r-k
T 2

T∑

t=1

∑

q≥0

a4f,qVar([matk(Xf,t−q)]2j1) +
r-k
T 2

T∑

t=1

∑

q≥0

∑

p6=q

a2f,qa
2
f,p

= O(1) · 1

T 2

T∑

t=1

∑

q≥0

a4f,q +O(1) · 1

T 2

T∑

t=1

∑

q≥0

∑

p6=q

a2f,qa
2
f,p = O(1) · 1

T 2

T∑

t=1

(
∑

q≥0

a2f,q)
2 = O(

1

T
) = o(1),

where the third equality uses the independence in Assumption (E2). This completes the proof of result 3,

and hence the Proposition. �

To prove Theorem 1, we are going to present some lemmas and prove them first. From (6.1),

Q̂j· =D̂−1
dk∑

i=1

Q̂i·Ŝij = D̂−1
dk∑

i=1

Q̂i·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Yt,ihYt,jh. (6.7)

With the notations in (6.2), (3.1) can be written as Yt = QFZ,tΛ
′ +Et, and hence for i, j ∈ [dk], h ∈ [d-k],

Yt,ih =
( rk∑

n=1

r-k∑

m=1

QinΛhmFZ,t,nm

)
+ Et,ih = Q′

i·

( r-k∑

m=1

ΛhmFZ,t,·m

)
+ Et,ih

=
( r-k∑

m=1

ΛhmFZ,t,·m

)′
Qi· + Et,ih.

Hence the product Yt,ihYt,jh in (6.7) can be written as

Yt,ihYt,jh =
( r-k∑

m=1

ΛhmFZ,t,·m

)′
Qi·

( r-k∑

m=1

ΛhmFZ,t,·m

)′
Qj· + Et,ihEt,jh

+ Et,jh

( r-k∑

m=1

ΛhmFZ,t,·m

)′
Qi· + Et,ih

( r-k∑

m=1

ΛhmFZ,t,·m

)′
Qj·.

(6.8)
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We then have, from (6.7) and (6.8) that

Q̂j· −HjQj· = D̂−1

(
dk∑

i=1

Q̂i·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,ihEt,jh

+

dk∑

i=1

Q̂i·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,jh

( r-k∑

m=1

ΛhmFZ,t,·m

)′
Qi·

+

dk∑

i=1

Q̂i·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,ih

( r-k∑

m=1

ΛhmFZ,t,·m

)′
Qj·

)

=: D̂−1
(
Ij + IIj + IIIj

)
,

(6.9)

where

Ij : =
dk∑

i=1

Q̂i·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,ihEt,jh,

IIj : =
dk∑

i=1

Q̂i·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,jh

( r-k∑

m=1

ΛhmFZ,t,·m

)′
Qi·,

IIIj : =
dk∑

i=1

Q̂i·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,ih

( r-k∑

m=1

ΛhmFZ,t,·m

)′
Qj·.

The following lemma bounds the terms Ij , IIj , and IIIj .

Lemma 1 Under Assumptions (O1), (F1), (L1), (E1) and (E2), we have

1

dk

dk∑

j=1

‖Ij‖2F = OP

( d
T

+ d2
-k

)
, (6.10)

1

dk

dk∑

j=1

‖IIj‖2F = OP

(d
-kd

αk,1

k

T

)
=

1

dk

dk∑

j=1

‖IIIj‖2F . (6.11)

Proof of Lemma 1. To prove (6.10), we decompose

Ij =
dk∑

i=1

Q̂i·

d-k∑

h=1

∑
t∈ψij,h

Et,ihEt,jh

|ψij,h|

=

dk∑

i=1

Q̂i·

d-k∑

h=1

(∑
t∈ψij,h

(
Et,ihEt,jh −E[Et,ihEt,jh]

)

|ψij,h|
+

∑
t∈ψij,h

E[Et,ihEt,jh]

|ψij,h|
)

= :

dk∑

i=1

Q̂i·ξij +

dk∑

i=1

Q̂i·ηij ,

(6.12)
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where

ξij :=

d-k∑

h=1

∑
t∈ψij,h

(
Et,ihEt,jh −E[Et,ihEt,jh]

)

|ψij,h|
, ηij :=

d-k∑

h=1

∑
t∈ψij,h

E[Et,ihEt,jh]

|ψij,h|
.

We want to show the following:

dk∑

j=1

∥∥∥
dk∑

i=1

Q̂i·ξij

∥∥∥
2

F
= OP

(ddk
T

)
, (6.13)

dk∑

j=1

∥∥∥
dk∑

i=1

Q̂i·ηij

∥∥∥
2

F
= OP

(
dd-k

)
. (6.14)

To show (6.13), first note that Eξij = 0, and also by Assumption (O1),

E|ξij |2 = var(ξij) ≤
1

ψ2
0T

2
var

(
d-k∑

h=1

∑

t∈ψij,h

(
Et,ihEt,jh −E

[
Et,ihEt,jh

])
)

≤ 1

ψ2
0T

2

d-k∑

h=1

d-k∑

l=1

∑

t∈ψij,h

∑

s∈ψij,l

∣∣∣∣cov
((
Et,ihEt,jh −E

[
Et,ihEt,jh

])
,
(
Es,ilEs,jl −E

[
Es,ilEs,jl

]))∣∣∣∣

=
1

ψ2
0T

2

d-k∑

h=1

∑

t∈ψij,h

d-k∑

l=1

∑

s∈ψij,l

∣∣∣∣cov
(
Et,ihEt,jh, Es,ilEs,jl

)∣∣∣∣ ≤
cd-k
ψ2
0T

, (6.15)

where the last inequality and the constant c are from result 1 of Proposition 2 (hereafter Proposition 2.1,

etc). Then by the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality,

dk∑

j=1

∥∥∥
dk∑

i=1

Q̂i·ξij

∥∥∥
2

F
≤

dk∑

j=1

Å dk∑

i=1

∥∥Q̂i·

∥∥2
F

ãÅ dk∑

i=1

ξ2ij

ã

= OP

(ddk
T

)
,

which is (6.13). To show (6.14), note that if we define

ρij,h : =

1
|ψij,h|

∑
t∈ψij,h

E[Et,ihEt,jh]
(

1
|ψij,h|

∑
t∈ψij,h

E[E2
t,ih]

)1/2( 1
|ψij,h|

∑
t∈ψij,h

E[E2
t,jh]

)1/2 ,

then |ρij,h| < 1 and hence ρ2ij,h ≤ |ρij,h|. It is then easy to prove also that

ρij : =

∑d-k
h=1

1
|ψij,h|

∑
t∈ψij,h

E[Et,ihEt,jh]
(∑d-k

h=1
1

|ψij,h|

∑
t∈ψij,h

E[E2
t,ih]

)1/2(∑d-k
h=1

1
|ψij,h|

∑
t∈ψij,h

E[E2
t,jh]

)1/2 ,

also satisfy |ρij | ≤ 1 and ρ2ij ≤ |ρij |. By Proposition 2.1,

∣∣∣∣
d-k∑

h=1

∑
t∈ψij,h

E[E2
t,ih]

|ψij,h|

∣∣∣∣ = OP (d-k),
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and hence

η2ij =

Å d-k∑

h=1

∑
t∈ψij,h

E[Et,ihEt,jh]

|ψij,h|

ã2

= ρ2ij

Å d-k∑

h=1

∑
t∈ψij,h

E[E2
t,ih]

|ψij,h|

ãÅ d-k∑

h=1

∑
t∈ψij,h

E[E2
t,jh]

|ψij,h|

ã

= |ρij |
Å d-k∑

h=1

∑
t∈ψij,h

E[E2
t,ih]

|ψij,h|

ã1/2Å d-k∑

h=1

∑
t∈ψij,h

E[E2
t,jh]

|ψij,h|

ã1/2

·OP (d-k)

=

∣∣∣∣
d-k∑

h=1

∑
t∈ψij,h

E[Et,ihEt,jh]

|ψij,h|

∣∣∣∣ ·OP (d-k) =
∣∣ηij
∣∣OP (d-k).

Using the above, we then have

dk∑

j=1

∥∥∥
dk∑

i=1

Q̂i·ηij

∥∥∥
2

F
≤

dk∑

j=1

Å dk∑

i=1

∥∥Q̂i·

∥∥2
F

ãÅ dk∑

i=1

η2ij

ã

≤ rk

dk∑

j=1

dk∑

i=1

η2ij = OP (d-k) ·
dk∑

j=1

dk∑

i=1

∣∣ηij
∣∣

= OP (d-k) ·
1

|ψ0T |
∑

t∈ψij,h

d-k∑

h=1

dk∑

j=1

dk∑

i=1

∣∣∣E[Et,ihEt,jh]
∣∣∣ = OP (dd-k), (6.16)

where the second last equality used Assumption (O1), and the last equality used Proposition 2.1. This

proves (6.14). Using (6.13) and (6.14), from (6.12) we have

1

dk

dk∑

j=1

∥∥Ij
∥∥2
F
=

1

dk

dk∑

j=1

∥∥∥
dk∑

i=1

Q̂i·

d-k∑

h=1

ξij,h +

dk∑

i=1

Q̂i·

d-k∑

h=1

ηij,h

∥∥∥
2

F

≤ 2

dk

dk∑

j=1

∥∥∥
dk∑

i=1

Q̂i·ξij

∥∥∥
2

F
+

2

dk

dk∑

j=1

∥∥∥
dk∑

i=1

Q̂i·ηij

∥∥∥
2

F
= OP

( d
T

+ d2-k

)
.

This completes the proof of (6.10). To prove (6.11), consider

1

dk

dk∑

j=1

‖IIj‖2F =
1

dk

dk∑

j=1

∥∥∥∥
dk∑

i=1

Q̂i·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,jh

( r-k∑

m=1

ΛhmFZ,t,·m

)′
Qi·

∥∥∥∥
2

F

≤ 1

dk

dk∑

j=1

Å dk∑

i=1

‖Q̂i·‖2F
ã

·
dk∑

i=1

Å d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,jh

( r-k∑

m=1

ΛhmFZ,t,·m

)′
Qi·

ã2

=
rk
dk

dk∑

j=1

dk∑

i=1

(
d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,jh

( r-k∑

m=1

ΛhmFZ,t,·m

)′
Qi·

)2

=
rkd

2
-k

dk

dk∑

j=1

dk∑

i=1

(
d-k∑

h=1

∑

t∈ψij,h

1

d-k · |ψij,h|
Et,jh[⊗l∈[K]\{k}Al]

′
h·F

′
tAi·

)2

=
rkd

2
-k

dk

dk∑

j=1

dk∑

i=1

‖ui‖2F

(
d-k∑

h=1

∑

t∈ψij,h

1

d-k · |ψij,h|
Et,jhv

′
hF

′
t

1

‖ui‖F
ui

)2

,

(6.17)

where A = Ak and Ft = matk(Ft) above, and we define vh := [⊗l∈[K]\{k}Al]h·, ui := Ai·. By Proposition
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2.2, the last bracket in the last line of (6.17) is OP (d
−1
-k T

−1), and hence

1

dk

dk∑

j=1

‖IIj‖2F = OP (
d-k
dkT

)

dk∑

j=1

dk∑

i=1

‖ui‖2F = OP

( d-k
dkT

) dk∑

j=1

∥∥A
∥∥2
F
= OP

(d-kdαk,1

k

T

)
,

where the last equality follows since for any l ∈ [K], ‖Al‖2F = OP
(
tr(Zl)

)
= OP

(
d
αl,1

l

)
by Assumption

(L1). The bound corresponding to IIIj can be proved similarly (omitted), and hence (6.11) is established.

This concludes the proof of Lemma 1. �

Lemma 2 Under Assumptions (O1), (M1), (F1), (L1), (E1), (E2) and (R1), with Hj and D̂ from (6.2),

we have

∥∥D̂−1
∥∥
F
= OP

(
d
αk,1−αk,rk

k

K∏

j=1

d
−αj,1

j

)
, (6.18)

1

dk

dk∑

j=1

∥∥∥Q̂j· −HjQj·

∥∥∥
2

F
= OP

(
d
2(αk,1−αk,rk

)−1

k

Å

1

Td
-k

+
1

dk

ã K∏

j=1

d
2(1−αj,1)
j

)
. (6.19)

Proof of Lemma 2. First, we bound the term
∥∥D̂−1

∥∥2
F

by finding the lower bound of λrk(D̂). To do

this, define ωk := d
αk,rk

−αk,1

k

∏K
j=1 d

αj,1

j , and consider the decomposition

Ŝ = R∗ + (R̃−R∗) +R1 +R2 +R3, (6.20)

where for a unit vector γ,

R(γ) :=
1

ωk
γ
′Ŝγ =

1

ωk

dk∑

i=1

dk∑

j=1

γiγjŜij =
1

ωk

dk∑

i=1

dk∑

j=1

γiγj

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Yt,ihYt,jh

=: R∗(γ) + (R̃(γ)−R∗(γ)) +R1 +R2 +R3, with

R̃(γ) :=
1

ωk
γ
′R̃γ :=

1

ωk

dk∑

i=1

dk∑

j=1

γiγj

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

( r-k∑

m=1

ΛhmFZ,t,·m

)′
Qi·

( r-k∑

m=1

ΛhmFZ,t,·m

)′
Qj·,

R∗(γ) :=
1

ωk
γ
′R∗

γ :=
1

ωk

dk∑

i=1

dk∑

j=1

γiγj

d-k∑

h=1

1

T

T∑

t=1

( r-k∑

m=1

ΛhmFZ,t,·m

)′
Qi·

( r-k∑

m=1

ΛhmFZ,t,·m

)′
Qj·,

R1 :=
1

ωk
γ
′R1γ :=

1

ωk

dk∑

i=1

dk∑

j=1

γiγj

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,ihEt,jh,

R2 :=
1

ωk
γ
′R2γ :=

1

ωk

dk∑

i=1

dk∑

j=1

γiγj

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,jh

( r-k∑

m=1

ΛhmFZ,t,·m

)′
Qi·,

R3 :=
1

ωk
γ
′R3γ :=

1

ωk

dk∑

i=1

dk∑

j=1

γiγj

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,ih

( r-k∑

m=1

ΛhmFZ,t,·m

)′
Qj·, (6.21)
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and we used (6.8) for the expansion above. Then we have the decomposition

R(γ)−R∗(γ) = R(γ)− R̃(γ) + R̃(γ)−R∗(γ). (6.22)

Similar to the treatment of the term Ij in the proof of Lemma 1, since ‖γ‖ = 1,

|R1| ≤
1

ωk

∣∣∣∣
dk∑

i=1

dk∑

j=1

γiγjξij

∣∣∣∣+
1

ωk

∣∣∣∣
dk∑

i=1

dk∑

j=1

γiγjηij

∣∣∣∣ ≤
1

ωk

Å dk∑

i=1

dk∑

j=1

ξ2ij

ã1/2

+
1

ωk

Å dk∑

i=1

dk∑

j=1

η2ij

ã1/2

= OP

Å

d
αk,1−αk,rk

k

[ 1

T 1/2d
1/2
-k

+
1

d
1/2
k

] K∏

j=1

d
1−αj,1

j

ã

= OP (d[(Td-k)
−1/2 + d

−1/2
k ]/ωk), (6.23)

where the second last equality is from (6.15) and part of (6.16). Together with Assumption (R1), (6.23)

implies that as T, dk, d-k → ∞, R1
p−→ 0.

From (6.17) and the arguments for IIj immediately afterwards, we see that

|R2| ≤
1

ωk

{
dk∑

j=1

dk∑

i=1

(
d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,jh

( r-k∑

m=1

ΛhmFZ,t,·m

)′
Qi·

)2}1/2

= OP (ω
−1
k ) ·OP

Å

T−1/2d1/2
K∏

j=1

d
αj,1/2
j

ã

= OP ((dgs)
1/2T−1/2/ωk) = oP (1), (6.24)

where the last equality is from Assumption (R1). The term R3 can be proved to have the same rate with

same lines of proof as for R2. Hence we have

sup
‖γ‖=1

|R(γ)− R̃(γ)| = sup
‖γ‖=1

|R1 +R2 +R3| p−→ 0. (6.25)

Similar to the proof of (R6) in Lemma 4 in Xiong and Pelger (2023), using the definition vh :=

[⊗l∈[K]\{k}Al]h· as before,

R̃(γ)−R∗(γ) =
1

ωk

dk∑

i=1

dk∑

j=1

γiγj

d-k∑

h=1

Å

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Q′
i·FZ,tΛh·Λ

′
h·F

′
Z,tQj· −

1

T

T∑

t=1

Q′
i·FZ,tΛh·Λ

′
h·F

′
Z,tQj·

ã

=
1

ωk

dk∑

i=1

dk∑

j=1

γiγj

d-k∑

h=1

A′
i·

Å

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Ftvhv
′
hF

′
t −

1

T

T∑

t=1

Ftvhv
′
hF

′
t

ã

Aj·

=:
1

ωk

dk∑

i=1

dk∑

j=1

γiγj

d-k∑

h=1

A′
i·∆F,k,ij,hAj·, where (6.26)

∆F,k,ij,h :=
1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Ftvhv
′
hF

′
t −

1

T

T∑

t=1

Ftvhv
′
hF

′
t.
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By the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, we then have

∣∣R̃(γ) −R∗(γ)
∣∣ ≤ 1

ωk

(
dk∑

i=1

dk∑

j=1

[
A′
i·

( d-k∑

h=1

∆F,k,ij,h

)
Aj·

]2
)1/2

. (6.27)

With Assumption (M1), using the standard rate of convergence in the weak law of large number for α-

mixing sequence and the fact that the elements in Ft are independent from Assumption (F1), since ∆F,k,ij,h

has fixed dimension, we have for each k ∈ [K], i, j ∈ [dk] and h ∈ [d-k],

‖∆F,k,ij,h‖F ≤
∥∥∥∥

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Ftvhv
′
hF

′
t − v′

hvhΣk

∥∥∥∥
F

+

∥∥∥∥
1

T

T∑

t=1

Ftvhv
′
hF

′
t − v′

hvhΣk

∥∥∥∥
F

= OP

(‖vh‖2
T 1/2

)
.

(6.28)

From Assumption (L1), we then have

dk∑

i=1

dk∑

j=1

[
A′
i·

( d-k∑

h=1

∆F,k,ij,h

)
Aj·

]2
≤

dk∑

i=1

dk∑

j=1

‖Ai·‖2F ‖Aj·‖2F
( d-k∑

h=1

‖∆F,k,ij,h‖F
)2

≤ ‖Ak‖4F · OP
Å

1

T

( d-k∑

h=1

‖vh‖2
)2ã

= ‖Ak‖4F · OP
Å

1

T
‖ ⊗j∈[K]\{k} Aj‖4F

ã

= OP

Å

1

T

K∏

j=1

∥∥Aj

∥∥4
F

ã

= OP

Å

1

T

K∏

j=1

d
2αj,1

j

ã

, (6.29)

and hence from (6.27), we have by Assumption (R1) that

∣∣R̃(γ)−R∗(γ)
∣∣ = OP

( 1√
T
d
αk,1−αk,rk

k

)
= oP (d

−1/2g1/2s ) = oP (1), (6.30)

where the second last equality is from Assumption (R1). Next, with Proposition 2.3, consider

λrk(R
∗) = λrk

(
1

T

T∑

t=1

QFZ,tΛ
′ΛF′

Z,tQ
′

)
= λrk

(
1

T

T∑

t=1

AkFt
[
⊗j∈[K]\{k} Aj

]′[⊗j∈[K]\{k} Aj

]
F′
tA

′
k

)

≥ λrk(A
′
kAk) · λrk

(
1

T

T∑

t=1

Ft
[
⊗j∈[K]\{k} Aj

]′[⊗j∈[K]\{k} Aj

]
F′
t

)

≍P dαk,rk

k · λrk(tr(⊗j∈[K]\{k}A
′
jAj)Σk) ≍P dαk,rk

k

∏

j∈[K]\{k}

d
αj,1

j = ωk.

With this, going back to the decomposition (6.20),

ω−1
k λrk(D̂) = ω−1

k λrk(Ŝ) ≥ ω−1
k λrk(R

∗)− sup
‖γ‖=1

|R̃(γ)−R∗(γ)| − sup
‖γ‖=1

|R1 +R2 +R3| ≍P 1,
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where we used (6.25) and (6.30). Hence finally,

∥∥D̂−1
∥∥
F
= OP

(
λ−1
rk

(D̂)
)
= OP (ω

−1
k ) = OP

Å

d
αk,1−αk,rk

k

K∏

j=1

d
−αj,1

j

ã

,

which completes the proof of (6.18).

To prove (6.19), from (6.9) we obtain

1

dk

dk∑

j=1

∥∥∥Q̂j· −HjQj·

∥∥∥
2

F
=

1

dk

dk∑

j=1

∥∥∥D̂−1
(
Ij + IIj + IIIj

)∥∥∥
2

F
≤
∥∥D̂−1

∥∥2
F

[
1

dk

dk∑

j=1

∥∥∥Ij + IIj + IIIj
∥∥∥
2

F

]

≤
∥∥D̂−1

∥∥2
F

[
Å

2

dk

dk∑

j=1

∥∥Ij
∥∥2
F

ã

+

Å

4

dk

dk∑

j=1

∥∥IIj
∥∥2
F

ã

+

Å

4

dk

dk∑

j=1

∥∥IIIj
∥∥2
F

ã

]

= OP

(
d
2(αk,1−αk,rk

)−1

k

Å

1

Td-k
+

1

dk

ã K∏

j=1

d
2(1−αj,1)
j

)
,

where the last line follows from (6.18) and Lemma 1. This concludes the proof of Lemma 2. �

Lemma 3 Under the Assumptions in Lemma 2, for each i, j ∈ [dk] and h ∈ [d
-k], if the set ψij,h has

cardinality satisfying

|ψij,h|
T

= 1− ηi,j,h ≥ 1− η,

then for all j ∈ [dk] with Hj and Ha from (6.2),

∥∥Hj −Ha
∥∥2
F
= OP

Å

min

Å

1

T
,

η2

(1− η)2

ã

d
2(αk,1−αk,rk

)

k

ã

= oP (1). (6.31)

Proof of Lemma 3. Firstly, consider ∆F,k,ij,h from (6.26), where

‖∆F,k,ij,h‖F =

∥∥∥∥
1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Ftvhv
′
hF

′
t −

1

T

T∑

t=1

Ftvhv
′
hF

′
t

∥∥∥∥
F

=

∥∥∥∥
1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψc
ij,h

Ftvhv
′
hF

′
t

∥∥∥∥
F

+

∥∥∥∥
Å

1

|ψij,h|
− 1

T

ã T∑

t=1

Ftvhv
′
hF

′
t

∥∥∥∥
F

≤ OP

Å

Tη

T − Tη

∥∥vh
∥∥2
ã

+
Tη

T (T − Tη)
· OP (T

∥∥vh
∥∥2)

= OP

Å

η

1− η

∥∥vh
∥∥2
ã

.

Combining this with (6.28), we have

‖∆F,k,ij,h‖F = OP

Å

min

Å

1√
T
,

η

1− η

ã∥∥vh
∥∥2
ã

. (6.32)
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Note also that

Hj =D̂−1
dk∑

i=1

Q̂i·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Λ′
h·F

′
Z,tQi·Λ

′
h·F

′
Z,t

=D̂−1
dk∑

i=1

Q̂i·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Q′
i·FZ,tΛh·Λ

′
h·F

′
Z,t,

and also

Ha =D̂−1
dk∑

i=1

Q̂i·

d-k∑

h=1

1

T

T∑

t=1

Q′
i·FZ,tΛh·Λ

′
h·F

′
Z,t.

We then have, for Âi· = Z
1/2
k Q̂i· and using (6.32),

∥∥Hj −Ha
∥∥2
F
=

∥∥∥∥D̂
−1

dk∑

i=1

Q̂i·

d-k∑

h=1

( 1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Q′
i·FZ,tΛh·Λ

′
h·F

′
Z,t −

1

T

T∑

t=1

Q′
i·FZ,tΛh·Λ

′
h·F

′
Z,t

)∥∥∥∥
2

F

=

∥∥∥∥D̂
−1

dk∑

i=1

Q̂i·A
′
i·

d-k∑

h=1

∆F,k,ij,hZ
1/2
k

∥∥∥∥
2

F

≤
∥∥D̂−1

∥∥2
F

∥∥∥∥
dk∑

i=1

Âi·A
′
i·

d-k∑

h=1

∆F,k,ij,h

∥∥∥∥
2

F

= OP (ω
−2
k ) · max

i∈[dk]

∥∥∥∥
d-k∑

h=1

∆F,k,ij,h

∥∥∥∥
2

F

Å dk∑

i=1

‖Âi·‖ · ‖Ai·‖
ã2

= OP (ω
−2
k ) ·OP

Å

min

Å

1

T
,

η2

(1− η)2

ã

‖ ⊗j∈[K]\{k} Aj‖4F
ã

·
∥∥Âk

∥∥2
F
· ‖Ak‖2F

= OP

Å

min

Å

1

T
,

η2

(1− η)2

ã

d
2(αk,1−αk,rk

)

k

ã

= oP (1),

where we used (6.32) in the second last line, Assumption (L1) in the second last equality, and Assumption

(R1) in the last equality. This completes the proof of Lemma 3. �

Proof of Theorem 1.

The first result is shown in Lemma 2. Together with Lemma 3, we have

1

dk

dk∑

j=1

∥∥Q̂j· −HaQj·

∥∥2 ≤ 1

dk

dk∑

j=1

∥∥Q̂j· −HjQj·

∥∥2
F
+

1

dk

dk∑

j=1

∥∥∥
(
Hj −Ha

)
Qj·

∥∥∥
2

F

≤ 1

dk

dk∑

j=1

∥∥Q̂j· −HjQj·

∥∥2
F
+

1

dk

dk∑

j=1

∥∥Hj −Ha
∥∥2
F

∥∥Qj·

∥∥2
F

= OP

(
d
2(αk,1−αk,rk

)−1

k

Å

1

Td-k
+

1

dk

ã K∏

j=1

d
2(1−αj,1)
j

)

+OP

Å

min

Å

1

T
,

η2

(1− η)2

ã

d
2(αk,1−αk,rk

)−1

k

ã

= OP

(
d
2(αk,1−αk,rk

)−1

k

[
Å

1

Td-k
+

1

dk

ã

d2

g2s
+min

Å

1

T
,

η2

(1− η)2

ã

])
,
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where we used d−1
k

∑dk
j=1 ‖Qj·‖2F = d−1

k ‖Qk‖2F = O(d−1
k ) by Assumption (L1). This completes the proof

of the theorem. �

Before we prove the consistency results for our imputations, we want to prove asymptotic normality

for our factor loading estimators first. Consistency for the imputations will then use the rate obtained from

asymptotic normality of the estimated factor loading matrices. We present a lemma first before proving

Theorem 3.

Lemma 4 Let Assumption (O1), (M1), (F1), (L1), (L2), (E1), (E2) and (R1) hold. For a given k ∈ [K],

let R∗ be from (6.20) and ωk := d
αk,rk

−αk,1

k gs. Then

ω−1
k R∗ p−→ tr(A′

-kA-k) · ω−1
k AkA

′
k,

ω−1
k D̂k

p−→ ω−1
k Dk := ω−1

k tr(A′
-kA-k) · diag{λj(A′

kAk) | j ∈ [rk]},

Ha
k
p−→ H

a,∗
k := (tr(A′

-kA-k))
1/2 ·D−1/2

k Υ′
kZ

1/2
k ,

where Υk is the eigenvector matrix of tr(A′
-kA-k) · ω−1

k Z
1/2
k ΣA,kZ

1/2
k .

Proof of Lemma 4. First, let Ŝ, Q̂, D̂,Ha be from (6.2), and R∗, R̃,R1,R2,R3 from (6.20). Define also

Ha,∗ := H
a,∗
k , then we have

1

ωk
(D̂− Q̂′R∗Q̂) =

1

ωk
Q̂′(Ŝ−R∗)Q̂

=
1

ωk
Q̂′(R̃−R∗)Q̂+

1

ωk
Q̂′R1Q̂+

1

ωk
Q̂′R2Q̂+

1

ωk
Q̂′R3Q̂ = oP (1),

(6.33)

where the last equality follows from the proof of Lemma 2.

Using the structure in Assumption (F1), we have

E

[ 1

ωk
R∗
]
=

1

ωkT

T∑

t=1

E

ï

Ak

(∑

q≥0

af,qXf,t−q

)
A′

-kA-k

(∑

q≥0

af,qX
′
f,t−q

)
A′
k

ò

= tr(A′
-kA-k) ·

1

ωkT

T∑

t=1

∑

q≥0

a2f,qAkA
′
k = tr(A′

-kA-k) ·
1

ωk
AkA

′
k.
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Meanwhile, we have

Var
(( 1

ωk
R∗
)
ij

)
=

1

ω2
kT

2

T∑

t=1

T∑

s=1

cov

Å

A′
k,i·

(∑

q≥0

af,qXf,t−q

)
A′

-kA-k

(∑

q≥0

af,qX
′
f,t−q

)
Ak,j·,

A′
k,i·

(∑

q≥0

af,qXf,s−q

)
A′

-kA-k

(∑

q≥0

af,qX
′
f,s−q

)
Ak,j·

ã

=
1

ω2
kT

2

T∑

t=1

∑

q≥0

∑

p≥0

a2f,qa
2
f,p ·Var

Å

A′
k,i·Xf,t−qA

′
-kA-kX

′
f,t−pAk,j·

ã

=
1

ω2
kT

2

T∑

t=1

∑

q≥0

∑

p≥0

a2f,qa
2
f,p ·OP (‖A-k‖2F )

= OP

(
d
−2αk,rk

k

1

T

∏

j∈[K]\{k}

d
−αj,1

j

)
= oP (1),

where we used Assumption (E2) in the third last equality, both (L1) and (F1) in the second last, and (R1)

in the last. We can then conclude ω−1
k R∗ p−→ tr(A′

-kA-k) ·ω−1
k AkA

′
k. Together with (6.33) and Assumption

(L2), we obtain the limit of ω−1
k D̂ as

ω−1
k D̂

p−→ ω−1
k D = ω−1

k tr(A′
-kA-k) · diag{λj(A′

kAk) | j ∈ [rk]}. (6.34)

Define further

Rres := ω−1
k Z

1/2
k Q′((R̃−R∗) +R1 +R2 +R3)Q̂.

With similar arguments in the proof of Lemma 2, we have ‖Rres‖F = oP (‖Z1/2
k ‖F ). Left-multiply both

sides of ŜQ̂ = Q̂D̂ by ω−1
k Z

1/2
k Q′, we can write

(Z
1/2
k Q′Q̂)(ω−1

k D̂) = ω−1
k Z

1/2
k Q′ŜQ̂ = ω−1

k Z
1/2
k Q′R∗Q̂+Rres

=
[
ω−1
k Z

1/2
k Q′R∗Q̂(Z

1/2
k Q′Q̂)−1 +Rres(Z

1/2
k Q′Q̂)−1

]
(Z

1/2
k Q′Q̂).

Hence, each column of Z
1/2
k Q′Q̂ is an eigenvector of the matrix

ω−1
k Z

1/2
k Q′R∗Q̂(Z

1/2
k Q′Q̂)−1 +Rres(Z

1/2
k Q′Q̂)−1.

We have (Z
1/2
k Q′Q̂)′(Z

1/2
k Q′Q̂)

p−→ (tr(A′
-kA-k))

−1 ·D, since

ω−1
k

[
(Z

1/2
k Q′Q̂)′(Z

1/2
k Q′Q̂)− (tr(A′

-kA-k))
−1 ·D

]

= [ω−1
k Q̂′A′

kAkQ̂− ω−1
k (tr(A′

-kA-k))
−1Q̂′R∗Q̂] + [ω−1

k (tr(A′
-kA-k))

−1Q̂′R∗Q̂− ω−1
k (tr(A′

-kA-k))
−1 ·D],
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which is oP (1) from the limit of ω−1
k R∗ (for the first square bracket) and from (6.33) and (6.34) (for the

second square bracket). Hence the eigenvalues of (Q′Q̂)′(Q′Q̂) are asymptotically bounded away from zero

and infinity by Assumption (L1), and also ‖(Z1/2
k Q′Q̂)−1‖F = OP (‖Z−1/2

k ‖F ). Let

Υ∗
k := (tr(A′

-kA-k))
1/2 · (Z1/2

k Q′Q̂)D−1/2.

Using the limit of ω−1
k R∗, we have

ω−1
k Z

1/2
k Q′R∗Q̂(Z

1/2
k Q′Q̂)−1 p−→ tr(A′

-kA-k) · ω−1
k Z

1/2
k Q′QZkQ

′Q̂(Q′Q̂)−1Z
−1/2
k

= tr(A′
-kA-k) · ω−1

k Z
1/2
k Q′QZ

1/2
k

= tr(A′
-kA-k) · ω−1

k Z
1/2
k ΣA,kZ

1/2
k ,

and ‖Rres(Z
1/2
k Q′Q̂)−1‖F = oP (1) from the above. By Assumption (L2) and eigenvector perturba-

tion theories, there exists a unique eigenvector matrix Υk of tr(A′
-kA-k) · ω−1

k Z
1/2
k ΣA,kZ

1/2
k such that

‖Υk −Υ∗
k‖ = oP (1). Therefore, we have

Q′Q̂ = (tr(A′
-kA-k))

−1/2 · Z−1/2
k Υ∗

kD
1/2 p−→ (tr(A′

-kA-k))
−1/2 · Z−1/2

k ΥkD
1/2.

Thus, we have

Ha = D̂−1 1

T

T∑

t=1

Q̂′AkFtA
′
-kA-kF

′
tZ

1/2
k = D̂−1Q̂′R∗Ak(A

′
kAk)

−1Z
1/2
k = D̂−1Q̂′R∗QΣ−1

A,k

= tr(A′
-kA-k) ·D−1Q̂′QZkQ

′QΣ−1
A,k + oP (1)

p−→ (tr(A′
-kA-k))

1/2 ·D−1/2Υ′
kZ

1/2
k .

(6.35)

This completes the proof of Lemma 4. �

Proof of Theorem 3. Suppose we focus on the k-th mode, and hence we adapt all notations by

omitting the subscript k for the ease of notational simplicity; see (6.2) for example. Moreover, we set

Xe,t := matk(Xe,t),Xǫ,t := matk(Xǫ,t) and Xf,t := matk(Xf,t).

To proceed, we first decompose

Q̂j· −HaQj· = (Q̂j· −HjQj·) + (Hj −Ha)Qj·. (6.36)
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Consider the first term (Q̂j· −HjQj·). Using the decomposition in (6.9),

Q̂j· −HjQj· = D̂−1
dk∑

i=1

(Q̂i· −HjQi·)

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,jh(A-k)
′
h·F

′
tAi·

+ D̂−1
dk∑

i=1

(Q̂i· −HjQi·)

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,ih(A-k)
′
h·F

′
tAj·

+ D̂−1
dk∑

i=1

(Q̂i· −HjQi·)

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,ihEt,jh

+ IH,j + I∗
H,j + IIH,j + IIIH,j , where

(6.37)

IH,j := D̂−1
dk∑

i=1

HaQi·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,jh(A-k)
′
h·F

′
tAi·,

I∗
H,j := D̂−1

dk∑

i=1

(Hj −Ha)Qi·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,jh(A-k)
′
h·F

′
tAi·,

IIH,j := D̂−1
dk∑

i=1

HjQi·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,ih(A-k)
′
h·F

′
tAj·,

IIIH,j := D̂−1
dk∑

i=1

HjQi·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,ihEt,jh, with A-k := ⊗l∈[K]\{k}Al.

We want to show that IH,j is the leading term among those in (6.37). Equivalently, we will compare the

eight terms below, and show that first term has lower bound dominating the upper bound of others:

∥∥∥∥
dk∑

i=1

HaQi·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,jh(A-k)
′
h·F

′
tAi·

∥∥∥∥
2

, (6.38)

∥∥∥∥
dk∑

i=1

(Hj −Ha)Qi·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,jh(A-k)
′
h·F

′
tAi·

∥∥∥∥
2

, (6.39)

∥∥∥∥
dk∑

i=1

HjQi·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,ih(A-k)
′
h·F

′
tAj·

∥∥∥∥
2

, (6.40)

∥∥∥∥
dk∑

i=1

HjQi·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,ihEt,jh

∥∥∥∥
2

, (6.41)

∥∥∥∥
dk∑

i=1

(Q̂i· −HjQi·)

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,jh(A-k)
′
h·F

′
tAi·

∥∥∥∥
2

, (6.42)

∥∥∥∥
dk∑

i=1

(Q̂i· −HjQi·)

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,ih(A-k)
′
h·F

′
tAj·

∥∥∥∥
2

, (6.43)

∥∥∥∥
dk∑

i=1

(Q̂i· −HjQi·)

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,ihEt,jh

∥∥∥∥
2

. (6.44)
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Note that we can easily see the rates of (6.40) and (6.41) are greater than those of (6.43) and (6.44)

respectively, using Lemma 2 and the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality.

Consider (6.39) first. We have

∥∥∥∥
dk∑

i=1

(Hj −Ha)Qi·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,jh(A-k)
′
h·F

′
tAi·

∥∥∥∥
2

≤
Å dk∑

i=1

‖Hj −Ha‖2F · ‖Qi·‖2
ã

·
dk∑

i=1

Å d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,jh(A-k)
′
h·F

′
tAi·

ã2

= O(d2-k) · ‖Hj −Ha‖2F ·
dk∑

i=1

Å d-k∑

h=1

∑

t∈ψij,h

1

d-k · |ψij,h|
Et,jh(A-k)

′
h·F

′
tAi·

ã2

= O(d2-k) · ‖Hj −Ha‖2F ·
dk∑

i=1

‖ui‖2
Å d-k∑

h=1

∑

t∈ψij,h

1

d-k · |ψij,h|
Et,jhv

′
hF

′
t

1

‖ui‖
ui

ã2

= OP

(
d
2(αk,1−αk,rk

)

k

(d-k
T 2

)
d
αk,1

k

)
,

where vh := (A-k)h·, ui := Ai·, and we used Lemma 3, Proposition 2.2 and (L1) in the last equality.

To bound (6.40), note from Assumption (E1) and (E2) that we can write

Et,ih =
∑

q≥0

ae,qA
′
e,k,i·Xe,t−qAe,-k,h· + [matk(Σǫ)]ih

∑

q≥0

aǫ,q(Xǫ,t−q)ih.

Consider first
∑d-k

h=1

∑
t∈ψij,h

(
∑

q≥0 ae,qA
′
e,k,i·Xe,t−qAe,-k,h·)(A-k)

′
h·F

′
tAj·. By Assumption (O1), (E1),

(E2) and (F1), we have

E

[( d-k∑

h=1

∑

t∈ψij,h

(
∑

q≥0

ae,qA
′
e,k,i·Xe,t−qAe,-k,h·)(A-k)

′
h·F

′
tAj·

)2]

= cov
( d-k∑

h=1

∑

t∈ψij,h

(A-k)
′
h·

(∑

q≥0

af,qX
′
f,t−q

)
Aj·

(∑

q≥0

ae,qA
′
e,k,i·Xe,t−qAe,-k,h·

)
,

d-k∑

h=1

∑

t∈ψij,h

(A-k)
′
h·

(∑

q≥0

af,qX
′
f,t−q

)
Aj·

(∑

q≥0

ae,qA
′
e,k,i·Xe,t−qAe,-k,h·

))

=

d-k∑

h=1

d-k∑

l=1

∑

t∈ψij,h∩ψij,l

∑

q≥0

a2f,qa
2
e,q · ‖Aj·‖2 · ‖(A-k)h·‖ · ‖(A-k)l·‖ · ‖Ae,-k,h·‖ · ‖Ae,-k,l·‖ · ‖Ae,k,i·‖2

= O(T ) · ‖Aj·‖2 · ‖Ae,k,i·‖2.

(6.45)

Consider also
∑dk
i=1

∑d-k
h=1

∑
t∈ψij,h

Qi·([matk(Σǫ)]ih
∑

q≥0 aǫ,q(Xǫ,t−q)ih)(A-k)
′
h·F

′
tAj·. Similarly, by As-
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sumption (O1), (E1), (E2) and (F1), we have

E

[∥∥
dk∑

i=1

d-k∑

h=1

∑

t∈ψij,h

Qi·([matk(Σǫ)]ih
∑

q≥0

aǫ,q(Xǫ,t−q)ih)(A-k)
′
h·F

′
tAj·

∥∥2
]

= cov
( dk∑

i=1

d-k∑

h=1

∑

t∈ψij,h

Qi·(A-k)
′
h·

(∑

q≥0

af,qX
′
f,t−q

)
Aj·

(
[matk(Σǫ)]ih

∑

q≥0

aǫ,q(Xǫ,t−q)ih
)
,

dk∑

i=1

d-k∑

h=1

∑

t∈ψij,h

Qi·(A-k)
′
h·

(∑

q≥0

af,qX
′
f,t−q

)
Aj·

(
[matk(Σǫ)]ih

∑

q≥0

aǫ,q(Xǫ,t−q)ih
))

=

dk∑

i=1

d-k∑

h=1

∑

t∈ψij,h

∑

q≥0

a2f,qa
2
ǫ,q · ‖Aj·‖2 · ‖(A-k)h·‖2 · Σǫ,k,h,ii · ‖Qi·‖2

= O(T ) · ‖Aj·‖2 · ‖A-k‖2 · ‖Q‖2.

(6.46)

Hence it holds that

∥∥∥∥
dk∑

i=1

HjQi·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,ih(A-k)
′
h·F

′
tAj·

∥∥∥∥
2

≤ ‖Hj‖2F ·
∥∥∥∥
dk∑

i=1

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Qi·([matk(Σǫ)]ih
∑

q≥0

aǫ,q(Xǫ,t−q)ih)(A-k)
′
h·F

′
tAj·

∥∥∥∥
2

+ ‖Hj‖2F ·
Å dk∑

i=1

‖Qi·‖2
ã

·
dk∑

i=1

∥∥∥∥
d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

(
∑

q≥0

ae,qA
′
e,k,i·Xe,t−qAe,-k,h·)(A-k)

′
h·F

′
tAj·

∥∥∥∥
2

= OP

(
d
−αk,1

k

Å

1

T

ã K∏

j=1

d
αj,1

j

)
,

where we used Assumption (L1), (6.45) and (6.46) in the last equality.

For (6.41), by Assumption (O1), (E1) and (E2), we have from the proof of Proposition 2 that

Var
( dk∑

i=1

d-k∑

h=1

∑

t∈ψij,h

Qi·Et,ihEt,jh

)

= O(1) ·
dk∑

i=1

dk∑

w=1

d-k∑

h=1

d-k∑

l=1

∑

t∈ψij,h∩ψwj,l

re,k∑

n=1

re,-k∑

m=1

∑

q≥0

a4e,qAe,k,inAe,k,wnA
2
e,k,jnA

2
e,-k,hmA

2
e,-k,lm

· ‖Qi·‖ · ‖Qw·‖ ·Var((Xe,t−q)
2
nm)

+O(1) ·
dk∑

i=1

d-k∑

h=1

∑

t∈ψij,h∩ψwj,l

∑

q≥0

a4ǫ,qΣǫ,k,h,iiΣǫ,k,h,jj · ‖Qi·‖2 · Var((Xǫ,t−q)ih(Xǫ,t−q)jh)

= O(T + Td-k) = O(Td-k).
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Moreover, it holds that

E

[ dk∑

i=1

d-k∑

h=1

∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,ihEt,jh

]
=

dk∑

i=1

d-k∑

h=1

∑

t∈ψij,h

Å

‖Ae,-k,h·‖2 · ‖Ae,k,i·‖ · ‖Ae,k,j·‖+Σǫ,k,h,ij

ã

= O(Td-k),

and with maxi ‖Qi·‖2 ≤ ‖Aj·‖2 · ‖Z−1/2
k ‖2 = OP

(
d
−αk,rk

k

)
, we thus have

∥∥∥∥
dk∑

i=1

HjQi·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,ihEt,jh

∥∥∥∥
2

≤ ‖Hj‖2F ·
∥∥∥∥
dk∑

i=1

Qi·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,ihEt,jh

∥∥∥∥
2

= O

Å

d-k
T

+ d2-kd
−αk,rk

k

ã

.

Now consider (6.42). Similar to (6.39), we have

∥∥∥∥
dk∑

i=1

(Q̂i· −HjQi·)

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,jh(A-k)
′
h·F

′
tAi·

∥∥∥∥
2

≤
Å dk∑

i=1

‖Q̂i· −HjQi·‖2F
ã

·
dk∑

i=1

Å d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,jh(A-k)
′
h·F

′
tAi·

ã2

= O(d2-k) ·
Å dk∑

i=1

‖Q̂i· −HjQi·‖2F
ã

·
dk∑

i=1

‖ui‖2
Å d-k∑

h=1

∑

t∈ψij,h

1

d-k · |ψij,h|
Et,jhv

′
hF

′
t

1

‖ui‖
ui

ã2

= OP

(
d
3αk,1−2αk,rk

k

Å

d-k
T

ãÅ

1

Td-k
+

1

dk

ã K∏

j=1

d
2(1−αj,1)
j

)
,

where we used Lemma 2, Proposition 2.2 and (L1) in the last equality.

Finally, we need the rate of (6.38) to be truly dominating. Using Assumption (AD1), we consider the

48



following ratios with d1, . . . , dK , T → ∞:

∥∥∥∥
dk∑

i=1

(Hj −Ha)Qi·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,jh(A-k)
′
h·F

′
tAi·

∥∥∥∥
2¡∥∥∥∥

dk∑

i=1

HaQi·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,jh(A-k)
′
h·F

′
tAi·

∥∥∥∥
2

= OP

(
d
2(αk,1−αk,rk

)

k · 1
T

)
= oP (1),

∥∥∥∥
dk∑

i=1

HjQi·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,ih(A-k)
′
h·F

′
tAj·

∥∥∥∥
2¡∥∥∥∥

dk∑

i=1

HaQi·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,jh(A-k)
′
h·F

′
tAi·

∥∥∥∥
2

= OP

(
d
−αk,1

k

∏

j∈[K]\{k}

d
αk,j−1
j

)
= oP (1),

∥∥∥∥
dk∑

i=1

HjQi·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,ihEt,jh

∥∥∥∥
2¡∥∥∥∥

dk∑

i=1

HaQi·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,jh(A-k)
′
h·F

′
tAi·

∥∥∥∥
2

= OP

(
Td-kd

−αk,rk
−αk,1

k

)
= oP (1),

∥∥∥∥
dk∑

i=1

(Q̂i· −HjQi·)

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,jh(A-k)
′
h·F

′
tAi·

∥∥∥∥
2¡∥∥∥∥

dk∑

i=1

HaQi·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,jh(A-k)
′
h·F

′
tAi·

∥∥∥∥
2

= OP

(
d
2(αk,1−αk,rk

)

k

Å

1

Td-k
+

1

dk

ã K∏

j=1

d
2(1−αj,1)
j

)
= oP (1),

∥∥∥∥D̂(Hj −Ha)Qj·

∥∥∥∥
2¡∥∥∥∥

dk∑

i=1

HaQi·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,jh(A-k)
′
h·F

′
tAi·

∥∥∥∥
2

,

by Assumptions (R1) and the rate assumptions d
2αk,1−3αk,rk

k = o(d-k) and Td-k = o(d
αk,1+αk,rk

k ). Hence

IH,j is indeed the dominating term in (6.37). In other words, we have

Q̂j· −HjQj· = IH,j + oP (1). (6.47)

Then we want to show that

√
TωB · IH,j =

√
TωB · D̂−1Ha

dk∑

i=1

Qi·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,jh(A-k)
′
h·F

′
tAi·

p−→
√
TωB ·D−1H

a,∗
k

dk∑

i=1

Qi·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,jh(A-k)
′
h·F

′
tAi·

D−→ N (0, TωB ·D−1H
a,∗
k Ξk,j(H

a,∗
k )′D−1),

(6.48)

where D and H
a,∗
k are from Lemma 4.

We will adapt the central limit theorem for α-mixing processes (Fan and Yao (2003), Theorem 2.21).

Due to the existence of missing data and the general missing patterns that we allow, we construct an
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auxiliary time series to facilitate the proof. Formally, define {Bj,t}t∈[T ] as

Bj,t :=
√
ωB ·D−1H

a,∗
k

dk∑

i=1

d-k∑

h=1

Qi·
T

|ψij,h|
· Et,jh(A-k)

′
h·F

′
tAi· · 1{t ∈ ψij,h}. (6.49)

Hence we have the following,

√
TωB · IH,j p−→ 1√

T

T∑

t=1

Bj,t.

It is easy to see that E[Bj,t] = 0 by Assumption (E1), (E2) and (F1). Moreover, Bj,t is also α-mixing over

t. To see this, consider

Et,jh(A-k)
′
h·F

′
tAi· =

(∑

q≥0

ae,qA
′
e,k,i·Xe,t−qAe,-k,h· +Σ

1/2
ǫ,k,h,ii

∑

q≥0

aǫ,q(Xǫ,t−q)ih

)
(A-k)

′
h·

(∑

q≥0

af,qX
′
f,t−q

)
Ai·.

If we define be,t :=
∑
q≥0 ae,qXe,t−q, bǫ,ih,t :=

∑
q≥0 aǫ,q(Xǫ,t−q)ih and bf,t :=

∑
q≥0 af,qXf,t−q which are

independent of each other by Assumption (E2), we can then rewrite

Bj,t = h
(
be,t, (bǫ,ih,t)i∈[dk],h∈[d-k],bf,t

)
,

for some function h, and hence Theorem 5.2 in Bradley (2005) implies the α-mixing property. Then similar

to Chen and Fan (2023), it is left to show that there exists an m > 2 such that E[‖Bj,t‖m] ≤ C for some

constant C. With Assumption (E1), (E2) and (F1) and similar to the proof of Proposition 2, we have

E

ï d-k∑

h=1

T

|ψij,h|
·Et,jhu′Ftv · 1{t ∈ ψij,h}

ò2

= O(d-k),

where u ∈ Rrk and v ∈ Rr-k are any deterministic vectors of constant order. Hence

E[‖Bj,t‖m]

≤ ω
m/2
B · ‖D−1‖mF · ‖Ha,∗

k ‖mF ·
Å dk∑

i=1

‖Qi·‖2
ãm/2

E

{
ï dk∑

i=1

Å d-k∑

h=1

T

|ψij,h|
· Et,jh(A-k)

′
h·F

′
tAi· · 1{t ∈ ψij,h}

ã2òm/2
}

= O
(
(ωBd-kd

αk,1

k )m/2
)
· ‖D−1‖mF = OP

(
Å

ωBd-kd
3αk,1−2αk,rk

k

K∏

j=1

d
−2αj,1

j

ãm/2
)

= OP (1),

where we used Lemma 2 and the definition of ωB in the last line. Theorem 2.21 in Fan and Yao (2003)

then applies. With (6.47), (6.48) and Lemma 4, we can directly establish that

√
TωB · (Q̂j· −HjQj·)

D−→ N (0, TωB ·D−1H
a,∗
k Ξk,j(H

a,∗
k )′D−1). (6.50)
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Consider now the second term in (6.36). By Lemma 3 and 4, we have

∥∥∥∥(Hj −Ha)Qj·

∥∥∥∥
2

≤ ‖Hj −Ha‖2F · ‖Aj·‖2 · ‖Z−1/2
k ‖2 = OP

(
min

Å

1

T
,

η2

(1 − η)2

ã

d
2αk,1−3αk,rk

k

)
,

implying

∥∥∥∥(Hj −Ha)Qj·

∥∥∥∥
2¡∥∥∥∥D̂

−1
dk∑

i=1

HaQi·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Et,jh(A-k)
′
h·F

′
tAi·

∥∥∥∥
2

= OP

(
min

Å

1,
T η2

(1− η)2

ã

d
3(αk,1−αk,rk

)

k

∏

j∈[K]\{k}

d
2αj,1−1
j

)
,

which is unrealistic to be oP (1) in the presence of missing data in general. Thus (Hj −Ha)Qj· contributes

to the asymptotic distribution of (Q̂j· −HaQj·). Rewrite

(Hj −Ha)Qj· = D̂−1
dk∑

i=1

Q̂i·

d-k∑

h=1

( 1

|ψij,h|
∑

t∈ψij,h

Q′
i·FZ,tΛh·Λ

′
h·F

′
Z,t −

1

T

T∑

t=1

Q′
i·FZ,tΛh·Λ

′
h·F

′
Z,t

)
Qj·

= D̂−1
dk∑

i=1

Q̂i·A
′
i·

d-k∑

h=1

∆F,k,ij,hZ
1/2
k Qj·

= D̂−1
dk∑

i=1

(Q̂i· −HaQi·)A
′
i·

d-k∑

h=1

∆F,k,ij,hZ
1/2
k Qj· + D̂−1Ha

dk∑

i=1

Qi·A
′
i·

d-k∑

h=1

∆F,k,ij,hZ
1/2
k Qj·.

Note the first term is dominated by the second term due to Theorem 1. Using Assumption (AD2) and the

Slutsky’s theorem, we have

»

Td
αk,rk

k · D̂−1Ha
dk∑

i=1

Qi·A
′
i·

d-k∑

h=1

∆F,k,ij,hZ
1/2
k Qj· → N (0,D−1H

a,∗
k hk,j(Aj·)(H

a,∗
k )′D−1) GT -stably.

(6.51)

Furthermore, IH,j and (Hj −Ha)Qj· are asymptotically independent since the randomness of IH,j comes

from Et,jh(A-k)
′
h·F

′
t while that of (Hj−Ha)Qj· comes from ∆F,k,ij,h. From (6.50) and (6.51), we conclude

that
»

Td
αk,rk

k · (Q̂j· −HaQj·)
D−→ N (0,D−1H

a,∗
k (Td

αk,rk

k ·Ξk,j + hk,j(Aj·))(H
a,∗
k )′D−1).

On the other hand, if we have finite missingness or asymptotically vanishing missingness such that

min

Å

1,
T η2

(1− η)2

ã

d
3(αk,1−αk,rk

)

k

∏

j∈[K]\{k}

d
2αj,1−1
j = Td−1g2sgηd

1+αk,1−3αk,rk

k = o(1),
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then (6.51) is dominated by (6.50), and hence it holds at the absence of (AD2) that

√
TωB · (Q̂j· −HaQj·)

D−→ N (0, TωB ·D−1H
a,∗
k Ξk,j(H

a,∗
k )′D−1).

This completes the proof of Theorem 3. �

Proof of Theorem 4. By Lemma 4, D̂k is consistent for Dk, and Ha
k is consistent for Ha,∗

k . Similar

to the proof of Theorem 5 in Chen and Fan (2023), it suffice to prove that the HAC estimator Σ̂HAC based

on {Q̂k,matk(Ĉt),matk(Êt)}t∈[T ] is a consistent estimator for Ha
kΞk,j(H

a
k)

′. Recall that

Ha
kΞk,j(H

a
k)

′ = Var

Å dk∑

i=1

Ha
kQk,i·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψk,ij,h|
∑

t∈ψk,ij,h

Et,jh(A-k)
′
h·F

′
tAk,i·

ã

= Var

Å dk∑

i=1

(
D̂−1
k

1

T

T∑

t=1

Q̂′
kQkFZ,tΛ

′ΛF′
Z,t

)
Qk,i·

d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψk,ij,h|
∑

t∈ψk,ij,h

Et,jh(A-k)
′
h·F

′
tAk,i·

ã

= Var

Å dk∑

i=1

( 1

T

T∑

t=1

D̂−1
k Q̂′

k ·matk(Ct) ·matk(Ct)i·
)

·
d-k∑

h=1

1

|ψk,ij,h|
∑

t∈ψk,ij,h

matk(Et)jh ·matk(Ct)ih
ã

.

By Theorem 1, and the rate assumption in the statement of Theorem 4, we have Q̂k being consistent

for a version of Qk (in Frobenius norm) for any k ∈ [K]. By Theorem 2 and the assumption that the

rate for individual common component imputation error is going to 0, Ĉt,i1,...,iK is consistent for Ct,i1,...,iK
for any k ∈ [K], ik ∈ [dk], t ∈ [T ]. Hence, it also holds that Êt,i1,...,iK is consistent for Et,i1,...,iK for any

k ∈ [K], ik ∈ [dk], t ∈ [T ]. We can finally conclude that Σ̂HAC is estimating Ha
kΞk,j(H

a
k)

′ consistently

(Newey and West, 1987), which is result 1. We can also show a similar result for Σ̂∆
HAC , which is result 2

(details omitted). Combining both results, and consider the general statement of Theorem 3, we can easily

conclude result 3. This completes the proof of the theorem. �

We will present two other lemmas before proving Theorem 2. While we stick with the notations in

(6.2), we use the following also hereafter:

yt := vec
(
Yt
)
, mt := vec

(
Mt

)
, fZ,t := vec

(
FZ,t

)
, εt := vec

(
Et
)
, ct := vec

(
Ct
)
, ft := vec

(
Ft
)
,

H⊗ := Ha
K ⊗ · · · ⊗Ha

1 , A⊗ := AK ⊗ · · · ⊗A1, Z⊗ := ZK ⊗ · · · ⊗ Z1,

(6.52)

where the hat versions (if any) of the above are defined similarly.
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Lemma 5 Under the assumptions in Theorem 2, for any k ∈ [K] and j ∈ [dk],

‖Q̂k,j· −Ha
kQk,j·‖2F = OP

(
T−1d

-kd
3αk,1−2αk,rk

k g−2
s + d2g−2

s d
2αk,1−3αk,rk

−2

k + gηd
2αk,1−3αk,rk

k

)
. (6.53)

Proof of Lemma 5. First, consider the case when Td-k = o
(
d
αk,rk

+αk,1

k

)
. From (6.50) in the proof

of Theorem 3, we have ‖Q̂k,j· −Hk,jQk,j·‖2F = OP (T
−1ω−1

B ). Hence it follows that

‖Q̂k,j· −Ha
kQk,j·‖2F = OP

(
‖Q̂k,j· −Hk,jQk,j·‖2F + ‖(Hk,j −Ha

k)Qk,j·‖2F
)

= OP

(
(TωB)

−1 + gηd
2αk,1−3αk,rk

k

)
= OP

(
T−1d-kd

3αk,1−2αk,rk

k g−2
s + gηd

2αk,1−3αk,rk

k

)
, (6.54)

where we used Lemma 3 in the second equality, and

∥∥Qk,j·

∥∥2 = ‖Z−1/2
k Ak,j·‖2 = OP (d

−αk,rk

k ).

Now suppose Td-k = o
(
d
αk,rk

+αk,1

k

)
fails to hold. From the decomposition of Q̂k,j· − Hk,jQk,j· in

(6.37), the leading term among the expressions from (6.38) to (6.44) will be (6.41). It has rate

OP

Å

d-k
T

+ d2-kd
−αk,rk

k

ã

= OP (d
2
-kd

−αk,rk

k ),

where the above equality used the fact that Td-k = o
(
d
αk,rk

+αk,1

k

)
does not hold. Together with the bound

on ‖D̂−1
k ‖F from Lemma 2 , we have

‖Q̂k,j· −Hk,jQk,j·‖2F = OP

(
d2g−2

s d
2αk,1−3αk,rk

−2

k

)
. (6.55)

Combining (6.54) and (6.55), we arrive at the statement of the lemma. �

Lemma 6 Under the Assumptions in Theorem 2, with the notations in (6.2) and (6.52), we have the

following for any j ∈ [d]:

‖Q⊗H
′
⊗‖2F = OP (1), (6.56)

‖Q̂⊗,j· −H⊗Q⊗,j·‖2

= OP

(
max
k∈[K]

{
T−1d

-kd
3αk,1−αk,rk

k g−2
s g−1

w + d2g−2
s g−1

w d
2αk,1−2αk,rk

−2

k + gηg
−1
w d

2αk,1−2αk,rk

k

})
, (6.57)

‖Q̂⊗ −Q⊗H
′
⊗‖2F

= OP

(
max
k∈[K]

{
T−1dd

3αk,1−2αk,rk

k g−2
s + d2g−2

s d
2αk,1−3αk,rk

−1

k + gηd
2αk,1−3αk,rk

+1

k

})
. (6.58)
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Proof of Lemma 6. For (6.56), we have

‖Q⊗H
′
⊗‖2F ≤

∥∥H⊗

∥∥2
F
·
K∏

k=1

∥∥Qk

∥∥2
F
= OP (1),

where we used Assumption (L1) in the last equality.

To show (6.57), for any j ∈ [dk], by a simple induction argument (omitted),

‖Q̂⊗,j· −H⊗Q⊗,j·‖2 = ‖(Q̂⊗ −Q⊗H
′
⊗)j·‖2 =

∥∥∥[(Q̂K ⊗ · · · ⊗ Q̂1)− (QKH′
K ⊗ · · · ⊗Q1H

′
1)]j·

∥∥∥
2

≤
K∑

k=1

ß

max
j∈[dk]

∥∥Q̂k,j· −Ha
kQk,j·

∥∥2 ∏

ℓ∈[K]\{k}

max
j∈[dℓ]

∥∥Q̂ℓ,j·

∥∥2
™

= OP

(
max
k∈[K]

{[
T−1d-kd

3αk,1−2αk,rk

k g−2
s + d2g−2

s d
2αk,1−3αk,rk

−2

k + gηd
2αk,1−3αk,rk

k

]
·

∏

ℓ∈[K]\{k}

d
−αℓ,rℓ

ℓ

})

= OP

(
max
k∈[K]

{
T−1d-kd

3αk,1−αk,rk

k g−2
s g−1

w + d2g−2
s g−1

w d
2αk,1−2αk,rk

−2

k + gηg
−1
w d

2αk,1−2αk,rk

k

})
,

where the second last equality used (6.53) and

∥∥Q̂ℓ,j·

∥∥2 ≤ 2(
∥∥Q̂ℓ,j· −Ha

kQℓ,j·

∥∥2 +
∥∥Ha

ℓQℓ,j·

∥∥2) = OP (
∥∥Q̂ℓ,j· −Ha

ℓQℓ,j·

∥∥2 +
∥∥Ha

ℓZ
−1/2
ℓ Aℓ,j·

∥∥2)

= OP (
∥∥Q̂ℓ,j· −Ha

ℓQℓ,j·

∥∥2 +
∥∥Ha

ℓ

∥∥2
F
· (d−αℓ,rℓ

/2

ℓ )2 · 1) = OP (d
−αℓ,rℓ

ℓ ).

Finally it also holds that

‖Q̂⊗−Q⊗H
′
⊗‖2F = ‖(Q̂K ⊗ · · · ⊗ Q̂1)− (QKHa′

K ⊗ · · · ⊗Q1H
a′

1 )‖2F = O(1) ·
K∑

k=1

‖Q̂k −QkH
a′

k ‖2F

= O

(
max
k∈[K]

dk∑

j=1

‖Q̂k,j· −Ha
kQk,j·‖2

)

= OP

(
max
k∈[K]

{
T−1dd

3αk,1−2αk,rk

k g−2
s + d2g−2

s d
2αk,1−3αk,rk

−1

k + gηd
2αk,1−3αk,rk

+1

k

})
,

where the second equality could be shown by a simple induction argument using
∥∥Qk

∥∥ = O(1) (omitted),

and the last equality is from (6.53). �
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Proof of Theorem 2. The equation (3.6) is essentially

f̂Z,t =

Å d∑

j=1

mt,jQ̂⊗,j·Q̂
′
⊗,j·

ã−1Å d∑

j=1

mt,jQ̂⊗,j·yt,j

ã

=

Å d∑

j=1

mt,jQ̂⊗,j·Q̂
′
⊗,j·

ã−1Å d∑

j=1

mt,jQ̂⊗,j·(Q
′
⊗,j·fZ,t + εt,j)

ã

=

Å d∑

j=1

mt,jQ̂⊗,j·Q̂
′
⊗,j·

ã−1Å d∑

j=1

mt,jQ̂⊗,j·Q
′
⊗,j·fZ,t

ã

+

Å d∑

j=1

mt,jQ̂⊗,j·Q̂
′
⊗,j·

ã−1Å d∑

j=1

mt,jQ̂⊗,j·εt,j

ã

=

Å d∑

j=1

mt,jQ̂⊗,j·Q̂
′
⊗,j·

ã−1Å d∑

j=1

mt,jQ̂⊗,j·Q̂
′
⊗,j·

ã

(H′
⊗)

−1fZ,t

+

Å d∑

j=1

mt,jQ̂⊗,j·Q̂
′
⊗,j·

ã−1Å d∑

j=1

mt,jQ̂⊗,j·εt,j

ã

+

Å d∑

j=1

mt,jQ̂⊗,j·Q̂
′
⊗,j·

ã−1Å d∑

j=1

mt,jQ̂⊗,j·(H⊗Q⊗,j· − Q̂⊗,j·)
′

ã

(H′
⊗)

−1fZ,t

=: (H′
⊗)

−1fZ,t + ε̃H,t + ε̃t + f̃Z,t, where (6.59)

ε̃H,t :=

Å d∑

j=1

mt,jQ̂⊗,j·Q̂
′
⊗,j·

ã−1Å d∑

j=1

mt,jH⊗Q⊗,j·εt,j

ã

,

ε̃t :=

Å d∑

j=1

mt,jQ̂⊗,j·Q̂
′
⊗,j·

ã−1Å d∑

j=1

mt,j(Q̂⊗,j· −H⊗Q⊗,j·)εt,j

ã

,

f̃Z,t :=

Å d∑

j=1

mt,jQ̂⊗,j·Q̂
′
⊗,j·

ã−1Å d∑

j=1

mt,jQ̂⊗,j·(H⊗Q⊗,j· − Q̂⊗,j·)
′

ã

(H′
⊗)

−1fZ,t.

Then we have

∥∥∥∥
d∑

j=1

mt,jQ̂⊗,j·Q̂
′
⊗,j· −

d∑

j=1

mt,jH⊗Q⊗,j·Q
′
⊗,j·H

′
⊗

∥∥∥∥
F

≤
d∑

j=1

∥∥∥∥Q̂⊗,j·Q̂
′
⊗,j· −H⊗Q⊗,j·Q

′
⊗,j·H

′
⊗

∥∥∥∥
F

≤
d∑

j=1

‖Q̂⊗,j· −H⊗Q⊗,j·‖2 + 2
d∑

j=1

‖Q̂⊗,j· −H⊗Q⊗,j·‖ · ‖H⊗Q⊗,j·‖

= OP (
∥∥Q̂⊗ −Q⊗H

′
⊗

∥∥2
F
+
∥∥Q̂⊗ −Q⊗H

′
⊗

∥∥
F
)

= OP

(
max
k∈[K]

{
T−1dd

3αk,1−2αk,rk

k g−2
s + d2g−2

s d
2αk,1−3αk,rk

−1

k + gηd
2αk,1−3αk,rk

+1

k

}1/2)
= oP (1),

where we used the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, (6.56) and (6.58) in the last equality, and Assumption (R1).
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Hence we have

d∑

j=1

mt,jQ̂⊗,j·Q̂
′
⊗,j·

p−→
d∑

j=1

mt,jH⊗Q⊗,j·Q
′
⊗,j·H

′
⊗. (6.60)

Note that by (6.35) we have ‖H−1
⊗ ‖F = OP (1) · ‖Q′

KQ̂K ⊗ · · · ⊗Q′
1Q̂1‖ = OP (1), which will be used later

in the proof. To bound fZ,t, from Assumption (F1), we have

E‖ft‖2 = r = O(1),

and hence with Assumption (L1),

‖fZ,t‖2 ≤ ‖Z1/2
⊗ ‖2F · ‖ft‖2 = OP

(
K∏

j=1

d
αj,1

j

)
= OP (gs). (6.61)

With (6.58), (6.60) and the above result,

‖f̃Z,t‖2 = OP (1) ·
Å d∑

j=1

‖Q̂⊗,j·‖2
ãÅ d∑

j=1

‖H⊗Q⊗,j· − Q̂⊗,j·‖2
ã

· ‖(ΣA,K ⊗ · · · ⊗ΣA,1)
−1‖2F · ‖H−1

⊗ ‖6F · ‖fZ,t‖2

= OP

(
max
k∈[K]

{
T−1dd

3αk,1−2αk,rk

k g−1
s + d2g−1

s d
2αk,1−3αk,rk

−1

k + gηgsd
2αk,1−3αk,rk

+1

k

})
,

(6.62)

where we also used Assumption (L1) in the last equality. Similarly, by (6.57),

‖ε̃t‖2 = OP (1) · ‖(ΣA,K ⊗ · · · ⊗ΣA,1)
−1‖2F · ‖H−1

⊗ ‖4F · OP
(
max
j∈[d]

‖H⊗Q⊗,j· − Q̂⊗,j·‖2
)Å d∑

j,ℓ=1

|Eεt,jεt,ℓ|
ã

= OP

(
max
k∈[K]

{
T−1dd-kd

3αk,1−αk,rk

k g−2
s g−1

w + d3g−2
s g−1

w d
2αk,1−2αk,rk

−2

k + dgηg
−1
w d

2αk,1−2αk,rk

k

})
,

(6.63)

since
∑d

j,ℓ=1 |Eεt,jεt,ℓ| = O(d) by Assumption (E1). By the same token,

‖ε̃H,t‖2 = OP (1) · ‖(ΣA,K ⊗ · · · ⊗ΣA,1)
−1‖2F · ‖H−1

⊗ ‖2F · ‖Z−1/2
⊗ ‖2F ·

∥∥∥∥
d∑

j=1

mt,jA⊗,j·εt,j

∥∥∥∥
2

= OP (d/gw),

(6.64)
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where we used

E

∥∥∥∥
d∑

j=1

mt,jA⊗,j·ǫt,j

∥∥∥∥
2

≤ max
j∈[d]

∥∥A⊗,j·

∥∥2
F

d∑

j,ℓ=1

|Eǫt,jǫt,ℓ| = O(d).

Therefore, we have from (6.62), (6.64) and (6.63),

‖f̂Z,t − (H′
⊗)

−1fZ,t‖2 ≤ ‖ε̃H,t‖2 + ‖ε̃t‖2 + ‖f̃Z,t‖2

= OP

(
max
k∈[K]

{
T−1dd

3αk,1−2αk,rk

k g−1
s + d2g−1

s d
2αk,1−3αk,rk

−1

k + gηgsd
2αk,1−3αk,rk

+1

k

}
+

d

gw

)
,

where we also used 1/2 < αk,rk ≤ αk,1 ≤ 1 from Assumption (L1) to conclude that dg−1
s g−1

w = o(1), so

that in fact ‖ε̃t‖2 = oP (‖f̃Z,t‖2).

Now from (6.59) and using the notations in (6.52), we can obtain the vectorized imputed values, which

are the vectorized estimated common components, as ĉt = Q̂⊗f̂Z,t for any t ∈ [T ]. Then for j ∈ [d], we

have the squared individual imputation error as

(Ĉt,i1,...,iK − Ct,i1,...,iK )2 = (ĉt − ct)
2
j = (Q̂′

⊗,j·f̂Z,t −Q′
⊗,j·fZ,t)

2

=

ïÅ

Q̂⊗,j· −H⊗Q⊗,j·

ã′Å

(H′
⊗)

−1fZ,t + ε̃H,t + ε̃t + f̃Z,t

ã

+A′
⊗,j·Z

−1/2
⊗ H′

⊗

Å

ε̃H,t + ε̃t + f̃Z,t

ãò2

= OP

(
max
k∈[K]

{
T−1dd

3αk,1−2αk,rk

k g−1
s g−1

w + d2g−1
s g−1

w d
2αk,1−3αk,rk

−1

k + gηgsg
−1
w d

2αk,1−3αk,rk
+1

k

}
+

d

g2w

)
,

where we used (6.57), (6.58) and Assumption (R1) in the last equality.

Lastly, we have the average imputation error as the following,

1

Td

T∑

t=1

d1,...,dK∑

i1,...,iK=1

(Ĉt,i1,...,iK − Ct,i1,...,iK )2

=
1

Td

T∑

t=1

‖ĉt − ct‖2 =
1

Td

T∑

t=1

‖Q̂⊗f̂Z,t −Q⊗fZ,t‖2

=
1

Td

T∑

t=1

∥∥∥∥
(
Q̂⊗ −Q⊗H

′
⊗

)
(H′

⊗)
−1fZ,t + Q̂⊗

Å

ε̃H,t + ε̃t + f̃Z,t

ã
∥∥∥∥
2

= OP

(
max
k∈[K]

{
T−1d

3αk,1−2αk,rk

k g−1
s + dg−1

s d
2αk,1−3αk,rk

−1

k + d−1gηgsd
2αk,1−3αk,rk

+1

k

}
+

1

gw

)
,

(6.65)

where we used (6.62), (6.64), (6.63) and Lemma 6 in the last equality, and the fact that ‖Q̂⊗‖2F = r = O(1).

This completes the proof of Theorem 2. �

Proof of Theorem 5. Firstly, we use the notations in (6.2), and define also Z := Zk and R∗ := R∗
k,
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which coincides with the R∗ defined in (6.20). Then for j ∈ [rk],

λj(R
∗) = λj

(
1

T

T∑

t=1

QFZ,tΛ
′ΛF′

Z,tQ
′

)
= λj

(
1

T

T∑

t=1

AkFt
[
⊗j∈[K]\{k} Aj

]′[⊗j∈[K]\{k} Aj

]
F′
tA

′
k

)

= λj

(
A′
kAk ·

1

T

T∑

t=1

Ft[⊗ℓ∈[K]\{k}Aℓ]
′[⊗ℓ∈[K]\{k}Aℓ]F

′
t

)

≍P λj(A′
kAk · tr(⊗ℓ∈[K]\{k}A

′
ℓAℓ)) = λj(A

′
kAk)

∏

ℓ∈[K]\{k}

tr(A′
ℓAℓ)

≍ λj(ZQ
′Q)

∏

ℓ∈[K]\{k}

rk∑

i=1

d
αℓ,i

ℓ ≍ λj(Σ
1/2
A,kZΣ

1/2
A,k) ·

∏

ℓ∈[K]\{k}

d
αℓ,1

ℓ

≍ λj(Z)d
−αk,1

k gs ≍ gsd
αk,j−αk,1

k , (6.66)

where the third line uses Assumption (F1), and Assumption (L1) in the second last line. The last line uses

Theorem 1 of Ostrowski (1959) on the eigenvalues of a congruent transformation Σ
1/2
A,kZΣ

1/2
A,k of Z, and

from Assumption (L1) that ΣA,k has eigenvalues uniformly bounded away from 0 and infinity.

Since Ŝ = R∗ + (Ŝ−R∗), for j ∈ [rk], we have by Weyl’s inequality that

|λj(Ŝ)− λj(R
∗)| ≤

∥∥Ŝ−R∗
∥∥ ≤

∥∥R̃−R∗
∥∥+

∥∥R1

∥∥+
∥∥R2

∥∥+
∥∥R3

∥∥

≤ ωk

ß

sup
‖γ‖=1

|R̃(γ) −R∗(γ)| + sup
‖γ‖=1

R1 + sup
‖γ‖=1

R2 + sup
‖γ‖=1

R3

™

= oP (ωk), (6.67)

where we use the decomposition in (6.20) in the first line, and ωk := gsd
αk,rk

−αk,1

k is defined at the

beginning of the proof of Lemma 2. The second line uses R̃(γ), R∗(γ), R1, R2 and R3 defined in (6.21),

and the convergence in probability in (6.25) and (6.30).

Secondly, with Assumption (R1) and our choice of ξ (see also (6.23)),

ξ/ωk ≍ dg−1
s d

αk,1−αk,rk

k [(Td-k)
−1/2 + d

−1/2
k ] = o(1). (6.68)

For rk > 1, if j ∈ [rk − 1], using (6.67) and (6.68), consider

λj+1(Ŝ) + ξ

λj(Ŝ) + ξ
≤ λj+1(R

∗) + ξ + |λj+1(Ŝ)− λj+1(R
∗)|

λj(R∗) + ξ − |λj(Ŝ)− λj(R∗)|
=
λj+1(R

∗) + oP (ωk)

λj(R∗) + oP (ωk)

=
λj+1(R

∗)

λj(R∗)
(1 + oP (1)) ≍P dαk,j+1−αk,j

k , (6.69)
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where the last line uses (6.66). Also, for j ∈ [rk − 1],

λrk+1(Ŝ) + ξ

λrk(Ŝ) + ξ
=

λrk+1(Ŝ) + ξ

ωk(1 + oP (1))
= OP

Å

λrk+1(Ŝ)

ωk
+

ξ

ωk

ã

(6.70)

= OP

(
sup

‖γ‖=1

(R̃(γ) −R∗(γ) +R1 +R2 +R3) + ξ/ωk

)

= OP (ξ/ωk) = oP (d
αk,j+1−αk,j

k ), (6.71)

where the second last equality uses (6.23), (6.24) and (6.30) together with our choice of ξ, and the last

equality uses the extra rate assumption in the statement of the theorem. In the third equality, we assume

the following is true (to be shown at the end of this proof):

λj(Ŝ) = λj((R̃−R∗) +R1 +R2 +R3), j = rk + 1, . . . , dk, (6.72)

so that

λj(Ŝ)

ωk
= λj

Å

1

ωk
((R̃ −R∗) +R1 +R2 +R3)

ã

≤ sup
‖γ‖=1

((R̃(γ)−R∗(γ)) +R1 +R2 +R3).

Hence for j = rk + 1, . . . , ⌊dk/2⌋ (true also for rk = 1),

λj+1(Ŝ) + ξ

λj(Ŝ) + ξ
≥ ξ/ωk

sup‖γ‖=1((R̃(γ)−R∗(γ)) +R1 +R2 +R3) + ξ/ωk
≥ 1

C
(6.73)

in probability for some generic constant C > 0, where the last inequality uses (6.23), (6.24) and (6.30)

together with our choice of ξ. Combining (6.69), (6.71) and (6.73), we can easily see that our proposed r̂k

is a consistent estimator for rk.

If rk = 1, then (6.71) becomes

λrk+1(Ŝ) + ξ

λrk(Ŝ) + ξ
= OP (ξ/ωk) = oP (1).

When combined with (6.73) which is true also for rk = 1, we can see that r̂k = 1 in probability, showing

that r̂k is a consistent estimator of rk.

It remains to show (6.72). To this end, from (6.66) and (6.67), the first rk eigenvalues of Ŝ coincides

with those of R∗ asymptotically, so that the first rk eigenvectors corresponding to Ŝ coincides with those

for R∗ asymptotically as T, dk → ∞, which are necessarily in N⊥ := Span(Q), the linear span of the

columns of Q (see (4.5), where R∗ is sandwiched by Q and Q′). This means that the (rk + 1)-th largest

eigenvalue of Ŝ and beyond will asymptotically have eigenvectors in N , the orthogonal complement of N⊥.
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Then for any unit vectors γ ∈ N , we have from the definitions of R∗, R̃. R1, R2 and R3 in (6.21) that

γ
′Ŝγ = γ

′(R∗ + (R̃−R∗) +R1 +R2 +R3)γ = γ
′((R̃−R∗) +R1 +R2 +R3)γ,

which is equivalent to (6.72). This completes the proof of the theorem. �

Proof of Proposition 1. We can show stable convergence in law similar to Proposition 3.1 in

Xiong and Pelger (2023). First, using Assumption (F1) we can write

»

Td
αk,rk

k ·D−1H
a,∗
k

dk∑

i=1

Qk,i·A
′
k,i·

d-k∑

h=1

∆F,k,ij,hAk,j·

=

T∑

t=1

 

d
αk,rk

k

T
·
dk∑

i=1

d-k∑

h=1

(
T · 1{t ∈ ψk,ij,h}

|ψk,ij,h|
− 1

)

·D−1H
a,∗
k Qk,i·A

′
k,i·(matk(Ft)vk,hv′

k,hmatk(Ft)′ − v′
k,hvk,hΣk)Ak,j·.

Define the filtration GT := σ(∪Ts=1Gs) where the sigma-algebra Gs := σ({Mt,i1,...,iK | t ≤ s},A1, . . . ,AK).

Let u ∈ Rrk be a non-random unit vector. For a given k ∈ [K], j ∈ [dk], define also the random variable

gk,j,t := u′

 

d
αk,rk

k

T
·
dk∑

i=1

d-k∑

h=1

(
T · 1{t ∈ ψk,ij,h}

|ψk,ij,h|
− 1

)

·D−1H
a,∗
k Qk,i·A

′
k,i·(matk(Ft)vk,hv′

k,hmatk(Ft)′ − v′
k,hvk,hΣk)Ak,j·.

Since each entry in Ft is i.i.d. by Assumption (F1) and is independent of (Mt,A1, . . . ,AK) by Assump-

tions (O1) and (L1), we have E[gk,j,t | Gt−1] = 0. Define ΞF,k := var
[
vec

(
matk(Ft)A′

-kA-kmatk(Ft)′ −

tr(A-kA
′
-k)Σk

)]
and xF,k,j,il := vec

(
[A′

k,j· ⊗ (D−1H
a,∗
k Qk,i·A

′
k,i·)]ΞF,k[A

′
k,j· ⊗ (D−1H

a,∗
k Qk,l·A

′
k,l·)]

′
)
, so

that we have

‖xF,k,j,il‖2 ≤ ‖ΞF,k‖2F ·‖D−1‖4F ·‖Z−1/2
k ‖4F = OP

(
d
4αk,1−6αk,rk

k

K∏

j=1

d
−4αj,1

j

∏

j∈[K]\{k}

d
4αj,1

j

)
= OP (d

−6αk,rk

k ),

leading to

d
αk,rk

k ·E
∥∥∥∥∥

dk∑

i=1

dk∑

l=1

(
T · 1{t ∈ ψk,ij}

|ψk,ij |
− 1

)(
T · 1{t ∈ ψk,lj}

|ψk,lj |
− 1

)
(xF,k,j,il −E[xF,k,j,il])

∥∥∥∥∥

2

= OP (d
4−5αk,rk

k ) = oP (1).
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Hence, it holds that

T∑

t=1

E[g2k,j,t | Gt−1] =
d
αk,rk

k

T
·
T∑

t=1

E

{
u′

dk∑

i=1

dk∑

l=1

(
T · 1{t ∈ ψk,ij}

|ψk,ij |
− 1

)(
T · 1{t ∈ ψk,lj}

|ψk,lj |
− 1

)

·D−1H
a,∗
k [A′

k,j· ⊗ (Qk,i·A
′
k,i·)]vec

(
matk(Ft)A′

-kA-kmatk(Ft)′ − tr(A-kA
′
-k)Σk

)

· vec
(
matk(Ft)A′

-kA-kmatk(Ft)′ − tr(A-kA
′
-k)Σk

)′
[A′

k,j· ⊗ (Qk,l·A
′
k,l·)]

′(Ha,∗
k )′D−1u | Gt−1

}

p−→ d
2+αk,rk

k · lim
dk→∞

1

d2k

dk∑

i=1

dk∑

l=1

(
T · 1{t ∈ ψk,ij}

|ψk,ij |
− 1

)(
T · 1{t ∈ ψk,lj}

|ψk,lj |
− 1

)

· u′D−1H
a,∗
k [A′

k,j· ⊗ (Q′
kAk)]ΞF,k[A

′
k,j· ⊗ (Q′

kAk)]
′(Ha,∗

k )′D−1u

p−→ d
2+αk,rk

k ωψ,k,j · u′D−1H
a,∗
k [A′

k,j· ⊗ (Q′
kAk)]ΞF,k[A

′
k,j· ⊗ (Q′

kAk)]
′(Ha,∗

k )′D−1u,

which satisfies the nesting condition of Theorem 6.1 in Häusler and Luschgy (2015). From Assumption

(O1), we have |(T · 1{t ∈ ψk,ij,h}/|ψk,ij,h|) − 1| ≤ max(ψ−1
0 − 1, 1). Hence with ǫ from Proposition 1, we

have

T∑

t=1

E[g2+ǫk,j,t | Gt−1] ≤ ‖Ak,j·‖2+ǫ ·
d
αk,rk

(1+ǫ/2)

k

T 1+ǫ/2
· ‖D−1H

a,∗
k ‖2+ǫ

·
T∑

t=1

∥∥∥∥∥

dk∑

i=1

d-k∑

h=1

(
T · 1{t ∈ ψk,ij,h}

|ψk,ij,h|
− 1

)
Qk,i·A

′
k,i·(matk(Ft)vk,hv′

k,hmatk(Ft)′ − v′
k,hvk,hΣk)

∥∥∥∥∥

2+ǫ

= OP (1) · (dαk,1−αk,rk

k g−1
s )2+ǫ · d

αk,rk
(1+ǫ/2)

k

T ǫ/2
· d−αk,rk

(1+ǫ/2)

k g2+ǫs = OP

(dαk,1−αk,rk

k

T ǫ/2

)
= oP (1),

which is sufficient for the conditional Lindeberg condition in Häusler and Luschgy (2015) to hold. Then

by the stable martingale central limit theorem (Theorem 6.1 in Häusler and Luschgy (2015)), we have

T∑

t=1

gk,j,t → N (0,D−1H
a,∗
k hk,j(Ak,j·)(H

a,∗
k )′D−1) GT -stably as T → ∞,

where hk,j(Ak,j·) = d
2+αk,rk

k ωψ,k,j · [A′
k,j· ⊗ (Q′

kAk)]ΞF,k[A
′
k,j· ⊗ (Q′

kAk)]
′. This completes the proof of

Proposition 1. �
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