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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.
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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 all (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 all (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 all (2023)
for environmental time series, [Kazijevs and Samad (2023) for health time series, |Zhao et all (2023) and
Zhang et all (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 all (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



tensor time series are also scattered around very different applications. See [Chen et all (2022h) 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 all (2023), we use factor modelling for
tensor time series as a basis for our imputation method. Unlike [Cahan et all (2023), [Bai and Ng (2021)
or [Xiong and Pelgen (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 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 Bl describe the tensor factor model and the imputation methodology we use. Section M 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 Section [0 presents extensive
simulation results for our paper, together with an analysis for the NYC taxi traffic data in Section

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 a;, A;;, A;., A
to denote, respectively, the i-th element of a, the (7, 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 o 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 = (A;, i) € RV Xdx 5 column vector (A;, jeldy,] represents

~,ik—17j,ik+1,-~-7ik)



a mode-k fibre for the tensor A. We denote by maty(A) € R¥%*%r (or sometimes Ay, with d.j =
(H]K:1 d;)/dy) the mode-k unfolding of a tensor, defined by placing all mode-k fibres into a matrix. We

denote by M x; A the mode-k multiplication of a tensor M with a matrix A, defined by
matg (M xg A) :== Amaty(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 A;(A). The notation A 3= 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,...,a,} 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 Ly norm of a vector, and ||-||r 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 || - ||; and || - || denote the L; and Loo-norm of a matrix respectively, defined by
[All1 := max; >, [(A)i;] and [|All = max; >, [(A);;|. 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 Yy = (V.. ix) € RIX4XXdx for each t € [T,
modelled by
Vi=C+&=Fix1 A1 xa Ay X3+ xg Ag + &, te[T], (3.1)

where C; is the common component and &; the error tensor. The core tensor is Fy € R™*"2X X"k and
each mode-k factor loading matrix Ay has dimension di x . We define d := Hszl di, 7= Hszl rE, and
also d_. := d/dy, and r_ := r/r,. The above model is an extension to the usual time series factor model

(K =1):
Y, = mat1 (V) = maty (F; X1 A1) + matq (&) = Aimatq (Fy) + mat (&) = A1 F, + &,
and also for a matrix-valued time series factor model (K = 2):

yt = matl(yt) = Almatl(]:t)A/Q + matl(c‘ft) = Al]:tA/Q + 5t-



We normalise each factor loading matrix to Qp = AkZ,Zl/ 2, where Zj;, = diag(Aj,Ay) contains the square
norm of each column of Ay, representing the strength of each factor. For instance, a pervasive factor (so
that the corresponding column in Ay is dense) has order dy in the corresponding position in Zg, while a
weak factor (a sparser column in Ay) can have order df for some o < 1. We allow the factors to have
different strength, so that Zj; 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 [l

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

matk(yt) = matk(]-"t X1 A1 X9 AQ X3+ XK AK) +H1atk(gt) (3 2)

= Qpmaty(Fz+)A) + matg (&),

where Fz, = Fi X1 Z}/2 Xo o+ X[ Z}(/2, and Ay = ®j6[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 M; =

’LK) c RdIXd2X"'XdK With

.....

1, if Viiy...ix i Observed;

Mt;i1;~~~7iK =

0, otherwise.

In this paper, we make use of the following notation:
Vhkij.h = {t € [T] | maty (M;)inmaty (M;)n = 1}. (3.3)

Hence 9, ;5,5 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 4, j € [di], h € [d.x]. Our aim is to recover the value for the common component C; ;... i,
if Myiy,... i = 0. Assuming first the number of factors rj is known for all modes, we want to obtain the
estimators of the factor loading matrices, Qk for k € [K], and then the estimated core tensor series F 7.+ for
t € [T]. Imputation then follows by 51& = .7-A'Z7t X1 Ql Xo - X[ QK. We leave the discussion of estimating

T to Section



3.1 Estimation of factor loading matrices

Our method relies on the reconstruction of the mode-k sample covariance matrix Sy, defined for ¢, j € [d],

T dox T
1
E maty(V;);. maty (V) E E maty (V) inmaty (D) i (3.4)
h:l t=1

=1
With missing entries characterized by M; and ¥ ;; 5 in (B3), we can generalise the above to
d_
Z > maty(Vy)mmaty(Ve)jn o- (3.5)
1 |¢k zg,hl tEUn s
k,ij,h

Intuitively, the cross-covariance between unit ¢ and j at the h-th mode-k fibre is estimated inside the curly
bracket in (8.5) using only the corresponding available data. PCA can now be performed on §k, and Qk

is obtained as the first rj, eigenvectors of §k

3.2 Imputation and estimation of the core tensor series

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

onal columns, but Qk does), we can estimate Fz,; (equivalently vec (]—' Z,t)) by observing that
vec(V;) = Qgvec(Fz,) + vec(&), where Qg :=Qr ® - ®Qu.

If Qg is known, then the least squares estimator of vec (}' Z,t) is given by

vec(Fz:) = (QpQs) ' Qpvec(Vr) = <Z Qa.j Q®,J> <Z Q®,j~[VeC(yt)]j>-

J=1

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

d -1/ 4
vec(]—"Z)t) = <Z[vec(Mt)]jQ®,j.Q’®1j_> (Z[vec(Mt)]jQ&j.[vec(yt)]j>. (3.6)
j=1 j=1
We can then estimate the common components at time ¢ by
Cr=Fze %1 Q1 %2 xx Q. (3.7)



With @B7), we can impute ), using

4

Veivsoines My i =15
Ctinyoines My i =0.

Vijiv,in =

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)

(ML)

(F1)

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

2. Given My with t € [T], for any k € [K],i,j € [di], h € [di], there exists a constant 1y such that

[V, ij,n ]
T2 Py >

(Alpha mixing) The elements in F; and & are a-mizing. A vector process {x; : t = 0,+1,4+2,...}

is a-mazing if, for some v > 2, the mixing coefficients satisfy the condition that
Z a(h)' 727 < oo,
h=1
where a(h) = sup, sup gey- BeH=,, P(AN B) —P(A)P(B)| and H: is the o-field generated by

{x¢:7<t<s}.

(Time series in F) There is Xy, the same dimension as Fi, such that Fy = 3 oqafpqXft—q. The
time series {Xs} has i.i.d. elements with mean 0 and variance 1, with uniformly bounded fourth
order moments. The coefficients agq are such that Y- a3, = 1 and 3 oolap,| < ¢ for some

constant c.

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

series. Furthermore, as d — oo,
7\ PALALZ Y Sy, (4.1)

where Zy, = diag(A} Ax) and X 4 is positive definite with all eigenvalues bounded away from 0 and



infinity. We assume (Zy)j; < dp* for j € [rg], and 1/2 < agp, <+ <o < agg < 1.

With Assumption (L1), we can denote Qj, := A;CZ,:U2 and hence Q. Qi — X 45. We need oy, ; > 1/2 in

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

(E1) (Decomposition of &) We assume K is constant, and
Et=Fer X1 Ac1 X2 - XKk A g + 20 €, (4.2)

where Fe; is an order-K tensor with dimension re1 X --- X re i, containing independent elements
with mean 0 and variance 1. The order-K tensor €, € RU* XK contains independent mean zero
elements with unit variance, with the two time series {€;} and {Fe+} being independent. The order-
K tensor 3. contains the standard deviations of the corresponding elements in €, and has elements

uniformly bounded.

Moreover, for each k € [K|, Acp € R¥*XTek js such that HA€7’€H1 = O(1). That is, Acy is

(approxzimately) sparse.

(E2) (Time series in &) There is X, ; the same dimension as Fet, and X ¢ the same dimension as €;, such
that Fei = quo Qe qXet—q and € = ZqZO Qe,qXet—q, With {Xes} and {X .} independent of each
other, and each time series has independent elements with mean 0 and variance 1 with uniformly

bounded fourth order moments. Both {X. .} and {X..} are independent of {Xs+} from (F1).

The coefficients ac,q and ac; are such that Zq>0 aqu = Zq>0 aiq =1 and Zq>0 |ae ql, Zq>0 |ae,q < c

for some constant c.

(R1) (Further rate assumptions) We assume that, with g := szl dp*t,

dgs_2T_1di(a"’l_a’“’”c)+l =o(1), dgng—ldi(“k’l‘“’“W =o(1), dgs_ldzk’l_ak’”“_lm = 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 Pelgen (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



exactly the corresponding assumptions in |Chen and Laml (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 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 Aj to be completely dense (i.e., a pervasive factor)
or sparse to a certain extent. A diagonal entry in Zj 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., oy ; = 1), then
the conditions are automatically satisfied. Suppose K = 2, T' < d; =< dy and the strongest factors are all
pervasive (i.e., ax1 = 1), then we need oy, > 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 ay ; close to 0.5 presents a

significantly weak factor with only more than d,lé/ % of elements are non-zero in the corresponding column

of Ak.

Remark 1 With the missing entries imputed using the estimated common components CAt,il,,,,,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 ¥oT, where 1y is the lowest proportion of observation among all entries from
Assumption (01). 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 Qy of Q. For k € [K],j € [d],

define

dy d_y Tk g
~ ~ 1 l 1
H; ; :=D;! Z Qb i Z oranl Z ( Z Ak,hmmatk(]:z,t)~m) Qk,i-( Z Ak,hmmatk(]:z,t).m) ;
i=1 h=1 17k,

t€Yk,ij,n  Mm=1 m=1

1
H} .=

el

T
ZDng%kaatk(}'Zﬁt)AﬁcAkmatk(}'Zﬁt)’, (44)
t=1



where f)k = Q;gk(ﬁk is a diagonal matrix of eigenvalues of §k defined in (35]). Hence Hj, ; = HY if there

are no missing entries, i.e., [y ;5| = T for each k € [K],4,j € [di] and h € [d_x].

Theorem 1 Under Assumptions (01), (M1), (F1), (L1), (E1), (E2) and (R1), for any k € [K], we have

1 &
a2
Jj=1

A 2 2(ap,1—og,r )—1 1 1 d2

where gs is defined in Assumption (R1). Furthermore, for each i,j € [di] and h € [d.], if the set Vg ijn
defined in (3-3) has cardinality satisfying

[Yk,ij,n

T =1—=1rijn =1 —n=1o,

then we have

N 2 1~ ,
‘Qk,j - HZQkJﬂH = %HQk - Q.H} Hiw

1 &
ar 2
j=1

— OP (di(ak,lakﬂ“k)l

(%}C + dik)g + min (%, ﬁ)]) =op(1).

The proof of the theorem can be found in the supplementary materials of this paper. The two results in
Theorem [ coincide with each other if n = 0, i.e., there are no missing values. If n = 0, K = 2 and all
factors are pervasive, our resulting rate of convergence is 1/(dy min(dg,T'd_x)). This is consistent with, for
example, Theorem 1 of |(Chen and Fanl (2023) or Theorem 3.1 of [He et all (2022) (after normalizing like we
do). When K = 1 with missing data and all factors are pervasive, the rate is 1/(dy min(dy, T')), which is
the same as the rate in Theorem 1 of Xiong and Pelgerl (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 Qk is to a version of Q. in Frobenius norm, namely Q;H$, which
is still defining the same factor loading space as Qy does. With missing data, such a feat is complicated,
in the sense that for the j-th row of Qy, Qk,j., there corresponds an Hy, ; different from H{, in general, so
that Qk] is close to Hy jQp ;.. The extra rate min(1/7,n?/(1 —7)?) in the second result is essentially

measuring how close each Hy, ; is to Hf. See Lemma [3]in the supplementary material as well.

Theorem 2 Under the Assumptions in Theorem[d], suppose we further have dia’“’l_%‘k’% = o(d_k). Define



Then we have the following.

1. The error of the estimated factor series has rate

o~ ! ’ —_ 2
Hvec(}-m) - (Hi @ - @H]) lvec(fz’t)H

- - - - d
=Op| max Tflddzak’l 2ok gt + dzggldiak’l Sk =l gngsdiak‘1 RSO I
ke[K] Gw

2.For any k € [K], iy € [di],t € [T], the squared individual imputation error is

(é\tﬂ'l »»»»» iK thil »»»»» iK)2

. e, - . d
= 0P<,§2?f§] {Tlddiak’l g gt die gt T T g0 3aw+l} i _2>'

3. The average imputation error is given by

- - - - 1
— OP ( max {Tldzakwl 20,1y, 9;1 + dgsfldia‘k,l 3ag,r, —1 —+ dilgngsdiahl 30¢k,Tk+1} + g_) '
w

The proof can be found in the supplementary materials, which utilizes some rates from the proof of Theorem
Blin the supplementary materials (without the need for extra rate restrictions like Theorem [J though). If
K > 2, all factors are pervasive and = 0 (i.e, no missing values), the squared individual imputation error

has rate
N < 1 n 1 ) n 1 1
max | — + — - = .
ke[K] \Td_ dz d  min(Td.,...,Tdg, d%, . ,d%()

This rate is the same as the result in Theorem 4 of IChen and Fan (2023) for K = 2, which is a rate for
estimating the common component. On the other hand, if 1 is a constant and K = 1, and all factors are
pervasive, then the second result becomes d;* + 7~ < 1/ min(d;, T), which is the same rate as result 3 of
Theorem 2 in [Xiong and Pelgen (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 g,. 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] 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 ry X ri matric X4 pZy from Assumption (L1)

are distinct.

(AD1) There is a constant C' such that for any k € [K],j € [dk], as d1,...,dx,T — o0,

>C >0,

ZH QMZMW

> mat(&)jn(Ax); matk(F) A

d dak 1
tEVE . ij.h

hl

where Qp = Akzlzl/2 is the mormalised factor loading, HY™ = tr(A’, A ;))Y/? . D;l/QT;Z}C/Q with

Dy = tr(A/, A p)diag{ i (AL AL), ..., A, (ALAL)}, and Yy the eigenvector matriz of tr(A/ A ) -
gglek,1*ak,7~k Z;1€/22A,kzllc/2-

(AD2) Define the filtration GT := o(UL_,Gs) with G5 := o({ M4y, i |t < 8}, A1,...,AKk), and

T

1

Apk Jij,h |’¢ | Z matk(]-"t)vk th hmatk ]:t — Z atk ]:t Vk th hmatk(]-"t) ,
kg h t€Yr,ij,h t=1

where Vi n = [@iex]\ (k) Atln.- With Qg being the normalised mode-k factor loading in (AD1), we

have for every k € [K],j € [di], for a function hy j : R™ — R™ %7k,

dk d—k
QX —1 a,* /
Td,"™ -D, 'H; E Qr.i Al E AF kij h Ak, j.
i=1 h=1

— N(0,D;, "H} " hy j (A ;. )(HE YD) GT-stably.

n (AD1), H;'" is the probability limit of H¢ defined in (£4]). Assumption (AD1) is new to the literature.
Bai (2003), [Chen and Fan (2023) or Xiong and Pelgen (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 [ in the supplementary materials for more details.
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Assumption (AD2) is required since the missing data creates a discrepancy term Apy ;i as defined
in the assumption. This assumption is also parallel to Assumption G3.5 in [Xiong and Pelgey (2023). We
demonstrate how this assumption is satisfied with Assumption (O1), (F1), (L1) and two additional but

simpler assumptions in Proposition [Il in Section

Theorem 3 Let all the assumptions under Theorem[2 hold, in addition to (L2), (AD1) and (AD2) above.
With 1, fized and di, T — oo for k € [K|, suppose also T'd_y, = o(dzk’l+ak’rk). We have

VT - (Quy. — HEQr ) 2> N (0, Dy T HE S (Td) ™ - By + hi i (A,))(HE*YDLY), where

B = plim Var(ZQk,l Z W’ N Z matk(&)jh(A_k)z,matk(ft)/Akli,).
ij,

T,dl,...,dK—)OO tewij,h

Furthermore, if Td=1g? ndHak LTS = o(1) is also satisfied, then with wg :=d_, 1d2ak eIk, g2

S

VTwp - Qi — H{Qp,) 2 N(0, Twp - Dy "HE'E,, ;(HE )DL Y.

If all factors are pervasive, the rate condition T'd.; = o(dzk’ﬁak”) reduces to T'd.;, = o(d?), 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 I‘Obs is in fact of rate N~1, so that the
normalizing rate is TN, which is exactly v/T'd; in our first result when K = 1.

. . 1 —3ag,,
Suppose all factors are pervasive. The rate condition T'd~!g? gnd eIk

= o(1) is automatically
satisfied when there is no missing data, i.e., 7 = 0 so that g, = 0. If so, the rate of convergence is
VTwp = VTd, 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 n < T~! and g, < T~2, and dy,dz = 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 [B, we need to estimate the asymptotic

covariance matrix for Qg ;. — H{Qg, .. To this end, we use the heteroscedasticity and autocorrelation
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consistent (HAC) estimators (Newey and West), [1987) based on {Qk,matk(@),matk(a)}te[zp], where

~

maty,(C;) = (Qr)maty (Fz,)(Qr @ - @ Qry1 @ Que1 @ -~ ©@ Q1)', maty (&) := maty (V) — maty(C,).

With a tuning parameter 8 such that § — oo and 8/(Td ak Y4 50, we define two HAC estimators

B
14
zJHAC —DkO,j Z( 1+ﬂ)(Dku,j+Dkuj)
ﬁ 124
Z:HAC _DkO,] Z(l_ 1+B)(Dku,] (DICU]))5 where
v=1
T d T i

Divi= Y, (> (TZD?Q%CWSC(/@W)Z m |E<k> 03nClw.an - 1{t € Ui zgh})

t=1+rv =1 s=1 h=1 18J5

dy, 1 T =N A =N d_j 1 =R /

(Z (_ ZDlng;cC(k),sC(k),s,z ) E(k) t u,]hc(k) t—v,ih ]]-{t —VEYy ij h})
i=1 r s=1 he1 |"/’k,z],h|
T di 4 T dx )
A S8 A A

Dy, = Z (T ZDk Q.Cx),sCr).s.i ) Z (W)k h|C(k) tzhc( )ik Lt € Yrijn}

t=1+4v Li=1 s=1 h=1 i,

1A Sl a A A A

= 7C w0 Cr t,jh)] > (T ZD;ZlQ;gC(k),sC(k),s,z)
i=1 s=1
& 1 . 1~ . ’
: hz::l <Wc(k),tv,ihc(k),tv,jh Ut —v € Yrijnt — Tc(k),tu,ihc(k),tu,jh)] ,

where (Aj(k)ﬁs .= mat(C,) and E(k%S := mat(E,).

Theorem 4 Let all the assumptions under Theorem [@ hold, in addition to (L2), (AD1) and (AD2)
above. With ry fixzed and dp, T — oo for k € [K]|, suppose also the rate for the individual common
component imputation error in result 2 of Theorem [@ is o(1), together with Td_ = o(dak’lJrak’T’“) and

k
(T )L 4 d ) d2gr? = o(1). Then
1. D 12HACD ! is consistent for D "HU Sy ;(HE*)' DY
2. D184 oDyt is consistent for (Tdy,"™ )~ D "H " hy (A, ) (HE*) Dy L
3. (Bnac + E3a0)2Di(Qr . — HIQ ;) = N(0,L,).

The extra rate assumption di(ak’l_ak’r’“)[(Td_k)_l +d; ']d%g;? = o(1) makes sure that we have Frobenius
norm consistency for Qk from Theorem [Il The imputation error from result 2 of Theorem [] 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 Qk. Practical performances of result 3 is demonstrated in Section 1.3l The
reason that we need two HAC estimators is that similar to Theorem [l there is a component for missing

data, arising from the fact that Hy, ; is different from H{ for each j € [di] in general.
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4.5 Estimation of number of factors

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

a matrix R}, where

T
. 1
R} = T Z kaatk(}—Z,t)A;cAkmatk(]:Z,t)lQ;ca (4.5)
t=1

and Fz; and Ay, are defined in (3:2)). Tt turns out that we have \;(Sy) <p A;(R}) for j € [rt], and

K
Aj(Rf) =p dpt' " g, goo= [ di*" as defined in (R1).
k=1

We have the following theorem.

Theorem 5 Let Assumption (0O1), (M1), (F1), (L1), (E1), (E2) and (R1) hold. Moreover, assume

g tdy T (Td ) Y2 4 d P = o(diH TN, € [y — 1] with ry, > 2;
dg7 (Tdx) Y2 + d,:l/z] = o(1), rp = 1.

Then 7 is a consistent estimator of i, where

{)‘é-l-l(gk) +¢&

VEAET R Hdk/zﬂ}’ €= d[(Tdy) "'+ a7 (4.6)

Tk = arg min
[

The extra rate assumption is satisfied, for instance, when all factors corresponding to A are pervasive.
An eigenvalue-ratio estimator is considered in Lam and Yao (2012) and |IAhn and Horenstein (2013), while
a perturbed eigenvalue ratio estimator is considered in [Pelgen (2019). However, all of these estimators are
for a vector time series factor model. Our estimator 7 in (6] extracts eigenvalues from §k, which is
not necessarily positive semi-definite. The addition of £ can make Sk + &lg, positive semi-definite, while
stabilizing the estimator. We naturally assume that ry < dj/2, which is a very reasonable assumption for

all applications of factor models. In fact, our recommended choice of £ is
1 —1/2 —1/2
&= gd[(Td_k) +d, .

The requirement that & < d[(T'd.;)~ /2 + d;1/2] ensures that £ = op(A, (Sk)) 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 (0O1), (F1), (L1) hold. For a given k € [K|,j € [di], assume also the
following:
1. The mode-k factor is strong enough such that oy, > 4/5, and d:k’l_ak” T2 = o(1) with some

e€ (0,1).

2. There exists some Yy ;5 such that Yy i; = Yrijn for any i € [dy], h € [d.g]. Furthermore, there exists

Wy, k,j such that

dr  di
- T-1{t € ¢y,ij} T-1{t € ¥r,u,} p
>33 (—”—1)(—”—1)—>w ’
B |9k, i5] [¥k,151 o

With the above, Assumption (AD2) is satisfied.

Condition 1 and 2 in Proposition [I 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 matg (%), all the elements in each row are simultaneously missing with probability 1 — py. We then

have

di  dg
_ T-1{t € Y} T-1{t € Yruj}
d;” — ) —— -1
g ; ; ( ki ) ( |tk 5] )
g ii (T2 At € dpy Lt €y} Tt vry)  T-1{E€ by} 1)
A dr |9k,i5] - [¥k15] [0k, [0k, 15]
Boppt -1,

which is wy ;. Similar to Assumption S3.2 in [Xiong and Pelgey (2023), the value of wy  ; 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 for K > 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 [l Throughout this section, each
simulation experiment of a particular setting is repeated 1000 times.

For the data generating process, we use model (1)) together with Assumption (E1), (E2) and (F1).
More precisely, the elements in JF; are independent standardised AR(5) with AR coefficients 0.7, 0.3, -0.4,
0.2, and -0.1. The elements in F.; and €; 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 €; is
generated by i.i.d. JNV(0,1)].

For each k € [K], each factor loading matrix Ay is generated independently with Aj = UyBy, where
each entry of Uy, € R%*"* isii.d. N(0,1), and By € R™*"* is diagonal with the j-th diagonal entry being
d;c’”, 0 < (k,j < 0.5. Pervasive (strong) factors have (; ; = 0, while weak factors have 0 < (i ; < 0.5.
Each entry of A, € R%>7k is iid. N(0,1), but has independent probability of 0.95 being set exactly
to 0. We set ., = 2 for all k € [K| throughout the section.

To investigate the performance with missing data, we consider four missing patterns:
e (M-i) Random missing with probability 0.05.
e (M-ii) Random missing with probability 0.3.

e (M-iii) The missing entries have index (¢,i1,...,ix), where

05T <t<T, 1<i<0.5dy forall k€ [K].

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

probability 0.2 if (A1);1 > 0, and with probability 0.5 if (A1), < 0.
To test how robust our imputation is under heavy-tailed distribution, we consider two distributions for
the innovation process in generating Fy, Fe; and €: 1) i.i.d. M (0,1); 2) i.i.d. 5.
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.Q = [QQQ) Q- QQQ 'Y
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for any given Q, Q, which is a common used measure in the literature. For measuring the imputation

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

Ejes(aj - Cj)2
Ejes sz ,

relative MSEg =

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 = dy = 40,7 = 1,ry = 2. All factors are pervasive with (; ; = 0 for all k,j. All
innovation processes in constructing F;, F.: and €; are i.i.d. standard normal, and missing pattern

is (M-i).
(Ib) Same as (Ia), but one factor is weak with (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 ( ; = 0.2 for all

k,j.
(Id) Same as (Ic), but T' = 200,d; = dy = 80.

(Ie) K =3,T =80,dy =ds =ds =20, =12 =13 =2. All factors are pervasive with ¢z ; = 0 for all
k,j. All innovation processes in constructing F;, F. + and €; are i.i.d. standard normal, and missing

pattern is (M-i).
(If) Same as (Ie), but all factors are weak with x ; = 0.2 for all k, j.
(Ig) Same as (If), but T = 200,d; = dy = 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 (Ta) to (Ig) in Figure [l The imputation results for the above settings
are collected in Table[I] together with those under different missing patterns.

We can see from Figure [I] 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 £ = 2 in
settings (Ia) to (Id) is due to more factors along mode-2, which naturally incurs more errors compared to
smaller ry,.

From Table [I, 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(Qy, Qk) (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 Qy.

b))

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 7y in (@8] for estimating ry for
K =1,2,3. For each k € [K], we set the value of £ in Theorem Blas & = d[(T'd.)~/? + d;1/2]/5. We have
tried a wide range of values other than 1/5 for ¢ 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 (Ta) | (Ib) | (Ic) | (Id) | (Te) | (If) | (Ig)
obs | .002 | .020 | .066 | .039 | 2.61 | 120 | .293
(M-i) miss | .002 | .020 | .066 | .039 | 2.63 | 121 | .294
all .002 | .020 | .066 | .039 | 2.61 | 120 | .293
obs | .003 | .025 | .079 | .045 | 5.97 | 154 | .702
(M-ii) miss | .003 | .025 | .079 | .045 | 6.06 | 155 | .703
all | .003 | .025 | .079 | .045 | 6.00 | 154 | .702
obs | .004 | .025 | .079 | .048 | 6.64 | 136 | 1.75
(M-iii) miss | .009 | .036 | .107 | .061 | 14.7 | 164 | 4.02
all | .005 | .026 | .083 | .050 | 7.19 | 138 | 1.89
obs | .004 | .027 | .086 | .047 | 7.75 | 173 | .888
(M-iv) 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 10%.

(ITa)

(ITb)
(I1c)
(11d)

(ITTa)

(IIb)
(I1Ic)

(IVa)

(IVDh)

(IVe)

K =1,T =d; = 80,7 =2. All factors are pervasive with ¢; ; = 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).
Same as (ITa), but one factor is weak with ¢;1 = 0.1.

Same as (IIb), but factors are weak with ¢; 1 = 0.1 and {; 2 = 0.15.

Same as (IIc), but T = 160.

K =2T =dy =dy =40,y = 2,75 = 3. All factors are pervasive with (5 ; = 0 for all k,j. All

innovation processes involved are i.i.d. standard normal, and the missing pattern is (M-ii).
Same as (IIla), but all factors are weak with (5 ; = 0.1 for all k, j.
Same as (IIIb), but T = dy = dz = 80.

K=3T=d =dy=ds =20,71 =2,72 = 3,r3 = 4. All factors are pervasive with (i ; = 0 for all

k,j. All innovation processes involved are i.i.d. standard normal, and the missing pattern is (M-ii).
Same as (IVa), but all innovation processes are i.i.d. ts.

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

by using both 7 and 7x + 1 to avoid information loss due to underestimating the number of factors, see

Table 21 and Table Bl

Setting (ITa) (True r; = 2)
Missing Pattern T | 7re0 | Trenr | TimiPreo | FirtPret | Trl | FiTIpgan
Mean(SD)
=) 1.9813) | 1.98(13) | 2.00(06) | 197 15 | 1.97(.22)
(M) 1.92(27) | 1.93(26) | 1.97(20) | 190(50) | 192(51) | 1.99(10) | 1.92(28)
(M-iv) 1.9814) | 1.98(14) | 200 08) | 197017 | 1-98(.24)
Correct Proportion
(M-ii) .982 .982 .996 967 .949
(M) 921 03 96 901 308 99 917
(M-iv) 979 979 .993 .97 .943

Table 2: Results for setting (ITa). Each column reports the mean and SD (subscripted, in bracket), followed
by the correct proportion of the estimates. The estimator 7 is our proposed estimator; 7,0 and 7y 1 are
similar but used imputed data where the imputation is done using the number of factors as 7 and 7 + 1,
respectively; TiTip re,0 and Firipre,1 are iTIP-ER on imputed data (using 7 and 7+ 1 respectively); 7, and
TirTp,funl are our estimator and iTIP-ER on fully observed data (in green), respectively.

Correct Proportion
Setting | 7 | Tre0 | Trea | FirtPreo | Fittpiren | Prun | Firrp full
K=1(Truer; =1)
(ITb) | .556 | .556 | .886 .526 .765 .633 .53
(Ile) .626 | .626 | .762 .594 .668 .67 .539
(Id) | 791 | 791 | 817 | .794 837 | 812 | 767
K =2 (True (r1,7m2) = (2,3))
() | 1 1 1 1995 1995 1 1994
(ITIb) 978 | 978 | 987 .985 .989 981 .986
(I1Ic) | .999 | .999 1 1 .996 .999 1
K =3 (True (r1,72,73) = (2,3,4))
(IVa) 1 1 1 .987 987 1 .988
(IVb) 2996 | 1996 | .999 991 991 1 991
Vo) | 1 1 1 1999 1 1 1

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

From both Table 2] and B] 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, 7,1 outperforms 7y, 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 (Q)ll, with the parameter 8 of our HAC-type estimator set as L%(le)l/‘lj. 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 Pelgen (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 8 too large since it proves to be too time consuming
to run simulations for high-order high-dimensional data when g 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 F;, F.+, and €; are now independent
standardised AR(1) with AR coefficients 0.05, and we use i.i.d. A(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 d;, we set T,d; = d1/2,
1 # 1. We generate a two-factor model for K = 1, and a one-factor model for K = 2,3. For the settings
(K, dy) = (1,1000), (2,400), (3,160), we consider (£ ac + f)%AC)_lﬂﬁl(QlJ. —H{Q;,1.). In particular,
we plot the histograms of the first and second entry in Figure Bl whereas the corresponding QQ plots are
presented in Figure Bl

The plots in Figure 2l provide empirical support to Theorem [3 and result 3 of Theorem d 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 for K = 2. More
precisely, we want to test the null hypothesis Ho : Q1,11 = 0 with a two-sided test. A 5% significance level
is used so that we reject the null if (fJHAC + E%AC)’lﬂf)lQLH is not in [—1.96, 1.96]. Each experiment
is repeated 400 times and the power function for Qi 11 ranging from —0.02 to 0.02 is presented in Figure
@ The power function is approximately symmetric, and suggests that our test can successfully reject the
null if the true value for Q11 is away from 0. When Q11 = 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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K=1, T=500, dy =1000 K=2, T=200, dy =400, d» =200 K=3, T=80, d1 =160, d» =80, d3 =80
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Figure 2: Histograms of the first entry of (fJHAc + E%Ac)_l/2ﬁ1(€21,l» —H{Q1,1.). 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 (f]HAc + E%Ac)_l/Qﬁl(Ql,l. — H{Qy,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 (fJHAC + E%Ac)*l/zf)l(élyl. — H{Qi1.). 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
vy = (y1,y2,...,yn)" and a vector of imputed data be § = (41,92, ...,9n). WLOG, we let the entries in
y be ordered such that y; <y < --- < ypn, and each g; is the corresponding imputed value for y;. Given
q € [N] and any integer j = 0,1,...,q, denote by ¢; € [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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Power of the test of size = 5%

1.0

0.8
|

Power
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0.2
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Alternative (Q; 1)1

Figure 4: Statistical power of testing the null hypothesis Ho : (Q1,1.)1 = Q1,11 = 0 against the general
alternative. The null is rejected when [(Xpac + E%Ac)fl/QDlQLlﬂ > 1.96.

define

dn dn

Mn::% Z Yi,s //L\n::% Z ?/J\z

1=Qqn—1 1=Qqn—1

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

With these, we define the g-quantile relative squared error (¢-RSE) of ¥ on y as

q q q i1 2, 4 dny1 2
0 BSE =Y )2 /Y2 =3 A ) /Y )
n=1 n=1 n=1 i=q, n=1 i=qn

It is obvious that ¢-RSE is always non-negative, and ¢-RSE = 0 if §; = y; for all i € [N]. Note that
the relative MSE defined in (5J) is equivalent to ¢-RSE with ¢ = N, and essentially the average within
each quantile interval smooths out the idiosyncratic noise in each data point. Intuitively, ¢-RSE can be
considered as a measure of how good the imputation of y; is, compared with the overall level of y; in each
quantile interval.

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

series and y; represents some data entry for ¢ € [N]. Suppose y; = ¢; + ¢; and §; = ¢;, where ¢; is the
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common component to be imputed and ¢; is the noise. Hence we have perfect imputation here, and a good

measure should have value close to 0. However,

N
Z’i:l 612

relative MSE = —+—=——,
> i (ci +€)?

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

if we set ¢ = 1, then

N 2
X €;
S > 15
(isici+ s &)
which goes to 0 if we assumes sensibly that as NV gets large, Zi\;l €; goes to 0 at a faster rate than Zi\;l G-
Thus, given that we cannot distinguish between the common component and the noise term for a given set

of data, the ¢-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://wwwl.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 Y, € R*69%24 each day, where
Yiy ig.is,t 1S the number of trips from zone i; to zone i3 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 [EJl We first estimate the rank of the core

tensor using our proposed eigenvalue ratio estimator. Inspired by the simulation results in Section [E.1.2}
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Figure 5: Estimated loading matrices Kl (left) and Kz (right) for business-day series. The data is randomly
missing with 5% probability.

we obtain the rank estimates 7y for k € [K], and re-impute the data using 7 4+ 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 [ shows the heatmaps of A, and A, 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

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 11 and ;&2, we show 13 under missing pattern (M-i) in
Table @ and Table [ 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 M 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
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Figure 6: Estimated loading matrices A, (left) and A, (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.

8 10 12pm 2
T 46 6 6 5 65 6

Oam 2 4 6 4 6 8 10 12am
1 311000 6 55 6 7 6 5 5 4

Table 4: Estimated loading matrix ;&3 for business-day series, after scaling. The data is randomly missing
with 5% probability. Magnitudes larger than 5 are highlighted in red.

Oam 2 4
3

6 8 10 12pm
1 5 5 4 1

Table 5: Estimated loading matrix ;&3 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
reveals that different missing patterns have slight influence on the imputation accuracy, as also suggested
by previous simulation results. The ¢-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-iid) || (M-1) | (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: ¢-RSE for business-day and non-business-day series under different missing patterns, with ¢ =
5,10, 20, 100.

6 Appendix: Proof of all theorems and propositions

From Section B.1] Qk contains the eigenvectors corresponding to the first ry largest eigenvalues of §k.
Hence with ﬁk an r; X r, diagonal matrix containing all the eigenvalues of §k (WLOG from the largest

on the top-left element to the smallest on the bottom right element), we have §k€2k = Qkﬁk, so that
Qr = Sk Qx D,; . (6.1)
To simplify notations, hereafter we fix k and only focus on the mode-k unfolded data. Define

D:=Dy, Y; := maty (), S:=S§,, Yijh = Vrijh, Q= Qp, 62)

A=Ay, Fz:=maty(Fz,), E; := maty (&), H; :=Hy ;, H* := HY,

where Hy, ; and HY are defined in (@3) and (£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 ¢ > 0 so that for any k € [K],t € [T],iy € [dg] and h € [d.], we have

<c, and

i = Uy Bl e S

dr d.g

2. |E

71l1

matk 515 lhmatk(é't)ﬂ] <egc,

Z Z cov(matk Et)zhmatk(é't)ﬂ,matk(gs)ilmatk(fs)jl)‘ <gc

=1 s€Pr,ij1
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2. there exists a constant ¢ > 0 so that for any k € [K],4,j € [di], and any deterministic vectors u € R

and v € R™ with constant magnitudes,

2
( 72 ; e Uh|1/2 Z matk(é't)jhu’matk(ft)v> <g

-k t€YL ij,h

3. fO’f’ any ke [K],Z,] € [dk]uh € [d-k]7

T
1
_ E matk(]-"t)matk(]:t R E matyg ]-'t)matk(]-'t) —> =1 kIrk;
Vriinl 5 paet
ij,h
with the number of factors ry, fivzed as min{T,dy,...,dx} — co. For each t € [T], all elements in F;

are independent of each other, with mean 0 and unit variance.

Our consistency results in Theorem [I] 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 & across different dimensions and times, while result 2
can be on the weak dependence between the factor F; and the noise &. Finally, result 3 can be a stand
alone assumption on the factors F;.
Proof of Proposition 2.

We have E(&;) = 0 from Assumption (E1). Next we want to show that for any k € [K],¢ € [T] and

i € [dk], EEH

iy i is bounded uniformly. From (2), each entry in & is a sum of two parts: a linear

combination of the elements in F, ;, and the corresponding entry in €;,. By Assumption (E2), we have

El(e:);

117~-~,iK] -

4 4
(Zae,q(?’fe,tfq)n ,,,,, iK) } < <Z|ae,q|) SgPE{(Xe,t)?l,...,iK} <C,

q>0 q>0

where C' > 0 is a generic constant. It holds similarly that E[(Fe);, < C uniformly on all indices.

With this, defining A°™ := A o---0 A (elementwise m-th power),

|‘ng4||max = |‘E[matk(5t)]04|‘max < S(H]E[Ae,kmatk(]:e,t) é,-k]04|‘max + ||E:4||max : |]E6§4||maX)

8| Ackl” - Ace]l’  IEFAL 4+ 15 s - [ E€3 mane)

max

K
= S([T 11 Acs L - IBFEL e + 15 e - [Ee§ [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 EE!; ;< ¢ for some constant c.
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With (@2) in Assumption (E1), we have
maty (&) = Ac pmaty(Fe, ) Al + maty(X.) o maty(e;),

where Ac = Ac gk @ @ Acr1 @ Ae -1 @ -+ ® A 1. Each mode-k noise fibre e, ; for [ € [d;] can
then be decomposed as

etk = Ag pmaty(Fer)Ac ki + Ei{k%let,k,la (6.3)

where X 5, ; = diag((mat(3)).;(maty(3¢))’;), and € contains independent elements each with mean 0
and variance 1.

Given h € [d_g), i € [dg], from (63) and Assumption (E1) and (E2), we have

d_p d
ZZ) [maty (€ )inmats (E)jil| < [|Ae k|| Acikt [ Ae k[ Aeklloe = O(1).
l#h j=1
Moreover,
dy,
> | Elmaty (&)inmaty (£:)n]| < l[cov(errn, errn)l

j=1

< N Ackn P AcklilAcklloo + Beknlli = O),

where the last equality is from Assumption (E1).
To finish the proof of the first result in the Proposition, fix indices k,t,, j, h. From Assumption (E2)
and ([6.3]), we have

[matk(gt)]il = Z ae,qA;k,i.matk(Xe,tfq)Ae k-t Hlatk 5 zl Z Qe qmatk €,t— q) (64)

q>0 q>0
Hence when [ # h, from the independence between {X, ;} and {X.,} and the independence of the elements

within {X.;} in Assumption (E2), we have for any s € ¥ ;;,,

cov(matk (Et)ihmatk (gt)jh; maty (Es)ilmatk(gs)jl)

= cov(( Z Ge,q AL p i maty (Xet—q) Ac k- ) (Z Qe,gA matk(Xe7t_q)Ae7_k)h.), (6.5)

q>0 q>0

(Z ae,qA/e)]g)i.matk(Xe,s q e -k,l- ) (Z ae,q matk:(Xe,s—q)Ae,—k,l»)> .

q>0 q>0

for

By (E2) again, all mixed covariance terms are zero except for cov(maty(Xe,t—q)2,,, maty (Xet—q)2)
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all ¢ > 0,n € [re ], m € [re k), with coefficient a? qae tli— s|Ag,k,inAg,k,jnAg,—k,hmAg,—k,lm' Thus we have

d_i

Z cov(matk Et)zhmatk(é't)Jh,matk(gs)ilmatk(gs)jl>‘

1=1,#h

d_j Te,k Te,-k

= Z Z Z Z Qe ,q Qe q+|t s|Ae k, znAe k,_]nAg -k, hmAe -k,m * COV(matk(X€7t—q)121m7 ma'tk(Xe,t—q)im)
1,l#£h ' n=1m=1¢>0
Te,k Te,-k

= Z Qe qae g+|t—s| ( Z Ae k 1nAe k Jn) ( Z A ,-k,hm Z Ae -k lm) = Z O(ag,qa’g,q—l—\t—s\)?

1=1,1%h q>0

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

dzk Z ‘COV(matk(gt)ihmatk(gt)jh,Hlatk(gs)zlmatk )‘ ZZO ca e,q+|t SI) 0(1),

I=1,l#h s€Yi 5,1 q>0s=1

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

([64) follow exactly, except the following term is added in (6.35):

2 2
> a2 42 oo Sk it Se kg - COV(matk(?fe,t—q)ihmatk(Xe,t—q)jha matk(Xe,s—q)ihmatk(Xe,s—q)jh)
q=>0

1) ’ Zag,qag,q+|t—s| = O(l)

q>0

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

>

cov(matk(ﬁt)ihmatk(ﬁt)jh, matk(gs)ihmatk(SS)jh)
SEVL,ij.h

=0(1).

This completes the proof of result 1 in the Proposition.
To prove the second result, fix k € [K],4,j € [dix] and deterministic vectors u € R"™ and v € R"™*
with [[u], [[v]| = O(1). Note that E[maty(F:)vv'mate(Fs)'] = v'V(re 3,50 af,¢af,q+)t—s)Iry, as the series

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

cov(maty (&) jn, maty(Es) ;1)
= E[AL ;. j maty(Fes)Ac kn Al g maty(Fes) Ak + El€) jn(Se - Sepis ) €s]

. / 2
= AL i Acrn Ak ? D Geqegiii—s) + Linmty - Sekngi D Geqleqrit—s|-

q>0 q>0
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Hence if we fix h € [d_x],t € Yr,ij.n, then together with Assumption (E2), we have

Z Z W | mat;g(&)jhu’matk(ft)v-matk(é's)jlv’matk(fs)’u]
k,ij,l

=1 €Yy, ij;

&

- 1

Z ot cov(maty (&) jn, maty(Es) 1) - E[u/matk(ft)vv/matk(fs)’u]
k,ijl

wk 13,1

1
|7/)k l|{ (Aé,-k,l-Ae,-k,hv Ack,j H E E E Qe,qe,q+|t—s|Af,pAf,p+|t—s| (6.6)
i,

g0 p>0 s€Yk,ij,1

+ O(Ln=y - Xe k,hojs) - ZZ Z ‘Ie,qaéyqﬂtﬂ\af,paf-,erlt*SI}

g>0p>0s€Ey 451

NNgls HM

dk

! 1
> COA” o A in Ak i I2+ Linepr - Sepnii) = (_)
2 Tpizl O(Ac kpAchn | Acky ™+ Lin=ty - Bernijs) = O 7 ),

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:

E E E Qe,qle,q+|t—s|Af,pQf p+|t—s| = E :E :a&qa.ﬂp E Qe,q+|t—s|Af,p+|t—s|

>0 p>0 s€k a5 1 q>0p>0 SEYk,ij,h
1/2 1/2
2 2 2
< E E |ae,q| + lagpl - < E ae,q+ts> ( E , af,p+|ts|> < E E |ae,q| lagpl <
q>0p>0 SEYK,ijh SEYEK,ijh g>0p>0

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

2

<Z Z matk(&)jhu’matk(ft)V>
h=1t€Yg ij n

d_p d.g

== ZZ 3 Z m [matk(é})jhu/matk(ft)v~matk(55)jlv/matk(]:s)'u}

K h=11=1 t€tr, ijn SEVL ij

7Y ¥ o(3)-o()

h=1 t@llk ij,h

dy - |1/1k ijnl

which then implies result 2 of the Proposition.
Finally, we prove result 3 of the Proposition. From Assumption (F1), we have E[F;] = 0. Next, for

any t € [T, it is direct from Assumption (F1) that all elements in F; are independent. Moreover,

E[maty (F;)maty(F;)'] = E (Z af)qmatk(Xf,t_q)) (Z af,qmatk(Xf,t_q)')}
q>0 q>0
= Zajq matk(Xft q)matk()(ft q (Zaj q) 'T—kIrk :T_kITk,
q>0 q>0

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 maty (F;)maty(F:)’. From Assumption (F1), we have

Var(%i[matk(ft)];.[matk(}'t)]j») Var(z {Zafq [maty (X ¢—q) } {Zafq [maty (Xf,—q)]; D

t=1 t=1 ¢>0 q>0
1 T T
:TZZCOV({ZW"J matk(Xft a) } {Zaﬂq matk(Xft q)] }
t=1 s=1 q>0 q>0
{Zafq [maty(Xf,s—q) Hzafq [maty (Xr,s—q)]; D
q>0 q>0

a;lcquar([matk (Xfﬁt,q)];-, [matk()(fyt,q)]j.)

[l
N~
B

~
i
_
Q
v
o

+
3~
B

a} ,a% , Var([maty (X ;—q)];. [maty (Xr—p)];5.)

~
Il
—_
Q
v
o
3
'S
Q

I
S8
Mq

Z quar([matk(th ) 31 ZZZaﬁqaﬂp
q>0

t: t=1 ¢>0 p#q
1 & 1
B 2 \2 _
= T2 ZZGM""O T2 Zzzaﬁqaﬂp o1)- ﬁz(zaf,q) _O(T) = o(1),
t=1 q>0 t=1 ¢q>0 p#q t=1 ¢>0

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

To prove Theorem [I] we are going to present some lemmas and prove them first. From (G.1I),

Z ththVt,]h (67)

tew” h

dp, d.i
Q; =D ZQ“@J =D > Q. Z |1/) |
X i—1 ij,h

With the notations in (€2)), (B.I) can be written as Y, = QF z A’ + E,, and hence for i, j € [dg], h € [d_i],

Tk T-k Tk
}/t,ih :( Z Z QinAhmFZ,t,nm> + Et,ih = Q;( Z AhmFZ,t,-m> + Et,ih
n=1m=1 m=1

~( Zk: Ahsz,t,,m)/Qi. + Epin.

m=1

Hence the product Y;;,Y; ;5 in (67) can be written as

Tk ’ Tk /
YeinYe jn = ( Z AhmFZ,t,.m> Qi-( Z AhmFZ,t,-m) Qj. + ErinErjn
m=1 m=1

Tk ’ Tk ’
+ Et,jh( Z AhmFZ,t,-m) Q. + Et,ih( Z AhmFZ,t,»m) Qj..
m=1 m=1
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We then have, from (€7) and (68) that

Qj- —Hij. = ]5_1 <ZQZ Z |1/) h| Z Et,ihEt,jh
ij,

t€Yij n

Z Et,jh( Tzk: AhmFZ,t,~m)/Qi-

t€Yij,n m=1 (6'9)

3 B Z Ahszytﬂ.m)/Qj)
m=1

teEYij n

= ﬁ*l(zj + 17 +Izzj),

where
dy d_y,
IJ = Q Z |w | Z L, 1hEt Jho
im1  h=1 VRl
dk d,k Tk
~ 1 !
TZ;:=» Qi)Y o] > Et,jh( > Ahsz,t,.m) Qi
i=1 h—1 | ViR tEYijn m=1
dk d,k Tk
~ 1 I
I17;:=Y Qi Y. > Euan( D MnFrim) Q;
i=1 h=1 W”’hl = m=1
ij,h

The following lemma bounds the terms Z;,77;, and Z7Z;.

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

o ZHI HF—OP( +d2) (6.10)

dpd?™ 1 &
Z 17213 = 0p (Z—) = - S IZ2L; 3. (6.11)
j=1

Proof of Lemma [1l. To prove (GI0), we decompose

d d.
ko k Ztewi]‘,h Et,ihEt,jh

Z; :ZQi-Z

i1 h=1 [Vij.n]
:ié‘ di (Ztew”‘” (EtinErjn — ElEvinErn)) n Ztewu,h, ]E[Et,ihEt,jh]) (6.12)
i=1 " h=1 Vi nl [Winl

dp dy
Y Qb+ > Qumy,
=1 =1
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where

' dk Zte&w (EvinErjn — E[EyinEyjn)) ' doi Ztewu,h E[E: inEt jn]
&= — DD —
|1/}ZJ1h| |¢z;,h|

h=1 h=1

We want to show the following:

- Op(dd’“) (6.13)

51]

= Op(dd.y). (6.14)

k k R 2
Z ’ Z Qi 745 -
i

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

E|&;|* = var(&;;) < ngz (Z Z (EtinErjn — E[Et,ihEt,jh])>

h=1t€Y;jn

U

ke dok

T PSS

S

cov((BuinEun — B[BoinEugn] ), (Boit Bt — E[Es,uEs,ﬂ]))’

h=11=1 t€y;n s€Pij,
d. dk cd. k
§T2 S % cov(EtﬁihEtJ—h, ES,Z-ZESJ-Z) T (6.15)

>
Il

1 te"pu r =1 Sewij,l

where the last inequality and the constant ¢ are from result 1 of Proposition 2] (hereafter Proposition 211,

etc). Then by the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality,

dk dk
DB PRI
j=1 =1

2 dk dk . 5 ddk
<5 (SR (S5e) -or (7).
which is (6I3). To show (6I4), note that if we define

o] Lty ElBinEin]

1 /2, 1 1/2?
(WI—J;’I‘ Ztewi]‘,h IE[EtQ,lh]) (WI—J;’I‘ Ztewi]‘,h E[Eg,]h])

Pij,h = =

then |p;;n| < 1 and hence pfj n < |pijnl. It is then easy to prove also that

Zh 1 |¢” 1 2otew;n BlEin B jn)
1/2 73
(Eh 1 Iw’L] nl Et@/h] h [ t21h]) (Zh 1 |w” wl Etew” N [ %]h])

pij + =

also satisfy |pi;| <1 and pj; < |pi;|. By Proposition 21,

L Trepp EIFZ)
teYiin t,ih

- = OP d—k )

2 |%ij,nl ()

h=1
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and hence

2 = <dzk: Etedfu,h, E[Etin Bt jn) )2 _ 2 ( d'zk Ztemm E[Egzh] ) ( d'zk Ztedju,h E[Etzgh])
Y |Pij,nl " |Pi,nl |¥i,nl

h=1 h=1 h=1
Loreyp, BIE; 1])1/2(‘“ 2w hE[Efjh])l/Q
= loi; w1 o - Op(d.

"”'(hz_:l o I o pl(d)

kS vew, BlEwinEy )

Z t€¢”,h|1/}” bt -Op(di) = !%}Op (dy).

h=1 is.h]

Using the above, we then have
I PSLTN NED SIORIAAI0 ) EF w o EROTAE w ol
j=1 i=1 j=1 " i=1 j=1i=1 j=1i=1
dp di dg
= Op(dy) - |¢0T| 3 SN BB E] ] 1| = Op(dd.y), (6.16)

te;;n h=1j=1i=1

where the second last equality used Assumption (O1), and the last equality used Proposition 211. This

proves ([6.14)). Using (613) and (6I4), from (G.I2]) we have
dk R d,k dk R dfk 2
’ DQiD Gin+ Y Qi nij,hHF
i=1  h=1 i=1  h=1

dp R 2 dp R 2

E Q;.&i; E Qinij|| =
, F , F
i=1 =1

1 & s 1
d—kZ;HIjHF:d—kZ;
J= J=

on(l o)

L2
d. —

This completes the proof of ([610). To prove (611]), consider

dy, 2

- anan—d Z

dy

dy,

;Ql Z |1/}ZJ h|

dy,

a2 () Z(; o

dy  dp d_y,

T 1 ?
ﬁ;? (z S B3 Aua) Q1> 617

tEYijn m=1

rd?, s [ 1 2
=LENSUY Y En[®eian n ALl FrA..
d, dy Ww,hl

j=11i=1 h=1t€vY;jn

Z Et,]h( Z ApmF 74, m) Q.

t€Yijn

F

Z Et,]h( Z A Fz 4, m) Qi,)2

t€Yij n

T d A 1 ?
kG k 2 : 2 : Y
= u; E E —F v, Fo——u; s
H H,F ( dk |’(/J7,_],h| t,jh Vh t”"i”F )

j=11i=1 h=1t€y;;

where A = Ay, and F; = maty(F;) above, and we define v, := [®;¢[x]\ {x} At]n., W := A,.. By Proposition
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212, the last bracket in the last line of (6I7) is Op(d_'T1), and hence

1 dy di  dg dkdakl
3T = ) 33 il = 0 (35) S I = 00 (1),
j=1 j=11:=1

where the last equality follows since for any | € [K],|A||% = Op(tr(Z;)) = Op(d;"") by Assumption
(L1). The bound corresponding to ZZZ; can be proved similarly (omitted), and hence (611 is established.

This concludes the proof of Lemma [l O

Lemma 2 Under Assumptions (01), (M1), (F1), (L1), (E1), (E2) and (R1), with H; and D from (62),

we have
HﬁlHF—OP< Hd ) (6.18)
K
2 2(og,1— 0k, )—1( 1 1 ) 2(1—a;1)
=0p|d, ™ Tk — d; R 6.19
F P( k Td_k + dk ]1;[1 J ( )

1 &
i > HQj- —H;Q;.
j=1

Proof of Lemma [2. First, we bound the term H]/j_1H2F by finding the lower bound of A,, (]5) To do
this, define wy, := d;, """ Hjil d;*", and consider the decomposition
S=R*+ (R-R*)+R, + Ry +Rs, (6.20)
where for a unit vector -,
R('Y) = :_ZZ’Yl’Y] ZJZ_ZZ'YZ'YJZW} | Z Y;Eth;f,]h
i=1 j=1 el Rl ey,

=: R*(y) + (R(y) — R*(7)) + R1 + R2 + R3, with

de d .,
_ 1~
R(’Y) = w—k"}’/R'Y ZZVZ Z | h| Z ( Z AhmFZt m) Q’L (Z AhmFZt m) Qj s
i=1 j=1 h=1 U’ t€¢z‘jh m=1
1 dyr  dg d_ 1 Tk ,
R*'(y) = —vy'R'y = — ZZ% Vi Z (Z ApmF 24, m) Qi-( Z Ahsz,t,.m) Q;.,
Wk Wk i=1 j=1 h:l t=1 m=1
1 ) 1 dr dg d_k
R, = w—’Y Ry := w_ ZZ%"Y;‘ |7/} | Z E; lhEt,]hu
k ki1 =1 h=1 VR ey
. | e o
Ry = w—'Y/RTY = w_ ZZ'YZ'Y] Z |1/} | Z Et,]h( Z AhmFZt m) Ql )
k k=1 5=1 h=1 TR ey
. | e o
Ry i= —2Ryy = — >3 i Z W} X B in Z APz, m) Q;, (6.21)
k k=1 =1 h=1 TR ey
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and we used (6.8)) for the expansion above. Then we have the decomposition

R(y) = R*(v) = R(v) = R(v) + R(v) — R*(7). (6.22)
Similar to the treatment of the term Z; in the proof of Lemma [l since ||v|| =1,
dy,  dg d di 1 d di d  dy 1/2
|R1|<_ ZZ'YZ'YJ&ZJ ZZ'YZ'YJWW SF(ZZ& ) (ZZUU)
i=1 j=1 i=1 j=1 =1 j=1
1 171 /
_ Qk,1—Qk,r 1—ay, o —1/2 —-1/2
-k k j=1

where the second last equality is from (6.I8) and part of ([EI6]). Together with Assumption (R1), (623)
implies that as T, d,, d., — 00, R = 0.

From (6.I7) and the arguments for 77 ; immediately afterwards, we see that

di d Tk , 2 1/2
|Ra| < —{ ZZ (Z o] Z Et,jh( Z AhmFZ,t,-m) Qi~> }

Jj=11:=1 tE€EYijn m=1

K
= 0p)- Op (T2 [T d5/2) = Op((dg) T2 ) = 0p(1), (620
=1

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 Ry. Hence we have

sup |R(y) — R(y)| = sup |Ri+ Rs+ R3] & 0. (6.25)
lvll=1 lvll=1

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

[@1e[x]\ {k}At]n. as before,

. di T
. . 1
R(v) - R*(y) = ZZ%% Z (Iw | S QUFzAnALFY,Q; — TZQ;,FZVtAh.Aﬁl,F’ZiQJ—,)
i=1j=1 h t€Pijn t=1
di  dy T
= — Z 2717j Z A/ (| | Z FchVhF ZFtth%F;)AJ
A di
= o Z PIRTe% Z AL Ap kA, where (6.26)
=1 j=1
AFkijh = > Fuviv,Fi - ZFchV;IFQ-
W}” a t€Yijn t:l

38



By the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, we then have

d  dy 1/2
|R(y) ~ sw—k(zz[A’(zAMh) }) . (6.27)

=1 j=1

With Assumption (M1), using the standard rate of convergence in the weak law of large number for a-
mixing sequence and the fact that the elements in F; are independent from Assumption (F1), since Ag g ;5.

has fixed dimension, we have for each k € [K],i,j € [di] and h € [d_g],

”AFkUﬁ”F_,H E: Fv,viF, — vi,viZi|| +
P

t€Yij n

|%ij,nl T2

T
1 2
HT E Fivy v, F) — v;IVhEkH = Op(”VhH )
=1 F
(6.28)

From Assumption (L1), we then have

ii[A'(ZAFw,) VRS S) ST Ire HF(ZHAW,huF)

=1 j=1 =1 j=1

1
< Al 0r (7 (Zuvhn )) = 1AulE - 0r (1l @sermencer Asli:)
—on(LTT 1A = 0n (A TT a2
=0r\ 7 [T 145l ) = 0r TH i) (6.29)
Jj=1 j=1
and hence from ([6.27)), we have by Assumption (R1) that

|R(y) — R ()| = op(%d?*l*“’”k) = op(d"1/2g/2) = op(1), (6.30)

where the second last equality is from Assumption (R1). Next, with Proposition 213, consider

T T
1 1
A (R) = Ay, (f > QFthAIAF/Z,tQ/> = At (T Y A @i Al | @semm Aa‘]FiAZ>

t=1 t=1

T
1
> Ar (ALAE) A, (T Y Fi @eininy Agl [ @sermnim Aﬂﬂ)
t=1

=p dak Tk )\Tk (tr(®j€ K]\{k}A A )Ek) =p dak Tk H d?j’l = Wk-

JE[K]\{k}

With this, going back to the decomposition ([G.20),

Wi A (D) = wi " Ay (8) > w Ay, (RY) — i |B(y) — R*(7)| - Sup Ry + R Baf < 1,
= Y=
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where we used (620) and (630). Hence finally,
R R - K
D], = 0p (1 (B)) = Op(w ) = Op (™ %o+ T ;7).
j=1

which completes the proof of (G.I8]).

To prove ([G.19), from ([G.9) we obtain

1 & S 2 I
:d_k;HD (7 +72, + 721, )| < D' T, 411, 4111,

2
F

1 &
2|
j=1
~ 2 2 d 2 4 i 2 4 d 2
1071 (2 35107 + (5 Sl + (3 35 bzl
J= J= J=
2( y—1( 1 1)\ & 2(1 )
o QR 1— Qg ry ) — L —aj1
_op<dk K (Td_k+dk)jl:[1dj )

where the last line follows from ([G.I8) and Lemma[ll This concludes the proof of Lemma[2 O

2
F

1 &
a2
Jj=1

‘Qg‘- - H;Q;.

IN

Lemma 3 Under the Assumptions in Lemma (2, for each i,j € [di] and h € [d_g], if the set ¥;;n has

cardinality satisfying

[¥ijn]

T =1-—nijn=1-n,

then for all j € [di] with H; and H® from (6.2),

all2 . 1 772 2(ag,1—0k,r, )
|H, -H ||F:Op(m1n (T’(l—n)2)dk ek ) — 6o(1). (6.31)

Proof of Lemma [3. Firstly, consider Agy, i; 5 from ([6.26), where

T
1 1
IAFk,ij,nllF = H—|¢"h| Y Fev,viF - T Y " Fyviv,F}
ij,

t€Yij n t=1 F
1 1 1) —
= F /F/ + H< _ _) F /F/
H|¢z],h| te;h tVAVyE, » |1/)'Lg,h| T ; tVAVpE »
Sih
T 2 Tn 2
S OP<T — TUHV}LH ) + m . OP(THV;J‘ )
n 2
= 0p (T Iwl).
Combining this with ([6.28]), we have
1
I8 e inlle = O (min (=, - )val) (632)
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Note also that

dy d.
b7y a Yl ¥ aram

i—1 h=1 TR g
A du

S DI I S
i—1 h=1 TR g

and also
dy dx | T
a _-1 0. - / Y
H®* =D 2 Q.. h_lT;Qi,Fz,tAh.Ah_

2

11, — B =

ﬁflzélZ(w . Z QLF 7, A, A}F, ZQ F oA AL FY,)
j= i, tEY;;
H IZQzA ZAszg,hZ1/2 ZA A ZAFICZ],

2
ZAFW (ZHAi.H-nAi.H)
= =1
_9 . 1 772 4 2 2
=Op(w, ) - Op| min T 0—n? | @jerrn vy AjllE ) - HAkHF [ Ak F

. 1 " 2(a,1—ak,r, )
:Op(HllD(T,m)dk k zop(l),

where we used ([G:32)) in the second last line, Assumption (L1) in the second last equality, and Assumption

F

<D

=Op(w - max
1€ [dy]

(R1) in the last equality. This completes the proof of Lemma[3 O
Proof of Theorem [1l

The first result is shown in Lemma Pl Together with Lemma [B] we have
RN 2 1 s R 2
@ ; 1Q —1Q, | < - ; 1Qs ~HyQ 7 + o ; (1, -m)a, |
1 & y 1 & ) )
< g 22190 B0+ 3 et~ T
= Op (di(a’“’l_a"”)_l <%k + dik) f[l df“”‘ﬂ’)

(1 n? 21—y )1
+Op(mln(f,(1_n)2)dk k

2(ozk 1Ok, r ) 1 1 1 ) d2 . ( 1 772 )
~0 ‘ <_ )& 1
P( Tdy  dy 93 MVl (1—mn)? 7
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where we used d;, ' Z;lil 1Q;. 1% = d;,'(|Qxl|% = O(d; ') by Assumption (L1). This completes the proof
of the theorem. OJ

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 [B

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

Qg1

let R* be from (6.20) and wy := d:mk* "gs. Then

wy 'R D tr(AL A L) - wy PARAL,
wlzl]/jk LN wp "Dy = wp (AL AL - diag{ A\ (ALA) | 5 € [},

PDHP = (AL A )2 DT 2,

where Yy, is the eigenvector matriz of tr(A’, A k) -wglz,ﬁ/QzA,kz,ﬁ/?

Proof of Lemma[j) First, let §, Q, ]5, H be from ([6.2]), and R*, f{, R, Rz, R; from (6.20). Define also

H** := H;"", then we have

where the last equality follows from the proof of Lemma

Using the structure in Assumption (F1), we have

RS R TN} SR PN SR Y

q=0 q=0

Il
-

T
1 ) 1
= tr(Aka_k) . %—T E E afﬁquA;C = tr(Aka_k) . w_kAkA;c

t=1 ¢>0
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Meanwhile, we have

T T
1., 1
Var((—R ) | ) -y cov(A;m, (Z af,qxf,t_q)Aka_k(Z af,qx'f,t_q)Ak,j,,
Wk & ad e q>0 a0
i ( > af,qu,s—q) AlLLA ( > a.ﬂqxlf,sfq) A/w‘»)
q2>0 q>0
1 T
= 272 Z Z Z a?ﬂqa?ﬂp - Var (A;C-,i-vat—qukA-’CX/fytpr’fJ')
k= t=1¢>0p>0
1 T
= 272 Z Z Za?ﬂqa?ﬂp ‘ OP(”AJCH%)
k= t=1¢>0p>0
—2« r 1 —Qy
=0Op <dk T II 4 ’1> = op(1),
JE[K]\{k}

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 wy 'R* 2 tr(A/, A1) - w; *A A} Together with ([6.33) and Assumption

(L2), we obtain the limit of wglﬁ as
wi'D L D = Wi tr(AlL Ay) - diag{\; (AL AR) | j € ]} (6.34)

Define further

Ries i= w, 'Z)?Q (R —R*) + Ry + Ry + R3)Q.

With similar arguments in the proof of Lemma 2] we have ||Ryes||lr = op( HZ}/ ?|lF). Left-multiply both

sides of §Q = Qﬁ by wglz,lng’, we can write

(Z,°QQ)(w;'D) = i 'Z,*Q'8Q = ;' Z*QR'Q + Ry

~

~ [vi'Z? QR Q(Z,°QQ) " + Ru(2,/°Q'Q) [ (2,°Q'Q).
Hence, each column of Z,lc/ 2Q' Q is an eigenvector of the matrix
w2 "QRQZ/'QQ) T + Ries(2/°QQ)
We have (Z,/°Q'Q)(Z,*Q'Q) & (tr(A’,A;))"* - D, since

v [(2/°QQ)(2*QQ) - (r(al,A4) " D

= lwop ' QALALQ — wp (i (AL AL) QRIQ) + g (1AL A L) T QRTQ - wp (tr(AlAL)) D),
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which is op(1) from the limit of w, 'R* (for the first square bracket) and from (6:33) and (6.34) (for the
second square bracket). Hence the eigenvalues of (Q’ Q)’(Q’ Q) are asymptotically bounded away from zero

and infinity by Assumption (L1), and also [|(Z;/*Q'Q)~Y||r = Op(||Z;, /*|| ). Let
Ti = (tr(ALA L) (2,/2QQD /2,
Using the limit of w,;lR*, we have

W' QRQZPQQ) T B (AL AL) w2/’ QQZQ'QQQ) ' Z,
= tr(A/,A L) - wi 'Z)/°Q'QZ,

= tr(ALAL) w225, 2,

and ||Rres(Z,1€/2Q’Q)71||F = op(1) from the above. By Assumption (L2) and eigenvector perturba-
tion theories, there exists a unique eigenvector matrix Yy of tr(A/, A) - wk_lZ,1€/223,4);€Z,1€/2 such that

ITx — Y%|l = op(1). Therefore, we have
Q'Q = (tr(A/,AL)) Y2 Z ' PTiDY2 B (tr(AlLAL)) Y2 Z, P DY2,
Thus, we have

T
~ 1 ~ o~ o~
H' =D} Q' ALFALALFZ,/? =D 'QRAL(ALA)'Z,/? = DT'QR*QE],
t=1

~ 6.35
=tr(Al,A) - D'Q'QZ,Q'QX ), + op(1) (05

2y (tr(A/AL)) Y2 - DY, 2,2

This completes the proof of Lemma @l [

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 ([€.2) for example. Moreover, we set
Xt = maty(Xe ), Xe ¢ = maty(Xes) and Xy, := maty (X ).

To proceed, we first decompose

~ ~

Q; —HQ;. = (Q;. - H;Q,.) + (H; - H*)Q,.. (6.36)
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Consider the first term (QJ —H,Q;.). Using the decomposition in (6.9,

dk dk
Q. —H;Q;. =D (Q:. - H;Q;) le > Eijn(AL); FiA,

i=1 h=1 | iR tew”h

DY@ -H,Q0) Y | w | 3 En(Aw),FiA,
i=1 h=1 7R ey, (6.37)
dg d_j

+D71 Z( —H,; Qz Z |1/) | Z Et ZhEt,]h
i=1 h=1 7R ey,

+Zpj+Zy;+2Ilh; +2II7y,;, where

Iu; =D~ lean Z I%hl " En(Aw),FiA,,

t€Yij n
dy d_k
Tj,; =D (H; - H)Q; Z L > Erjn(Aw), FiA;
H,j J & W} h| t,j -k Jh-* ¢
=1 i t€Yij n
d d.
BN HO S L . LA
1Ty, = ZH]Ql.ZW__ | > Erin(A), FiA;,
i1 h=1 7R ey,
dk d_k
- 1
IITp;=D'Y H;Q:. > ——— Z By in By jn, with A = @e (k) (k) Al
i=1 h=1 [Yij.n tewi;

We want to show that Zy ; 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:

2
ZH“Ql Z 7 En(Aw), FiA.. (6.38)
wju,hl t€Pijn

dp 1 2

H; - HY)Q.. E; in(A)), FLA; 6.39
Zl( )Q; Z |1/’U,h|t€; 1. (Ack ) Fy ( )
1= ij,h
d dr 2
ZHjQi~Z o] Z Eiin(Ar), FiA; (6.40)
i=1 h=1 |Vid:h tE€Yijn
dk dk
> H;Q.. le | > E“hEmh : (6.41)
i=1 h=1 |Vid:h tE€Yijn
d d.j, 2
Z(Qi,—HjQi.)ZW " > Erjn(Aw); FiA, (6.42)
i=1 h=1 17, tEYijn
d dj, 2
Z(Qi.—HjQi.)ZW} " > Erin(Aw),FiA; (6.43)
i=1 h=1 TR ey
dy d_k
> (Qi —H,Q;) Z| s B (6.44)
i=1 h=1 TR ey




Note that we can easily see the rates of (€40) and ([G41]) are greater than those of (G-43]) and (6-44)
respectively, using Lemma [2] and the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality.
Consider ([639) first. We have

2

Z(H ~HYQ,. Z N %

=1

> Eijn(Aw); FiA.
tedj.,
dp

< (; |H; — H|[3 - HQi-”2) ' Z (dz_: ]

Kl

2
> Et,jh(A-k)%.FiAi~)

teEYijn

dy, d.g, 2
:0<d?k>-|\Hj—H“||%-Z(Z b AL TAL )
hei ij,h

=1

a 1 2
O(d2,) - [, — HY||3.- Zuuzw(z > B Fiu)
iJ, 7

h=1tet;;
2(ak,1—ak,ry) d.k\ oma
—opl|d (ﬁ)dk ,

where vy, := (A g)n., u; := A,., and we used Lemma [3] Proposition 212 and (L1) in the last equality.

To bound (640), note from Assumption (E1) and (E2) that we can write

Etzh—zaeq et qu kh+matk € zhzae,q €, t— q
q>0 q>0
Consider first ZZ’:"l Etewij,h(zqzo Ae,qAL ki Xet—gAe kn)(Ag), FiA;.. By Assumption (O1), (E1),
(E2) and (F1), we have

d_y

]E[(Z Z Zaeq Xe,t— qu,-k,hJ(A-k);L-F:eAj-)2}

h=1t€i; n ¢>0

d_i
= cov( Z (A ( Z af,qX,/f,t q Z e, g A Xet—qAe kh-)
h=1tEv;;n q>0 q>0
d_i
6.45
A (D apaX) A aegAl g e qu,-k,h.)) (6.45)
h=1t€vYi; n q=>0 q>0

d.i
:ZZ Yo > ataly AL A AR A en ] Al - | Aek|?

6"1/’1] hm"l)u 190

O(T) - [ A1 - | Ac k|-

Consider also Y%, S0+ 1 2 tepny p Qi-(Mate(Xe)lin 2o 50 te.q(Xejt—g)in) (Ar), FiA; .. Similarly, by As-
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sumption (O1), (E1), (E2) and (F1), we have

dr d.p
E[IY 3 Y Qulmat(Bln Y acaXei—)a) (A FiA; ]
i=1 h=1t€Y;; n q=>0
dr d.k
:COV(ZZ Z Qz(Ak Zaquft q matk € zhzaeq €,t— qzh)
i=1 h=1tEi; n 4>0 a>0
dr d.k
Z Z Qz(Ak Zaj qut q matk € thaeq et—q zh)) (646)
=1 h=1t€vYij n q>0 q>0
dr d.

D00 D> Yo adaly IALIP AN - Sepenii - Qa2
=1

=1 h=1 te’lll»;jﬁ, q>0

=O0(T) - A I7 - Al - QI

Hence it holds that

2
ZH Q. Z Z Eiin(A);, FLA,.
W)zj h| t€Piyn
de dox i
<HEG (1D |1/) Z Qi ((mate (Be)in > teq(Xet—q)in)(Ak); FiA;.
i=1 h=1 ij,h tew =0

d

+|Hj||%-(d2k|Qi-||2) >
i=1
_op< ““(%)ﬁdj‘j’l>,
=1

where we used Assumption (L1), (6:45) and (6.46]) in the last equality.

37O aeqAL g Xei—gAc ki) (A), FiA;.

t€ij,n q20

d_j
hz W)zg h|

or ([641]), by Assumption (O1), (E1) and (E2), we have from the proof of Proposition 2] that

dr d.g

Var(zz Z Qi-Et,ihEt,jh)

i=1 h=1 tewij,h

dr di d.p d.g Te,k Te,-k

ZZZZ Z ZZZG’EQAGICZW EkwnAekgnAe khmAe -k,lm

i=1 w=1h=11=1 t€¢Y;; hNYywj1 =1 m=1q¢>0

Qi QI - Var(Xe,t—q)nm)
dy dy

1)- Z Z Z Zag,qze,k,h,iize,k,h,jj Q. |I? - Var((Xet—g)in(Xe,t—q)jn)

=1 h=1t€v;;,nNPw;,1 >0

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

dr d.p dr d.g
E[Z S>> Et,mEt,jh] => > Y (||Ae,-k,h~|\2 Al - [ Ack I + Ee,k,h,ij) = O(Td.y),
=1 h=1 tE’l/Ji]‘,h =1 h=1 tEYijn

and with max; [ Qi||2 < A2 1Z; V/*[1> = Op(d),“*™*), we thus have

2
E Ei inEy jn

teEYij n

< [|EL |5 -

2
ZH Qi Z Z EtinEtjn
|¢1J7h|

te€Yijn

; @ Z W%J,hl

_O<—+d d ak)

Now consider ([6:42). Similar to ([G39]), we have

dp, d_i 2

> (Qi - H;Q.. le | > Ein(AL), FiA

i=1 h=1 "0 ey,

(10 -m@ui) 3 (X X AR

i=1 i=1 ijh tEWijn
dk N dk d,k 1 1 2

2 (D18 Q) Yl (Y0 Y o B )
i=1 i=1 h=1tEi; n Aok il | ZH

-0 d3ak@72°‘kﬂ‘k d_k 1 1 s d2(1—0¢j,1)
=0Up k ? m + d_k Jl;[l ' s

where we used Lemma [2] Proposition 212 and (L1) in the last equality.

Finally, we need the rate of (G38)) to be truly dominating. Using Assumption (AD1), we consider the
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following ratios with dy,...,dx,T — oo:

2
Z(H Ha Qz Z Z Et,yh A k FI Qz Z Z E@jh(A_k);l,FgAi.
i—1 W}ZJ h| tedy, W’w h| t€dagn
2(ap 11—k, r 1
= OP <dk( ko ks k) . T) = OP(1)7
2
Z |1/’ | Z Epin(Ag)h. Q. Z |7/1 | Z Ey in(Ak), FLA,
ik tEYijn ik t€Yijn
= OP( Ok H d?k’jil) = OP(I)a
jG[K]\{k}
2
ZH Q. Z | w | > Et,z-hEt,jh ZH“Ql Z | w | > Eijn(A),FiA;
ik tEYijn ih t€Yijn
— Op (Td_kd;a’w‘“’“) = op(1),
d i, 2
> Qi - H;Qi) > | 1/} | > Eijn(AL),FiA ZH“QZ Z Y w | > Eijn(Aw), FiA;
i=1 h=1 P ey G yepiin
-0 d2(0¢k,1_01k,7'k)( 1 I i) HdQ‘(lfaj,l) —0 (1)
P k Td_k dk o 5 P )
2 2
HD(H —HYQ Q.. Z > Eijn(AL);, FiA.
Ww,hl tebs,
ij,h
by Assumptions (R1) and the rate assumptions diak’l_mk” = o(d.) and Td, = o(dy," e, %), Hence
Zp ; is indeed the dominating term in (6.37). In other words, we have
Q- —H,;Q;. = Iu; +op(1). (6.47)

Then we want to show that

VTwg Ty =+/Twp-D~ 1H“ZQ1 Z

> Eujn(A); FiAs

WJ” h| teEYijn
Leraw P (6.48)
L /Twg -D™ H, ZQz Z Z By jn(Ag)p, FrA;
=1 |¢” h| tEYijn

2y N(0, Twp - DTHE'E,, ,(HY* YD),

where D and HZ* are from Lemma [l

We will adapt the central limit theorem for a-mixing processes (Fan and Yad (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 {B; ;}:c[r as

dr d.i
B, = o -D'H{" Y Y Q. |¢ N B jn(Ak)n FiAs - L{t € ¥y} (6.49)
i=1 h=1 il

Hence we have the following,

\/T(UB IHJ \/_ZBJt

It is easy to see that IE[B, ;] = 0 by Assumption (E1), (E2) and (F1). Moreover, B, is also a-mixing over

t. To see this, consider

Epjn(A)n FiA;. = (Zaequ/e,k,i-Xeat*qurk-,h' + Ei,/lf,h,u Zae g\ e t—q 1h> (A.k) (Zaf qu t— q)

q>0 q>0 q>0

If we define be¢ 1= >° - @e,qXet—gs Peint 1= D 50 te,q(Xeyt—q)in and byy =37 o afXgi—g which are

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

B,:= h(be,t7 (be,int)ic[d],heldr]s bf,t) ,

for some function h, and hence Theorem 5.2 in [Bradley (2005) implies the a-mixing property. Then similar
to [Chen and Fan (2023), it is left to show that there exists an m > 2 such that E[||B,||™] < C for some
constant C. With Assumption (E1), (E2) and (F1) and similar to the proof of Proposition 2 we have

2
- Ey jhl FtV ]l{t € 1% h} (d_k),

where u € R™ and v € R"-* are any deterministic vectors of constant order. Hence

E[[|Bj.¢[["]
dj, d_j

dg m/2 2.m/2
<wpl g EgE - (Yo ad?) E{[Z(Z o B A FiA 1€ b)) | }
i=1 v

=1

m/2
= O((wnddi*')""2) - [D [ = Or <(wdd 14*) ) =0r (D)

Jj=1

where we used Lemma [2 and the definition of wp in the last line. Theorem 2.21 in [Fan and Yad (2003)

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

VTws - (Q; —H;Q;.) 2 N(0,Twp - D HI B, ,(HE)YD ™). (6.50)
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Consider now the second term in ([636]). By Lemma Bl and @ we have

? 2
a a —-1/2 . 1 n 2evi1 —Bovk.
H(H] —~HYQ,.| <|H; —H|% ||ALI*-|Z, / I = Op<m1n(f,7(1 —n)Q)dk ko1 =50k k>7
implying
2
H(Hj - H")Q; 1ZH“QZ Z ] w | S En(Aw); FiA..
ih t€Yijn
. TT]2 S(O‘k,l_ak,r ) 2041" 1
:OP(mln (17W)dk k H d] 1 ,
JE[KN{k}

which is unrealistic to be op(1) in the presence of missing data in general. Thus (H; — H*)Q;. contributes

to the asymptotic distribution of (QJ —H"Q;.). Rewrite

dp, d_y T
(H, - H)Q;. —ﬁ*zQZZW Y QUF AN, o S QUF L ALALFY,)Q;
=1 =1 P ey, t=1

k d.j;
=D! Z QZA; Z AF,k,ij,hzllg/QQj-

i=1 h=1

dp, d_y dj d_k
=D (Q. —H"Qi)A] > AppijnZy* Qs + D IH? > QALY AppiinZy!* Q.

h=1 i=1 h=1

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

Slutsky’s theorem, we have

Td,* . D'H i QA" dz ApkiinZy*Q; — N(0,D ' H hy ; (A, ) (HE*)YD ™) GT-stably.
- i (6.51)
Furthermore, Zy ; and (H; — H*)Q;. are asymptotically independent since the randomness of Zp ; comes
from Ey ;5 (A-);, F} while that of (H; — H®*)Q;. comes from Ap ;. From (650) and (65, we conclude
that

Tdy*™ - (Q;. — H'Q;) 2 N(0, DT HP™ (Tdy™ - g + hij(A))(HP*) DY),

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

T 2 Qg 1—Qk o « Qg
min(l il )di( crmernd TT @ = T gRg,dy T = o(1),

) 1— 2 J
(L=m) JElRIN{k}
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then (G51)) is dominated by (650), and hence it holds at the absence of (AD2) that
VTop - (Q;. —H'Q;) 2 N(0,Twp - D HL 8y, ; (Hp ") DY),

This completes the proof of Theorem Bl [J
Proof of Theorem [4]. By Lemma [4] ﬁk is consistent for Dy, and H{ is consistent for H;*. Similar
to the proof of Theorem 5 in|Chen and Fan (2023), it suffice to prove that the HAC estimator fJHAc based

on {Qy, maty(Cy), matk(ag)}tem is a consistent estimator for H{Ey ;j(H{)". Recall that

- 1
H{E, ;(H}) = Var( SOHIQu: Y T Y Et7jh(A_k)§I_FgAk7i.)
i=1 = [kgnl t€Pk,ij.n

T d_y,
_ Var( 3 (15,;1% > QLQFZ AAFS, ) Qi Y Lv Et_,jh(A_k);l,F;Ak,i.)
= h=1

— ["k,i5,n tEYR ijh

T
= Var( (% Z f)l;lQ;C . matk(Ct) . matk(Ct)i.)

By Theorem [1l and the rate assumption in the statement of Theorem [l we have Qk being consistent

for a version of Qj (in Frobenius norm) for any k& € [K]. By Theorem [ and the assumption that the

.....

.....

k € [K) i € [dy],t € [T]. We can finally conclude that £y ac is estimating H{Z ;(H{)" consistently
(Newey and West, [1987), which is result 1. We can also show a similar result for f)% Ac» Which is result 2
(details omitted). Combining both results, and consider the general statement of Theorem [B] we can easily
conclude result 3. This completes the proof of the theorem. [J

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

[62), we use the following also hereafter:

yi = vec(V), my := vec(My), fz, :=vec(Fzy), & := vec(&), ¢, := vec(Cy), £ := vec(F), (6.52)
6.52
Hyi=HY - 0H, Ag = A ® @Ay, Ly i=Zk ® 0%,

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 € [dg],
HQk,j _ ZQk,THQF _ OP( 1d kdBak 120 rk 72 + d2 ,2d2o¢k 1—30k,r, — + d2ozk 1—3ag, rk)' (653)

Proof of Lemma [5. First, consider the case when T'd; = o(dzk’r’“ +ak’1). From (650) in the proof

of Theorem 3, we have ||Qx.;. — Hy Q. ||2 = Op(T~'wyz"). Hence it follows that

1Qk,;. — H{Qu .|| % = OP(HQk,j- —Hp Q7+ |(Hey — HZ)Qk,j-HzF)

—0p ((TWB) i gnd2ak 1—3a, T,c> —Op (Tfld_kdzakJ*Qakmk 9;2 + gndiak,lf?mzk,rk ), (654)
where we used Lemma [3]in the second equality, and

1Qu-||” = 12, * Ao ||? = Op(dy, ™).

Qk,rp, Tk, 1

Now suppose T'd., = o(d), ") fails to hold. From the decomposition of Qk] — H ;Qr,;. in
[631), the leading term among the expressions from ([6.38)) to ([G.44]) will be ([G.4T)). It has rate

d.s o o
OP(TM d, ) Op(d%.d, "),

dak e Tk, 1

where the above equality used the fact that T'd_ = o( e ' ) does not hold. Together with the bound

on ||]5,;1||F from Lemma 2], we have
~ _9 2ap1—30k , —2
1Qus — Hi Q[ = Op (a2 2™ 7). (6.55)

Combining (654) and (655), we arrive at the statement of the lemma. [
Lemma 6 Under the Assumptions in Theorem [2, with the notations in (6.2) and (652), we have the

following for any j € [d]:

1QeH |7 = Op(1), (6.56)

1Qs.;- — HeQw,;.|I?

:op<max {T L pd, M TR g =2y 22 L AR TR TR e R T 2a, k}) (6.57)

ke[K)

1Qs — QaH |7

=0p<gn%§] {T Ld, e TR g2 g @R R TR T g ek T %“}) (6.58)
€
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Proof of Lemma [6. For ([6.50), we have

1QeHL |12 < ||[Hel[ - HHQkHF ),

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

To show ([657), for any j € [dg], by a simple induction argument (omitted),

Qe ~ HoQu s ? = Qe ~ Qo) I” = [(Qx 0 2 Q) — QB - o Quiy), ||
K
<> (o Qo @, [F [T mex @)
ho1 O Clde] el ey 71
=op<5é?f<ﬁ{ P14 20 T2k =2 g2 T g e, ] [I « a}>
Le[K\{k}

= OP(;H%){(]{ 1d kd3ak 1=, Tkgs 29;1 —|—d29 1d2ak1 2ap,ry, — +gngw1d2ak 120, Tk}>7
S

where the second last equality used (G.53]) and

Qe I < 201Qes — B Qe [I* + [HEQes ) = 0r(|Quy — BEQes ||” + [[H7Z; A )

—Qy, 7‘2)

= 0p([| Qe — HIQu | + |13, - (4, /)2 - 1) = Op(d]
Finally it also holds that

K
1Qe—QeHL|I7: = [(Qx @+ ® Q1) — (QxHE @ - @ QH )| = 0(1) - Y [Qr — Q:HY |17

k=1

_O<I§1€1aKX]Z||QkJ —H;Q,; || >

—0p <I€H€1F}§] {T1ddzak,12ak,%gsz + dzggzdiak,1*3akmk tg dQOtk 1—3ag, T,ch1}>7

where the second equality could be shown by a simple induction argument using ||Qk || = O(1) (omitted),

and the last equality is from (G.53). O
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Proof of Theorem [2. The equation (3.6]) is essentially

d 1, d
fz:= <th,jQ®j-Q®,]) <meQ®g ytj)
j=1 j=1
d -1
= (o mesQos @) (Do mes Qe (@t +0)
Jj=1 j=1
d 1, d d R -1
<Zm JQ@,J Q®]) <Zm JQ@,J Q®] th) (th,jQ®,] Q@,]) (th]Q®,] Et,])
j=1 j=1 1
d L 1, d R
= (ZW%,;‘Q@ j-Ql®,j.) (th Qe Qs )(H/@a)_let
j=1 j=1
d L 1, d R
+ <th,jQ®,j'Ql®,j-) <Z t,jQ@,j-Et,j)
j=1 j=1
d o d R
+ <Z m,j Qe Qg ;. ) < th 1Qe..(He Qs ;. Q®,j-)/) (Hy) 'z,
j=1
=: (H/®)_lfz)t + éVH)t + & +}:Z,t7 where (659)

d -1 d
Em !=<Z t,jQ&j»Q/@,j») <th,jH®Q®,j-€t,j)a

j=1 j=1

d 1, d ~
€= (Z me;Qe.;. Q®J) (thj(Q®j _H®Q®,j-)5t,j)v
N Jd o 1, d ~
fz::= <th,jQ®,j»Q'®,j) <Zm Q. (He Qg ;. — Q®,j-)/)(H/®)_le,t-
j=1 j=1

Then we have

d d
Z mj Qe Q. ;. — Z mi jHeQe,; Qf ;. Hy

NE Q® g H®Q®,J Q® e H/

TM& HM&.

S ||Q®J —HgQg,;. ||2+22||Q®g -HzQo,.| - He Qs |
7j=1
= 0r([|Qs ~ QuHy [ + Qs — Qs )
1/2
:Op<max {T Ld, TR g =2y g2 g2l TRk T ghana T 3a, %*1} ):ms(l),
ke[K]

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 d
> miQeQhy B> me Hg Qe ;. Q ; HE. (6.60)

J=1 J=1

Note that by (635) we have [Hg'|[r = Op(1) - Q% Qx @+ ® Q;Qu| = Op(1), which will be used later

in the proof. To bound fz,, from Assumption (F1), we have
E[£]* =r=0(1),
and hence with Assumption (L1),
K
1/2 o,
Itz < 125213 - 6112 = Op ( g ) — 0(92). (6.61)
j=1

With ([@58), (660) and the above result,

d d
2l = 0p(0) - (3190 17) (3 1HeQos — Qo)
=1 =1

N(Bax @@ Sa) " F - IHZ S - (122 (6.62)
_ OP(}?;?;;{] {Tlddzak,120‘kmk 9;1 + dzggldiak,1*3ak,rk*1 + gngsdiak,13ak,rk+1}>7

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

d
€] =0p(1)  [[(Bak @ @a1) % [|H |F - op(g_ré?;]c HeQe,j — Q®,j-ll2)( > IlEat,jst,el)
j€=1

= Op < Re(K] {T_ldd—kdiak’l_a’“” 07 20"+ g g ) TR g g L TR }> ’

(6.63)
since Eié:l |Ee; jer o] = O(d) by Assumption (E1). By the same token,
d 2
~ - - —1/2
J€mel® = Op(1)  [(Bax @ @ Zan) " I5 - [HG I - 12515 - || D mejAseni|| =Or(d/gu),
j=1
(6.64)
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where we used

2

< maXHA(@J HF Z |]E6t,g6t€| = 0(d).
7, 4=1

d
E| Y mijAg e

Jj=1

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

2.0 = (Hy) " 2% < Eme]® + 18] + I[Ez0 ]

— O0p/| max 1dd30tk 120,y 71 d2 71d20¢k 1—30p,r, — +gngsd2ak 1—30p,r, +1 + i :
ke[K] Juw

where we also used 1/2 < ag ., < ag1 < 1 from Assumption (L1) to conclude that dg; g, = o(1), so

that in fact ||&|? = Op(||fZ)t||2).
Now from (659) and using the notations in ([652)), we can obtain the vectorized imputed values, which
are the vectorized estimated common components, as ¢; = Q®fzﬁt for any ¢t € [T]. Then for j € [d], we

have the squared individual imputation error as

(Cririe = Crinoie)? = (@ — )2 = (Qly; F2.0 — Qly ; £2.4)?
! 2
= KQ@,J‘- - H®Q®,j-) ((Hl@e)_lfz,t +emt+e+ fZ,t) + Aé)j.zél/2Hé (gH,t +e + fZ,t):|

@ Qg _ @ Qg _ [e% Qg d
:Op<max {T 1ddB ki1 =20k 95 gt + dPgy 1d2 ki1 =30, +gngsg 1d2 k1 dak, ’“+1}+—2>,
ke[K] Jw
where we used ([6.57), ([6.58) and Assumption (R1) in the last equality.
Lastly, we have the average imputation error as the following,
T di,...
dz Z Ct 281 yeeesl _Ct>i1>~~~7iK)2
t=111,...,ix=1
1z
A7 2
Z I[6: — cl® = Td Z_: 1Qefz: — Qefz.ll
=1 (6.65)

2
- Q®H/®)(H/®)71fZ,t + Qg (gH,t + &+ fZ,t)

T
-7y @

1
= O0p| max { T, T2k gLy gttt T T gl g grr TRk L )
kE[K] Iu

where we used (6.62)), ([6.64]), (6.63) and LemmalBlin the last equality, and the fact that ||Q®||2F =r=0(1).
This completes the proof of Theorem 21 [
Proof of Theorem [4. Firstly, we use the notations in (6.2)), and define also Z := Z;, and R* := Rj,
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which coincides with the R* defined in (620). Then for j € [rg],

T T
« 1 1
AR =X (T > QFvaA'AF'thQ) =N (f Y AE @sen i Asl [ @semnin Aj]F§A2>

t=1
T
ALA A A
e Z t®eerr iy Adl [@eerrp 1y Al

=p /\j (A%Ak 'ﬁf(@ge[K]\{k}AzAg)) = /\j (A%Ak) H tI‘(A%Az)

Le[K]\{k}
<nzQq) I Sz [ 4
e[K\{k} =1 Le[K]\{k}
= X (Z)d, " go < gady T (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 2}4/ iZZ}L‘/ i of Z, and
from Assumption (L1) that ¥ 4 has eigenvalues uniformly bounded away from 0 and infinity.

Since S = R* + (§ —R*), for j € [r], we have by Weyl’s inequality that

Ai(S) = AR < 8 =R < [R =R + |[Ra| + [ Ra| + [ Rs|

gwk{ sup |R(y) — R*(y)|+ sup Ry + sup Ro+ sup Rg} = op(wg), (6.67)
llvlI=1 lvlI=1 lvlI=1 llvlI=1

Qk, iy — Ot

where we use the decomposition in ([@.20) in the first line, and wy = g.d, ' is defined at the
beginning of the proof of Lemma [l The second line uses R(v), R*(y), R1, R2 and Rs defined in (G.21)),
and the convergence in probability in ([6.25]) and (G.30]).

Secondly, with Assumption (R1) and our choice of £ (see also ([G.23))),
Jwp = dgtdy T (Tdy) ™2 + d P = o(1). (6.68)

For r, > 1, if j € [ry — 1], using ([6.67)) and (6.68)), consider

(8 ) < AR +E+ Ni1(8) = Xt (R Aja (RY) + op (wi)
<§> AR+ €= |2 (8) = X (RY)| X (R*) + op(wi)
= Aﬁs))(l +op(1)) xp d T, (6.69)
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where the last line uses ([G.66]). Also, for j € [ry — 1],

Aror1(S ) Mar1®) +E L (AnS) | €
(§) wk(l +op(1)) OP< Wi + wk) (6.70)
= Op( sup (B(y) = R*(3) + Ry + o+ Ry) + €/
[lv]|=1
= Op(€/wi) = op(d2H7+17%9), (6.71)

where the second last equality uses (623, (624) and (E30) together with our choice of £, 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):

so that

Ai(S)
Wi,

= (i((ﬁ -R)+Ri+Ro + Rs)) < sup ((R(v) — R*(y)) + R1 + Ry + Rs).
Wk Ivll=1

Hence for j =7, + 1,..., |dr/2] (true also for ry = 1),

Ao (8 >+5 _ ¢ 1
N +E w2 (R(7) — Bo() + Ra b Ro+ B) 1 Efan ~ C

(6.73)

in probability for some generic constant C' > 0, where the last inequality uses (6.23), (6.24) and (630)
together with our choice of {&. Combining ([@.69), (671) and (673), we can easily see that our proposed 7

is a consistent estimator for ry.

If r, = 1, then (671 becomes

)

’“’C“ﬁ = Op(&/wi) = op(1).
Ar (S) +
When combined with (E73]) which is true also for r;, = 1, we can see that 7, = 1 in probability, showing
that 7, is a consistent estimator of ry.

It remains to show ([G.72)). To this end, from (6.66) and (G.67), the first rj eigenvalues of S coincides
with those of R* asymptotically, so that the first rj eigenvectors corresponding to S coincides with those
for R* asymptotically as T,d, — oo, which are necessarily in N'* := Span(Q), the linear span of the

columns of Q (see (£I), where R* is sandwiched by Q and Q’). This means that the (ry + 1)-th largest

eigenvalue of S and beyond will asymptotically have eigenvectors in AV, the orthogonal complement of Nt
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Then for any unit vectors v € N, we have from the definitions of R*, R. Ry, R, and R in ©21)) that
7Sy =~'(R*+ (R—R*) + Ry + Ry +R3)y = v ((R—R*) + R; + Ry + Ry),

which is equivalent to (672). This completes the proof of the theorem. O
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

dk d,k
X, r, —1lyya,* /
VI ™ -DTHE Y " Qui Al > ApkijnAx.
h=1

i=1
t=1 T i=1 h=1 |1/’k,ij,h|

. D_lHZ’*Qkﬂ-.A;J_(matk(}})vk’hvﬁc_’hmatk (Ft)l — V;c_’hvk_’hzk)Akyj..

Define the filtration G := o(UL_; G;) where the sigma-algebra G := o ({ M4, ix |t < s}, A1, ..., Ak).

.....

Let u € R™ be a non-random unit vector. For a given k € [K],j € [dy], define also the random variable

A BT € dyin)
P4oi= ul Tk . - - 1
9k,j.t T Z Z |Vk,ij,n ]

i=1 h=1

. D_lHZ’*QM.A;’i,(matk(ft)vk,hvﬁg)hmatk (]:t)l - v;)hvk,hEk)Am..

Since each entry in F; is i.i.d. by Assumption (F1) and is independent of (M, Aq,..., Ak) by Assump-
tions (O1) and (L1), we have E[gx j: | Gi—1] = 0. Define Epy = var {vec(matk(Ft)Aka_kmatk(}"t)’ —
tI‘(A_kAfk)zk)} and XFk,jil ‘= vec([A;w-, X (Diley*Qkyi'A;g,i»)]EFyk[A;c,j- & (Dilﬂz"*QkJ.A;ﬁl,)]/), SO

that we have

K
- _ - a1 —6au, —4a; Ao —6a,,
xpkjall® < IErkl 3D~ 412, 1% = Op <dka’” Rl I o || df“) =0p(d, ""™),

J=1 JE[K\{k}
leading to
dyr  dg 2
g T-1{t € Vi T-1{t e i
"B ZZ { d}k i 1 M — 1| (xrkju — Exrk,jal)
i=1 =1 |9ki5] [V,15]
A4—5ay, -
=O0p(d, ") =op(1).
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Hence, it holds that

T am T di  dy

§ , T-1{t € ¢Yp.i; T 1{t € Py
IETMEREEES {uzz( e J}_1>( fwﬂk“}*)
t=1 =1 i=1 =1 )t "

: Dile)*[A;c,j» ® (Q,i- A} ;. )vec(maty (F;) Al A pmaty (Fy) — tr(A, Al )Eg)

. vec(matk(ft)Aka_kmatk(ft)/ — tr(A_kAfk)Ek)l[A;€7j, ® (Qk,l.A%)l,)]'(HZ’*)'D_lu | gt_1}

di di
b, 2Hake, . T-1{t € Y15} T-1{t € Yri5}
N d Tk, hm _— s ] —_— -1
k dp—r00 d2 ZZ ( |Vk,ij k151

=11=1
-w'DTTHL (AL ® (QAR)EFk[AL ;. @ (QLAL)] (Hy")D 'u
2+, r — a,* a,* _
Lo dy ey - WDTH (AL ;. © (QGAN)ERA[AL ;. © (Q4AL)) (H]) D,
which satisfies the nesting condition of Theorem 6.1 in [Hausler and Luschgy (2015). From Assumption

(01), we have (T - 1{t € Yr.ijn}/|Vk.ijnl) — 1] < max(¢yy ' —1,1). Hence with e from Proposition [[ we

have
T dak”‘k (14€/2)
Z]E[gi?i | Gea] < [|Ag [P W SIDTTHE |2t
t=1
T dy dg 2+e
T-1{t € Yy,
o122 < |{¢k w}j int )Qk,i-A;c,i-(matk(]:t)vk-,hv;c,hmatk(]:t)l = Vi VehZk)
t=1 || i=1 h=1 i)
s dak,rk(1+€/2) s (14¢/2 dak,l_ak,rk
=0p(1)- (d" "FrgI e kT ~dy " wlite/ )ngrE = OP(kTW) =op(1),

which is sufficient for the conditional Lindeberg condition in [Hausler and Luschegy (2015) to hold. Then

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

T
> kg = N(O,DHE by j(Ag; ) (H")D™) G -stably as T — oo,

t=1

2+ay \Th

where hy (A ;.) = d;, Wy kg [AL . © (QpAR)Erk[AL ;. ® (QpAk)]. This completes the proof of

Proposition [l [
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