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Abstract

We introduce the matrix-valued time-varying Main Effects Factor Model (MEFM). MEFM is a
generalization to the traditional matrix-valued factor model (FM). We give rigorous definitions of
MEFM and its identifications, and propose estimators for the time-varying grand mean, row and column
main effects, and the row and column factor loading matrices for the common component. Rates of
convergence for different estimators are spelt out, with asymptotic normality shown. The core rank
estimator for the common component is also proposed, with consistency of the estimators presented.
We propose a test for testing if FM is sufficient against the alternative that MEFM is necessary, and
demonstrate the power of such a test in various simulation settings. We also demonstrate numerically
the accuracy of our estimators in extended simulation experiments. A set of NYC Taxi traffic data
is analysed and our test suggests that MEFM is indeed necessary for analysing the data against a

traditional FM.
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1 Introduction

Matrix-valued time series factor models, a generalization of vector time series factor models (Bai, 2003;
Stock and Watson, 2002), have been utilized a lot for dimension reduction and prediction in recent years
in fields such as finance, economics, medical science and meteorology, to name but a few. This is a subject
still in its infancy, but important earlier theoretical and methodological developments include Wang et al.
(2019), Chen et al. (2020), Chen and Fan (2023) and He et al. (2024), which are all on matrix-valued
factor models using the Tucker decomposition for the common component. Chang et al. (2023) uses the
CP decomposition for the common component, while Guan (2023) considers Tucker decomposition of the
common component but taking in covariates in the loadings. Beyond factor modelling, Chen et al. (2021),
Wu and Bi (2023) and Zhang (2024) propose autoregressive and moving average models for matrix-valued
time series data. See Tsay (2023) for a comprehensive review of matrix-valued time series analysis.

With Tucker decomposition, a matrix-valued time series factor model (FM) can be written as
Yt :[,L—FRFtC/—FEt, (11)

where Y; € RP*4 is the observed matrix at time ¢, u € RP*? is the mean matrix, R € RP** and C € RI*ke
are the row and column factor loading matrices respectively, F; € RFr*ke is the core factor matrix at
time ¢, and finally E; € RP*? is the noise matrix at time ¢t. If we set R := (apxr,f{px(m_r_g), 1,%¢),
C = (lqw,éqx(kc—r—e),’)’qxe) and F; := diag((g¢)rxr, (ft)(m—r—é)x(kc—r—e)a (h¢)exe) (He et al., 2023),

where 1,,x, is a matrix of ones of size m x n, then (1.1) becomes
Yt = N-i—agtlrxq-i-1pxght’7/+ﬁﬁtél+Et. (12)

If the rows of Y; represent different countries and the columns represent different economic indicators,
then since the jth row of agil, 4 is o;.g¢1,x4, Where a;. is the jth row of «, it means that each element
in the jth row is the same, with value o;.g;1,. Hence we can argue that g; represents common global
factors affecting all countries, although each country loads differently on g;. Similarly, h; represents latent
economic states across different economic indicators. The term f{f‘té’ can be viewed as an interaction
term., while ag;1, 4 the country main effects, and 1,x¢h;y’ the economic states’ main effects.

Three problems arise upon inspecting (1.1) and (1.2) however. Firstly, for (1.1) to transform to (1.2),
R and C are both of reduced rank. In the literature for model (1.1), we always need R and C to be of
full rank at least asymptotically (see for example, Assumption (B2) in He et al. (2023) or Equation (8) in
Chen and Fan (2023)) for estimation purpose.

Secondly, model (1.2) is not general enough, unless r and ¢ can be large. For example, if r is small,



each country is driven only by few global common factors affecting all countries, on top of the factors in
f‘t. This will not be a problem, if not for the fact that there can be latent common factors that only
drive a small group of countries/economic indicators. For instance, there can be a few small European
countries which do not share global common factors with the majority of European countries, but with other
middle-Eastern countries. Such “grouping” of countries usually comes with their corresponding groups of
unique factors. These unique factors become “weak” country effects, shared only among “small” number
of countries, essentially inflating the value of r while inducing a sparse . Constraint factor modelling in
Chen et al. (2020) can certainly help, but we do not always know the exact group of countries which share
latent common factors.

The final problem is related to the second one. The inability of (1.2) to accommodate “weak” coun-
try/economic states effects originates from the fact that the common component in (1.1), RF,C’ , contains
only pervasive factors, which is essentially assumed across all past works in factor models for matrix-valued
time series. In a tensor setting however, Cen and Lam (2024) and Chen and Lam (2024) have both allowed
weak factors in the common component in the factor model.

One way to generalize (1.2) to address all aforementioned problems is to note that

ogilrxg = (agtlr)lfl =: atlip Lyxehey' = 1,(vhy1e) =: 1,8,

where a; and 3; are the time-varying row and column main effects respectively. If we are able to estimate
the two vectors a; and B; without any low-rank constraints as in the equation above, then the second
problem is naturally solved. Formally allowing for weak factors in the row and column loading matrices,
like those in Lam and Yao (2012) for a vector factor model, solves the third problem. Finally, with these
problems solved, we can go back to assuming full rank row and column factor loading matrices (see
Assumption (L1) in Section 4.1 in this paper) to solve the first problem.

In this paper, we contribute to the literature in several important ways. Firstly, we generalize model
(1.2) to (3.1) which is the time-varying main effects factor model (MEFM), incorporating all relaxations
described in the previous paragraph. Secondly, we provide estimation and inference methods and the
corresponding theoretical guarantees, on top of a separate ratio-based method for identifying the core rank
of F, with consistency proved . Third and perhaps the most important of all, we provide a statistical
test to test if FM in (1.1), with R and C both of full rank, is sufficient against the more general MEFM
in (3.1). A rejected null hypothesis of FM being sufficient for the data then means that there are row
and/or column main effects that is not of a low rank structure like those in (1.2), essentially pointing to
the existence of “weak” main effects.

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



Section 3 introduces MEFM formally, laying down important identification conditions and estimation
methodologies for all the components in the model. Section 4 presents the assumptions for MEFM and the
consistency and asymptotic normality results for its estimators. The test for FM versus MEFM is detailed
in Section 4.5, while the core rank estimator for F; is presented in Section 4.6. Finally, Section 5 presents
our extensive simulation results and details the NYC Taxi traffic data analysis, pinpointing the presence
of weak hourly main effects in the data. Our method is available in the R package MEFM, with instruction
in its reference manual on CRAN. All proofs of the theorems are relegated to the supplementary materials

of this paper.

2 Notations

Throughout this paper, we use the lower-case letter, bold lower-case letter and bold capital letter, i.e.
a,a,A, to denote a scalar, a vector and a matrix respectively. We also use a;, A;;, A;., A.; to denote,
respectively, the i-th element of a, the (¢, 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 o to denote the Hadamard product. We use a < b to denote
a = 0(b) and b = O(a), while a <p b to denote a = Op(b) and b = Op(a).

Given a positive integer m, define [m] := {1,2,...,m}. The vector 1,, denotes a vector of ones of
length m. The i-th largest eigenvalue of a matrix A is denoted by \;(A). The notation A = 0 (resp.
A > 0) means that A is positive semi-definite (resp. positive definite). We use A’ to denote the transpose
of A, and diag(A) to denote a diagonal matrix with the diagonal elements of A, while 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 or a matrix. The notations
|| -|l1 and || - ||sc denote the L; and Lu.-norm of a matrix respectively, defined by ||All; := max; Y, [(A)]
and [|Alle := max; ), [(A)i;|. WLOG, we always assume the eigenvalues of a matrix are arranged by

descending orders, and so are their corresponding eigenvectors.

3 Model and Estimation

3.1 Main effect matrix factor model

We propose the time-varying Main Effect matrix Factor Model (MEFM) such that for ¢ € [T,

Yt :utlplg—l—atl;—klpﬁ;—i—ct—i—Et, (31)



where Y is a p X ¢ observed matrix at time ¢, u; is a scalar representing the grand mean of Yy, ay € RP
and B; € RY are the row and column main effects at time ¢, respectively. The common component

Ct = ATFtA/

! is latent, where F; € RF**< is the core factor series with unknown number of factors

k. and k., and A, and A, are the row and column factor loading matrices, with size p x k, and g x k.,
respectively. Lastly, E; is the idiosyncratic noise series with the same dimension as Y.

Unlike FM in (1.2), the main effects o; and B; in MEFM are not restricted to be of low rank, which
significantly improves the flexibility of FM, and allows for a test of FM in (1.1) in the end. In fact,
setting concatenated matrices A, = (1,,1,,A,,1,) and A, = (14,14, A, 1), block diagonal matrix F, =

diag{pt, at, Fy, 31}, then we can read (3.1) as
Y, = A F,A, +E,.

However, we observe that the dimension of the factor series is now (2+p—+k,) x (24+g+k.), and hence there
is not much dimension reduction for Y, and both AT and AC have no full column ranks. This observation
suggests again that MEFM is more general than FM, and numerical results in Section 5 actually show that
even an approximate estimation by FM in general comes at a cost of using very large number of factors.
Given the above motivation of MEFM, we point out that the form of MEFM can be obtained by FM
in general, see Remark 1 for details. For generality purpose, Y; can have non-zero mean but we can always
demean the data as the sample mean is not our main parameter of interest. The right hand side of (3.1)
is entirely latent and hence we propose Assumption (IC1) below to identify the grand mean and the row

and column effects.
(IC1) (Identification) For any t € [T], we assume 1,0 = 1,8; =0, 1,A, = 0 and 1;A. = 0.

However, we require further identification between the factors and the factor loading matrices. To do
this, we normalise the loading matrices to Q, = ATZ,Tl/2 and Q. = A(;Z,?l/27 where Z, = diag(AlA,)
and Z. = diag(ALA.), measuring the sparsity of each column of loading matrices and hence the factor
strength. For example, F; pervasive in the j-th row will have the j-th column of A, dense and hence the
j-th diagonal entry of Z, will be of order p. For technical details, see Assumption (L1). We leave the
identification to Section 4.1. Assumption (IC1) also facilitates the estimation of u;, oy and B;, and we
discuss in the next section how to estimate the grand mean, the row and column effects, and the row and

column factor loading matrices in (3.1).



3.2 Estimation of the main effects and factor components

The factor structure is hidden in Y; and we need to estimate the time-varying grand mean and main effects
first. For the grand mean, right-multiplying by 1, and left-multiplying by 1/, on both sides of (3.1) results
in 17Y;1, = pqu: + 1, E;1, by Assumption (IC1). Hence for each ¢ € [T], we obtain the moment estimator
for the time-varying grand mean as

fie == 1,Y14/pg. (3.2)

Also, right-multiplying by 1, and left-multiplying by 1; lead respectively to Y1, = qu1, + qo + E(1,
and 1;Yt = putlfz +pB; + 1;Et. Therefore, we obtain the time-varying row and column effect estimators
as

at = q_lYth — ﬁtlp, 62 = p_l]_;Yt - //Ijt]_; (33)

Finally, we introduce the following to estimate the factor structure,

Ly =Y, — 1,1, — Gl — 1,0, = Y, + (pg) 11, Y 1,1,1, — g1 Y, 1,1, — p~'1,1Y;

=M, Y, M,, (3.4)

where M,,, := I,,, —m~'1,,1/, for any positive integer m. From the above, I:tf,’f admits 1, in its null space,
and féft admits 1, instead. The factor structure can hence be estimated, with QT constructed as the
eigenvectors of T~1 Zthl Eti; corresponding to the first k, largest eigenvalues, and Qc the eigenvectors
of T—1 Zthl féf;t corresponding to the first k. largest eigenvalues.

We can then estimate the factor time series Fz; = Zi/QFtZ(l;/Q, and the common component Ci,

respectively as
Fz,:=QLQ.=QYQ., C :=QqQF;Q =QQ.Y.QQ. (3.5)

Finally, the residuals E; is estimated by
Et = Lt - Ct. (36)

Remark 1 Suppose we have a traditional matriz-valued factor model such that Yt = Ct + Et where Yt,
Ct, and E; are P X q matrices representing the observation, common component, and noise, respectively.

Suppose also Ct = A, F:Al. Then we can construct

iy = (pq)fllé(’]th, Q= qilcth — 1, = qilMpCth, By = piléglp —fuly = piquCle.



Hence we can express FM in the following MEFM form satisfying (IC1):

where

1s the

Y: = (i1, + Gl +1,8) + (Cr — fis1,1, — 41l — 1,8,) + Eq,

Gy — fuuly1, — Gl — 1,8, = (M, A, )F,(MyA.),

common component. Since M,,1,, = 0, it is easy to see that

1,(M,A,) =0, 1/(M,A.)=0.

It is also easy to verify that 12)02,5 = lfzﬁ,t = 0. Hence a traditional matriz-valued factor model can be

expressed as MEFM in (3.1) to satisfy (IC1).

4 Assumptions and Theoretical Results

4.1

A set

Assumptions

of assumptions on the factor structure is imposed below, and in particular, we allow factors to have

different strengths, as in Lam and Yao (2012) and Chen and Lam (2024).

(M1)

(L1)

(Alpha mixing) The elements in vec(Ft) and Vec(Et) are a-mizing. A vector process {X; : t =

0,+1,+2,...} is a-mizing if, for some v > 2, the mixing coefficients satisfy the condition that

Z a(h)=27 < oo,

h=1

where a(h) = sup, sup 4cy- BEH,, P(AN B) —P(A)P(B)| and HE is the o-field generated by

{x¢:7<t<s}.

(Time Series in F;) There is Xy the same dimension as Fy, such that Fy =37 o arwXfi—w. The
time series {Xy.} has i.i.d. elements with mean 0 and variance 1, with uniformly bounded fourth
order moments. The coefficients ay., are such that 3 ,,5qa%,, =1 and 3 olafw| < ¢ for some

constant c.

(Factor strength) We assume that A, and A, are of full rank and independent of factors and errors

series. Furthermore, as p,q — o0,

27 PALA T o S, 2PALAZTY o S (4.1)



where Z, = diag(AlA,), Z. = diag(ALA.), and both X4, and X 4. are positive definite with
all eigenvalues bounded away from 0 and infinity. We assume (Z,);; < p’~ for j € [k;] and
1/2 < bpp, < -o- < 0po < §p1 < 1. Similarly, we assume (Z.);; = pei for j € [ke], with

1/2 <o, <+ < b < b1 <1.

With Assumption (L1), we can denote Q, := ATZTfl/2 and Q. := Aczgl/? Hence Q,.Q, — X4, and
Q/cQC — 23A,c-

(E1) (Decomposition of E;) We assume that
Et = Ae,rFe,tA;c + Ee O €, (42)

where F.; is a matriz of size ke X ke ¢, containing independent elements with mean 0 and variance
1. The matriz ¢, € RP*Y contains independent elements with mean 0 and variance 1, with {€:}
independent of {F.+}. The matriz X, contains the standard deviations of the corresponding elements

in €, and has elements uniformly bounded away from 0 and infinity.

Moreover, A, and A, . are (approzimately) sparse matrices with sizes p X ke, and q X ke, respec-

tively, such that ||Ae.r|l1, |Ac.cll1 = O1), with ke, ke = O(1).

(E2) (Time Series in E;) There is X, the same dimension as F.;, and X, the same dimension as €,
such that Fey = szo ey Xe,t—w and € = szo Qe Xe t—w, With {Xe 1} and {Xe i} 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 {Xc.} are independent of {Xjs:} from
(F1).

The coefficients ae,w and ac,, are such that y -, -, az ., = D w0 a?,, =1and 2 w0 Gewl Do aewl <

¢ for some constant c.

(R1) (Rate assumptions) We assume that,

T_1p2(1_67"k7‘)q1_260’1 — 0(1)7 p1—267"k7‘q2(1—5a1) — 0(1),

T*qu(lf(;Cch)p1725r’1 — 0(1)7 q1725cyk6p2(17&,‘,1) — 0(1)

Assumption (F1) introduces serial dependence into the factors, and (E1) and (E2) introduce both
cross-sectional and temporal dependence in the noise. The factor structure depicted by (F1), (E1) and
(E2) is the same as the one in Cen and Lam (2024). Note that although Assumption (M1) also features in

serial dependence, it is mainly used to construct asymptotic normality of estimators.



By Assumption (L1), we have A, F:A! = Q, Z1/2F 7/? !, so we aim to estimate (Q, Q¢ Fz:)
where Fz; := Z,lo/ 2Ft Zi/ 2 Unlike the traditional approximate factor models which assumes all factors are
pervasive, we allow factors to have different strength similar to Lam and Yao (2012) and Chen and Lam
(2024). To be precise, a column of A, (resp. A.) is dense (i.e., a pervasive factor) if the corresponding
dr; =1 (resp. é.; = 1), otherwise the column represents a weak factor as it is sparse to certain extent.

Due to the presence of potentially weak factors, we require rate conditions in Assumption (R1) for
consistency to hold. If all factors are pervasive (R1) holds trivially. We point out that the first and

second conditions in (R1) are exactly the same as the first and third conditions of Assumption (R1) in

Cen and Lam (2024) for matrix time series.

4.2 Identification of the model

With Assumptions (IC1) and (L1), the model (3.1) is identified according to Theorem 1 below.

Theorem 1 (Identification) With Assumption (IC1), each pt, at, and B¢ can be identified. The common
component is hence identified, and if (L1) is also satisfied, the factor structure is identified up to some
rotation such that (Q,,Qc,Fzi) = (Q-M,, Q- M., M 'Fz:M_1) for some invertible matrices M, €
RE->kr and M, € RFe>ke,

4.3 Rate of convergence for various estimators

To present the consistency of the loading estimators, define

T
H, :=T"'D,;'QQ, Y (Fz:Q.Q.F,), (4.3)
t=1
L T
H,:=T7'D;'Q.Q. Y (F,,Q.Q-Fz,), (4.4)
t=1
where D, := Q.(T~* Zt 1 L.L))Q, is the k, x k, diagonal matrix of eigenvalues of 7~ Zt 1 L.L,, and

similarly D, := Q.(T~* thl L/L,)Q. is the k. x k. diagonal matrix of eigenvalues of T~ thl L/L,.



Theorem 2 Under Assumptions (IC1), (M1), (F1), (L1), (E1), (E2) and (R1), we have

(e — m)*> = Op(p~lq ™), (4.5)

p e — eu* = Op(ag™Y), (4.6)

g MIBe = Bill* = Op(p7Y), (4.7)

P! ”QT ~QH|%=0p (T‘lpl_%ﬂ’w g2 4 p2brn qz(l—[sc,l))7 (4.8)
q71||QC —Q.H.|% =0p (Tflqlfzac,kcpk%nl i q725°vkcp2(1*5“1)). (4.9)

From Theorem 2, the consistency for the loading matrix estimators requires Assumption (R1). If all
factors are pervasive, the (squared) convergence rates for the row (resp. column) loading matrix will be
max(1/(Tpq),1/p?) (resp. max(1/(Tpq),1/q?)), which are consistent with those in Chen and Fan (2023)

after the same normalization of the loading matrices.

Theorem 3 Under the assumptions in Theorem 2, we have the following:
1. The error of the estimated factor series has rate

||:/F\Z)t _ (H;l)/FZ7tHgl|‘%‘ — OP (pliéT‘ykT qlféc,kc + T*1p1+257‘,1725nk7‘qlftsc’l +p1+57"17357‘1k7ﬂ q27(;c,1

+ T—1q1+256,1—25C,kcp1—5m + q1+6c,1_36c,kcp2_67“,1)'

2. For any t € [T),i € [pl,j € [q], the squared error of the estimated individual common component is

(Ct;ij _ Ct7ij)2 — OP (p17257ﬂyk7‘q1725c1kc _|_ T71p1+257‘a17367“wk7‘qliéc’liécvkc +p1+57‘,1745nk7‘ qu‘sc,l*‘;c,kc

+ T_1q1+25c,1_35c,kcp1_5r,1_5r,kr + q1+5c,1_45c,kcp2_5r,1_6r,kT)'

We state the above results separating from Theorem 2 since they have used some arguments from the proof
of Theorem 5. If all factors are pervasive, it is clear that individual common components are consistent
with rate (pg)~'/2 + T~ 12(q712 +p~ /%) + p~' + ¢~ = max(1/(Tq)"/?,1/(Tp)"/?,1/p,1/q). This rate

coincides with Theorem 4 of Chen and Fan (2023) for instance.

4.4 Asymptotic normality of estimators

We present the asymptotic normality of various estimators in this section, together with the estimation
of the corresponding covariance matrices for practical inferences. But before that, we need three more

assumptions.
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(L2) (Eigenvalues) The eigenvalues of the ky X ky matrix 34 ,Z, from Assumption (L1) are distinct, and

s0 are those of the k. X ke matriz X 4 2.

(AD1) There is a constant C such that for any k € [K|,j € [di], as p,q,T — o0,

p T
Tq;&,l E{HH: Z Qi Z(CtE;)ij } >C >0,
=1 t=1
1 q T
Tpgder . IE{HH: Z Qc,i Z(CiEt)ij } >C >0,
=1 t=1

where HY := tr(ALA.))/2 - Dy YT 2% with D, = tr(ALA)diag{\1(A.A,), ... A, (ALA,)},
and TF is the eigenvector matriz of tr(ALA.) .p—5r,qu—5c,1zi/2§]A7Tzi/2, Simalarly, we have
H: = tr(A’A,)/2 - D YATYZ?, with D, = tr(ALA,)diag{\(A’A,), ..., M. (ALA.)}, and

c

T is the eigenvector matriz of tr(ALA,) - g~ %kep=or1 Z};/QEACZi/Q.

c

(R2) We have

—1, 1+26,1—368 1=6e1 b, 146,145 200,10,
T P 1 1 ckc, 1 1 ckc,

rkp q p 7k q

T_1q1+260,1_35c,kcp1_57‘,1_5r,kr , q1+5c,1 _46c,kcp2_6n1_57‘,kr _ 0(1)

Assumption (AD1) appears in Cen and Lam (2024) as well. This assumption facilitates the proof of the
asymptotic normality of each row of QT and Qc, by asserting that in the decomposition of QT - Q. H,
(resp. Qc — Q.H,), certain terms are dominating others even in the lower bound, and hence is truly
dominating rather than just having the upper bounds dominating other upper bounds as in the proofs
of similar theorems in the broader literature of factor models. Assumption (R2) is needed to make sure
that the estimated common component C, is consistent element-wise (see Theorem 3). This is satisfied
automatically when all factors are pervasive, for instance.

Let X ;; be the (i,7) entry of X, in Assumption (E1).

Theorem 4 Let all assumptions in Theorem 2 hold. Assume also for i € [p] and j € [q],

1< 1 & 1
2 . oq 1 2 2 o1 2 2. o L 2
Ya,i = thgo q Zze,ij’ V8.4 T plggo ? Zze,ijv V= p}llgloo g Z i
Jj=1 i=1 i€[pl,i€lal
Then for each t € [T,
~ D
VPa(fir — ) — N(0, 7).

Take a finite integer m, and integers iy < iz < «-+ < iy, with ip € [p]. Define Oyt := (ttiy,--.,0u4,) and

11



similarly for éa,t, where ay; s the i-th element of . Then for a fived t € [T,

A D .
\/a(ea,t - Ba,t) — N(Ou dlag(vz,ilv oo 77(21,1’7,1))'

Similarly, take integers j1 < -+ < jm where jo € [q]. Define 05, := (Bijys---,Be,) and similarly for
537,5, where By ; is the j-th element of B;. Then for a fized t € [T,

~ D .
VP(0s: —054) — N(O, d1ag(7§1jl, . "V?i,jm))'

Moreover, for i € [p] and j € [q], if the rate for CA'MJ- — Cy,ij in Theorem 3 is o(1), then

~ o~ o~ o~

q
ﬁi,i = qfl(EtE;)iia %,j = pil(Ew/fEt)jja ﬁﬁ =P -t Z’Ya i q71 Z%J
are consistent estimators for 7271-, 7?34' and vﬁ respectively under Assumption (R2), so that

VPG, i — i) 2 N(0,1),
Vadiag(, s Ay, ) o = Oat) = N(0,Ly),

\/Edlag(’/y\;;lu7’/7\;;m)(06t_06t) N( )

Recall from Remark 1 that FM can be expressed in MEFM, and hence the ability to make inferences
on the elements of a; and 3; does not facilitate a test for the necessity of MEFM over FM. For such a
test, please see Section 4.5. Theorem 4 gives us the ability to infer on the level of row and column main
effects at each time point, which is important if we have target comparisons we want to make for these
effects. For instance, if each row represents a country, we can easily compare the main effects at time ¢ for
the first country against the average of the second and third simply by considering g := (1,—1/2,—1/2),

0ot := (a¢1,00,2,043) and using Theorem 4 to arrive at

. ~ ~ ~ D
Va (' diag(37.1,72.2:75.5)8) 7 /°8 (Bat — Bar) = N(0,1).

Theorem 5 Let all the assumptions under Theorem 2 hold, in addition to (AD1) and (L2). Suppose k,

and k. are fived and p,q, T — co. If Tq = o(p®11+orkr) we have

(sz‘;“’“_‘;“"*lq%“_1)1/2 . (an. _ HrQr,j») _> N(O T 1 26,~ kr—éﬁlq26c,1—l . D;lH:Enj(H:)ID;l),
T

where E,;:= plim Var ZQ” Z(CtE;)”)

p,q,T—00 i—1 =1
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On the other hand, if Tp = o(q1 ke, we have

(Tq250,kc*5c,1p25r,171)1/2 . (Qc,j- _ Hch,j-) _> N(O T 1 25c kC*JC,IpQ(sr,l*l . DngzEc7](Hz)/D;1)7
T

where E.; = plim Var ZQ“ Z(C;Et)”)

p,q,T—00 i=1 t=1

Theorem 5 is essentially Theorem 3 of Cen and Lam (2024) when K = 2 and n = 0 (no missing values),
having the same rate of convergence under potentially weak factors. Hence our MEFM estimation procedure
has successfully estimated and removed all time-varying main effects and grand mean, leaving the estimation

of the common component exactly the same as in FM.

4.4.1 Estimation of covariance matrix for factor loading estimators

To practically use Theorem 5 for inference, we need to estimate the covariance matrices for QT, i —H.Qp 5
and Qc,j. — H.Q.,;.. We use the heteroscedasticity and autocorrelation consistent (HAC) estimators
(Newey and West (1987)) based on {]/jr7 QT, (Ajt, Et}te[T] and {ﬁc, Qc, ét, Et}te[ﬂ, respectively.

For Qr,j- —~H,Q, ., with 7, such that n, — oo and 5,/ (Tp?°rkr—9r1¢2ca=1)1/4 - 0 define an HAC

estimator
N y
HAC
> _DTOJ+;(1—1+nT)(DWJ+D;”), where

)}
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Similarly for Qcyj. —H,.Q. ., with 1. such that 7. — oo and n,/(T¢q*% ke ~Oc1p?ra=1)1/4 0 define

SSHAC ._ v
207.7 T Dc,O,j + UZ:1 (1 - 1 ¥ nc) (Dc v,j + Dc v 7) where
T q R R T A N q R R T R ,
Deyji= Y, { (TﬁlDZlQ’cZCécs,»i)(CQEt)ij}{ Z( 'D'QL Z ) Ci_uEt—u)ij} :
t=14+v =1 s=1 1=1 s=1

Theorem 6 Let all the assumptions under Theorem 2 hold, in addition to (L2), (AD1) and (R2). Suppose

k. and k. are fived and p,q, T — oo. If Tq = o(p®~+To*), then
1. f);lflffcf);l is consistent for DHAE, ;(H;:)D,t;
2. T (SHA)’D(Q,;. - H,Q,;) 2 N(0.I1,).

On the other hand, if Tp = o(q%1 ok, then
3. f)glflgfcf)gl is consistent for D;7'HE, ;(H:)'D;?;
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b T- (S D Q. — HoQ. ) 2 N(0,T1,).

4.5 Testing the sufficiency of FM versus MEFM

In the last section, we introduce how to make inferences on various parameters of MEFM. However, to test
if FM is sufficient against our proposed MEFM, simple inferences on the model parameters are not enough

in the face of Remark 1. Formally, we want to test, for the time horizon t € [T,
Hy : FM is sufficient over t € [T] <+— H; : MEFM is needed over ¢ € [T7.

The above problem is complicated by the fact that, in Section 3.1, we have seen that MEFM can always
be expressed as FM if we are willing to potentially consider a large number of factors. So, how “large” an
increase in the number of factors do we consider unacceptable?

Remark 1 tells us that a special form of MEFM can be expressed back in FM:
Y = 1,1, + a1l + 1,8, + M,C;M, + E, = A, F,A, + E,, te[T],
where C; 1= A, F;A’ and
i = (pq)fllg,éth, oy = qilMpCth, B = piquéglp.

If A, has rank k, satisfying Assumption (L1) and A. has rank k., the potential rank of M,A, is k, — 1
(when a column in A, is parallel to 1,), and that of MjA. is k. — 1 (when a column in A, is parallel to
1,), demonstrating that FM can have an increase in the number of factors, albeit still finite.

Another special example is when both a; and 8; are zero, but u; # 0. Then we can write MEFM as

F. 0 Al

Yt = /J,tlp].; + ATFtAIC + Et = (AT, 1p)
0" yu/(pq) 1,

+Et7

which is FM with loading matrices (A,,1,) and (A.,1,) respectively, and an increase by 1 for both the
number of row and column factors.

In light of the above examples, we deem FM sufficient if and only if the number of factors in the FM
is still finite and any model variables satisfy the Assumptions in Section 4.1.

To be able to test Hy against Hy, define E; to be the residual matrix after a fitting of FM (a similar
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procedure to fitting MEFM but treating p, a; and 3; as zero), with
Et = Yt — Ct, where Ct = ATA;YtACA/C,

with A, and A, the p x £, and ¢ x £, eigenmatrices of Zthl Y:Y; and Zthl Y,Y: respectively.

Theorem 7 Let all assumptions in Theorem 2 hold, on top of (R2). Also assume that
CA'MJ- — Cpij = 0p(min(p71/2,q’1/2)) in Theorem 3. Suppose k., k., . and L. are all fized and known.

Then under Hy, for each t € [T], we have

EE); -, %2, (BE); - Y7, %2,
(BB =1 L (BB i) —D—>ZZ-—D—>N(O,1) for each i € [p];

\/E Var et z_] e 17 \/E] 1 Var Et Z]) €,1]
E E.); — 22 E E)., —>SP %2
( t)JJ 57,_] ( t)JJ i=1 “e,ij 2> Wj g N(O,l) for cach je [q]7

\/Z Var et z_] 6 17 \/Z VaI‘ Et z])zé iJ

where Zy, is independent of Z; and Wy, is independent of Wy for h # £. The same asymptotic results hold

true under Hy for (Etﬁg)” and (E,’ff}t)jj respectively for i € [p], 7 € [q].
The assumption @,ij —Cl4j = op(min(p~1/2,¢=1/2)) is satisfied, for instance, when all factors are pervasive
and T, p, q are of the same order. Theorem 7 tells us that for each ¢ € [T], both

Tot = MaxAa,; = maX{q YEE)i}, Yau = maxi2 ;= max{q " (EE});} (4.10)
i€[p] €lp] i€[p] i€[p]

are distributed approximately the same for large ¢ under Hy, and z, ; in particular is distributed the same
no matter under Hy or Hy. Similarly, define

T maxsyg ;= max E(E);;}, ‘= max¥j ; := max E/E))j;}, 4.11
Lot Je[q]737 qu]{p ( tEt)iit yse []76, Je[q{ ( tEt) 55} ( )

which are distributed approximately the same for large p under Hy from Theorem 7, and 3 in particular
is distributed the same no matter under Hy or Hj.

Define Fy o, Fy o, Fzp and Fy g the empirical cumulative distribution functions for {za.}ecirs

{Wa,tyrerr)s {p,t beerr) and {yp.¢ }eer) respectively:

Fu.alc): TZl{xat<c} Fyalc) = TZl{yat<c}
(4.12)

Fqp(c) : Tzl{xﬁt<c} Fyp(c) : Tzl{yﬁt<0}
t=1

15



Corollary 8 Let all the assumptions in Theorem 7 hold. Define for 0 < 0 < 1,
Gr,0(0) :=1nf{c | Fyolc) > 0}, @up(0):=inf{c|F,z(c) > 6},
Then under Hy, as T, p,q — oo, we have for each t € [T,
Pyalyot > Gra(0)] <1 -0, Pyplys: > zp(0)] <1 -0,

where Py o and IPy g are empirical probability measures induced by Iy o and IFy g respectively.

With Corollary 8, we can test Hy at significance level 1 — 6 using the test statistics yo,: and yg ., and
rejection rules Yot > Gr,a(0) and yz+ > Gu,3(6) respectively. Since we have yq,+ and yg ; for ¢t € [T], we can

assess the significance level under Hy by calculating

T T
Significance levels = 71 Z Wyar > Gua(0)}, T Z Hys: > Gz p(0)},
t=1 t=1

and see if they are close to 1 — 6. If Hy is not true, then if any «y ; is large, we expect y, ; to be large. Or,
if any f; ; is large, we expect yg; to be large.

In practice for testing Hy against Hy, we estimate k, and k., and set £,, = k,.+1 and ¢, = k.+1 in light
of the previous argument on how a special form of MEFM can be expressed back in FM. For estimation of

k, and k., see Section 4.6.

4.6 Estimation of the number of factors

From (3.4), we have T~ Y27, L;L; essentially the row sample covariance matrix and T~ °7_ L/L; the

column sample covariance matrix. We then propose the eigenvalue-ratio estimators for the number of

factors as
~ . A (T_l ZtTfl itié) +& _ _
b o= argmin { SEL el & =T ), @)
J )‘j (T_l Z?:l LtLg) + gr [ }
- . A +1 (T_l ZTfl fl;eflt) + gc . _ _
ke == argmln{ 2 L ,j € [Lq/2J]}, &= pq[(Tp) 2 +q717]. (4.14)
J Aj (T_l EtT:1 L;Lt) + & [ }

Ratio-based estimators are widely studied by researchers. For example, an eigenvalue-ratio estimator
is considered in Lam and Yao (2012) and Ahn and Horenstein (2013), while a cumulative eigenvalue ratio
estimator is proposed by Zhang et al. (2023). Our proposed estimator is similar to the perturbed eigenvalue-
ratio estimators as in Pelger (2019). Technically, we can minimise (4.13) (resp. (4.14) over any j € [p]

(resp. j € [q]), but it is very reasonable to assume k, < p/2 and k. < ¢/2 in all applications of factor
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models. The correction terms &, and &. are added to stabilise the ratio so that consistency follows from

the theorem below.

Theorem 9 Under Assumptions (IC1), (M1), (F1), (L1), (E1), (E2) and (R1), we have the following.

~

1. k, is a consistent estimator of k, if

p1*5nk7‘q1*56’1[(Tq)’l/Q +p71/2] _ 0(p5r,j+1*6r,j), j € [kr — 1] with k, > 2;
pldrigl=dea[(Tq)=Y/2 4 p=1/2] = o(1), k. = 1.

~

2. k. is a consistent estimator of k. if

g Oekept =0 [(Tp) =2 4 g 1/%) = o(gPertr=00s), € [ke — 1] with ke > 2;

q175c,1p1*5r,1[(Tp)*1/2 + q71/2] = 0(1), ke=1.

The extra rate conditions in the theorem are due to existence of potential weak factors and are trivially
satisfied for pervasive factors. The theorem is similar to the consistency result in Cen and Lam (2024) for
matrix-valued factor models, and this implies that the number of factors in MEFM can be well estimated

just as in the case of FM.

5 Numerical Results

5.1 Simulation

We demonstrate the performance of our estimators in this section. We will experiment different settings
to assess consistency results as described in Theorem 2 and 3, followed by the asymptotic normality of
our estimators in Theorem 4 and 5, where the covariance matrices can be constructed by their consistent
estimators by Theorem 4 and Theorem 6, respectively. We then showcase the results for the rank estimators
described in Theorem 9. As it is a first to consider matrix factor model with time-varying grand mean and
main effects, we unveil the differences between MEFM and FM using numerical results that will illustrate
Theorem 7.

For the data generating process, we use Assumptions (E1), (E2) and (F1) to generate general linear
processes for the noise and factor series in model (3.1). To be precise, the elements in F; 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 similarly, 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. |[N(0,1)]. To test how
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robust our method is under heavy-tailed distribution, we consider two distributions for the innovation
process in generating Fy, F.; and €;: 1) i.i.d. N(0,1); 2) i.id. 3.

The row factor loading matrix A, is generated with A, = M, U, B,, where each entry of U, € RP Xk
is i.i.d. N(0,1), and B, € R*¥**r is diagonal with the j-th diagonal entry being p~¢, 0 < ¢.; < 0.5.
Pervasive (strong) factors have ¢, ; = 0, while weak factors have 0 < (,; < 0.5. Note that M, is defined
in (3.4) so that (IC1) is satisfied. In a similar way, the column factor loading matrix A, is generated
independently. Each entry of A, € RP**< isii.d. N(0,1) and has independent probability of 0.95 being
set exactly to 0, and A, . is generated similarly. We fix k., = ke . = 2 throughout the section.

For any t € [T, we generate iy = vy ¢, 0 = Mpve s and By = Myvgy, where vy, ; is N (my,, UZ), each
element of v, ¢ is ii.d. N(mqa,03) and that of vg; is i.i.d. N(mg,03). We set m, = ma = mg = 0 and

0, = 0o = 0g = 1, and every experiment in this section is repeated 1000 times unless specified otherwise.

5.1.1 Accuracy of various estimators

To assess the accuracy of our estimators, we define the relative mean squared errors (MSE) for p, oy, B¢

and C; as the following, respectively,

T _ 2 T 2
relative MSEM — z:tzl('u—t'ut)7 relative MSE,, = Zt:l ||Oét OLt” ,

T T
21— HE Sy el
i1 118t = B T ICe - G2
relative MSEg = Zt:lTHﬁt ﬁ;” . relative MSE¢ = Zt:lTH t ;”F'
2= 1Bl Yot ICH %

For measuring the accuracy of our factor loading matrix estimators, we use the column space distance,

)

D(Q.Q) = [QQQ)Q -QQQ Y

for any given Q and Q, which is a common measure in the literature such as Chen et al. (2022) and
Chen and Fan (2023).

We consider the following settings:

(Ia) T =100, p=q =40, k, =1, k. = 2. All factors are pervasive with ¢, ; = (.; = 0. All innovation

processes in constructing Fy, F.; and €, are i.i.d. standard normal.
(Ib) Same as (Ia), but one factor is weak with ¢,1 = 0.2 and (. ; = 0.2. Set also mq, = —2.
(Ic) Same as (Ta), but all innovation processes are i.i.d. t3.
(Id) Same as (Ib), but T'= 100, p = ¢ = 80 and o, = 2.
(Ie) Same as (Id), but T = 200.
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Figure 1: Plot of the relative MSE for p; (in Figure 2: Plot of the relative MSE for C; (in
log-scale) from Settings (Ia) to (Ie), comparing log-scale) from Settings (Ia) to (Ie), comparing
with (ITa) to (ITe). with (I1a) to (Ile).

(ITa-e) Same as (Ia) to (Ie) respectively, except that we generate F;, F., and €, using white noise rather

than AR(5).

Setting (ITa) to (Ile) are to investigate how temporal dependence in the noise affects our results.

We report the boxplots of accuracy measures for our estimators from Figure 1 to Figure 6. Note
first that stronger temporal dependence leads to larger variance of our estimators in general. The serial
dependence mainly undermines the performance of our loading matrix estimators as shown in Figures 5
and 6, which in turn affects our common component estimator.

Considering the comparisons among (Ia) to (Ie), we see that relative MSE,, can be improved by in-
creasing the spatial dimensions, but is not affected by weak factors. Similar results can be seen from Figure
3 and Figure 4 for relative MSE,, and relative MSEg. The detrimental effects of heavy-tailed innovation
processes in Setting (Ic) are most reflected in the corresponding boxplots in Figure 4.

Weak factors can be detrimental to the accuracy of the factor loading matrix estimators, as can be
seen by the significant rise in the factor loading space errors from Setting (Ia) to (Ib) in Figure 5 and 6.
In fact, k. barely captures the second factor under Setting (Ib) and (IIb). See Section 5.1.2 for details.
Comparing Setting (Ib) with (Id), Figure 5 and 6 show that increase in data dimensions slightly improves
our factor loading matrix estimators, which is consistent to the simulation results in Wang et al. (2019)

for instance.

5.1.2 Performance for the estimation of the number of factors

In this section, we demonstrate the performance of our estimators for the number of factors, as described
in Theorem 9. First, we set & = pq[(Tq)~'/? +p~/2]/5 and &. = pq[(Tp)~'/% + ¢~1/?]/5, so that the
conditions for & and &. in (4.13) and (4.14) are respectively satisfied. A wide range of values other than

1/5 for &, and &, are experimented, but 1/5 is working the best in vast majority of settings, and hence we
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Figure 3: Plot of the relative MSE for o (in
log-scale) from Settings (Ia) to (Ie), comparing
with (11a) to (ITe).
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Figure 5: Plot of the row space distance
D(Q,, Q,) (in log-scale) from Settings (Ia) to
(Ie), comparing with (ITa) to (Ile).

do not recommend treating this as a tuning parameter.
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Figure 4: Plot of the relative MSE for 3; (in
log-scale) from Settings (Ia) to (Ie), comparing
with (ITa) to (IIe).
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Figure 6: Plot of the column space distance
D(Q., Q.) (in log-scale) from Settings (Ia) to
(Ie), comparing with (ITa) to (IIe).

We present the results for each of the following settings:

(IlTa) k, = k. = 3. All factors are pervasive with (. ; = {,; = 0 for all j € [3]. All innovation processes

involved are i.i.d. standard normal.

(IIIb) Same as (IITa), but some factors are weak with (.1 = (.1 = (.2 = 0.2.

(IIc) Same as (IIIa), but all factors are weak with ¢, ; = (. ; = 0.2 for all j € [3].

We experiment the above settings with various (p, q) pairs among (10, 10), (10,20) and (20, 20), with the

choice T = 0.5-pqg or T = pq. The setup is similar to Wang et al. (2019) and Chen and Fan (2023),

but we use smaller sets of dimensions since the accuracy of our estimators are approaching 1 with larger

dimensions, which reveal little intricacies among different settings.

From the results in Table 1, our eigenvalue-ratio estimators is working well with MEFM. The accuracy

of k. and k. suffers from the existence of weak factors, which is also seen in traditional FM (see for



p,q = 10,10 p,q = 10,20 p,q = 20,20

(kr,ke) | T=5pg | T=pg | T=5pqg | T=pg | T=5pq | T=pg
Setting (IIla)
(2,3) 0.121 0.112 0.128 0.11 0 0.004
(3,2) 0.124 0.111 0.004 0.003 0.001 0.001
(3,3) 0.583 | 0.659 | 0.833 | 0.855 | 0.999 | 0.995

other 0.172 0.118 0.035 0.032 0 0
Setting (IIIb)
(2,3) 0.135 0.13 0.23 0.257 0.228 0.149

(3,2) 0.079 0.096 0.024 0.017 0.022 0.02

(3,3) 0.136 0.17 0.289 0.347 0.556 0.637
other 0.65 0.604 0.457 0.379 0.194 0.194
Setting (IIlc)
(2,3) 0.082 0.085 0.218 0.254 0.089 0.096
(3,2) 0.075 0.124 0.04 0.035 0.088 0.089
(3,3) 0.073 0.096 0.209 0.257 0.614 0.646
other 0.77 0.695 0.533 0.454 0.209 0.169

Table 1: Results for Setting (IIla) to (IIIc). Each cell reports the frequency of (ET,EC) under the setting
in the corresponding column. The true number of factors is (k,,k.) = (3,3), and the cells corresponding
to correct estimations are bolded.

instance Chen and Lam (2024) and Cen and Lam (2024)). In particular, the accuracy of our estimators
drops significantly as we move from Setting (I1Ia) to (ITlc), and in general large dimensions are beneficial
to our estimation. Lastly, note that although we have two weak factors in the column loading matrix while
there is only one weak factor in the row loading matrix, the correct proportion of EC is much larger than
that of k, for (p,q) = (10,20). This hints at the importance of data dimensions over factor strength, which
can also be seen from the fact that the results for (p, ¢) = (20, 20) under Setting (IIlc) are comparable with

those for (p,q) = (10,10) under Setting (IIIa).

5.1.3 Asymptotic normality

We numerically demonstrate the asymptotic normality results in Theorems 4 and 5 in this section. For the
ease of demonstration, we consider ¢ = 10 only for the asymptotic distribution of /i, éa_,t = (Qt,1,0t2,013)
and ég,t = (Et,l, @72, @73)’, and for éa,t and ég,t we will only report results for the third component. We
will also demonstrate the asymptotic normality for (Qc)l. and present the results for (Qc)ll, i.e., the first
entry of the first row in the column loading matrix estimator. To consistently estimate its covariance
matrix, we use Theorem 6 with n. = |(T'pq)'/*/5].

We use heavy-tailed innovations to investigate the robustness of our results, hence Setting (Ic) is

adapted except that we generate Fy, F.; and € using AR(1) with coefficient —0.2. Due to the different
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Figure 7: Histograms of /g3, (fiio — po) (top-left), [T (ZHAC)"1/?Do(Qe. — HIQe1.)1 (top-
right), /7 [diag(F, 1,7a 5> Var3) (Ba.10 — Ba,10)]s (bottom-left), and /p[diag(F5 1,753, 75.5) (05,10 — 03.10)]s
(bottom-right). In each panel, the curve (in red) is the empirical density, and the density curve for N'(0,1)

(in black, dotted) is also superimposed.

rates of convergence in Theorems 4 and 5, we specify different dimensions (T, p, ¢) in the following settings:
Zir : (80,100,100), B4 : (60,60,300), B85, : (60,300,60), (Q.)1.: (60,60,300),

where the dimension setting for (Q.);. is to align with the rate conditions in Theorem 5 that Tp/q* — 0
under pervasive factors. Each setting is repeated 400 times, and we present the histograms of our four
estimators in Figure 7.

Our plots stand as empirical evidence of Theorem 4, 5 and 6. It might worth noting that the spread of
the normalised empirical density for 31073 is slightly larger than expected by comparing with the su-
perimposed standard normal. The same problem is not seen in the histogram for ajps. With true
(kr,ke) = (1,2), the common component estimation using (p,q) = (300,60) is worse than that using
(p,q) = (60,300) due to insufficient column dimension relative to k.. Hence it leads to worse estimators
for errors and (ﬁgiﬁgé,ﬁ;é) under (p,q) = (300, 60). Hence inference performances on the time-varying

row and column effect estimators are affected by the latent number of factors.
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5.1.4 Testing MEFM versus FM
We demonstrate numerical results for Corollary 8 in this section. We consider the two scenarios below:
1. (Global effect.) The entries of at least one of a; and (3; are in general non-zero for each ¢.

2. (Local effect.) The entries of at least one of oy and 3; are sparse for each ¢, i.e., given any ¢, there

are some non-zero entries in at least one of a; and 3; with all other entries zero.

Throughout this section, we generate the time-varying grand mean and main effects using Rademacher
random variables such that v, ; is i.i.d. Rademacher multiplied by some u, and each entry of v, ¢, vg.¢
is i.i.d. Rademacher multiplied by some u., ug respectively, recalling that p; = v, ¢, oy = M,v,,; and
B¢ = Myvg,;. Hence, setting u, = uo = ug = 0 corresponds to generating a traditional FM. We set

kr = k. = 2, and consider the following settings:

(IVa) T = p = ¢ = 40. All factors are pervasive with ¢.; = (.; = 0. All innovation processes in
constructing Fy, F.; and €; are i.i.d. standard normal. Set u, = ug = 0, and we select u, from

0.1, 0.5, 1.
IVb) Same as (IVa), but fix u, = 0.1 and select ug from 0.1, 0.5, 1.
( 8

(IVc) Same as (IVa), except that u, = 1, and when generating a; = MV, ; as specified previously, we

only keep the first wjocq entries of v, ; as non-zero where ujocqr is selected from 2, 5, 10.

Setting (IVa) and (IVDb) are designed for testing global effects, and Setting (IVc) for local effects. For
each setting, we construct y. ., ys, and use § = 0.95 in Corollary 8. Each experiment is repeated 400
times and we report both reject,, := 7! 23:1 {Ya,t > Gr.a(0.95)} and rejecty := T Ethl {yg,: >
72,5(0.95)}.

As explained under Corollary 8, we expect reject, and rejects to be close to 1 — 6 = 0.05 if FM is
sufficient. From Table 2, our proposed test works well since it suggests FM is insufficient as we strengthen
oy or B;. In particular, even if the signal of ay is not strong enough such as u, = 0.1, Setting (IVb) shows
that additional signals from B; allows us to reject the use of FM. The comparison between reject, and
reject; is indicative of which effect is stronger. According to the results for (IVc) in the table, our test is
capable of detecting local effect such that reject,, is far from 0.05 even when only two entries in oy are
non-zero.

Extensive experiments on different dimensions, factor strengths or grand mean magnitudes are per-
formed. All indicate similar interpretation as the above settings and hence the results are not shown
here. The power curve for Setting (IVa) is also presented in Figure 8 to support the use of our test, with

(T, p, q) = (60, 80, 80) and u, ranging from 0.02 to 1. Besides, we also show the power curve for local
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Size Setting (IVa) Setting (IVb) Setting (IVc)
Parameter 0 0.1 0.5 1 0.1 0.5 1 2 5 10
rejecta 5(4) 11(7) 63(31) 96(15) 13(8) 53(30) 86(23) 37(17) 77(24) 85(27)
rejectB 5(4) 11(7) 52(28) 87(22) 13(8) 62(32) 96(16) 14(8) 28(16) 48(26)

Table 2: Results for Setting (IVa) to (IVd). Each cell reports the mean and SD (subscripted, in bracket),
both multiplied by 100. The parameters for Settings (IVa), (IVb) and (IVc) are uq, ug and jocar, respec-
tively. Setting (IVa) with u, = 0 is reported in the first column, representing the size of the test.
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Figure 9: Statistical power curve of test-

Figure 8: Statistical power curve of testing the
null hypothesis that FM is sufficient for the
given series, against the alternative that MEFM
is necessary. Each power value is computed as
the average over 400 runs of reject, (in red)
and reject (in green) under Setting (IVa) ex-

ing the null hypothesis that FM is sufficient
for the given series, against the alternative
that MEFM is necessary. Refer to Figure
8 for how the power is computed. The
data is generated under Setting (IVc) ex-
cept that (T, p, q) (60, 80, 80) and «; is

cept that (T, p, q) = (60, 80, 80). generated as a1 = Upear (1, 1, =2, 0, ..., 0),
(8%} = alocal (17 27 _37 07 ceey O)Ia a3 =
Ulocal (2, =5, 3,0, ..., 0) and aspy; = a; for

¢ a positive integer and ¢ = 1,2, 3, so that each
a; has non-zero entries only in the first three
indices.

effect in Figure 9, for Setting (IVc) except that (7T, p, ¢) = (60, 80, 80) and we generate o as described
in the caption. Both power curves show that the test is able to reject the use of FM if signals from the
time-varying main effects are large, either globally or locally. And in both figures, when u,, is close to 0.02

OT Ujoeqr close to 0, the value of the power curves are all very close to 0.05, which is exactly what we want

for the size of the tests.
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5.2 Real data analysis
5.2.1 NYC taxi traffic

We analyse 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 /tle-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 drop-off dates/times and locations.

To classify the 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 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; € R59%2?% each day, where y;, 4, + is the number of trips to
zone i1 and the pick-up time is within the i9-th hourly period on day t.

We consider the non-business-day series which is 1,133 days long, within the period of January 1, 2013
to December 31, 2022. Using MEFM, the estimated rank of the core factors is (2, 2) according to our
proposed eigenvalue ratio estimator. As mentioned in Section 4.5, we therefore use (3, 3) as the number
of factors to estimate FM and test if FM is sufficient. We compute reject, = 0.064 and reject; = 0.133
which are defined in Section 5.1.4. They should be close to 1 — 8 = 0.05 according to Corollary 8 if FM is
sufficient. Hence we reject the use of traditional FM due to the signals in ﬁt.

To compare MEFM with FM, we use core rank (3, 3) to estimate MEFM for the rest of this section.
Figure 10 and 11 illustrate the heatmaps of the estimated loading columns on the three dropoff factors
using MEFM and FM, respectively. From both heatmaps, we can identify the first factor as active areas,
the second as dining and sports areas and the third as downtown areas. The three factors are similar to
their corresponding counterparts, except that the first factor estimated using MEFM is more indicative
on the active areas to taxi traffic in Manhattan by its emphasised orange zone which corresponds to East
Harlem.

To gain further understanding on the taxi traffic, we show the scaled QQ by MEFM and FM in Tables
3 and 4, respectively. We can see that for the rush hours between 6 p.m. to 11 p.m., the estimated loadings
almost vanish for MEFM, which is consistent with the fact that ,@t captures the common hour effect on
Manhattan life style. This also provides an intuition why the time-varying column/hour effect is strong,

since in non-business days, the way that daily hours affecting the taxi traffic can change drastically over
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Figure 10: Estimated loading on three dropoff factors using MEFM, i.e. Ql,.l (left), Ql,.g (middle) and
Qi3 (right).

Figure 11: Estimated loading on three dropoff factors using FM, similar to Figure 10.

time as compared to the same when Manhattan zones are considered. For demonstration purpose, we
plot both Bt,g and ,/B\t718 in Figure 12, where the former series features the mid-night effects and the latter
features the night-life effects. Both series demonstrate obvious seasonality before COVID-19 as indicated
on the plot.

The business-day series is also analysed, but since both reject, and reject; are not significant, the
estimated model is not shown here. The fact that the time-varying hour effect is not strong for business

days is probably due to a rather routine working hours. Thus the hour effect is hardly changing and can
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be absorbed into a fixed mean, so that FM would be sufficient.

Oam 2 4 6 8 10 12pm 2 4 6 8 10 12am
1 -2 5 -6 -7 -7 -7 6 -5 -3 0 3 5 6 6 5 5 4 4 55 2 0 0 -1
2 6 5 3 1 -1 -4 -5 -6 -7 -7 6 -5 -3 -2 -1-2-1-12528 6 6 7
3 -1 -13 -9 6 -2 2 4 5 6 4 2 -2 4 -5 -4 -3 -2 -1025 4 7 9

Table 3: Estimated loading matrix Qg using MEFM, after scaling. Magnitudes larger than 6 are highlighted
in red.

Oam 2 4 6 8 10 12pm 2 4 6 8 10 12am
1 5 5 4 -3 -2 -1-1-1-2 -3 -4 5 -5 -6 -5-5-5-5 -6 -6 -6 -5 -5 -5
2 5 7 7 5 4 2 0 -2 4 6 6 6 6 -5-4 -4 -3 -3 -2 1 4 4 5 6
3 1 -3 -0 -9 6 -3 -1 0 1 0 -1 -3 -3 -3 -3 -2-110 3 6 6 6 8 11

Table 4: Estimated loading matrix Qg using FM, after scaling. Magnitudes larger than 5 are highlighted
in red.

Estimated B,

150 150
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50 50
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Figure 12: Plot of the estimated hour effects for periods from 1 a.m. to 2 a.m. (in blue) and from 5 p.m.

to 6.p.m. (in red). The date for the first confirmed case of COVID-19 in New York is also shown (dotted
yellow vertical line).

6 Appendix: Proof of all theorems and lemmas

6.1 Proof of Theorems

Proof of Theorem 1. Suppose we have another set of parameters, (ﬁt,&t,ﬁt, Q. Qc,f‘z7t) for t € [T,

also satisfying (3.1). For each t € [T7, left-multiplying by 1, and right-multiplying by 1, on (3.1), we would
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arrive at pgp; = pqu according to (IC1), so u; is identified. Similarly, a; = a; and 5 = (3, by separately
left-multiplying 1; and right-multiplying 1, on Y.
We hence have Qrf‘ Zt Q’c = Q,Fz.Q., but the factor loading matrices and factor series require further

identification due to the multiplicative form. Without loss of generality, write
Q. = QM, +T,, whereI.Q, =0,
with M, € R¥*kr and T, € RP** but can have zero columns. Then we have
0=T,Q,F~,Q.Q. = T,Q,F~,Q.Q. = I F~,Q.Q.,

which can only be true in general if T, = 0 since F, is random and Q’CQC — ¥4 due to (L1). Using (L1),
M., is of full rank and hence QT and Q, share the same column space. Similarly, the factor loading space
of Q. is identified, and Fz; is hence identified once Q, and Q. are given correspondingly. [

Proof of Theorem 2. By Assumption (IC1), we have u; = 17,(Y¢ — E;)1,/pg and hence

=0 = oz (1BiL,) = s S E) (6.1)

q P i=1 j=1

i

Assumption (E1) implies each entry of E; has zero mean and bounded fourth moment, and we have

E {( i i E, U) } = Var( i i Et,ij) = i i i Z cov(Ey i, Evin) = O(pq), (6.2)

i=1 j=1 i=1 =1 j=1 h=1

where we used Lemma 1 in the last equality. Thus with (6.1), (jiy — ue)? = Op(p~tq71).
Similar to the rate for iz, by again (IC1) we have a; = ¢~ Y1, —pl, —q¢ 'E;1, and By = p~1Y}1,—
wutly —p~'E}1,. Then we have

2
@ = oul? = = = )1, + 0B (6.3)

’ Hﬁt —5t||2 =

QIR T I
QIR D=

2
3 (IR e P s A (6.4)

From (6.1) we have ||(u: — fit)1,]|> = Op(¢1) and ||(ue — fir)1,4]|> = Op(p~!). Furthermore, by Lemma 1,

B[l ] = a2 30 Var(3 Fu) = O ).
i=1 j=1
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Similarly, |[p~*E}1,]|> = Op(gp~!). Then we have (6.3) and (6.4) as
1 ~ 2 -1 1 2 2 -1
> o — o = Opla™), . 1Bt = Bell” = Op(p™).
In the rest of the proof, we show consistency of the factor loading estimators. From (3.4), we have

L =Y.+ (pg) "1, Y,1,1,1) — ¢ 'Y, 1,1, —p '1,17Yy,

f‘:& = Yzle + (pQ)illqlgalsz;&lp - q711q1;Y1/5 - p71Y£1p1;7
and hence the following decomposition

LL, =Y, Y, + (pg) 'Y, 1,101/ Y1, — ¢ 'Y, 1,1, Y] — p~lY,Y(1,1)
+ (pg) "1, Y, 1,1,1, Y, + (pg)?1,Y1,1,171,1,1, Y, 1,
—q Npg) 'Y 11,10 1,10 Y, — p~ H(pg) M1 Y 1,1,10 Y 1,10
— ¢ 'Y 1,1,Y, — ¢ (pg) T Y1, 11,110 Y 1, 4+ ¢ Y 111,10 Y + g pT Y 1,10 Y,
—p LYY — (pg) o, Y L, 110 Y 1, 4+ ¢ 1,1 Y 1,10 Y+ p 21,1 Y Y,
=YY, + (pg) '1,Y;1,Y 1,1, —p 'Y Y 1,1 — ¢ 'Y, 1,1,Y, — p 1,1 Y, Y
—(pq) 'p 'Y 1,10 Y 1,110 + (pg) 1Y, 1,1,10 Y + p 1Y Y 1,1,10
=YY, +Q1—Q>— Q35— Qs — Q5+ Q¢ + Q7, where
Q1:=(pg) '1,Y;1,Y, 1,17, Qy:=p 'Y, Y117, Q3:=¢ 'Y,1,1)Y;, Qu:=p '1,1)Y,Y],
Qs = (pg) 'p "1, Y 1,10 Y1110 Qg = (pg) '1,Y,1,1,1)Y;, Q7 :=p 1Y, Y;1,1,1).

(6.5)

From (3.1), we have 1] Y;1, = pqu; + 1;E}1, and Y;1,1) = qu; 1,1}, + gy 1), + E;1,1;,. Thus,

Q1 = (pg) (P 111, + pgP i), + pauEil 1, + quil 11,15 + g1 Ej 1001, + 10 E1,E1,1))
= q‘uflpl; + qutat1; + ,utEth1; —+ pillutlszy/flplpl; —+ p*l]_;E;lpat]_; —+ (pq)il]-;E;lpEthl;

(6.6)

Similarly, we have Y, Y; = (1,1 + a1, +1,8; + Cp + Ey) (11411}, + 1y + 8115, + C; + E}). Further
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with Assumption (IC1),

Qo = pil(ﬂglplélqlfn + /Ltlpl;lqa; + /Ltlpl;/ﬁtl; + Htlplécé + #tlpl/qE;
+ utatlleqI;) + oz,glleqozf5 + atlflﬁﬂ; + oz,gleCfe + oz,glszf5
+ /Ltlpﬁglql;o + 1,810 + lpﬁgﬁtlé +1,8,C; + 1,8,E;
+ 11Ci141, + Cy 1) + C 31, + C,C} + C,E] (6.7)
+ utEthli’g +El,a; + Etﬁt1; +E,C;, + EtE;)lz,l;
= qui 1,10+ p~ 1 Bj1,1,10 + queoy 1), + p ' 1 E Lo 1) + 1,881, + p~ ' BE[1,1,1),

+ Ctﬁt]-;; + p_ICtE;]_p]_; + /LtEth]_;) + Etlgt]-;; +p_1EtE;1p1;7

Since Y14, = qu¢1, + qoy + E¢1,, we have

Qs = q "(quely + gy + Byly)(quel), + gy + 1,E)
!

= qui1,1, + quilyo + 110 EL + quionl), + qoor + oy 1LE] + 1y Bi1g1), + Byl + ¢ ' B 1,1 E;.

(6.8)

Similar to (6.7), we have

Qu = qui 1,1, + quelpod + 1,10 810 + 111,10 Ch + 111,10 Ef + 141,104,170 1,17
+p 1001100 +p 110010 B, 4 p 1,100 1, Cl + p 11001 B
+ e lpBi1g10 4+ 1,810 + 1,8,8:1), + 1,8,C; + 1,8E; + p~ ' 111,1,C, 1,1,
+p'1,1,Cila) + p'1,1,Ce Bl + p~'1,1,CC) + p'1,1,C,E; (6.9)
+p el E 11 + p L, Byl +p L, E B + pT 1,1, Cl 4+ p ' 1,1 ELE;
= qui1p1), + quelpe + e, 1B + 8811, + 1,6,C) + 1,6(E;

+p Bl 1,10 + p U E L 1af +p ' U E B 1,10 + pT 1,1 ECl +p ' 1,1 EEj,

where the last equality used Assumption (IC1). For Q5 and Qg, we have

Qs = (pg)~'p™ " (paue + 1, Ee1g) (paps + 1,E(1,)1,1;, (6.10)

= qu; 1,10 + p~ 1B 1,110 4+ p e 1 B 11,10 + (pg) ' p T 1B 1,1 Ej1, 1,10
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and

Qs = (e + (PQ)_llf;Eilp)(QMtlplé +qlpeg +1,16,1, +1,1,C; + 1,1, E})
= qui 1,1 + quilyoq + e, U E, + p~ g1 Ej 1,110 + p ' 1By 1,00 + (pg) ' 1,E(1,1,1 E].
(6.11)

Lastly for Q7, we have similar to (6.7) that

Q7 = P_Qlé(ﬂflplélqlgo + welp1 o + pely 1081 + 1,1, Ch 4 pa1, 10 Ej
+ utatlleql; + atlglqa; + atlgﬁtlé + oztl’qC,’5 + oztl’qE,’5
+ Ntlpﬁfslql; + 1pﬁllqai + 117/8;/3151; + 1pﬁécg + 1pﬁ£E£
+ utCt1q1; + Cil,0 + Ctﬁt1; + C,C; + C,E;
+ wE1,1, + Ela) + EBi1), + E,C) + EE})1,1,1/ (6.12)
=p *(paui1, + pquecd; + ppeLLE] + pBiBi1, + pBiC; + pBE;
+ 1 1,10 + 1 E 1,0 + 1,E, 31, + 1,E,C} + 1,E,E|)1,1,1/
= quilply, + p B, 1,10 + 88,11, + p 7 BE L, 1,1

+p Bl 1,10+ p U E B 1,1 + p 1 By EL, 1,10
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With (6.6), (6.7), (6.8), (6.9), (6.10), (6.11), and (6.12), we have

LI =Y/ Y+ Q1 —Q— Q35— Qi— Qs+ Qs+ Qs
= qui 1,10 + quilyog + e, 1 E] + queoe ), + qovoy + o1 E; + 1,8;8:1) + 1,8,C;
+1,8,E; + Ctﬁt1; + C,C, + CE} + utEthI; +E/l,a; + Etﬁt1; +E;C, + E.E;
+ quilpl, + quec 1), + B + p 1 E L, 1,1 + p T U E L ou1), + (pg) 1, E( 1L E 1,17
—quil, L, — p 1 E1, 1,1 — quuonl), — pm 1 EiL,a0 ), — 1,8(8,1, — p~ ' BiE{1,1,1
— CiBil], — p 'CEIL, L, — i Bi1,1) — BBl — pT ' EEj1,1) — qui1,1) — quplyo
— 1,1 EL — queon 1), — ooy — o 1LE] — 3By 1,1, — Bylgof — ¢~ 'Ey1,10E;
- qM§1p1; — quelpoy — Mtlplf;E; - /81/5/87511)1; - 1,8,C, — 1,8,E; — P_lﬂtléEthlplé
—p 'L E, e —p ' EB1,1, — p ' 1,1, E,CL — p ', EE] — qui1,1;,
—p w1 EL,1,1) — p 1B 1,1,10 — (pg) " p T 1 E 1,10 E 1,110 + quil, 1)
+ quelpo + L E + p~ 1 EL 1,10 4+ p 1 B L 1,00 + (pg) ' 1L E(L, 1,10 E;
+quilp1, 4+ p e L EL 1,10 + 3i8,1,10 + pT ' BIEL, 1,10 + p 1) Byl,1,1
+p "1 EB1,1) + p L EE[1,1,1),
= C,C} + C,E + E.C; + E.E; + (pg) ' 1;E{1,Ec 1,1}, + (pg) " 1E{1,1,1,E;
—p 'CEL,1, —p 'L, 1 EC) — p 'E.E(1,1) — p 'L, U EE] — p'E,1,1,E;

= (pg)~'p T (1GEL,) 1,1 4+ p P B EL 1,1

(6.13)
Swapping the roles of row and column factor loadings, we can arrive at similarly
L)L, = C|C, + C{E; + E;C; + E{E, + (pq) '1,E,1,E{1,1) + (pq) ' 1, E;1,1,1 E;
— ¢ 'CiE,1], — ¢ 1,1 E|C; — ¢ 'EjE,1,1, — ¢ '1,1,E{E, — ¢ 'Ej1,1 E; (6.14)

— (pa) T (L E1y)* 1,1 + ¢ 21 E[Ei1,1,1).
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For ease of notation, we define

R, = CE} + E,C| + E.E{ + (pg) ' 1{E{1,E 1,1} + (pg) ' 1;E{1,1,1;E}

-p 'CE[L1, —p 'L, 1 EC] — p 'EE[1,1) — p 1,1 E,E] — p 'E,1,1,E;

— (p0) P (UEIL,) 1,1 + p 1 EE L, 1,1), (6.15)
R := C/E; + E|C, + E{E; + (pg) '1,E1,E{1,1) + (pg) '1,E;1,1,1 E,

— ¢ 'CiE1,1), — ¢ '1,1,E|C; — ¢ 'E{E 1,1, — ¢ "1, 1'E{E, — ¢ 'E;1,1'E,

—(pq) g (1, E1y)* 1,1, + ¢ 1 EiE1,1,1), (6.16)
so that from (6.13) and (6.14), we can write
L.L, = C,C, +R,;, L,L,=C,C;+R.,.

Recall that we denote by ]3T the k, x k, diagonal matrix with the first largest k, eigenvalues of 71 23:1 Eti;

on the main diagonal, and since QT consists of the corresponding eigenvectors, we have
T
QD, =T""'Y LLQ, (6.17)
t=1

With (6.13) and C;C} = Q,Fz,:Q.Q.F;,Q;, we can write the j-th row of estimated row factor loading

as
P T
Q; =T7'D;' Y Qi Y (L)
i ;:D t=1 . .
:TilD;lz Z FZtQ Qc )Q’I"J +T 1D IZQ’I"l 'rt)ij-
i=1 t=1 i=1 t=1

Thus with the definition H, = 77'D;'Q.Q, 31—, (F2:Q.Q.F’,), we have

P T
Q; —H,Q.; =T 'D;' > Qi > (Rrs)ij,
t=1

i=1

and hence we have

t=1

P p
19 - QEE = Y 1Qn ~ HQup P =Y D@ (Yo Re) |
j=1 j=1

‘2 :OP(quz(lfgnm)qlfzac,l +p172§nmq2(175c,1))’
F

T
<772 D F - 1QE || D Re
t=1
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where the last equality used Lemma 2 and Lemma 3. The consistency of QC can be similarly shown
(omitted here). This completes the proof of Theorem 2. [J

Proof of Theorem 3. From (3.4), we can first write

L, =Y, +(pg) '1,Y1,1,1, — ¢ 'Y, 1,1, —p~'1,10Y,
= Mtlp]-; + Ottlfl +1,8,+Q,Fz,Q. +E,
+ (pg) "1, (e 11, + a1l + 1,8; + Q. F 2, Q.. + E)1,1,1]
- q_l(utlplfI + a1, +1,6; + Q. F2:Q + E;)1,1;
—p 1,10 (11l + ol + 1,8 + Q. F2,Ql + Ey)
= pwelpll 4+ ol + 1,8 + Q. F 2,QL + By + (pg) ' 111,111, 10 + (pg) ' 1,041/1,1,1,
+ (pg)'1,1,8,1,1,1, + (pq)'1,Q,F2,Q.1,1,1, + (pq) "1, E:1,1,1]
—q 111010 — g 11,1 — a7 1,811 — ¢ QR £, QL1 — ¢ T Bl
—p 1, —p L, a1, — p L, 11,8 — p ' 1,1,Q,F£,QL —p 'L, 1 E,

=QF;, Q. +E; + (pQ)_lléEthlplfz - q_lEthllq _p_llplngt’
where the last equality used Assumption (IC1). Thus, we have

Fz:— (H)Fz,H ' = Q.LQ. - (H,)FzH, "
= Q.(QH,)(HYYFz,H, (Q.H.)Q. — (H;')Fz,H.' + Q.E,Q.
+ (pQ)_léi;l;Et]'qlP]-;Qc - q_lé\z;Eth]';Qc - P_léﬁ«lpl;Eth
=Q.(QH, - Q)HYF,,H, (QH. - Q.)'Q. + Q.(QH, - Q) (H;)F, H_*
+(HYFz,H, Y (QH, - Q.)Q. + (Q- - Q. H,)E,(Q. - Q.H.)
+(Q, - Q.H,)E:Q.H, + H.Q.E,(Q. - Q.H,) + H.Q.E.Q.H.,
+(pg) ' QU1 E1,1,1,Q. — ¢ H(Qr — Q. H)Ei1,1,Q, — ¢ 'H,QE/1,1,Q.
~p'QL1,1E(Q. - Q.H.) — p'Q.1,1 E,Q.H.,

= Ip1+1Iro+1Irs+2Lra+2Irs+1re +1r7+1rg

(6.18)

—Zr9 —Ir10 —Zr11 —Zr12, where
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Try = Q(QH, - Q.)(H,')F,,H, (QH, - Q.)'Q.,

Tpp = QL(Q.H, — Q) (H;Y)Fz,H,', TIps:=(H;')Fz,H; (QH, - Q.)Q.,
Tra = (Q — QH,)E(Q. - QH,), Ip;:=(Q, - QH,)EQH,,

Ire = H;Q;Et(éc -QH)), Ip; =H.QEQH, Ips:= (pquQ/rl;Ethlplf]ch
Tro=q '(Qr — QH.E1,1,Qc, Zrio:=q 'H,Q.E1,1,Q.,

Ipi1 = pilélrlpl;Et(Qc -QcH)), Ipiz:= pila/rlpl;EthHé-
First consider Fz ¢, by its definition and Assumption (L1) we have

IFzellf < IFel% - 120215 - 12215 = Op(p°2 ™).

Then for Zr 1, we have

IZeallF = Op(@*r1q™) - |QH, - Qull% - |QH, — Qc|7

_OP(T 2, 2— 26rqu2 25C ke +T 1 3 257‘kTq2_5C11_3665kC

—1_3-26, 2—0,,1—30, 3—0,,1—30, 3—08.,1—30
+T ¢ ke )1 ke o )1 ik g 1 c,kc),

where we used Lemma 6 in the last equality. Similarly, we can obtain the following for Zr 2 and Zg 3,

HIF,ZH% =0p (T_1p1+267“,1_257‘,kr q1—5c,1 +p1+57‘,1_36r,k7‘ q2_6c,1)7

HIF13H%‘ — OP (T71q1+26‘3’17260wkcp1767"1 + q1+5c’173561kcp2757"1)-

For Zr4, from Assumptions (E1) and (E2) we easily have ||E;||% = O(pq), so we have

|IZral% = Op(pg) - |QH, — Q.|% - |[Q.H. — Q.|%

—OP(T 2, 3— 57‘1 Q(ST ko q3 661 260 ke +T 1 4 67‘1 257 kquizéc’ligé-kac

1 4 5 26, 3—26,,1—36, 4—26,1—30, 4—26..1—30.
+T c,1— kcp r,1 ,kr_i_p 1 ,qu c,1 ,kc)7

For I 5, consider first

E{|BA}} <ph. _max E{(E[; A}
€lpl,j€lke] '

(6.19)

=pk. max cov(Etin, Bt i) - AenjAciy = O
P ie[pue[kc]z:l; tins Bit) - Aenj Aeij = O(pa),
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where the last equality used Assumptions (E1) and (E2). Thus,

|Zrsll7 = Or(pg) - |QH] — Q.17 - 1251213

—1,246,1—26, 2—26.,1—90¢ 2—36,- 3—26.,1—0¢
= OP(T P +6r,1 g e 0cke 4o *r g 1 ,kc),

where we used Lemma 6 and Assumption (L1). Similarly for Zgg,
||IF 6”%‘ — OP (T71q2+66’17266’kcp27267"176nk7‘ + q27360’k6p37267"1767"k7ﬂ ) .

By Assumptions (E1) and (E2) again, we have

E{IIA/EA N} < kb max  B{(A] B
i€lkr]j€lke] ’

p

¢ p q
= krkc E[kn]la)é[k ] Z Z Z COV(Et,mna Et,hl) . Ar,miAc,njAr,hiAc,lj = O(pq)7
P LISl 21 =1 =1 1=1
hence for Zr 7, it holds that
IZr7l|F = Op(pq) - 12725 - 1252\ 5 = Op (p! 0k gt —0ene).
Consider Zr g, recall that (17E;1,)* = Op(pq) from (6.2) and hence
1ZrsllF = Op(p~%¢ %) - (1,Ei1y)” - [[1,1, % = Op(1).

For Zr g, note that E[||E;1,]|%] has the same rate as (6.19) since k.. is fixed, and hence

IZrollE = Op(a™?) - |Q-HL — QoI - [EedqlF - 1]

— OP (T_1p2+6T’1_25T’k7' q1—260,1 + p2_367‘,k7‘ q2_256’1)'

From (6.2), we also have E[||ALE;1,]|%] = O(pq), so for Zp 19 we have
IZe10l7 = Op(q%) - 12,211 % - |ATE L[5 - [14]% = Op (p' 4.
Lastly, the rates for Zp ;11 and Zp,12 can be obtained similarly as Zrp g and Zr 10,

||IF711||%‘ — OP (T71q2+6c’17266’k6p17267"1 + q2735C1kcp27257"1),

|Zr12]|% = Op (q1—5c,kc ).
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Therefore, with all the rates from Zp; to Zp 12 in (6.18), by using Assumption (R1) we have

HﬁZ,t _ (Hr_l)'Fz,tHc_lH% —Op (pl—ér,kr ql—éc,kc + T—1p1+26T,1—26T,kTql—zsc,l +p1+57‘,1—35nkr qz—acJ

4 T71q1+2éc’17256’kcp1757"1 + q1+6‘3’17360wkcp2767"1)_

This shows the first statement of Theorem 3.

For the remaining proof, consider ét,ij — Cyyj for any t € [T],i € [p], j € [q]. First, we have

Ciij — Crij = le.f‘z,téc,j» - Q.. Fz:Qc
= (Qri —H,Q.i.) (Fzy — (H; VY Fz,H, Qe . — HQ. )
+(Qri —H, Qi) (Fzy — (H ) Fz H YHQe . + (Qrs — HLQ,) (H)Fpy H N Qe — HeQe )
+(Qri —HQr ) (H ) F Qe+ QL HL(Fry — (H)Fz,H) Qe — HeQe)

+ QL H,.(Fz; — (H ) FzHYHQ. ). + Q. FzH Q. — HeQo ).
(6.20)

Notice that from Assumption (L1),

1Qri-I* = Ol A 1?) - 1221 % = O(p~*mrr),

QeI = Ol A 1P) - 125215 = O(q ).

Together with Lemma 6, the first statement of Theorem 3 and Assumption (R1), we have

~ 2 1-26,. 1-20. —1, 1426, 1—30, 1—6c,1—90¢ 1+6,,1—46, 2—0c,1—0c
(Ct,ij _ Ot,ij) =0Op (p g ke 1T P +20r1 kg c,1 ke 4 p +0r,1 g c,1 e

+ T71q1+25c,1*35c,kcp1*5r,1*5r,m + q1+5c,1*45c,kcp2*5r,1*5r,m)'

This completes the proof of Theorem 3. [

Proof of Theorem 4. We first consider ji;, which is given by

~ 1
fir = 1,414/ (pq) = e + 1, E¢ 1/ (pq) = pe + P Z E4,i5, so that

%]

N 1 1
e — e = p_q]-;Ae,rFe,tA/e7c]-q + — Z Yeij€t,i; = Lu1+1,2.
%]

By Assumption (E1), since ||Ac.||1, [|Ac.clls = O(1), we have I,,1 = Op(1/(pq)). Also, I,,» = O((pq)~*/?)
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since E(I,,2) = 0 and Var(l,,2) = (pq) >3, ;32,; = O(1/(pg)). Hence I,,; is dominated by I, 2, and

€,1j

N 1
VPa(ie — pe) = \/palu2 (1 +op(1)) = N Z Seijerig(1+op(1)) 2 N(0,77),
]

where we use Theorem 1 in Ayvazyan and Ulyanov (2023) for the convergence in distribution.

For a;, consider the decomposition

at — Oy = (,LLt —_ //Zt)]-p + q_lEth

= (e — )1, + qilAe,rFe)tA’mlq + (]*1(26 o €)1y, so that

q
Qi — i = (e — fe) + ¢ (Aer)i Fe AL 1+ ¢! Z Ye,ij€tij-
=1

From what we have proved above we have |y — p| = Op(1/\/pq). Also, ¢ '(Acy)iFe AL 1, =
OP(l/Q) since HAe,th HAe,c|

1 = O(1). Finally, E(¢'(Z. o €)1,) = 0 and Var(¢~! > 5o Bejijerij) =
q? ;1.:1 ¥2,; = O(q"), implying that ¢~ (Zc 0 €)1, = Op(q~'/?) elementwise, thus dominating other

terms. Hence for ¢ € [p], using Theorem 1 in Ayvazyan and Ulyanov (2023),

q
~ _ D
Va@i — api) = g2 Sejerii(1+ op(1)) = N(0,72 ).
Jj=1
By Assumption (E1), each element of ¢~!(X, o €)1, is independent of each other. Hence with integers

i1 < -+ < im, m being finite and O ; := (v iy, - - -, ¥4, ) by Theorem 1 in Ayvazyan and Ulyanov (2023),

~

D .
\/a(ea,t - 00&175) — N(Oa dlag(ﬁygz,ila s aWi,im))'

We omit the proof of asymptotic normality for Bt since the arguments used are in parallel to those used
for @, using the independence of the columns in ¥, o €; by Assumption (E1).

The rest of the proof is done if we can prove that 7,,:, 73,; and 7, are consistent estimators for va,i, 3,
and vy, respectively. From (3.6), since we assume C*m— — Ct,i; = op(1) from Theorem 3, then elementwise

we have

E; =L — C; = (1 — fir)Lp1, + (ar — @)1, + 1,(8: — Br) + (Cy — Cp) + Ey = Ey(1 + 0p(1)).
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Hence we have

qil(ﬁtﬁg)ii = {q71(Ae,r)ivFe,tAiz,cAe,cF/e,t(Ae,r)2» + qil(Ae,r)i-Fe,tA/e,c(Ee © Et);-

+ ¢ N (Beo€)i (o) Y1 +op(1))

— Op(g ) +0p(g™h) sz & —1)(1+op(1 ZE“J

P2
— ’7(171'7

where we used the Markov inequality to arrive at ¢—* q 22, i (€2, D)= Op(q~1/?), knowing that each

Y i;j is bounded away from infinity by Assumption (El) A parallel argument (omitted) can show that

ﬁg ; 1s consistent for 7[23) ;- Finally,

P P

~ — 1R 0 P —
=p ' Y EBED =D A=

=1 i=1

This completes the proof of the theorem. [
Proof of Theorem 5. We construct the asymptotic normality for rows of our factor loading esti-
mators. We only prove the result for the row loading estimator, and the proof for the column loading

estimator would be similar (and hence omitted). For any j € [p], consider the following decomposition

p T
Q; —H,Q; =T7'D; "> Qi Y (Ryy)ij
1=1 t=1
113 £ d 1 1 d (621)
=T7'D;' ) (Qri —H,Qpi) > (Ryu)iy + T7'Dy ZH Qri- > (Re)ij
=1 t=1 =1 t=1

=D+ Do+I3+Ts+1Is —Le — Ly — Is — Lo — 110 — I11 + 12 + T13, where
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T p T

la o 1 5-
I, = TDT ! Z HrQr,i- Z(CtE;)Uu Iy = TDT‘ ! Z HTQT’i' Z(Etci)ih
i=1 t=1 ’ =1
1o ¢ d
Tyi= =D Y H Qi Y (BE)y, L= *1ZH Qi Z (1,E{1,E:1,1)),;,
=1 t=1 t=1
P - 5 3
%:ﬁfﬂZHQHZOEHJE%7%:ﬁPfZH@wZ@ﬂ%wm
i=1 t=1 =1 t=1
P a L 51y 3
= T_pD?1 Y HQui ) (LLEC);, Is:= T_pD;l D HQri Y (BEL1),
i=1 t=1 =1 t=1
P - Loy 3
Ty = T—pDzl > QD (L L RE,. T T—pDr’ Q3 (B 1R
P pary ; t=1
T = Tp q 1ZH Qi Z (17E(1,)*1,1))i5, Tio = IZH Qi Z (LEEL110)i,
i=1 t=1 t=1
la 1o A d
T3 = TD;l Z(Qm" -H,Q,;) Z(R t)ij
i=1 t=1

We shall show that Z; is the leading term among the decomposition in (6.21). To obtain the rate for Zs,

from Assumptions (E1) and (E2) we have for any ¢ € [p], h € [q],

Et ,ih — Z e, w e,r,i- e tfwAe,c,h- + (Ee)ih Z aé,w(xe,tfw)ih-

w>0 w>0

Consider first 3, Yohe1(X om0 GewAL ki Xet—wAe k0 )AL, FiA, ;.. By Assumptions (F1), (E1) and
(E2), we have

2
/ /
aew ki et wAe,—k,h~) c7h.FtAr.,j-) }

/—/H
VN
M-

(- T0=
i

Alcyh.(z afw Ij’¢ w rg Zaew et u)Ae.,—k,h-)y

.

:
/
[~

t=1 h=1 w>0 w>0
T q
6.22
37 ALY @7 A (X Al XewAen) .
t=1 h=1 w>0 w>0

q q T
=333 > el AP Al Al [Acen - [Acell - [Acrill?

h=11=1 t=1 w>0

= O(T) - [|Ar i |I* - [|Ac.ri- 1.

Consider also > %, 37 _, Zthl Qri((Bo)in szo ew(Xet—w)in) AL, FyA, ;.. Similarly, by Assumptions
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(E1), (E2) and (F1), we have

)

ek
N
(]
1M~

Qr,i-((ze)ih Z ae,w(Xe,t—w)ih) Icyh.FéAr,j»

w>0

,_.
=
Il
—
~
Il
—

,'-((Ee)ih Z ae,w(Xe,t—w)ih) /c)h.F{fAr,jw

w>0

=

|
¥
(]
[M]=
o

_.
=
Il
—
~
Il
—

(6.23)

M*@
M=
M=

Qr,i-((ze)ih Z ae,w(Xe,tfw)ih) /c7h.F;Ar,j-)

w>0

N
Il
-
>
Il
-
o
Il
=

I
NE
M=
N

wew Al A - (B)7 - 1Q]1?

O(T) - [ Ar il - || Acl - 1Q- .

Hence using Lemma 3, it holds that

T g
Z eri- Z Z EtyihA/qh-F:&Ar,j- H2

1 s
IZ? < 15715 - 1L 17 - |
=1 t=1 h=1

p g T
— OP (%p—%ﬁ,qu—?lsc@) { H Z Z Z Qr,i~((ze)ih Z ae,w(Xé,tfw)ih) éthAg H2
] w>0

i=1 h=1t=1
P P T g 2
+ (Z HQNH2) Z (Z Z(Z ae,wA/e,k,z'-Xe,t—wAe,—k,h-)A::,h~F£AT,j') }
=1 i=1 t=1h=1 w>0

>
1 o I
=Op(ﬁp ke g et T ) = Op (T~ g 0o,

where we used Assumption (L1), (6.22) and (6.23) in the last equality.

For Zs, first notice from the noise structure in Assumptions (E1) and (E2), we have

p p g 4q T ,
= 0(1) . Z Z Z Z Z aiwAe,T,inAEJ‘,unAg,r,jnAg,c,hmAg,c,lm
+0(1)- Z D al W (B)(E5 - 1Qricl? - Var(Xe,e—w)in (Xe,t—w)jn)

Moreover, it holds that

E(Y| S EvanBrn|) = > | SO (A I WAl 1Ay |+ (Z)inliimyy)| = O(T),

i=1 h=1t=1 i=1 h=1t=1
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and with max; | Q.. [|2 < | A |% - [|Zr /| = Op (p~2r), we thus have

T q 2
IZsl? < g 1713 - NEL I - qumzzEmEt,jh\
t=1 h=1 (6.24)
:OP(T—2p—26T,kTq—2éc,1(Tq+T2q2p—5ﬁkr)) Op (T~ p2rr g =2e | =300k g2=20c1)

Consider now Z4 and Zs. From the proof of (6.37) in Lemma 2,

T

I < ez D7 - L HZQH > BB,
t=1

p T
< g D7 IR (3 10,00) Yo (S 1imi By)
=1 t=1

i=1

2

- 0p (T_2p_2_25““r 22 (Tp2g? + T2pq2))

— OP (T_lp_267"k7‘q_260’1 + p_1_267"k7‘q_260’1)7

where we used Lemma 3 in the third line and (6.50) in the second last equality. Similarly, we have

17512 < I5; 13 - JHL % |

p T 2
> Qe > (1E[1,1,10E),;
=1 t=1

2
= Op (T 2p 2 Prkr g 27200} . H(Zl E/1,E1,1/ ) H

—T222

= OP (T72p72726ww q72726C,1 (Tp2q2 + T2pq2))

— OP (T_lp_26T’kT q_256’1 + p_1_267‘,k7‘ q—25c11),

where we used again Lemma 3 in the third line and (6.50) in the second last equality.

Consider now Zg, note first from Assumptions (E1) and (E2),

Et,hu = Z ae,’u}Aé’r)h.Xe,tf’u)Ae,c,vr + (ze)hu Z ae,w(xe,tfw

w>0 w>0
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Thus, we have

COV(EtJm, Es,vl) = ]E[A;nh.Fe,tAe,c,u-Ale e,l- Fe SAe rv- ] + l{h v}]l{u 1} (E )2 . E[EQﬁ.ues,.z]

hu

/ 2
= Ae el Aeycyu-Ae,r,h»Aemv ’ E Ge wle,w+|t—s| T ]l{h:v}]l{u:l} ’ (zé)hu E Qe,wle,w+|t—s|-
w>0 w>0

Hence if we fix t € [T],h € [p],u € [q], then for any deterministic vectors n € R*" and g,j € R*c, we have
T

2
-y

v=

p q
Z Z cov Et huu s vl) B |:n/thle/sn:|

v=1 =

T
Z Z Qe,wle w+|t—s|Af,mAf m+|t—s|
l m>0s=1
+ O guy - (Bha) - D Y Z ae,wae,w+|t—s|af,maf,mﬂt—s\}

w>0m>0 s=1

q
Z ]E|:Et,huantg : Es,'ulle/sn:| =
11=1

M@
1M

»
i
A

M=

[o Avou A

€7T)

h.Ae,r v

ecl

H
i
L
Y M

[
NE
M=

O(A, 1 AccnwAlL, nAcrv + L liu—yy - (Be)i,) = O(1),

S
I
-
-~
Il
-

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:

T
g E E Qe,wle w+t|t—s|Af mAf mt|t—s| = E § Qe w@f m E Qe w+|t—s|Af,m+|t—s|

w>0m>0 s=1 w>0m>0
1/2 9 1/2 9
<3 Y laewl - lagml - (Z @2 i) (Zaf,mﬂt,ﬂ) <30 Y laewl - lagml < 2,
w>0m>0 s=1 w>0m>0

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

2
> ErniAb L FiA:) |

1t=1

NE

B{(3 3 Cma)} = B{(3

h=1t=1 u=1

p g T p g
Z Z Z Z Z ]E |:Et huA/ni.FtAc,u- . Es)y[A{:7[,FgAr)i.:| = O(qu)

1 h=1u=1s=1v=11=1

>
Il

(6.25)

I
Mq

~
Il
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Thus, we have

P T
ZQT,Z Z CtEll 1/ z_]

17617 < 7 157 s - L -
i=1 t=1
1 P P T 2
= gD W - [ 3037 Qe Y (G117
h=11i=1 t=1
1~ LA 2
—112 2 2
< o 1D - IHL I - Q- Z(ZZ(ctE;m)
p i=1 h=1t=1
— OP (T_2p_2_26T’kT q_256’1 . Tp2q) — OP (T_lp_25r,qul_25c,1),

where we used Cauchy-Schwarz inequality in the third line, both Lemma 3 and (6.25) in the second last

equality. Similarly, we have the following for Z7,

1 . p T
T2 < g 1D I - | D2 Qs Y151 B )y
=1 t=1
1 N p p T 2
= g 1D - L HZZ i D (L1 )i (EeC
h=1 i=1 t=1
1 R p T 2
< gD HE - 1Q0 (D0 D (CoB )
h=1t=1

— OP (T*2p72726nk7‘q725g1 . szq) — OP (T71p7267"k7ﬂq1726c’1)-

For Zg and Zy, their rates can be shown to be the same as that for Z3 by the following,

!

P 2
7P < 7 157 - LI - | 3 Qe S (BB 1)
=1 t=1
1 R p P q T 9
= a0 - L - | ZZZZQT,Z-.Et,HEt,MH
p h=11i=1 l=1 t=1
1 R p p q T 9
< 51D I E 2 Y| ZZZQM.Et,ﬂEt,mH
p h=1 1i=11=1 t=1
—OP( p —2— 257‘ qu_zécJ p2(Tq+T2q2p—5,,‘,k7,)) OP( 257‘ k,,,ql 2601 +p 357‘ k,',q2 260 1)7

where we used Lemma 3 and (6.24) in the second last equality. The proof for ||Zo||? is similar to the above
by using the proof of (6.24) previously and omitted here.

For T, first observe from the proof of (6.50), we also have for any j € [p],

p

ZE{(XT:XQ:E“[ZEW) } = 0(Tpg? + T2¢%),

i=1 t=1 [=1 h=1
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then together with Lemma 3, it holds that

p T 2
1 Zu0ll? < HFHHHF\ Qe (B, 1B
t=1
1 D T q
= 72507 MHAMHZQWZ Emzaﬁﬂ
t=11=1
1 . P T q 2
SWNW%Wﬁ%W%%EXZXﬁmZ%M
p =1 t=1 =1 h=1
- Op (T—2p—2—257‘,kr g 20 . (Tpg® + T2q2)) OP( 1260y 2= 20c1 4y =2=20r 0y 220, 1)

Consider now Z;1, we have

T
Tl < s 107 1+ B8 | 3 Qe D151,

t=1

<.
[

p
T
SW4JDMWMMH%b421E ]

=1

~+

— OP( —4— 257‘ ko q_2_260’1 . T2p3q2) — OP (p_1_267‘,7€7‘ q—25c11),

where we used Lemma 3 and the rate from (6.2) in the second last equality.

For Z;5, we have

|1 Z12

—TuﬂlhﬂHhHZQw21EE
T

—1 D112 2 2 ' , 2
< s D7 - L - @il o 1B, )
t=1
= Op (T—2p—4—zér,kr g2 'T2p3q2) —0p (p—l—zér,qu%zéc,l),

where the last line used the following result which can be shown similar to (6.43),

B{(L e, }-5{(C T k) }

t=1 t=1 h=1i=1 j=1
T q p T q p p ’ T q p 2
=3NNS covBnBugns BomiBon) + (32 30D ElEinFin))
t=1 h=1 i=1 j=1 s=1 |=1 m=1n=1 t=1 h=1 i=1 j=1

Lastly, || Z13]|? is dominated by the terms from Z; to Z;5 using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Theorem
2. We require the term 7; to be truly dominating by using Assumption (AD1) and we equivalently compare
the rates without the term D 1. Notice the rates for || Zo||2, | Zal|2, |1 Z5]|2, 1 Z6l2, 1 Z7]|2, | Z1ol12, | Z11|? and

|Z12]|? are bounded above by the rate for ||Z3]|?> which is the same as ||Zg]|? and ||Zo||?. Thus, it suffices to
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consider the following ratio as p,q,T — oo,

IZ5)12 /|| Z1||? = Op (1/p°* + Tq/p°* o) = op(1),

by the rate assumption Tq = o(p?~1+9#). Therefore, Z; is dominating over other terms in (6.21) and

hence we have

T

Qr,j - H’I"Q’I",j~ :Il +0P( ) = %D 1 ZH er Z( E;)” +0p(1)
t=1

L zl—y 1H*ZQT‘Z Z CtE;)ij7
t=1

(6.26)

where the last line used Lemma 4 and Lemma 5 in which D, and H are defined, respectively. In the rest

of the proof, we show
T
Twp - D 1H*ZQM S (CE)i; 2> N (0,7 wp - Dy 'HEE, ;(HE)'D; ),
i=1 t=1

with wp = p?rhr=0r1g20%e1=1 and &, ; := plim, , 7, Var( X7 | Q.. Zle(CtE;)ij). We will adapt
the central limit theorem for a-mixing processes as depicted in Theorem 2.21 in Fan and Yao (2003).
First, define B;; := /wg - D, 'H:>"_ | Q,.;.(C:E});;, and also let bet := szo e wXe t—ws Peiry =
szo ey (Xet—w)a and by, = szo afwXfi—y which are independent of each other by Assumption
(E2).

Since we may write Bj; = h(bet, (be,itt)ic[p),ic[q], Pr,t) for some function h, we conclude Bj; is a-
mixing using Theorem 5.2 in Bradley (2005). Observe that [E[B, ] = 0, and we show in the following that

there exists an m > 2 such that E[||B;.]|™] < C for some constant C,

p

m/2
ElBy|™) < wp/* - D7 - [HE - Q07 - E {[Z(ZEt,ﬂAChFA”)] |

=1 =

= O((p?+g®e1)"/2) D = O(1),

where we used Lemma 1.2 and the definition of wp in the second last equality, and Lemma 4 in the last

equality. Theorem 2.21 in Fan and Yao (2003) then applies, and hence

1 p T 1 T
VTwg - TDT_IH: > Qi Y (CiE)); = Nii > B;: 2y N (0,7 wp - DI 'HIE, ;(HY)'D; ).
=1 t=1 t=1



Together with (6.26), we arrive at
(TpQ(ST,k,‘*(;r,IQQ(sc,l71)1/2 (Q'I‘,] _HTQ'I‘,j-) 3} N(O, T71p25r')w757"1q25c’171 D;IH:ETJ (H:)/D;l) . (627)

This completes the proof of Theorem 5. [
Proof of Theorem 6. We only prove the scenario for Tq = o(p®~1+r#), which is on showing the
constructed estimator for the row loading estimator is consistent. Note ]ST consistently estimates D, by

Lemma 4, and H, consistently estimates H) by Lemma 5. Then observe that

T

HrVar{ z”: Q... XT:(CtEQ)ij }Hfl = Var{ z”: H, Q. Z(CtE;)ij}
=1

i=1 t=1 t=1

Il =3
!
!

(771D;1Q1Q, Y F£.QUQFy, ) Qui Y (CiEY) |

1 s=1 t=1

s=1

~
Il
-
-
I
A

By Theorem 2, (ﬁt,&t,,@t) is consistent for (p, oy, B:). By Theorem 3 and the rate assumption in the
statement of Theorem 6, (Ajt is consistent for C; and hence f]t is consistent for E;. Thus, we conclude that
f)ffc is estimating H, 2, ;H/ consistently (Newey and West (1987)) and hence result 1 is implied. Result
2 then follows, and results 3 and 4 can be shown similarly (details omitted). This completes the proof of
the Theorem 6. [J

Proof of Theorem 7. Combining (3.4) and (3.6), we have

E, =L, - C, = M, Y;M, — C; = M,,C;:M, + M,E;M, — C,

= (Cy — Cy) + MpA., F ;AL M, + M, (Z. 0 &)M,,
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where the second line comes from (IC1) being satisfied, so that M,A, = A, and M;A. = A.. Hence

6
qil(A A/ i — g Z 2, = Zli’ where
i=1
I = qfl{Mp(ze 0€)My(Beoe)Mplii — ¢ Z Ef e

I := ¢ Y{(C; — Cy)(Ct — Cy)'}ar,

I3 == ¢ {M,A.,Fc A, MjA, F, Al M,}i;,
Iy := Op(q H{(Cy — C)M A, F. AL M, }:),
I = Op (g H{(Cy — C)My(Zc 0 €)M, }ai),

Is := Op(q¢ " {MpA, Fe Al My(Sco €)M }ii).

By an assumption in the statement of the theorem, we have Iy = op(q~1). Since [|[M,A. |1 < ||M,|1]|Aer|l1 =
O(1), with the finiteness of k, and k., we have I3,Is = Op(q~!), and by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

Iy = Op(l, L?. 1/2) =op(q~'). Writing 1 ;; := (. o €);j, we can expand
2~ (1L
ZEEU az(pzntfj)ntu
j=1
2(’7"”)q 1 (530 ma) - (B - (33w
+ -\ — Ntij + — — Meij ) — Neii |
q pq le ’ q; p; J pq Z J
2 q
:—Zzeu Etz] p—qzn?zj——zz:mzﬂ?tw
j=1

j=1 £#i

+O0p(g ' )+ 0p(p ) + Op(p~ g™ + Op(g)

= _ZEE ij et” —1)(1+op(1)),

where all rates of convergence above are obtained from applying the Markov inequality. Hence

(BB — 30,92, (EE)“_qfl %2,
\/Z_(]I € UV&I‘(Gt z]) \/q Var et z])zg ©j
q_l q Eg K% (Et ij 1)(1 + OP(l))
\/ -2 Zq Var(et z])zé ©j

2, 7, 2 N0, 1),
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where the last line follows from Theorem 1 in Ayvazyan and Ulyanov (2023), with

T — qil ;1 lzglg(et ij 1)

\/q_2 Z?:l Va“r(et z])Eg ij

, i€ pl,

so that we can easily see that the Z;’s are independent of each other by Assumption (E1). The proof for

A~ o~

(E+E});; completes since from the calculations for I;, we see that
OP( 1/2 1) _ OP(q_l/2)'

For (E;E});; under Hy, note that we have

E; = (Ci—C) + A, Fe AL+ (Beoe),

with the rate for Cy;; — Ci,; the same as that for CA't,ij — Ct,; since the estimation procedure for FM
is essentially the same with the same assumptions on the factor loadings (apart from (IC1) which is not
important for FM), the factors and the noise. Hence the proof we employed so far can be replicated with
M,, and M, replaced by the corresponding sized identity matrices, and we arrive at the same conclusion
with the same Z;’s.

For (E;Et)jj under both Hy and H; and (E}E;);; under Hy, the proofs are parallel to that for (E:E))si,
and we omit them here. [J

Proof of Corollary 8. Since both (Etﬁ)t)ii and (EtEg)ii are distributed asymptotically the same
under Hy by Theorem 7 for each i € [p| and ¢t € [T], we have that x,; and y,. are asymptotically
distributed the same for each t € [T] under Hy. Hence @, and g, are asymptotically the same where

Qy.o(0) :=inf{c | Fy o(c) > 6}. This implies that under Hy, for each t € [T,
1=02>Pya(Yar > @yal0) = Pyalyar > Gral0))-

The other inequality is similarly proved, and is omitted here. [J

Proof of Theorem 9. First consider %T, i.e. result 1 in Theorem 9. For j € [k,], first consider

HMH

tA;ACF;)

1 a N 1 d ’ VAT IA 1
Nz cc) = (5 Z AFALAFAL) =\ (ALA, 7
t=1 t=1

=p tr(ALA.) - A(ALA,) = A} - N (2Y2Z,22) = qéc’l-mzr):pér’jqéc’a

(6.28)

where in the second line, we used Assumption (F1) in the first step and Assumption (L1) in the second. For

the second last step, we used Theorem 1 of Ostrowski (1959) on the eigenvalues of a congruent transforma-
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tion 2}4/7 iZTEX i of Z,, where we further used Assumption (L1) that all eigenvalues of ¥ 4, are bounded
away from 0 and infinity.
Since we have 71 Zthl L,L, = 71 Zthl C.C,+ T Zthl R, from (6.15), it holds by Weyl’s

inequality that for j € [k,],

T L L
N (7 ZZLLQ) (T;ctcg) S\]T;Rr,t\zowr% (6.29)

where w, = por#r g1 as defined in Lemma 3, and the last equality used v/ (7~* Z;‘ll R, )y = op(w,) for

any unit vector v € R? from the proof of Lemma 3. With our choice of &, we also have
& Jwp = p! kgt 00 [(Tg) ™12 4 p= V2] = o(1), (6.30)

where we used Assumption (R1) in the last equality. Hence for k, > 1, if j € [k, — 1], using (6.29) and
(6.30) we have

N (T L) + &
/\j (T_l Z?:l ffti,/g) + §r
~ (T Y CCY) + &+ N (T L) =\ (T, GO
M (TS, GO + & — [Ny (T XL Leky) = 3 (T 2,2, CiCY)|
N1 (TP 2, CCY) +op(wr) N (T7HE1, C.CY)

= = = = 1+ o0p(1)) xp pPri+tt=oni,
M (T-'SF, C.CY) + op(wr) AJ—(T*chtco( p(1)) =r

(6.31)

where the last line used (6.28). Moreover, for any j € [k, — 1],

Nt (T L) +6 A (TS0 L) +6 {Akrﬂ(leZ_lﬁtig)ﬁ}
L - — 0p &
M, (T2 LLY) + ¢, wr(L+op(1))

Wy Wy
= OP{OP (PQ[(TQ)*l/Z +p*1/2]/wr) + gT/wr} = Op(& Jwy) = Op(pér,jﬂfgm),

(6.32)

where we used (6.30) and the proof of Lemma 3 in the first equality, our choice of &, in the second last,
and the extra rate assumption in the statement of the theorem in the last. In the third equality, we used

the following (which will be shown at the end of the this proof),

5(7

’ﬂ |

T
DY) = 0nlT g g Pa). =t L (6.33)
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Hence for j =k, +1,...,|p/2] (true also for k, = 1),

A (T Zthl f‘tig) +&r S & Jwr - 1
I 1 = 6.34
NTASE L) + & Op(G/w) + &/, — C (6.34)

in probability for some generic positive constant C, where we used again our choice of &. and (6.33) in the
first inequality. Combining (6.31), (6.32) and (6.34), we may conclude our proposed k, is consistent for k.

If k. = 1, then from our choice of &, (6.32) becomes

)\kTJrl (Til 23:1 itf‘;) + §r
Ak, (Tfl Ethl itf‘f&) +&

= Op(&/wr) = op(1).

Together with (6.34) which holds true for k. = 1, we can also conclude ET is consistent for k..

It remains to show (6.33). To this end, from (6.28) and (6.29), the first k, eigenvalues of 7! Zthl L.L,
coincides with those of 7! Zthl C.C, asymptotically, so that the first k, eigenvectors corresponding to
71! Ethl L,L, coincides with those for 7! Ethl C;C} asymptotically as T, p — oo, which are necessarily
in V't := Span(Q,), the linear span of the columns of Q,.. This means that the (k,+1)-th largest eigenvalue
of T71 Zthl f;tf,’f and beyond will asymptotically have eigenvectors in N, the orthogonal complement of

N, Then for any unit vectors v € N, we have from (6.51) and Lemma 2 that

’F) = Op(T~?pg'/? + p'/?q),

T T T
_ = =~ 1 _
7 (17 By = (7 YRy = 0 (1 R
which is equivalent to (6.33). This completes the proof of Theorem 9. O

6.2 Lemmas and proofs

As we have the same factor structure as Cen and Lam (2024), we list the following Lemma 1 for further

use and refer readers to Cen and Lam (2024) for the proof in details.
Lemma 1 Let Assumptions (F1), (E1) and (E2) hold. Then

1. (Weak correlation of noise Ey across different rows, columns and times) there exists some positive

constant C' < oo so that for any t € [T],4,5 € [p],h € [q],

M=
M=

’E[Et,ihEt,kl]’ <C,

~
Il
-
Il
-

MQ
M=

‘COV(Et,ihEt,jh;Es,ilEs,jl) <C.

N
Il
=
w
Il
-

2. (Weak dependence between factor Fy and noise E) there exists some positive constant C < oo so that
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for any j € [pl,i € [q], and any deterministic vectors u € R and v € RFe with constant magnitudes,

P

2 2
1 & 1 o
E Ewt7 'hu/FtV S O, E EtyhiV/F/u S C.
(@ B se) <6 H(Gam sy s

=1 =1

3. (Further results on factor Fy) for any t € [T], all elements in Fy are independent of each other, with

mean 0 and unit variance. Moreover,
1 & 1 &
T Y FF, 5%, =k, T Y FiF 5 % o= kI,
t=1 t=1

with the number of factors k, and k. fized as min{T,p,q} — co.

Lemma 2 (Bounding Z;’;l R, ) Under Assumptions (F1), (L1), (E1) and (E2), it holds that

T
2

> CE}| =0p(Tp'*g), (6.35)
t=1 F

T 2
> EE; = Or(TP’q+T°pg?), (6.36)
t=1

T 2
D LELELL, .= Or(TP’ ¢ + T°p*%), (6.37)
t=1

T 2
D_CELL| = Op(Tp*), (6.38)
t=1

T 2
> EELL, = Or(Tr'q+T°p’¢"), (6.39)
t=1

T 2
Y EALE = O0p(Tr’e* + T?pg?), (6.40)
t=1

T 2
> (EL) 1,1 = O0p(T'e?), (6.41)
t=1

T 2
Y LEELLL = O0p(T'g+T°p°¢). (6.42)

t=1

Thus, with Ry defined in (6.15), we have

= Or(Tp’q+T°pg?).

T 2
S
=1
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Proof of Lemma 2. Using C; = A, F;A!, we have (6.35) holds as follows,

2
HZC E, ii(ZA FtA’cEt,z.>
=11
p qg T 1 9
— ; HAr,i'H2 . Z (Z ZEt,lhmA%i.FtAgh.) =Op (Tpl""shlq)’

h=1t=1

_HZAFA’E’

where the last equality is from Assumption (L1) and Lemma 1.

To show (6.36), first notice from Assumption (E1),
Erij=Al, i FeiAccj + Seijerij-
With Assumption (E2), we have
coV(Byijs Bupj) = Al i A [|Acic s |* + 22511k

and hence using Lemma 1,

d 2

(ZZEt,ijEt,kj) 1
PP T g9 T g q 2
Yy [zzzzcowEt,ijEt,kj,Es,uEs,m (S BB

t=1 j=1 s=1 [=1 t=1 j=1

= O(Tp? Y pOTA’ A% +Tq- 1y 2—0T2 T?pq?
- (pQ)+ZZ e,r,i- 677“-,]6'H 8-,CHF+ q {i=k} - (pQ+ pq )
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For (6.37), consider first

T T

§ § COV(Et,ijEt,khaEs,lmEs,kn)
t=1 s=1

T

[
M=

cov |:(A e tAe ,CyJ - + Ee ,ij €t, 13)(Af37r7k.Fe,tAe,c,h~ + Ee,khet,kh);

“
Il
=
V)
Il
-

o
3

—~
~
~

e, sAe,c,m + ZE Im€s, lm)(A:§77‘)k-F8,SA€7C7n' + Ze,knes,kn)}

I
M=
M= .

/ / / /
cov |:Ae)r7i.Fe,tAe,c,j-Ae)nk.Fe,tAe,c,h-; A€77‘)l»F€75A67C7m'A677‘)k-FB,SA€7C7TL':|

“
Il
=
w
Il
-

n
[M]=
MH

/ /
E Ae i e tAe ,CyJ - Ae n[.Fe,sAe,c,m} ‘B {Ee,khet,khze,knes,kn}

~~
Il
-
w
Il
-

_|_
B
] =
E

/ /
Ae i Fe tAe ,CJ A 7]q.]:?e,s-‘Ae,c,n-:| -E {Ee,khet,khze,lmes,lm}

~
Il
-
»
Il
-

_|_
B
B

=

[ li /
Ae_"r‘7k.F€7tA€7C7h'Ae7r1l.F€,SA€7C7m':| -E {Ee,ijet,ijze,knes,kn}

~
Il
-
»
Il
-

4
] =
B

[ li /
E Ae,r,k~F€7tA€7C7h'Ae,r,k-Fe,SAe,c,n':| 'E[Ee,ijet,ijze,lmes,lm}

~
Il
-
»
Il
-

4
M=
B

cov [Eé,ijet,ijze,khet,kh7 Ee,lmes,lmze,knes,kn}

~
Il
-
»
Il
-

I
M=
W

cov |:A-Ie i ( Z ae,er,tfw)Ae,c,j- e,r.k- ( Z Ae, w e, t— w)Ae,c,h-;

t=1 s=1 w>0 w>0
!/
e,r,l~( § ae,wxe,sfw>Ae,c,m- e,r k- ( E Ge, wX €,5— w)Ae,c,n}
w>0 w>0

_|_
B
B

E

§ Qe, 'w e,t—w Ae ,CJ e, rl ( Qe, 'w e,s— w)Ae c,m- :| . {Ee,khet,khze,knes,kn}

~
Il
-
»
Il
-

[Ee,khet,khze,lmes,lm}

~~
Il
-
w
Il
-

_|_
M=
M=

E
M
&£
s

¢

~~
Il
-
w
Il
-

+
(]~
(]~

&=
>
RS
by
2]
S
o
S
ﬂ)
S
~ ~
>
o
('3
Q
Sr
—
S
o
E
m
TIA
E
~
>
®
o
3

)A Z e, w e,8— w)Ae,c,m :| : [Ze,ijet,ijze,knes,kn}
w>0

]E erk E aew e,t—w echAerk § ae,ers

w>0 w>0

4
[M]=
MH

Ae,c,n»:| -E [Ee,ijet,ijze,lmes,lm}

~
Il
-
»
Il
-

4
B
B

cov [Eé,ijet,ijze,khet,kh7 Ee,lmes,lmze,knes,kn} .

~
Il
-
»
Il
-

(6.43)
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Consider the six terms in the last equality above, we have the first term as

T T
/ li
§ § COV[ e,r,i»(E ae,er,t—w)Ae,c,j»Ae)n]q.(§ ae,er,t—w)Ae,c,h-a

t=1 s=1 w>0 w>0
’ ’
Ae,r,l-( g ae,er,s—w)Ae,c,m» e;ﬂk'( § ae,er,s—w)Ae,c,n}
w>0 w>0

T
2 / !/ !/ /
= Z Z ae,w . ]E|: e)r77:-Xe.,t*wA'e.,C.,j'A€77‘)k-X8.’t7wA8.,C.,n':| . IE[Aeﬂ‘)k.Xe,tfwAe.,c.,hAe)n[.xe,tfwAe,c,m-}

T -
+ Z Z ag_’w -E A/e7/r’_’i~X8.,t7wA€7C7j'Ale_"r‘J-X—e,t*'lJJA€7C7m'} -IE |:A;77«7k.Xe,tfwAe,c,h-A/em_’k.Xe,tfwAe,c,n}

T -
4 / / / /
+ § E Qe * E Ae,r,i~Xe,t—wA€7C7j'Ae,r,k~X€7t—wA€7C7h'Ae.,r,l-Xe;t—wAG;C;m'Ae,r,k-Xe;t—wAG;C;n}

T -
E : 2 : 4 / / / /
- a, -E|A Xe,tfwAe,c,j-Ae)r7k.Xe,t7wAe,c,h-:| . ]E|: e)n[.Xe,tfwAe,c,m-A@J)]g.Xe,tfwAe,c,n}

e,r,i:

/ / / /
e,r,k-Aeycyj'Ae,r.,bAB-,C-,n'Ae,r,l-Aeycyh'Ae,T,k-Ae-,C-,m'

+ I
(= 10~
> P

/ / /
e7r)l.Ae,c,j~Ae)r7i.Ae,c,m-Aeﬂ‘)k.Ae,c,h-Ae)nk.Ae,c,w

T
+0(1) - Z a’é,w ’ HAe-,T,k-”Q ’ ”AeMH ’ HAB-,C-,J'-” ’ HAe-,C-,h~|| ’ ”Ae,r-,l-H ’ ”Ae,C,m-H ) HAecn”

t=1 w>0
T
- o AL A AL A n AL A ALLLA
ae,w e,rk-tye,c,j- e ri.fxe,c.h- e pr k. fre,com-Lre p . e, e
t=1 w>0

(6.44)

where we used (E2) in the last equality that each entry in {X.:} is independent with uniformly bounded
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fourth moment. Similarly, the remaining terms in last equality of (6.43) are

M=
M=

]E[ erz( § ae’w e,t— w) e,c,j- erl( § aew e,s— w) ec,m-:| 'E[Ee,khet,khze,knes,kn}

w>0 w>0

~
Il
-
»
Il
-

I
B

Ale)n[.Ae c,j- A/e i e ,come ” Ee,khze,kn . ]]-{h:n}a (645)

~
Il
-

[M]=
[M]=

]E[ e,r,i- ( § ae’w e,t— w) e,c,j- erk ( § aew e,s— w) ec,n»:| 'E[Ee,khet,khze,lmes,lm}

w>0 w>0

~
Il
-
»
Il
-

I
B

A/e k- Ae NN E A/e i Ae,c,n» . Ee,khze,lm . ]]-{k:l}]]-{h:m}a (646)

~~
Il
-

[M]=
[M]=

IE|:A/€7T)]§. ( Z ae,er,t—w) e,c,h- Ae rl- ( Z Qe, 'w e,s— w) e c,m»:| . E[Ee,ijet,ijze,knes,kn}

w>0 w>0

~
Il
-
»
Il
-

Il
M=

A/e)r7l-A€7C7h'A:§77‘)k-A‘B,C,m' : Ee,ijEe,kn : ]]-{i:k}]]-{j:n}v (647)

~~
Il
-

[M]=
[M]=

E [A:§77‘)k- ( Z ae,wxe,tfw)Ae,c,h~A/e)r7k. ( Z ae,wxe,sfw)Ae,c,n-} -IE {Ee,ijet,ijze,lmes,lm}

w>0 w>0

“
Il
A
w
Il
-

Il
B

A:g,ryk.Ae,c,h-A;nk.Ae,c,n- : Ee,z’jzé,lm : ]]-{i:l}]]-{j:m}7 (648)

~~
Il
-

N
M=

cov {Ee,ijet,ijze,khet,kh; Ee,lfnes,lmEﬁ,knes,kn]

o
Il
=
w
Il
-

=0(T)- (l{i:l:k}]l{j:h:m:n} T Lg=n Lg=m) Lin=ny + Lii=i=r} ﬂ{j:n}l{h:m})- (6.49)

Using (6.44), (6.45), (6.46), (6.47), (6.48) and (6.49), we arrive at an expression for (6.43). Thus, (6.37)

z<iiffw>iw )
EEEEEEES ot (EES Fr

t=1 i=1 j=1 h=1

P T p g4 gq
:O(Tp3q2)+pz{ZZZZ(AérerrkA Aech +EE”]]-{1 k}]]'{j h}):|2

can be obtained as

(6.50)
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y (6.35) and (6.36), we can obtain (6.38) and (6.39), respectively as follows,

(11,1 1% = Op(Tp* 1),

<
2
< HZEtE’

H ZCtE'l 1
H Z E.E/1,1,
t=1

1117 = Op(Tp'q + Tp°4°).

Similar to the proof of (6.37), we can show (6.40) by

p P T q T q T ¢ q )
= Z Z [Z Z Z Z Z COV(Et,ijEt,kh, Es,imEs,kn) + (Z Z Z]E Et ”Et kh ) ‘|

j=1 h=1s=1m=1n=1 t=1 j=1 h=1

P P T g9 4q
= 0(Tp*¢*) + Z > [Z Z > (AL i Acrk AL Acen + Eg,ij]l{i:k}]l{j:h})} :

From (6.2), we can obtain (6.41) such that

2
L1, =Or (T°p*q®).

T T
HZ (1B 21p1; =[>aEn } |
t=1 t=1

Lastly, from (6.36) we have

2
Hzl EE(1L, 1,1 <L) 1,2 HZEtE' N1 13 = Op(Tr'e + T2°).

From (6.15), we have

T 2 T
SRl o0 ([ S
t=1 t=1

T
+p*2H Z C/E1,1,

2 T 2 T 2

LI EE| e Y vEL R
t=1 t=1

2 T

i +p*2H ZEtEQ

T
—2 —2HZ 1 E/ 21 1/

!/ 2 —2 a !/ !/ 2
Plof|p TP HZEthlth F

)

+p_4H21 EE/1,1,1,

= Op(Tp*q + T°pg?),

which completes the proof of Lemma 2. [J
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Lemma 3 Let Assumptions (M1), (F1), (L1), (E1), (E2) and (R1) hold. Define w, := p’r#rq’t and
we i= qdekep®ri. We have

ID; e = Op(w,; "), |IDMr = Op(w; ).

T

Proof of Lemma 3. It suffices to show the bound of |D;!||p, since that of |D; || would be similar.
First, we bound the term Hf);lH% by finding the lower bound of A, (f)r) To do this, consider the

decomposition

el

1 & 1 <& 1 &
L. == cc +=-S'R, 6.51

so that for a unit vector v € RP, we can define

T
1 1 = = , S .
Sr(y) = w—r'y’(f tgl LtLg)'y =: 57 () + Sr(y), with
S*()-—i'(EETCC’) §()_i/(l§TR)
r\7): Wr’y thl tC ) r(Y): wr7 thl rt )Y~
Since ||| = 1, we have by Lemma 2,

2
’F —Op (T_1p2(1_5“’”)q1_25°’1 +p1—25nqu2(1—6c,1)) = op(1),

T
~ 1
5P < =5 | 3 Re
" t=1

where the last equality used Assumption (R1). Next, with Assumption (F1), consider

1 « 1 « 1 «
N (7 32CC) = A (7 D AFAALAFIAL) > A, (ATA) - A, (7 D FiALALF))
t=1

t=1 t=1

=p p(sr’kr ' /\kT (tr(AéAc)Er) =p p(s’”’kT q6c,1 = wy.

With this, going back to the decomposition (6.51),

1
T
t

[M]=

T
. ~ 1 -
w- )\ (D) = w;l/\m( LtL;) > w;l/\m(f ) ctcg) ~ sup |S,(7)] =p 1,
t=1

1 lIvli=1

and hence finally Hf);l |- =0p(A.} (f)r)) = Op(w; 1), which completes the proof of Lemma 3. [J
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Lemma 4 (Limit of D, and D.) Let Assumptions (F1), (L1), (E1), (E2) and (R1) hold. With D,,D,

and wy,w. defined in Lemma 3, we have

w D, B w D, = w Mtr(ALA,) - diag{\;(ALA,) | j € [k},

wo'D, B W'D, = w; Mtr(ALA,) - diag{\;(ALA.) | j € [k]}.

Proof of Lemma 4. It suffices to show the limit of f)r, as the proof for ﬁc will be similar. We first show

T
Z C:C, & tr(A’AL) - w 'ALAL, (6.52)

where A, (tr(ALA.) -w,; 1A, A!) < 1. By Assumption (F1), we have

T
AAF/A ] =tr(ALA,) -w 'A AL,

1 T
C.C!) =
T; ”)

where we used the independence structure among elements in F;. Furthermore, for any 4, j € [p],

i ( i«z( > af,wa,t—w)A'cAc( > af,wXIf.,tfw)AT,j'?

HM’%

1 I
Var{(wTT ; th;)ij:| -

w>0 w>0
A;",i- ( Z af,wa,s—w) Achc( Z a“f;wXIf.,sfw) ATJ")
w>0 w>0
- w2T2 Z S ad a7, Var<A Xri—wALAXS lAr,j.)
t=1 w>01>0
= wm S5 3 62 0 OlAE) = O p=250) = o(1),
t=1 w>01>0

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

concludes (6.52). Then it holds that

[ S stmn o
I e, 1 & 12 1 I / / » 2
=2 erT ;LtLt T ; C.C, s 2- T ; C.C; —tr(ALA.) -w, "AA] B
1 ) 2 1 T / / ) 2
=2 erT po R F +2 erT ; CiC; —tr(ALAL) w, A AL »

—0p (T—1p2(1—5r,kr)q1—26c,1 +p1_25r,mq2(1—5c,1)) +op(1) = op(1),

where the second last equality used Lemma 2 and (6.52), and the last used Assumption (R1). Using the
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inequality that for the i-th eigenvalue of matrices A and A, |)\1(K) —Xi(A)| < H‘& —Al < HK — Allp, we
have for any i € [k,],

|(wr "Dy )ii = (wy "Dy )il = op(1).
Thus, wr_lﬁT 2y w7'D,. This completes the proof of Lemma 4. [J

Lemma 5 (Limit of H, and H.) Under Assumptions (F1), (L1), (E1), (E2), (R1) and (L2), we have

H, - H = (tr(A::AC))l/Q : Dr_l/Q(I‘:)/Zima

H, & H; = (tr(ALA,)Y? - D VATL) 2,2,

where D, D, are defined in Lemma 4, and I'}, T are the eigenvector matrices oftr(A’cAc)-w;1Zi/22A,TZi/2

and tr(ALA,) - w;1Zi/22A7CZ¢1/2, respectively.

Proof of Lemma 5. The proof of the two limits are similar, and hence we only show the probability

limit of H, is HY. First, left-multiply w'Z?Q’. on (6.17), we have

T
(ZV2Q,Q,)(w;'D,) = w; 'Z1/2Q (T~ ZL L)Q,
1 — )

=3 w'2,°Q,Q,F£,QQ.F,Z, '/ + R} (Z!?Q.Q.),

T

t=1

where Ry yes := T2 37w 'ZY?QIR,.,Q,(Z)/°Q.Q,) . This implies each column of (Z}/°Q.Q,) is
an eigenvector of the matrix [T’l Zthl cu;lZimQ’TQTFZtQ’CQCF’ZﬂfZT_l/2 + RMCS]. Note that

wt|(22QQ) (2/2Q)Q,) - tr(ALA) D, |

T T
~ ~ 1 ~ 1 ~ 1 ~ 1 ~
—w 'QAAQ- ——Q E:CC’ S — ’—E C.C})Q —tr(ALA,)"!-D,
o QAAQ tr(A’cAc)Q(wTT ‘ t)Q+tr(A’CAC)Q(wTT 2.~ Q- m(aA,) ’

whose Frobenius norm is op(1) by (6.52) and Lemma 4. We arrive at (Zi/ZQ;QT)’(ZimQ’TQT) 2z,
tr(AZA.)~! - D,. Thus, the eigenvalues of (Q’TQT)’(Q’TQT) are asymptotically bounded away from zero
and infinity by Assumption (L1), and hence ||(Zi/2Q’TQT)’1HF = Op(HZ;l/2||F). Therefore, we have

1232115 - 12,2 Q) IR

||Rrrcs||F—OP HWTTZRTt

(6.53)
—0p (T 1216 ,) 012001 +p1725"*’”q2(175“1)) — op(1),

where we used Lemma 2 in the second last equality and Assumption (R1) in the last.
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Denote by the following as the normalization of Zi/ 2Q’TQT,
I, = (tr(ALAL)Y - (21/°Q,Q,)D; /2.
Using the limit in (6.52), we have
1 & 1 «
T > w'2)°QQ,F£,QQ.F, 21 = — > ALAF,ALAF(ALA,)(ALA,)
t=1 T ot=1

2y tr(ALAL) - Wi (ALAL)(ALAL)(ALA) T = tr(ALAL) - w tZY2E 22

By (6.53), Assumption (L2) and eigenvector perturbation theory, there exists a unique eigenvector matrix

T of tr(ALA,) - w lZY? 24, ZY? such that |TF — Ty| = op(1). Thus,

Q,Q, = (ir(ALA.)"/* DY °TZ, 7 2 (tr(ALA,))T/°Dy2 (1) 2,2,
and hence using (6.52) again, we obtain

1 N

H, = D;'Q, (7Y AF:AIAFA)Q 37, & D'Q) (n(AlA) - AAL) Q27
t=1
= (AJA:) D' QIQ 2P 22 QIQr By, B (r(ALAL) 2 DIV 2,

which completes the proof of Lemma 5. [

Lemma 6 Under the assumptions in Theorem 3, for any j € [p],l € [q],

Q. — Hy Q. ||> = Op (T~ pPr1 = 20mke g1 =20e1  p=30nkr g2=20c1) (6.54)

HQc,l- _ Hch,l-H2 _ OP (T—lq6c,1—25c,kcp1—26T,l + q—355,kcp2—2(5n1)' (6.55)

Proof of Lemma 6. For Qm’- —H,Q, ., first consider the case when Tq = o(p’r+ 1), From

(6.27) in the proof of Theorem 5, we have
HQT,j- _ HrQr,j ”2 _ OP((TPQ&JW76T,1q26c,171)71). (6.56)

Now suppose T'q = o(p°~#+1+%.1) fails to hold. From the decomposition of Qma - H,Q, ;. in (6.21),

the leading term among the expressions will be Z3. It has rate

||I3||2 — OP (T_lp_257"kr q1—260,1 + p—35T,qu2—25c11) — OP (p_?)ér’qu2_2éc'1)7
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where the last equality used the fact that Tq = o(p®~* 1) does not hold. Thus we have

1Qrj. — H,Qrj.||> = Op (p~74r g* 1), (6.57)

Combining (6.56) and (6.57), we arrive at the statement of (6.54). The proof for (6.55) is similar and

omitted here, which ends of the proof of Lemma 6. [J
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