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ABSTRACT. We develop an estimation methodology for a factor model for high-dimensional matrix-valued
time series, where common stochastic trends and common stationary factors can be present. We study,
in particular, the estimation of (row and column) loading spaces, of the common stochastic trends and of
the common stationary factors, and the row and column ranks thereof. In a set of (negative) preliminary
results, we show that a projection-based technique fails to improve the rates of convergence compared to a
“flattened” estimation technique which does not take into account the matrix nature of the data. Hence, we
develop a three-step algorithm where: (i) we first project the data onto the orthogonal complement to the
(row and column) loadings of the common stochastic trends; (ii) we subsequently use such “trend free” data
to estimate the stationary common component; (iii) we remove the estimated common stationary component
from the data, and re-estimate, using a projection-based estimator, the row and column common stochastic
trends and their loadings. We show that this estimator succeeds in refining the rates of convergence of the
initial, “flattened” estimator. As a by-product, we develop consistent eigenvalue-ratio based estimators for
the number of stationary and nonstationary common factors.

1. INTRODUCTION

In this paper, we study inference for a Matrix Factor Model (MFM) where common stochastic trends may

be present as well as stationary common factors, viz.

(1) X = R F; C + Ry Fop C;, + E;,

P1Xp2  piXhrihg xhe hoy Xp2  P1XRRohgr,XhoghcyXp2 — PLXP2

where: 1 <t < T, min{p1,p2,T} = 00,0 < hg,, hey, hry, he, < 00, the common factors {Fg ¢+, —0o < t < oo}form

a stationary sequence, and the common stochastic trends F ; satisfy
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with {e;, —00 < t < 0o} a stationary sequence. In particular, we propose a methodology to estimate the row

Fii=F1:-1+e,

and column loadings spaces for both the stationary and the nonstationary common factor structures (resp.
Ry, Cy, Ry and C,), the common factors Fq, and F(,, and the dimensions of all factor spaces (hg,, hc,,

hg, and he,)-

Matrix Factor Models: a brief literature review. In recent years, MFMs have been studied extensively

as a way of modelling parsimoniously large datasets, and as an alternative to vectorising the data X;. Wang
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et al. (2019) and Chen and Fan (2023) make powerful cases in favour of exploiting the matrix structure of
X, when there is a “two-way” factor structure, for the purpose of dimension reduction (see also He et al.,
2023). In addition to dimension reduction, several datasets lend themselves naturally to be modelled as
matrix-valued time series, with examples in health sciences (such as electronic health records and ICU data)
and 2-D image data processing (see, inter alia, Chen and Fan, 2023 and Gao et al., 2021), in macroeconomics
(see e.g. Wang et al., 2019, where several macroeconomic indicators are modelled for different countries;
or Chen et al., 2022, who consider import-export data), and in finance (see e.g. Wang et al., 2019, where
several portfolios are modelled through several indicators such as size or BE ratio). There is now a plethora
of contributions on inference for stationary MFMs. The determination of the number of common factors has
been studied in various contributions, including, e.g. Han et al. (2022) and He et al. (2023). The estimation
of loadings and common factors has been developed in several articles, including Chen and Fan (2023), who
propose an estimation technique based on the spectrum of a weighted average of the mean and the column
(row) covariance matrix of the data; Yu et al. (2022), who refine the rates of convergence of the estimated
loadings via iterative projections (see also He et al., 2023); and also Chen et al. (2024) and Chen et al.
(2022). All the references above, however, consider models where only stationary, I(0) common factors are
present, thus ruling out the presence of I(1) common factors as described by equation (1 ). This can be
viewed as an important gap in the literature: many datasets are well-known to be driven by stochastic
trends: macroeconomic indicators are typically 7(1); and yield curves are often modelled as being driven by
common stochastic trends, at least in the vector-valued case (see e.g. Barigozzi and Trapani, 2022, and the
empirical application in Hamilton and Xi, 2024). Indeed, not only we are not aware of any contributions
dealing with common stochastic trends in the context of matrix-valued time series, but contributions in the
context of vector-valued time series that consider I(1) common factors are also rare: Bai (2004) develops
the full-blown inferential theory for loadings and common factors; Barigozzi and Trapani (2022) propose a
family of randomised tests to determine the number of common trends and stationary factors; and Massacci
and Trapani (2022) consider a threshold model where, in each regime, there are latent (1) common factors.
Related contributions, lato sensu, have also been developed in the context of high-dimensional cointegration
(e.g. Onatski and Wang, 2018, Onatski and Wang, 2019, Bykhovskaya and Gorin, 2022, and Barigozzi et al.,
2024). Naturally, in order to estimate (1), it is always possible to take the first difference of the matrix-valued
time series X;, and apply one of the techniques discussed above for stationary data; however, this would not
afford the separate estimation of the I(1) and the I(0) components; in fact, it would not even be possible to

understand whether there are any I(1) common factors at all.



NONSTATIONARY MATRIX FACTOR MODELS 3

In this paper, we fill the aforementioned gap by developing the full-fledged inferential theory for model (1);
as we argue below, this is not a mere extension of existing techniques developed for the vector-valued case,

as the problem calls for an entirely novel methodology.

The structure of (1). We discuss two possible interpretations of (1)-(2). The first one goes along similar
lines as in Wang et al. (2019), and it considers a “two-step” hierarchical factor model. Let the j-th column

of X; be denoted as X.j;, 1 < j < py, and consider the following factor model
(3) X+ = Rigji1t + Rogjos + E-j,ta

where gj1+ is a hg,-dimensional I(1) process, gjo+ is a hr,-dimensional I(0) process, and I:].j,t is an id-
iosyncratic term; (3) is exactly the same model as in Bai (2004) for a vector-valued time series with common

stochastic trends. Define now the 1 <i; < hg, rows of g;1, as gglfz, and the 1 < iy < hg, rows of gjo ¢ as

g%‘)’%, and consider the “nested” factor model for the ps-dimensional series gﬁi), 1 <14 <hpg,:

i i i ! i 1
ggé) = (ggll,i, . g1(7211)7t> = Cg ) hy g+ Vl(l?t’

szhcl hcl x1

(i1)

where hy ;, ¢ is a vector of I(1) common factors, C;"’ aloadings matrix, and vt

iyt & p2-dimensional stationary
idiosyncratic component. By the same token, we also define the nested factor model for the ps-dimensional
stationary series g((f‘t)), 1<ip < hg,:

gy = Cp b+

20,t?
P2 tho hCO x1

where hg ;, . is a vector of stationary, I(0) common factors. Let us now put the above together. Assume
Cgm = C; and Céi") = Cy; define Fy; by stacking the vectors h’ ; ;, and Fo, by stacking the vectors

(1 (1) (0)7

hy ;. ;5 define v, ) by stacking the vectors v; 7, and u§°) by stacking the vectors v; ;. We finally receive

X, = RyFy,C; + Ryl + RoFo,C) + Rov\” + E; = RyFy ,C), + RoF(,C) + B,

where E; = Rluil) + Rougo) + Et.

As a second example, we note that, in (1)-(2), a p; X pa valued I(1) time series X; is driven by a (small)
number of common stochastic trends. Hence, (1) represents a case of “two-way” cointegration, in that it is
possible to construct vector-valued time series as linear combinations of both the rows and the columns of X,
which are stationary (in essence, by pre- or post- multiplying X; by the orthogonal complements to Ry and
C; respectively). In this respect, (1) can be viewed, heuristically, as an extension of the common stochastic

trends representation of a cointegrated system as discussed in Stock and Watson (1988). Indeed, two recent
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contributions (Li and Xiao, 2024, and Hecq et al., 2024) consider the extension of cointegrated Vector
AutoRegressions to matrix-valued time series, but only for the case where the cross-sectional dimensions p;
and po are fixed. As a word of warning, however, we would like to point out that (1) is not entirely aligned
to a cointegrated system in the sense of Johansen (1991), and we refer to our concluding remarks in Section

5 for a more thorough analysis.

The estimation methodology. We now offer a preview of how our methodology works and of our results.
We begin with an account of the problem at hand; the details are in Section 3.1. Given the number of (1)
common factors hr, and h¢,, we begin by noting that, when estimating R, using a “flattened” approach
based on the second moment matrix 23;1 XX}, the estimator has rate Op (p}/2T*1) - see Section 3.1.1.
Modulo the dimensionality effect represented by the Op (pi/ 2) term, such a “superconsistency” is typical
of the estimation of a cointegrated system; however, especially if T" is small, this rate may not be sufficiently
fast. In order to refine it, a possible, and natural, way of estimating R4 in (1) would be to use the iterative
projection-based estimator considered in Yu et al. (2022) - that is, given the initial, “flattened” estimator of
C, (say 61), one could define the projected data X,C1, and re-estimate R, as the eigenvectors corresponding
to the hg, largest eigenvalues of the (suitably rescaled) Zthl X, C, (Xtcl) /. However, as we show in Section
3.1.2, this estimator fails to improve the rate of convergence of the initial, non-projection-based, estimate
of Ry. Heuristically, this can be explained by noting that, in (1), the term RoFy,Cj is present. For the
purpose of the projection-based estimator of R; and Cj, this is a component of the error term; however,
the projection-based estimator essentially works by attenuating the error by averaging it cross-sectionally
through its projection onto Cl. Indeed, when X; is multiplied by Cl, the “signal” component RlFlth'l(Ajl
contains the term C’lél, which is proportional to ps; conversely, the error component Etél (provided

2
/2 hence,

that the errors are weakly cross-sectionally dependent) heuristically becomes proportional to p%
projecting results in a reduction of the noise-to-signal ratio. However, this argument fails in the presence of
stationary common factors: the component RoFo,thél, in general, is proportional to ps due to the strong
cross-sectional dependence induced by the common factors Fy ;; seeing as this component is effectively part
of the error term, the noise-to-signal is not attenuated, and no refinement of the rates of convergence of
the estimates of Ry (or Cp) can be expected. In light of the above, it would be desirable to eliminate the
RoF( :C{ component prior to applying the projection method to the estimation of R; (or Cy). This, too,
is not straightforward: a consistent estimate of RoFy Cj is required, but this cannot be obtained by simply
estimating Ry and C; (and the common factors F; ;) using the first-stage, flattened estimator mentioned

above: the rate of convergence of the estimated I(1) common component R;F; ;C/ is not fast enough to be

able to get rid of it without an impact on the subsequent estimation of Ry, Cy, and Fy ;.
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Hence, in this paper we propose a different iterative procedure, which we describe henceforth; the details
are in Section 3.2. After obtaining the initial, flattened estimator of C; (resp. Rj), denoted as Cy, we
construct its orthogonal complement CA)L 1; this is a “huge” matrix, since both the numbers of its rows and
columns grow with py. In order to estimate the stationary common component RoF :Cy), we firstly get rid
of the I(1) common component R,F; ;C/ by projecting the data X; onto CLL, and subsequently using the
second moment matrix Z?:l Xt(AJL n (Xt(AJL L>l to estimate R, Co, and Fy ;. Interestingly, this approach
is the complete opposite to the projection-based estimator (and, in general, to the philosophy of the Johnson-
Lindenstrauss Lemma, and of the “sketching” approach, see e.g. Matousek, 2008 as a comprehensive review):
instead of projecting the data onto a small dimensional space which is “parallel” to C; (so as to conserve
the information contained in it), we project onto a large dimensional space which is orthogonal (so as to
get rid of Cy). As we show in Section 3.2.1, this procedure yields an estimator of the stationary common
component RoF( C{ (say Roﬁo,tég) whose rate of convergence is sufficiently fast to be able to filter it out
from the data X;. We then construct the “purified” data )Oit =X; — f{OFO,t(A}/{), and apply the projection

L N [N
based estimator thereto, using the second moment matrix 23:1 X:Cy <XtC1 . The resulting estimator of

R, refines the rate of the initial estimator fll, with - in particular - the Op (p}/zT_l) component in the
error term becoming of order Op <p1/2p2_1/2T_1>. This is exactly what would be expected when using a
projection-based estimator in the absence of strong cross-sectional dependence in the error term. In Section
3.2.2; we show that refinements are also available for the corresponding estimator of C; (as can be expected),
and for the estimator of the I (1) common factors Fy ;. As a by-product, we also derive consistent estimation

!/
N o .
of Ry, Cy, and F( ;. Finally, building on the spectra of the second moment matrices Zthl X C, <Xt01>

and 23:1 Xtéu (Xtcl,l)/y we are able to propose estimators of the ranks hg,, he,, hr, and h¢, based
on the eigenvalue ratio principle.

In conclusion, this is the first attempt to carry out inference on a MFM with common stationary and non-
stationary, I(1), factors. We make at least three contributions. First, we derive the full-blown estimation
theory for the stationary and the non-stationary factor spaces; the “anti-projection” approach which we
develop is, to the best of our knowledge, entirely novel. Secondly, we study the estimation of the dimensions
of the stationary and the non-stationary factor spaces hr,, hc,, hr,, and he,; whilst this is an application,
as mentioned above, of the eigenvalue ratio principle, however this paper is the first contribution to address
this issue in the context of MFMs. Thirdly and finally, in the Supplement we study the spectrum of the
second moment matrices studied hereafter; building on these, a test for the null hypothesis that the matrix-
valued time series X; can be readily derived, e.g. building on the randomised tests discussed in Barigozzi

and Trapani (2022).
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The remainder of the paper is organised as follows. In Section 2, we discuss our model and the main
assumptions required for our methodology. In Section 3, we report the full-fledged inferential theory. In
particular, in Section 3.1 we report a set of preliminary, “negative” results concerning the estimation of the
I(1) factor structure, and the failure of the iterative projection-based estimator; in Section 3.2 we report
the “anti-projection”-based methodology, and the rates of convergence of the estimated non-stationary and
stationary factor structures; and in Section 3.3, we propose an estimation technique for the ranks hg,, hc,,
hr,, and hc,. Monte Carlo studies are reported in Section 4.Section 5 concludes, also discussing possible
extensions to e.g. the estimation of a cointegrated system. Technical lemmas, proofs and further evidence
from synthetic data is contained in the Supplement.

NOTATION. We use log (z) to denote the natural logarithm of x; we denote matrices using capitalised
bold-face, e.g. A, their elements using lower-case (e.g. a;; denotes the element of A in position (7, j)), and,
for a generic n x m matrix A, we define the space orthogonal to its column space as A ; the Frobenius
norm is denoted as ||A| = (Z?:l Z;”:l a?j)l/z. Given a random variable Y, we use |Y|, for its £,-norm,

ie. Y], =(F |Y|V)1/V, v > 1. Other, relevant notation is introduced later on in the paper.
2. MODEL AND ASSUMPTIONS
Recall (1)-(2):
X: = R1F1,C| + RoF:C{, + Ey,

Fi,=Fi1+e

In the spirit of approxzimate factor models (Chamberlain and Rothschild, 1983), we assume (weak) serial and

cross sectional dependence. As far as the former is concerned, we will rely on the following

Definition. The d-dimensional sequence {m:, —oo <t < oo} forms an L,-decomposable Bernoulli shift if

and only if my = h (N, N1, - .. ), where: {ny, —oo < t < 0o} is an i.i.d. sequence with values in a measurable

space S; h(-) : SN — R? is a non random measurable function; |my|, < oo; and ‘mt —my,| < col™?, for
Tl
some co > 0 and a > 0, wheremy , = h (nt, o M=+ 1 g0 14,0 - ..), with {n:’m, —00 < 5, 0,t < oo}

i.i.d. copies of no, independent of {n;, —oo <t < co}.

The concepts of Bernoulli shift and decomposability appeared first in Ibragimov (1962); see also Wu (2005)
and Berkes et al. (2011). Bernoulli shifts have proven a convenient way to model dependent time series,
mainly due to their generality and to the fact that they are much easier to verify than e.g. mixing conditions:
Aue et al. (2009) and Liu and Lin (2009), inter alia, provide numerous examples of such DGPs, which include

ARMA models, ARCH/GARCH sequences, and other nonlinear time series models (e.g. random coefficient
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autoregressive models and threshold models).

We are now ready to present our assumptions. Prior to doing so, we note that - for the sake of transparency
of the proofs - we have tried to write primitive assumptions. However, all our assumptions could be replaced
by more high-level conditions, as we discuss after each assumption. Recall that the orthogonal complements

to R and C; are denoted as Ry | and C; | respectively.

Assumption 1. It holds that: (i) {Vec(&¢),—o0 <t < 0o} is an Loys-decomposable Bernoulli shift with
!
a>2; (i) (a) imp_ o B (Tﬁl/2 Zthl €t> (T*I/Q Zthl r—:t) = Z(;) with Zg?) a positive definite hr, X hg,
I
matriz; (b) lmp_,o0 F (T‘1/2 Zthl st> (T‘1/2 Zthl st) = Eg’) with Eg’) a positive definite ho, X he,

matrix.

Assumption 2. It holds that: (i) {Vec(Fo,),—00 <t < oo} is an L4-decomposable Bernoulli shift with
a>2; (i) (a) E (Fo.Fp,) = Zgﬁl)l with Zgﬁl)l a positive definite hgr, X hgr, matriz; (b) E (F{ Fo,) = Zg,)1

with Eg)l a positive definite he, X hc, matriz.

Assumptions 1 and 2 require {Fg;, —00 < t < 0o} and {&;, —00 < t < 00} to be stationary sequences - hence,
whilst conditional heteroskedasticity is allowed for, unconditional heteroskedasticity is not. In principle, it
would be possible to consider this case too, by letting - as suggested in Section 3.2.2 in Horvath and Trapani
(2023) - {Fo, 1 <t<T} = Ule {Fé€27mg,1 <t< mg} with mg = 1 and m; = T, assuming that each
sequence {F((fz, —o0o <t < oo} satisfies Assumption 1. The main reason to have this assumption to model
serial dependence is to be able to obtain bounds on the growth rates of partial sums, and other limiting
theorems for summations involving {Fg ¢, —00 <t < co}and {e;, —00 < t < co}. As mentioned above, all

our technical results could be directly assumed (instead of shown using Assumptions 1 and 2); this would

make the set-up more general, but it would be less transparent.

Assumption 3. It holds that: (i) E (e;;:) =0 and E |eij’t|4 < ¢g for some cog < 00 and all 1 < i < py and
1< 5 <po; (ii) (a) o1 |E(eijueijis)| <coforalll <t#s<T,1<ii <p and 1< j,j < pa; (b)

iy |E (eijeinrs)| < co forall1 <t,s <T,1<i#i" <pyand 1 <j,j" <py; (c) 302, |E (eijpeijrs)| <
co for all1 < t,s <T,1<4¢ <pyandl <j#j <po (d) ?2:1 Zthl |E (enjtenk,s)| < co for all
1<t#s<T,1<hhW <prandl <j#k<py;(e) X0 ?221 |E (enjrenjii)| < co foralll <¢<T,
1<i#i <pandl <j#j <ps(iii) (a) S0 302 S0 [Cov (eiriejn s inseins)| < co for all

1<t#s<T,1<i#j <p and 1 <h#k<p,.

Assumption 3 is a standard high-level requirement in this literature: in essence, it allows for the idiosyncratic

components to be cross-sectionally correlated, but only weakly, and it is virtually the same as Assumption
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D in Yu et al. (2022) and Assumption B3 in He et al. (2023). The only difference with the extant literature
is that we require the existence of only 4 moments for the idiosyncratic components (as opposed to 8); this

is a direct consequence of Assumption 5 below.

Assumption 4. It holds that: (i) (a) |R4]|
oo; (1) (a) RGR1,1L # 0; (b) CC1 L # 0.

< o0 and ||Cq]| < o0; (b) [|Ro| < o0 and ||Col|

max max max max <

Part (i) of the assumption is standard. As far as part (i7) is concerned, we require it in order to avoid
the case where, when anti-projecting onto the orthogonal spaces Ry, | and C; |, this annihilates also the

common stationary component, as well as the nonstationary one.

Assumption 5. It holds that: {e;,1 <t <T}, {Fo,1 <t <T} and {e;j+,1 <t <T} are three mutually

independent groups, for all 1 <i<p; and 1 < j < ps.

Assumption 5 is the same as Assumption D in Bai (2004), and in principle it could be relaxed, by re-
placing some of the assumptions above with more high-level requirements (and strengthening the moment

conditions).

3. ESTIMATION

We begin by presenting our “negative” results on the estimation (and of possible refinements thereof) of the
row and column loading spaces associated with the common stochastic trends F; ;, and on the estimation of
F . itself, in Section 3.1. In Section 3.1.1, we derive, as a benchmark, the results for the flattened estimators;
in Section 3.1.2, we show that the rates of convergence cannot be improved by applying the projection-
based method directly. In Section 3.2, we present our methodology to refine the rates of convergence: in
Section 3.2.1, we estimate the stationary common component after projecting the nonstationary one onto
its orthogonal complement, and remove them from the data; in Section 3.2.2, we apply the projection-based
methodology to refine the rates of convergence of the row and column loadings associated with the common
stochastic trends; and, in Section 3.2.3, we consider a further iteration of this procedure to investigate

whether it is possible to refine the estimates of the stationary common component.

3.1. Preliminary theory: negative results on the factor structures estimation. In this section, we
report a set of negative results, which serve as motivation for our proposed algorithm. In particular, we begin
by studying “flattened” estimators of the factor structure corresponding to the I(1) component of equation
(1), i.e. estimators based on, essentially, vectorising the matrix-valued series X;, in Section 3.1.1. We
then consider “projection-based” estimators of the aforementioned factor structure, based on preliminarily

projecting the data X; onto the space spanned by the columns of C; (or, equivalently, the space spanned by
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the rows of Ry), in Section 3.1.2. In both cases, we show that, owing to the strong cross-sectional dependence
induced by the factor structure in the I(0) component of X;, estimation results in two major problems: (1)
the common I(1) factors cannot be estimated consistently (not even after a linear transformation), thus
also making it impossible to estimate consistently the common I(1) component R;F; ;C/, in turn making
it impossible to estimate the I(0) common factor structure; and (2) even though the spaces spanned by the
columns of C; or Ry can be estimated consistently, projecting onto C; or Ry does not improve the rates of

convergence of such estimators.

3.1.1. The flattened estimators. Consider the “flattened” sample covariance matrices

1
Rl =~
Y pipaT?

T T
1
(4) Y XX}, and Mc, = Y XX,
t=1

2
= pp2T” =

The estimator of Ry (Cy) is defined as the eigenvectors corresponding to the largest hg, (resp. h¢,)

eigenvalues of Mg, (resp. Mg, ), viz.
(5) MR1R1 = RIARU and Mclcl = ClACI,
where Ag, is a hg, X hg, diagonal matrix containing the largest hpr, eigenvalues of Mg, , and A¢, is defined

similarly, under the constraints f{’lfil = p1lp,, and (A]’I(Ah = palpg, -

Theorem 1. We assume that Assumptions 1-5 are satisfied. Then there exist: a hr, X hr, matriz Hg,,

with |[Hg, || » = Op(1) and H(HRl)*HF = 0p(1); and a he, x he, matriz He, , with |[He, || = Op(1) and

p1/2
— 72
or ()

The results in Theorem 1 are “standard”: the Op(T~!) rate is a consequence of having cointegration, and

H(Hcl)_lHF = Op(1), such that

Hf{1 ~ RyHp,

1/2 R
= Op (“) , and Hcl ~ CHg,
F T

it corresponds to the well-known notion of “superconsistency” in time series econometrics (Stock, 1987); the
main difference, in our context, is the lack of identification which is typical of factor models, so that R, and
C; are only able to estimate a transformation of Ry and C; respectively. The impact of the dimensionality

/% and pém

(given by the terms p} respectively) is also a standard feature of high dimensional factor models:
e.g., a similar result is found in Bai (2004) in the context of vector-valued time series.
As we show in Lemma 1 below, the rates in Theorem 1 are generally not enough to estimate consistently the

space spanned by the common nonstationary factors F; ;. We consider the following, Least-Squares-based,
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estimator

(6) Fi:=

Lemma 1. We assume that Assumptions 1-5 are satisfied. Then it holds that H]?‘Lt—(HRl )t Fi. (H’Cl)_1 || =

Op(1).

Lemma 1 does state that FLt is consistent: the estimation error is of order Op (1), which is of a smaller order
of magnitude than the signal F; ; - a standard application of the Functional Central Limit Theorem yields
|F1.4]|» = Op (T/?). However, the rate of convergence is slower than e.g. the one derived in Theorem 2 in
Bai (2004), where it is shown that - for an N-dimensional vector-valued time series - the rate of convergence
is found to be Op (Nfl/Q) + Op (T*3/2) = op (1).

In the case of Lemma 1, the Op(1) order arises from the fact that, in (1), the remainder U, defined as
(7) X: =R1F1,C| + U, = RiF,C] + (RoF(,C| + E,),

also contains a factor structure. In turn, upon inspecting the proof of Lemma 1 (and comparing it with
e.g. the proof of Theorem 2 in Bai, 2004), when applying cross-sectional averaging to Uy, the strong cross-
correlation arising from the presence of Fy; prevents it from drifting to zero. Intuitively, this indicates that,

as can be expected, cross-sectional averaging does not help in the presence of common factors.

3.1.2. Projection-based estimation. We now show that the same problems as in Lemma 1 affects the projection-
based estimators of Ry and Cy. These could be constructed along the lines studied in He et al. (2023), inter

alia, using
T T
A A ~ 1 A A
> X,C,CX], and Mgl—7§ X/RiR, X,
t=1 t=1

N 1
M = - -
mp3T? & pipeT? &

Ry

as the eigenvectors corresponding to the largest hg, (resp. he,) eigenvalues of l\A/I;[%1 (resp. Mgl), viz.
(8) Mp Rl =R{AL . and M}, C] = CJAL ,

where A}[%l is a hg, X hgr, diagonal matrix containing the largest hp, eigenvalues of Mg, , and ATC1 is defined
/ A

N .
similarly, under the constraints (RI) R]i = p1lp,, and (CD C]i = palnc, -

Lemma 2. We assume that Assumptions 1-5 are satisfied. Then there exists a hg, X hgr, matriz H}fh, with

HH}h L= 0p(1) and H(H;)_ = Op(1), and a he, x ho, matriz HY, | with HHgHF — Op (1) and

F
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= Op(1), such that

()

F
. pl/? . pl/?
- mm |, 0p (%), e [t et —on (%)

Lemma 2 is, in essence, a negative result: despite projecting X; onto the space spanned by the columns of
C,, the rate of convergence of the new estimator ]?A{J{ does not improve over that of R;. Intuitively, this is
due to the fact that, when projecting X; onto Cj, the effect on the “signal” component R1F; C]C; is to
make it grow by a factor C]C; ~ ps; on the other hand, the effect of such projecting on Uy in (7) depends on
the extent of cross-sectional dependence in Uy. If the columns of U; are weakly cross-correlated, the effect
of projecting is that U;C; will grow at a rate O (p%ﬂ); in such a case, with the signal growing as ps, the
signal-to-noise ratio would be enhanced, thereby resulting in an estimate with a faster rate of convergence.
Conversely, in the presence of strong dependence among the columns of Uy, the cross-sectional averaging in
U,;C; will result in a rate proportional to po; in this case, the signal and the noise would grow by the same

factor, hence resulting in no enhancement of the rates of convergence of the projection-based estimator.

3.2. Inferential theory based on anti-projections. The (negative) results in Lemmas 1 and 2 suggest
that, in order to enhance the rates of convergence of the estimated common factors and loadings, the
stationary common factor structure needs to be filtered out first, and then a projection-based technique
can be applied. Hence, in this section, we present the three stages of our algorithms and the corresponding
theory. First, we propose an estimator of Ry, Co and Fy ;, obtained after projecting away the I(1) component
onto the space orthogonal to the columns of C; or, equivalently, R; (Section 3.2.1); the output is a set of
consistent (modulo a linear transformation) estimators of Ry, Cy and Fg, and therefore of the common
I(0) component RoFy ,Cj - albeit with improvable rates of convergence. Second, we study the estimation
of Ry, C; and Fy4, after subtracting the estimated common I(0) component RoF(;C{ from the data
X4, and projecting these onto the space spanned by (the estimated) C; or equivalently Ry, thus taking
advantage of the fact that, after removing the common I(0) component from the data, cross-sectional
dependence becomes substantially weaker (Section 3.2.2); the output is a set of consistent (modulo a linear
transformation) estimators of Ry, C; and Fp ., and therefore of the common I(1) component R1F;;C] -
with faster rates of convergence than the ones derived in Section 3.1.1 for Ry and C;. Third, we refine the
rates of convergence obtained in the first step, by projecting the data X; (minus the estimated common I(1)
component R1F; ;C/) onto the space spanned by (the estimated) Cy or equivalently Ry (Section 3.2.3); the

output is a set of consistent (modulo a linear transformation) estimators of Ry, Cy and Fg ¢, and therefore
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of the common I(0) component RoF( ;Cj), with faster rates of convergence than the ones derived in the first

step.

3.2.1. Anti-projection based estimation of Rg, Co and Fy . Define the orthogonal (to the columns of C;)

space and its corresponding sample version

9) Ci. =1, - C(C|C) ' Cy,
= A s Ny
(10) Gy =1, - C (Clcl) ¢l

The two matrices are: py X po; symmetric; and idempotent. By the same token, we can also define Rl, n

(as an estimator of the space Ry, |, orthogonal to the columns of R), and study its use and its properties;

Define

(11) X' =X,C11, and X =X|Ry,

(12) LS e (30 Ly R (k)

12 Mp, | = —— Xl(Xl), and Mg, | = ——— Xl(Xl).
1 plp%T p t t 1 p%pQT P t t

The estimator of Ry (Cp) is defined as the eigenvectors corresponding to the largest hg, (resp. h¢,)

eigenvalues of Mg, | (resp. M¢, 1), viz.
(13) Mg, 1 Ro = RoAg,, and Mc, 1 Co = CoAg,,

where Ag, is a hr, X hg, diagonal matrix containing the largest hp, eigenvalues of MR, L, and A¢, is

defined similarly, under the constraints RjRq = p1lpy, and C)Co = p2lnc, -

Theorem 2. We assume that Assumptions 1-5 are satisfied. Then there exist: a hr, X hr, matriz Hg,,

with |[Hg, || » = Op(1) and H(HRO)_luF = 0p(1); and a he, x he, matriz He,, with |[He, | = Op(1) and

p1/2 p1/2
OP < 1/21 ) + OP < L > )
F py “T1/? p1p2
1/2 1/2
= Op 1/p227 +Op P2 .
F py “TY/? p1p2

Equations (14) and (15) contain the rates of convergence of Ry and Co; again, Ry and Cg are estimated

H(HCO>_1HF = Op(1), such that

(14) HRO ~ RoHp,

(15) HCO ~ CoHg,

modulo a transformation. The estimators Ry and CO are, in essence, projection-based estimators; hence,
their rates can be compared with the ones obtained e.g. in Theorem 3.1 in He et al. (2023). The two terms

in (14) and (15) are the same as found in He et al. (2023); we would like to point out that He et al. (2023)
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obtain also further error terms, which in our case are absent. This is, essentially, due to the fact that the
R . 2
projection matrix, Cy 1, has a very fast rate of convergence to Cl’l,l with HCLL — Cl’lH =0Op (T’Q).
F
We now turn to the estimation of the stationary common factors Fo ;. Using the Least Squares principle,

we can define the following estimator of Fy ;

(ciees () &) o (Romus () o) |

<J(CrersorimaL) ((€0) @ (Rus) )| veex.

(16) Vec FOJ =

Let for short pjao = min {p1,pa}.
Theorem 3. We assume that Assumptions 1-5 are satisfied. Then

- ~1 ; \—1 . 1 1
(17) HFo,t — (Hg,)” Fo. (Hg,) HF =0p ( T1P2> +Op (p1A2T> ,

where Hp, and He,,are defined in Theorem 2, and

o e -on () o (54

P1P2 pl/\QT)

Theorem 3 states the consistency of the estimate of the space spanned by the common stationary factors.
The rates in the theorem can be compared with Theorem 3.5(1) in He et al. (2023): the Op ((p1p2)71/2)
component is the same as in our case, and it can be viewed as a non-improvable component of the estimator.
Conversely, in He et al. (2023) the Op ((ngT)_l) component is replaced by an Op ((ngTl/Q)_l) term.

In our case, this difference arises from using (AJL L and lf{l, L.

3.2.2. Projected estimation of C1, Ry and F; ;. Consider now the “filtered” data
(19) X, =X; — RoF:C),

and the corresponding projected covariance matrix

T

1 o A A,

R E X,C;C|X;.
t=1

- pp3T? &

Letting /N\R1 be a hr, X hr, diagonal matrix containing the largest hp, eigenvalues of M Ry, wWe can define

the estimator of Ry as the solution to the eigenvalue/eigenvector problem

(20) Mg, R = RiAg,.

1See Lemmas 17 and 18.
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We can define, analogously

o 1
Mo, = o ZX RiR|X,,

and subsequently obtain the projected estimator of C; as the solution of
(21) M, C; = CiAg,,

where /N\Cl is defined, similarly to A Ry @ a ho, X he, diagonal matrix containing the largest hr, eigenvalues

of MRl-

Theorem 4. We assume that Assumptions 1-5 are satisfied. Then there exist: a hr, X hr, matrix ﬁRl,

with ‘ﬁRl = Op(1) and ‘ (IF:Ipbl)i = Op(1); and a he, x he, matriz He,, with Hﬁcl = Op(1)
SO r
and H (Hcl) = Op (1), such that
F
= = ' n” 1
(22) HR1 - R Hpg, p Op 1/2 + Op T +Op <T3/2> ;
1/2 1/2
~ T Py Do 1
e for-cite, =or () w0 () <0 ()
1

Using the Least Squares principle, we can propose the following estimator of F; ;
~ 1 =, o =
(24) F,: = —RX:C;.
pip2

Let 51 ~ min {p1/2p;/2’p15\22T1/2,Tg/z}-

Theorem 5. We assume that Assumptions 1-5 are satisfied. Then

where ﬁRl and ﬁcl,are defined in Theorem 4, and

1 _ -1 ~ -1 p
T Z F1’t — (HR1> Fl,t ( /Cl) =Op (4;2) '
t=1

3.2.3. Projected estimation of Ry, Co and Fo,. Finally, it is possible to iterate the “anti-projection” ap-

2

F

proach to re-estimate Rg, Cyp and Fg ;. Define

v C Pl < R -
Xyt =XC1 |, and X" = XGRY |,

— 1 ~ N/ N
Mp, 1 = —5 3 X (Xf) and Mc, | = ZXRl (XRl)

- p1p2T
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The estimator of Ry (Cy) is defined as the eigenvectors corresponding to the largest hr, (resp. hc,)

eigenvalues of MRML (resp. l\N/IChl), viz.
MRhJ_ﬁO = ﬁOKR(), and MCI7J_60 = éOKCO-

where /N\RO is a hg, X hp, diagonal matrix containing the largest hp, eigenvalues of MRM 1, and /~\C0 is
defined similarly, under the constraints ﬁgﬁo = p1lpy,, and (~]6(~30 = palng, -

The next lemma shows that f{O and C~30 do not improve with respect to RO and CO (at least, as far as the
dominating terms are concerned).

Lemma 3. We assume that Assumptions 1-5 hold. Then there exist a hr, X hg, matriz ﬁRO, with HITIRO

-1 - - SO |
Op (1) and ’(HRO> , and a ho, X he, matriz He,, with HHC0 o Op(1) and (HCO) such that
F F
B _ /2 P!/
(25) HRO —RoHg,|| =0p |+ +O0p 1/217 ;
F p1p2 Dy T1/2
% p/?
C, — C H - Py _Py
(26) HCO CoH,|| = Op <p1p2> 1+ O0p (p} /2T1/2> .

It is however possible to refine the rates of the estimated stationary common factors Fo ;. These are defined
as

—1
(27) Vec ]dw‘o,t =

(Gi@r. (€12) @) o (RoRi. (~i,L)'ft())1]
<J(erersoRiRiL) ((€1.) @ (i) )| veex.

Note that we are using Ry and CO; in principle, it is possible to also use ﬁo and 60, but the results in Lemma,

3 cast doubts over the effectiveness of such a choice. Let ¢y = min {p}pp;/z,pmgTQ,p%MT, pi’@TﬁJ’m}.

Theorem 6. We assume that Assumptions 1-5 are satisfied. Then

~ ~ -1 N1 ~
Fo,— (Hr,) Fou(He,) || =00 (&),
F
where ﬁRO and ﬁco,are defined in Lemma 3, and
1 T N 1 -1 2 .,
3 [For— (Fr,)  Fou(Hy) | =0r (G2
t=1 F

The rates can be compared with those in Theorem 3: the non-improvable rate Op ((plpg)*l/ 2) is still present;

however, the estimator-dependent rate has been refined.
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3.3. Estimation of the number of common factors. In the above, we have (implicitly) assumed that
the number of common stationary and nonstationary factors hg,, hc,, hr,, and he, are known. In practice,
this is seldom the case, and an estimate of hg,, hc,, hr,, and h¢, is required as the preliminary step in order
to use our methodology. In this section, we discuss this issue, proposing a family of consistent estimators
for the numbers of common factors.

Our first result shows that, as long as hg,, he,, hr,, and hc, are estimated consistently, all the theory

derived above still holds. Let h Ry ;lcl, h R,, and 7101 denote such estimators.

Lemma 4. We assume that Assumptions 1-5 are satisfied. Then, if hg, = hg, +op(1), he, = he, +op(1),

hi, = hg, +op(1), and he, = he, + op(1), Theorems 1-5, and Lemmas 1-3 still hold.

Several possible estimators can be proposed for hg,, h¢e,, hr,, and hc,: our results in Lemmas 12, 13, 19,
20, 25 and 26 lend themselves to extending, to the matrix-valued time series context, both the information
criteria proposed in Bai (2004) and the sequential randomised tests proposed in Barigozzi and Trapani
(2022). Other methodologies, specifically developed for the case of stationary matrix- or tensor-valued time
series, could be also extended to our context - whilst an exhaustive treatment goes beyond the scope of this
section, we refer to the article by He et al. (2023) for a comprehensive review of the state of the art on this
important issue. Here, we propose a methodology based on the eigenvalue ratio (ER) principle (see Lam

and Yao, 2012, and Ahn and Horenstein, 2013). We introduce the following estimators for hg, and hc¢,:

- A (M - Aj (M
(28) hp, = arg max s ( ARl) and he, = arg max i ( Acl)
0<j<hmax Aj+1 (MR,) + €R,ORy p1 pa. T 0< ) <humax Aj+1 (May) + €010, prpa,T

)

which are based on the “flattened” covariance matrices M r, and M, respectively - an alternative to h Ry
and Bcl can also be based on the eigenvalues of MTRl and MTcl respectively, and in this case we use the

notation iAL}r)H and izfcl; and

- Aj (MRl) - Aj (Mcl)
(29) hg, = arg max . and hg, = arg max -
0<j<hmax /\j+1 (MR1> + CR15R1<>,p1,p2,T 05 <hmax >\j+1 (Mcl) + 0015010,p1,p2,T

)

which are based on the projected covariance matrices M Rr, and 1\7[01 respectively. It can be envisaged that,
given that the eigen-gap is wider in the case of M r, and 1\0/[01 as opposed to Mg, and Mg, (and 1\7[};1 and
l\A/ITCl), h R, and ﬁcl may offer a better performance than h R, and fzcl (and fzkl and fzgl); we explore this
in simulations. In both (28) and (29), the “mock” eigenvalues Ag (-) are designed to as to pick up the case

of no common factor; following Ahn and Horenstein (2013), we construct these as Ag (M,) = Wy, py. 1 With

t € {R1,C4, Ris,Cio}, with the convention that Mpg,, = Mpg,, M¢,, = Mc,, and Wy, b, 7 18 @ sequence

such that, as min {p1,p2, T} — o0, wy 7 — 0 and (0, p,,T) 7 — oo. Further, in both (28)

L
wplvpz,
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and (29), hmax is a user-chosen upper bound such that hmax < min{pi,ps, T}, and we use the following

sequences
1
6R171017:D2,T = 5017P1,P2,T = T’

5 1 n 1 n 1 n 1
Ri0,p1,p2, T = "1/5 2 1/2 1/2.4°
P1{\2T3/2 pT T pl/ p2/ T

5 1 n 1 1 4 1
Cio,p1,p2,T — 2 :
10,P1,P2 p%ﬁTWQ p1T T2 pi/Qp%/QT

Similarly, we propose the following estimators for hr, and hc,:

2 A (M R \: (M
(30) hpg, = arg max s Mr,.1) and h¢, = arg max i (Mg, 1) 7
0<7<hmax Nj+1 (MRy, 1) + CRyORg py po.T 0< 7 <hmax Nj+1 (Mcy, 1) + €co0Co,prpa,T

which are based on the “anti-projected” covariance matrices Mg, | and Mc, . Even in this case, hpnax is

a user-chosen upper bound such that hpay < min{py,ps, T}, and

1 1 1 1

b and eyt = e ——
/T2 pip2 PP

5 =
Ro,p1,p2,T p1/2T1/2 PLpo

As above, the mock eigenvalues are defined as A\; (M, ) = w with, as min {py, p2, T} — o0, Wpipe T

L
p1,p2, 1"

-1

0, and (0, p, p,,7) W 7 — oo, for © € {(Ro), (Co)}. The constants ¢g,, écy, Cr,, ¢c,, Cr, and cc, can

L
P1,pP2, 0

e.g. be chosen adaptively, using different subsamples and choosing the values of the constants which offer

stable estimates across such subsamples, in a similar spirit to Hallin and Liska (2007) and Alessi et al. (2010).

Theorem 7. We assume that Assumptions 1-5 are satisfied. Then, as min {p1,p2, T} — 00, it holds that

all the estimators defined in (28), (29) and (30) are consistent - i.e., hg, = hg, +op(1), and so on.

4. MONTE CARLO EVIDENCE

In this Section we show the results of a series of Monte Carlo studies to showcase the performance of our
methodology. Section 4.1 contains some key results for the estimators of the factor loadings and a comparison
of their convergence rates; Section 4.2 is devoted to the estimation of the number of factors. The full set of
detailed results can be found in Appendix C.

We simulate from the following Data Generating Process (DGP)

(31) Xt - R1 Fl,t Cll + RO FO,t C/O + Et B t= 17 e ,T

P1Xp2 P1 Xth hcl X pa D1 XhRO hCU X p2 P1Xp2
where:

° Fl,t = F17t71 + & with E¢ ~ N(O’IthhC1 )’
. VEC(F(),t) ~ N(O, UOIhROhCU);
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Case hRU hco th hcl apgp a1 Og
1.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
1.2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2
2.1 1 1 2 2 1 1 1
2.2 1 1 2 2 1 1 2
3.1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1
3.2 2 2 1 1 1 1 2
4.1 1 1 1 1 10 10 1
4.2 1 1 1 1 10 10 2

TABLE 4.1. Parameters’ combination for the simulation study on the rates of convergence.
e Ry, Cy ~U[~ag,a0], Ri,Ci~Ul~ai,a;

4.1. Estimation and convergence rates. We explore the cases presented in Table 4.1, and we combine
them with, with p; = 10,20, 50,100, po = 20, T" = 20, 50, 100,200. For each parameters’ combination we
consider the average over 1000 Monte Carlo replications. Due to identification indeterminacy, we measure
the performance of the estimators using the distance between subspaces. Given two orthogonal matrices Oy
and Os of sizes p X g1 and p X go, define

2

1

max(q1, g2)

(32) D(Oy,0,) = (1 - tr(010'1020g)>

D(01, O3) ranges between 0 and 1. It is equal to 0 if the column spaces of O and O are the same, and 1
if they are orthogonal.

Figure 4.1 shows the boxplots of the ratio Dgai/Dproj between the initial flattened and the refined projected
estimators for Ry (left) and C; (right) against series’ length T'. Each boxplot contains 32 values for a specific
T, corresponding to the 8 cases (1.1 - 4.2) times the 4 values of p;. In turn, each of the 32 values is the
average over 1000 Monte Carlo replications. Clearly, the refined projected estimator improves uniformly
over the initial “flattened” estimator and the gain increases with the length of the series, reaching a median
ratio of about 2.4 for 7' = 200. The ratio reaches 3.2 in some instances. The boxplots of the ratio Dgas/Dpro;
against row-dimension p; is reported in Figure C.1 in Appendix C and the results are also consistent with
the theoretical convergence rates in that, for fixed po and T, as p; increases, the ratio should decrease for
R; and increase for C;. A different, non trivial, behaviour is expected for Ry and Cy since the theoretical
convergence rates of the initial and refined estimators are the same, see Figure 4.2 where the boxplots of
the ratio are plotted against p;. The plot against T can be found in Figure C.2 of the Appendix. In any
case, also in this instance, the refined estimators improve uniformly over the initial ones, albeit by a tighter

margin with respect to those for Ry and C;.
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FIGURE 4.1. Boxplots of the ratio Dgay/Dproj between the initial flattened and the refined
projected estimators for R; (left) and C; (right) against series’ length 7.
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FIGURE 4.2. Boxplots of the ratio Dgat/Dproj between the initial flattened and the refined
projected estimators for Ry (left) and Cqy (right) against p.

The detailed results for Case 1.1 are shown in Figure 4.3, where the distances D(R1, R1) (left) and D(Cy, C;)
(right) are plotted against the length of the series T for different values of the row-dimension p;. Clearly,
the refined projected estimator (circles) is always superior to the initial “flattened” estimator (triangles) and
the rate also depends on p;. This latter finding can also be appreciated from Figure 4.4, which shows the
results of the estimation of Ry (left) and Cy (right). The full set of detailed results can be found in the

Appendix C.

4.2. Estimating the number of factors. We simulate from the DGP of Eq. (31), with

o Fiy=Fi; 1 +e with e, ~ N(0, Ly ne, );
e Vec(Fo,t) ~ N(0, 11, ne, );
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FIGURE 4.3. Case 1.1: estimation of Ry (left) and C; (right) for varying series length T

and row dimension p;. Also, ps = 20, whereas Rg, Co ~ U[-1,1],

R;,C; ~ U[-1,1].

Triangles with dashed lines indicate the initial “flattened” estimator, circles with full lines
indicate the refined projected estimator.
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FIGURE 4.4. Case 1.1: as Figure 4.3 but for Ry and Cy.

L4 Ro,CO ~ Z/l[—l, 1],

We explore the following cases

Ry, Cy ~U[-1,1]

0.25 0.35
|

0.15

0.05

initial
refined

— p1=10
— p1=20

p1 =50
— =100

Case hRo hco th hcl
1 1 1 1 1
2 2 2 2 2
3 1 1 2 2
4 1 1 3 3
5 2 2 1 1
6 3 3 1 1
7 2 1 1 1
8 1 1 2 1
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and, as in the previous section, we combine the above with p; = 10, 20, 50, 100, ps = 20, T' = 20, 50, 100, 200.
We focus on the frequency of correct identification of hg,, hc,, hgr,, hc,, based upon 1000 Monte Carlo

replications. Here we report the results of different implementations of the Eigenvalue Ratio criterion:

static: : hgr,, hc,, hr,, hc, are estimated once in the procedure.

it0: starts from the above static estimates. Then, it uses the estimated number of I(1) factors as
starting values for the procedure, which stops when either the final estimated numbers of I(1)
factors coincide with the initial ones, or the maximum number of iterations is reached.

it1l: starts from the itO estimates. If the initial estimate is not a fixed point i.e. the initial and refined
estimates of the I(1) parameters are the same at the first iteration, then, tries to refine as follows.

(1) computes the static estimates on a grid of initial values for hg,, hcy;

(2) derives the graph of the combinations from the grid and retains the fixed point of the graph as
candidates;

(3) if there is at least one candidate, updates the initial itO estimates if either the max number of
iterations is reached or there is a new candidate/parameter combination with max average ER
value and max cluster size.

it2: starts from the it0 estimates and keeps the values of hr,, h¢c,. If the initial estimate is not a fixed
point i.e. the initial and refined estimates of the I(1) parameters are the same at the first iteration,
then, tries to refine the I(1) parameters as follows.

(1) computes the static estimates on a grid of initial values for hg,, he, .

(2) derives the graph of the combinations from the grid and retains the fixed point of the graph as
candidates.

(3) if there is at least one candidate, updates the initial itO estimates by choosing the values of

hr,, hc, individually as the maximizers of the ER value among the parameters’ combinations.

In practice, criteria it1 and it2 differ only in step (3) when it comes to updating the initial estimates based
upon it0. To showcase the advantages of refined iterative procedures over the simple iterative estimator itO

we simulate a series from with the following parameters:

hr,=1; hc,=1; hgr, =2; he =1; (case 8)
p1 =100; po =20; T = 50;
Both the static and the simple iterative estimators for the number of factors incorrectly estimate hp, =

hc, = hr, = hc, = 1. The reason for this can be appreciated in Figure 4.5 where we show the associated

graph where the nodes are the grid of initial values for hg,, he, and the arrows show the node connecting the
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W)
node hg, he, (13)
1 11 )
2 2 1
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4 4 1
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FiGURE 4.5. Graph associated to the iterative estimators for the number of factors. Each
node corresponds to a combination of initial values for hg,, hc, reported in the table. Node
2 is a fixed point and corresponds to the true parameters’ value. Procedures starting from
nodes belonging to the cluster without a fixed point (left) do not converge. In such a case,
estimators it1-it2 correctly identify the fixed point (node 2) as the candidate solution.

initial and the refined estimate. There are two clusters of connected nodes but only the right hand side cluster
has a fixed point (node 2), which corresponds to the true parameters’ value. Hence, since the static estimator
starts from node 1, the simple iterative estimator it0 does not converge and falls back to the static solution.
This is why, when a fixed point is not reached, estimators it1-it2 try to refine over the initial it0 estimate
by looking for the fixed points of the graph (if any) and selecting the solution according to (slightly) different
criteria, as explained above. This improves the initial iterative estimate it0 in case of lack of convergence
and solves the problem of the dependence on initial conditions. The results of the Monte Carlo exercise are
reported in Figure 4.6, which contains the boxplots of the percentages of correct selection for each criterion
and for each loadings matrix. For the sake of presentation, each boxplot aggregates 128 values (8 cases X
4 values of pl x 4 values of T'). The full set of results, stratified by p; and T are available in Figure C.10
of the Appendix C. The iterative estimators improve noticeably over the static estimator, especially for R
and C;. This is best appreciated in Figure 4.7, which shows the boxplots of the differences of percentages of
correct estimation of the number of factors for the iterative criteria w.r.t. the static criterion. Clearly, the
iterative criteria can improve over the static estimation by 40%. In particular, for Ry and Cy, it1 seems to
achieve the largest gain, even if it is also prone to losing power, especially for R; and C;. This is because

it tends to overturn more often the initial estimator it0. In turn, it2 is closer to it0 for for Ry and Cy but
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FIGURE 4.6. Boxplots of the percentages of correct estimation of the number of factors for
the 4 criteria for different parameters. Each boxplot contains 128 percentages: 8 cases X 4
values for p; x 4 values for T'. The extended results, stratified by p; and T are available in
Figure C.10 of the Appendix C.
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FIGURE 4.7. Boxplots of the differences of percentages of correct estimation of the number
of factors for the iterative criteria w.r.t. the static criterion. Positive values indicate that
the iterative version is superior w.r.t. the static one. Each boxplot contains 128 percentages:
8 cases x 4 values for p; x 4 values for T. The extended results, stratified by p; and T are
available in Figure C.11 of the Appendix C.

shows a consistent gain for Ry and Cq, so that it remains our recommended choice to date. As above, the

extended results, stratified by p; and T are available in Figure C.11 of the Appendix C.

5. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we study inference in the context of a factor model for a high-dimensional matrix-valued time
series with the possible presence of common stochastic trends and common stationary factors. The inferential
problem is not a simple extension of existing techniques: the presence of the common stationary factors makes
it impossible to refine the rates of the estimators of the non-stationary common factor structure using e.g.
the iterated projection-based estimator of Yu et al. (2022). Hence, we propose an entirely novel procedure,
based on a preliminary step where the common stochastic trends are eliminated by projecting them away
onto a large dimensional space constructed as the orthogonal complement to the loadings space of the I(1)
common factor structure. As mentioned in the introduction, this step goes in the opposite direction to

the projection-based estimator, and we view it as an “anti-projection” (or an “anti-Johnson-Lindenstrauss”)
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argument. After getting rid of the common I(1) components, we estimate the common stationary component
in a standard way, and after removing it from the data, we are able to use the full force of the iterative
projection-based estimator. Our results, in terms of the rates of convergence of the estimated loadings and
common factors, show that we are able to refine the rates of convergence of the estimators of the I(1) factor
structure. As a by-product, we also propose a technique to estimate the number of common factors in
both the I(1) and the stationary structures; further, building on the results on the spectrum of the second
moment matrices studied in this paper, it would also be possible to propose several tests, along e.g. the
lines of Barigozzi and Trapani (2022), for the null hypothesis that the data are I(1), which would serve as
a preliminary step to ascertain whether our estimation technique needs to be applied (i.e., whether X; is
indeed I(1)), or not.

Several interesting questions and possible extensions are still outstanding. In addition to deriving the limiting
distributions of the estimated loadings, common factors and common components (which, in principle, can be
done as an extension of our results), and to extending our results to the presence of deterministic components
(such as drifts or linear trends in the common I(1) structure), here we revisit the notion of cointegration
and how this can be cast into our model (1). In particular, we note that our current model and theory can
only partly embed a (Matrix) Error Correction Model (Johansen, 1991). Indeed, consider again the two-step
hierarchical representation discussed in the introduction, and, unless stated otherwise, assume for simplicity
that hg, = hc, = 1. Recalling that X_;+, 1 < j < po denotes the j-th column of X, consider the MA (c0)
representation AX.;, = I'; (L)e.;;, where T'; (L) = Y32, T ,L" is a p1 x p1-valued MA(co) polynomial.

Then, by standard arguments,? we can represent Xt as

t
(33) X~j,t = I‘J(l) Zs'j’s + ].-p; (L) €.j.ty
s=1

where T'j(1) = 3272 T is a p1 X p1 matrix with rank hg,, and ri(L) = Yoo I‘;th with '}, =
— > neni1 Tjx. Hence, T'j(1) can be rewritten as the product between a p; X hg, matrix (say Ri) and an

hr, x p1 matrix (say II;), whence (33) becomes

t
XAjwt = R1 Hj Z€.j73 + ].-‘;< (L) E.j.t-

P1IXKRERXp1 45—

Define, for short, the scalar common trend G;; = II; Zi:l €.5,s, and consider the p, x 1 vector of com-

mon trends G; = (G4, ..., Gp, ). The vector Gy itself could be cointegrated; considering the MA (o)

2See e.g. Watson (1994)
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representation AG; = ' (L) uy, it follows that
¢

(34) G, =Tc(1)) u, +T (L)
s=1

Again, T'¢(1) is p2 X py and has rank ho, = 1, so that we can write
t

t
G =Te()> uw+Tg(L)w= C B; > w+Tg(Lu= C Fj, +T (L) u,
s=1

p2xhciho, Xp2 g p2Xhcy

where F} , = B Zzzl u, is the common stochastic trend. Then, by substituting, we have
X; = R,G} + Ey,

where E, is a stationary matrix-valued whose j-th column is given by I'7(L)ej+ in (33); using (34), we

receive
(35) X; = RiF1,C} + Ry, [T5(1)] + Ey,

where E; is the overall error term. In this model, we have the same structure for the common stochastic
trend(s) Fy, as in model (1). However, the common stationary component Ryu} [T (L))" is different to
the one in (1), in that I'; (1) may have full rank, thus entailing that the stationary common component
Riu} [T5(1)] does not have a “two-way” but a “one-way” structure. Our assumptions hereafter are also
different to the ones implicitly present in (35), seeing as we assume that F;; and Fo; are independent,
whereas, in (35), F1; and u; clearly are not. Hence, the extension of our methodology to a cointegrated
system - whilst building on the methodology developed herein - is a not entirely trivial task, which is currently
under investigation by the authors.

As a second extension, augmenting (1)-(2) to include linear trends could be also of interest. In such a case,

(1) would become
(36) X, = AtB' + RyF; ,C} + RoFo.C) + E;.

An “anti-projection” based estimation strategy, in this case, could be based on estimating C; and Cg from

the first-differenced version of (36)

AX, = AB'+R.AF;,C}+RoAF,,C)+ AE;

AB’' + RAF,C + AE;,,
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using e.g. the projection-based estimator of Yu et al. (2022) (denoting this as, say, R and C), and subse-
quently estimating A from the anti-projected version of X;, viz. X,C . This extension, as well as the case

where one of the common I(1) factor has a drift component, is also under investigation by the authors.
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APPENDIX A. TECHNICAL LEMMAS

Henceforth, whenever possible in this and in the next section, for simplicity and without loss of generality

we will carry out our proofs under the constraints hg, =1, he, =1, hg, =1, and h¢, = 1.

Lemma 5. Consider a multi-index random variable Us, . ;,, with 1 <i; <57, 1 < iy < Sy, ete... Assume

that

1
(37) ; ' ; Sy ShP (191355??12“5& Uicoin| > ELS”“’Sh’) < 00,
1 h

for some € > 0 and a sequence Lg, .. s, defined as

g = SH S (S)) Ll (Sh),

.....

where dy, ds, etc. are non-negative numbers and ly (+), lo (+), ete. are slowly varying functions in the sense

of Karamata. Then it holds that

U
(38) lim sup [Uss....0 =0 a.s.
(S1,esSn)—o0 LiSy,...S
Proof. The lemma is shown in Massacci and Trapani (2022) - see in particular Lemma A1l therein. (]

Lemma 6. We assume that Assumption 1 is satisfied. Then it holds that

(39) E ||F1,t\lfm < cot,
T 2

(40) > Fisf| =0p(17)
t=1 F

Proof. Equation (39) follows immediately from Proposition 4 in Berkes et al. (2011). As far as (40) is
concerned, it follows immediately from the FCLT for Bernoulli shifts (e.g., Theorem A.1 in Aue et al., 2009)

and the Continuous Mapping Theorem. O

Lemma 7. We assume that Assumption 1 is satisfied. Then it holds that

.. loglogT L ,
(41) hTIgloI})fT g Fi1.Fi,=D1 as,
t=1
(42) lim inf loglog T ET F|,F Dy s
2 1,¢L 1t = 2 i)
T—o0 T Py

where D1 and D2 are two positive definite matrices of dimensions hg, X hr, and hc, X he, respectively.
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Proof. We prove (41) - the proof of (42) is the same. Assumption 1 entails that, for each T, it is possible
to define a matrix valued, hr, x he,-dimensional Wiener process {Wgrer (k),1 < k < T}, with covariance

matrix EE,?) such that

(43) max [F1x = Weer (£)] = Ous. (T27)

1<k<T

for some ¢ > 0 (a proof can be found e.g. in Aue et al., 2014). Considering

T
> FLF,
t=1
T T
=Y Waer () Wrer () + Y (Firi = Wror (1) Wier (1)
t=1 t=1

equation (43) entails

T
> (Fri—Wror () Wier (t)

t=1

< ; IF1: — Wrer @) |Wrer (t)] < T1glka§XT |IF1.6 — Wger (t)]| Bz [Wre.r ()|

T-0,.. (Tl/H) Ous. (T1/2 (log log T)1/2) — Ous. (T2—C (log log T)1/2> ,

and by the same token

M=

(Fi.—Wger ) (Fii — Wrer (1)

t

Il
-

2
< _ _ 2—2¢
<T (13% IFin— Wner <t>||) O (T27%)

whence
T T
loglogT loglog T
72 Z FiF, = 72 Z Wrer () Wier () + 04.s.(1).
t=1 t=1
Note now that, letting Wre 15 (t) be the j-th column of Wre 1 (t)

loglogT a > loglogT L
72 Z Wrer () Wrer (t) = Z —72 Z Wrer,; () Wrer,; (1)
t=1

t=1 j=1
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We now show that the limit of the expression above is positive definite. To this end, let b be a h¢o, X 1
nontrivial vector and consider

p2 T

loglogT'
Z T2 Z leRC,T,j (t) ;%C,T,j (t)b;
t=1

j=1
given that the distribution of W e 7 (t),does not depend on T', we have that {b"Wger; (t), 1 <t <T}

L {W] (t),1<t< T}, where {WJ (t),1<t< T} is a scalar Wiener process with variance such that

P2
STWE (Wrer (1) Wher; (1) b=b'5b.
j=1
Using equation (4.6) in Donsker and Varadhan (1977), it therefore follows that
P2 T
. loglogT 1 a
liminf Y =525 3B Weeor () Wher, (b = Sb/Sib,
j=1

t=1

a.s.; seeing as EE.?) is positive definite by Assumption 1(ii)(a), b’ E;ﬁl)b > 0 for all nontrivial b. The desired

result now follows. O

Lemma 8. We assume that Assumption 2 is satisfied. Then it holds that

T T
(44) Z |E (FoF) )| < T, and Z |E (F) Fos)|| , < i,
t,s=1 t,s=1
T
(45) Z |IFo,tll 7 = Oas. (T),
t=1

for some 0 < ¢cg,c1 < 00.

Proof. Equation (44) is a direct consequence of Assumption 2 - see in particular the proof of Lemma A.3
in Massacci and Trapani (2022). As far as (45) is concerned, we begin by showing that HFO,tHf, is an
Lo-decomposable Bernoulli shift, focusing on the case hg, = hc, = 1 for simplicity and with no loss of

generality. Consider the construction

* . Fy Fo ~Fy ~Fy
Fo.: = gr, (m s Mo ,77717--~>-

It holds that

‘F(Q),t - (Fa,t,t)ZL < |F0,t + Fg,t,t|4 ‘FO,t - FE'S,t,t 4

<2 |F0,t|4 |F0,t - Fg,t,t|4 <y
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which entails that HF01,5||2F is a Lo-decomposable Bernoulli shift. Hence, by Proposition 4 in Berkes et al.

(2011), it follows that
2

S COT7

T
> (IIFo.ll3 = E 1 Fooll})
t=

and therefore Theorem 3 in Méricz (1976) yields

2

E max < ¢oT (log 2T)" .

1<k<T

T
2 2
> (IFoul; 7
t=1

Equation (45) readily follows from the SLLN. O

Lemma 9. We assume that Assumptions 1, 2 and 5 are satisfied. Then it holds that

T
> F1Foul| =O0p(T).
t=1 a
Proof. Clearly
T T
= Y E(F14F1FoiFo.) < > |E(F1F1,)| |[E (FoFo)l
t,s=1 t,s=1

<y

t,s=1

(EIFwly) " (B1RLI3) " 1B (Pom.

T
S C()T Z |E(F0¢F0,s)| S ClT27

t,s=1

having used Assumptions 1 and 2, (39) in the penultimate passage, and (44) in the last one. The desired

result now follows immediately from Markov inequality. ([l

Lemma 10. We assume that Assumption 3 are satisfied. Then it holds that

T

" e (S8 - 0010 ()
t=1
T

(47) Amax (Z E;Et> — O (;T) +Op (pl/ 2p2T1/2) :
t=1

Proof. We can write
T T T
> EE =E <Z EtE;> +) (EE; - E(EE)),
t=1 t=1 t=1

whence by Weyl’s inequality

T
Amax (ZEtE’>< max< (Z&E’)) Amax (BE} — E (E,E}))) =1 + I1.
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Using again Weyl’s inequality, it holds that

max ( <Z EtE/>> S i /\max (E (EtE:f)) B

and by Assumption 3(%i)(b)

pP1

P2
Amax (£ (EEy)) < ax ZZ |E (eijeenje)| < copz,
tj=1h=1

whence finally it follows that Apax (E (Zthl EtEQ)) = O (p2T). Also, by symmetry

)\max ((EtEf‘, -F (EtEg)))

P1 T p2 2\ 1/2
< [E:E; — E(EtE;)HF = Z <ZZ Cik,tCik,t — (eik,tejk,t))>
ij=1 \t=1 k=1

It holds that

P1 T p2 2

S (zz conieine - <em,tejk,t>>)
i,j=1 \t=1 k=1

p1 D2

Z Z Z COV ezk €5k ty €ih s€jh, s) < COP1P2T

i,j=1t,s=1h k=1
by Assumption 3(74)(a). Hence by Markov inequality it finally follows that

Amax ((EtE:: - B (EtEg))) =0p (plpéﬂTl/Q) ’
whence (46) follows. Equation (47) follows from the same logic. O
Lemma 11. We assume that Assumptions 1, 3 and 5 are satisfied. Then it holds that

— Op ( 1/2p1/2T> '
Proof. We let hr, = he, =1 for simplicity. We have
T 2
E ZFl,tEt
t=1 F
P11 P2 T pP1 P2
55 31 P O I 35 o SR
i=1 j=1 i=1 j=1t,5=1
T P11 P2
< Z E F%t |E €ij,s€ij,t | < COTZZ Z |E ezg Seljt ‘ < cip1p2T,

i=1 j=1t,5=1 i=1 j=1t,s=1
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by Assumptions 5 (used in the second line) and 3(7i)(a), used in the third line. O

Lemma 12. We assume that Assumptions 1-5 are satisfied. Then there exists a positive, finite constant cg
and a triplet of random variables (po,o, P2,0, To) such that, for all p1 > poo, P2 > pao and T > Ty, it holds
that

(loglogT) Aj (Mg, ) > co, for all j < hpg,,

and, for all e >0

log T)3/#+e
Aj (MRg,) = 0q.s. <(0g12 . forallj> hg,.

Proof. Tt holds that

(48) MRI =

T T

1 1

ST > RiF,,C|CF} R} + ST > RoFo,C{CoF} Ry,
t=1 t=1

T T T

1 1 1
+7§ E.E,+ —— Y R,F C'E'JriZECF/ R/
plnp2T2 o tHt p1p2T2 t:Zl 1+ 1t~y p1p2T2 e t 1 Yy

T
1
P1P2T Z F1:C1CoFo, Ry + Do T2 ZROFO +CyC1F R
1 1
p1p2T? Z RoFo./CoE, + p1paT? Z E.CoFg, R

=TI+ II+IIT+IV+IV +V+V +VI4+VI.

We begin by finding bounds for I1, II1, IV, V, and VI, using hr, = hc, = hr, = hc, = 1 for simplicity
whenever possible. We have
1] Rl Gl (8, ) = 0 (2
F_pp T2 Ol ol | a.s. T )

having used Assumption 4(3)(b) and (45) in Lemma 8. Turning to 11, combining Lemmas 5 and 10, it is

easy to see that

= 1+e
1 E : E 1 log p1 log ps log 1
)\max ) Et ; =0 ( ) +o0 Ou.s. ( g2 D1 1%2172 g ) .
p1p21 Py mT pL/2T3/2

T 2 1/2
P1 P2
1

HIVHF:W Z TzZZC]Fltehgt 5

i,h=1 t=1 j=1

We now study
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it holds that

p1 T p2
E 2 E E
FE T CjFl,tehj,t
i,h=1 t=1 j=1
P1 T P2
2
= Z i B Z Z cicF1 i1 senjenk,s
i,h=1 t,s=1j,k=1

IN

P1 T p2
max 17 max c? E E E (EHFl,t
1<i<py 1<i<p2

1/2 1/2
D) (B IFLIE) 18 e
ih=1t,5=1jk=1

P1 T P2
<apT Y Y Y |E(enjienrs)| < cpipT?,
h=1t,s=1j k=1

having used Assumption 5 in the third line, Assumption 4 (7i)(d) in the last passage. Hence, using Lemma 5

1 1/24¢
IV ||z = 0q.s. (1/2 (log p1 log? ps log? T) ) ,
py T

for all € > 0. The same bound holds, by symmetry, for [|[IV’||z. We now study

T T
1 1
VIl < IRl RG] 1ol Gl (Z FF) < corg (Z FF) -

We have

T 2
E (Z FuFo,t>
t=1

T 1/2 1/2 T
< Y (BIFWG) T (BIFLIE) 1B FoFo)ly < ol > 1B (FoiFoul, < eiT?,
t,s=1

t,s=1

having used Assumption 5 and (39) in Lemma 6 and (45) in Lemma 8 in the last passage. Hence, by Lemma

5
1 3/2+¢
Vlip = 0us. (7 (log 7))

and the same bound holds, by symmetry, for ||V’|| . Finally, we study

1
< 2
» p1p2T

T
”RO”F ZFO,tCBEQ

t=1

].
[/I =
|| HF 1

T
T Z RoF(C,E|
t=1

F
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It holds that

- 2
/ /
(49) F E Fo.CLE;
t=1 F
2
P1 p2 T P11 p2
=F E g E c1,5F0.¢€i5. =F g g E c1,5¢1,F0,¢Fo s€ij1€ik,s
i=1 \j=1t=1 i=1 jk=1t,5=1

p1 P2 9 1/2
(s )55 5 5 ()

i=1 j,k=1t,s=1

Seeing as Fy , is stationary, using Assumption 2(i1)(d), the above is bounded by
b1 b2
w0y > Z |E (eijein,s)| < capipeT),

i=1j,k=1t,s=1

whence using Lemma 5

T
> Fo.CiE;
t=1 F

3/2+4+€
= 0q.s. ((puozT)l/2 (log p1 log® p2 log® T) / ) .

In turn, using Assumption 4 (i), this yields

1 3/2+e€
VI = o0as. <1/23/2 (log p1 log® p2 log? T) > :
py T

The same bound holds, by symmetry, for [|[VI'| .

Putting together all the above, by symmetry it follows that

loe T 3/2+€
(50) Max (IT + IIT TV ATV VAV 4 VI+ V) = 044 (“’gT) :

Finally, consider I in (48). By construction, A; (I) = 0 a.s. for all j > hg,; when j < hg,, it holds that

loglog T , 1 1og log T
F | =\ | — F . F)
Y ( p1paT? ZRI HCICFLRY =2 (DR Z H ’

t=1

seeing as C|C = p2lnc,; using the multiplicative version of Weyl’s inequality (see e.g. Theorem 7 in

Merikoski and Kumar, 2004)

/
(51) A (p R, (T2 ;FltF >R1>
1 loglogT
Z >‘j <le/1R1> >\min << ZFl tF >> Z Cp a.s.,
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having used Assumption 4(ii) and Lemma 7. The desired results now follow by combining (51) and (50),

using Weyl’s inequality. ([

Lemma 13. We assume that Assumptions 1-5 are satisfied. Then there exists a positive, finite constant cg
and a triplet of random variables (po,o, p2,0, To) such that, for all p1 > poo, P2 > pao and T > Ty, it holds
that

(loglogT) A; Mc¢,) > co, for all j < he,.

and, for all e > 0

log T)3/#+e
Aj (Mc,) = 0as. <(ng), , forall j > he,.

Proof. The proof is the same, mutatis mutandis, as that of Lemma 12 and therefore we omit it. O

Lemma 14. We assume that Assumptions 1-5 are satisfied. Then it holds that

(52) A% = Op(1),

(53) |Ac] = Op(1).

Proof. We consider (52) only; the proof of (53) is similar. Following the passages in the proof of Lemma 12

therein verbatim, it is easy to see that (50) becomes

1
Amax ([T +IIT+ IV +IV' +V + V' + VI+VI')=Op <T>

Similarly, when j < hpg,, it holds that

T T
1 1 1
. - F / F/ !/ > . 7 / min = F F/ ,
Aj <p1p2T2 ;:1 R,F,,CiCy 1,tR1> > A (p1 RlRl) A <<T2 t; 1.t 17t>>

recalling the identification restriction CjC = p2lnc, . Using the multiplicative version of Weyl’s inequality

(see e.g. Theorem 7 in Merikoski and Kumar, 2004)

T T
1 1 1 1
Al —R —E F, ,F! R >X [ —R/R; ) Main —E F, ,F! .

By Assumption 4 (%), A\; (R1R1/p1) > 0. Let now b be a nonzero hg, x 1 vector; it is immediate to see that
b’e; is a decomposable Bernoulli shift with the same rate as ;. Hence, the FCLT for Bernoulli shifts (see
Theorem A.1 in Aue et al., 2009) entails that

T 1
1
lim sup P (TQ Zb’FMF’Mb < e’) <P (/0 W2 (r)dr < e’) ,

T—o0 =1
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where {W (r),0 < r < 1} is a Wiener process with variance b’E;ﬂl)b; Assumption 1 (4) entails that b’E;ﬂl)b > 0.

Hence, using e.g. Theorem 1.1 in Li (2001), for any ¢ — 0T

T
1
lim sup P <T2 > b'FiF) b < a)
t=1

T—o0

! 1
<P (/ W2 (r)dr < e') = exp (—) =",
0 8¢’

T
1
P <T2 > b'Fy,F;b> a) >1-¢".

t=1

and therefore

In turn, this readily entails that

(S

which implies the desired result. ([l

Lemma 15. We assume that Assumptions 1-5 are satisfied. Then it holds that

Proof. Some arguments in the proof are the same as in the proof of Lemma 12, to which we refer for details.
It holds that
T

T
. 1 .
Z R,F,,CC,C|C,F R} + pipeT? Z RoF,;C(C,C;CoFy R
t=1

. 1
MT -
np3T?

Ry —

T T
1 PN 1 A A
+ —— EtC C/ E/ RlFl,tC’ClC’ E + —— EtClC’ ClF/ R/

P1p2T2 tz; pip3T? tz:; T pipsT? tz:; e

T
Z ROFO,tcgcléllchll,tRll

T
R,F,,C'C,C/CoF, R, + ———
Z 1E 111 ol g Ry 1P%T2 v

+
mp3T? =
1 R
+ RoF,.C,C,C\E, + E,C,C,C,F,.R/
p1p2T2Z 0L 0,t 1 p1p%T2; t“1v1%0L 0t

=T+ I+ TIT+IV IV +V+ V' +VI+VI.

We begin by finding bounds for I1, I11, IV, V, and VI, using hr, = hc, = hr, = hc, = 1 for simplicity

whenever possible. By standard arguments, we have

T
1 A 112 1
1T < —s [Roll3 [ Coll3 | G (E :Fa,t> =0, (T) .
b1p3 P\
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Following the proof of Lemma 12, it is immediate to see that || III|, [ IV | g, |[V|g, and ||VI|| are all

dominated by ||II]| . This entails that

1
Amax ([T +TIT+ IV +IV' +V+V' +VI+VI')=0p <T>

and therefore

~ 1
Aj (M}zl) =Op <T> )
for all j > hg,. Consider now I; it holds that

1

T
1 i
= ZRlFl (€1 CiHo H, O CiF Ry + ;RlFMC’l (€1 - CiHe, ) HE, €I CiFy R}

t=1

1
e ZRlFltC C.He, (cl Cchl) C\F| R}
ppaT= —
1 T

pip3T? ZRlFl €1 <01 -C Hcl) <01 -C HQ) C,F| R}

b1b5

=I,+ I, +1; + I.
It is easy to see that

1 2 3 A~
16l < g IRl 1C 5 [ He | €1 — CHe,
2

/
1 3/2p2 1
=0p(1 =0p| =
P( )p p2T2plp2 T P T )

T
2
()
t=1

and the same holds for || I} || . Similarly

1 2 2 ~
Iellp < g IRl 1G5 B, | €1 — CiHie,
2

, /T
> |IF, fv)
F(t—l
1 P2 2 1
— 1) pypo 272 — — .
Op( )plp%TgplpzTQ Op (T2>

Finally, it holds that, for all j < hg,

R/R 1 «
>‘] (Ia) 2 A] ( L 1) )\min (1—,2 ZFl,tHC1H/ClF/1,t> .
=1

b1

Recall that Theorem 1 states that Hy, He, = I, + op(1), which entails that Ho, Hi = In, + op (1).
Now the same arguments as in the proof of Lemma 14 entail that P (X; (I,) > 0) > 1 — € for any € > 0,

which implies the desired result. O

Lemma 16. We assume that Assumptions 1-5 are satisfied. Then it holds that

(Agl)_lH = 0p(1).
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Proof. The proof is essentially the same as that of Lemma 15. (]

Lemma 17. We assume that Assumptions 1-5 are satisfied. Then it holds that

R 1
R,, -R H —op(=).
H 1,1 L P(T)

Proof. Recall that, by construction, R’lﬁl = p1lpy, ; recall the identification restriction R1R1 = p1lp, ;

and finally, recall (64), viz.

1
H,RlHRl = Ith + Op <T> .

Then, using Theorem 1, it holds that

o |
F

lA/ / -1y
R} - (I,, - Ri (RiR) 'R}

I, - R (RiR,)

F

1 - 1
- RR’—RR’H Op ( =

oy 14 1Ry F+ Pl 7

1 fa Ka / / 1
<= (Rl—RlHRl) (Rl—RlHRl) “RiR)|| +0p (=

D1 F T
< 2Ry - RHg | |R.E, | +iHR—RH “yop (L
7p1 1 1 Ry F 1 Ry F p1 1 1 Ry F P T

or(3)eor ()

O
Lemma 18. We assume that Assumptions 1-5 are satisfied. Then it holds that
61— 0l =0r (7
1,1 L, =Y\ 7 -
Proof. The proof follows from the same arguments as the proof of Lemma 17. O

Lemma 19. We assume that Assumptions 1-5 are satisfied. Then there exists a positive constant ¢y such

that

Aj (Mf}"L> =co+op (1),

1 1
_ Ry, LY _
)‘J (MX ) OP <p§/2T1/2> + OP <p1p2> ;

for all j < hg,, and

for all j > hg,.
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Proof. Some arguments are repetitive and similar to the proof of Lemma 12, and therefore we omit them

when possible for brevity. By construction

1
Myt = pipaT ZRlFuC Cy.C}  CiFR]
193

T
1
o7 AT 2. ZROFO :CyCy, 1 C | CoF) Ry,

T
1 . N
E.C, . C| E,+ R,F,,C,C, C| E,
AT Z L 1P%T; ] 1L B

li
1 1
! <p1p2T ZRlFl tC Cl J_Cl J_E ) T oslT 1P2T ZRlFl tC Cl J-Cl J_COF R/1

T /
1

+ (p 2T ZRlFl +CiC1, 1 C} | CoFy, tRl>
193

/
+ TZROFOtC C1,.C| |\ E, + ( TZROFWC C1,.C) LE’)

Plpz 1]92
= I+IT+IIT+IV+IV +V+V +VI+VI.

We begin by noting that we can always write
(54) C\C, L =C) (Cl,L - Cl,L) .

We will work under the restrictions hr, = he, = 1, for simplicity and with no loss of generality, and, when

possible, hr, = hc, = 1. We begin by studying

1
plpz

11l Z R,F;;C) (Cl 1—C J_) (CI,J_ - CLJ_)I C\F| R}

F

s

o (T )
Cl’lHF (Z HFM”F>
=1

1 1 1
T2 —
Op (T7) P2 s P1P2 7y =Op <p2T> ,

by virtue of (54) and Lemma 18. Using the fact that Cl, 1 is symmetric and idempotent, we have

. . N 2 A
€116, = (€1r) = Cus
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hence
111 = E.C E
olT Z G 1
1 1 &
— E.C, E, + — E(C —C )E’
ppoTZ CLu i Y (G- O B
= IIl,+1III,.
Seeing as

T

T T
Y ECi . E =) E(ECi . E)+) (ECi . E, - E(EC: . E)),
t=1 t=1 t=1

we have (denoting the element in position j, h of Cy,1 as ¢y p; )

T
)\max (Z E (Etcl,LE2)>

t=1
T T P1 P2
/ 2
< > Amax (B(BEC1 1 E) < max (ciny)®) ) max > IE (e renns)]
1<h,j<p2 1<i<p1 |
t=1 t=1 k=1j,h=1
< c¢oTpo,
and, after some algebra
T 2
/ !
B\ (B.CLE; - E(E,C, E})
t=1 F
p1 T p2
< Y, Y > |Cov (€iny,t€5hs,t: €ing,s€iha,s)]
i,j=1t,s=1 hy,ho,hg hy=1
2, 3
< cop1Tps,

by Assumption 3 (%), whence ultimately

1 1
I, =0p— |+ O —_— .
s =0n (1) p<éﬂpm>

Also, by similar calculations as above, it is not hard to see that Z?:l HEf||2F = Op (p1p2T), and therefore

T
1 9 || A
111 < E E HC -C H
H b”F = p1p§T . H t”F 1,1 1,1 ”

1 1
P( )plpszlpz P (pQT)



NONSTATIONARY MATRIX FACTOR MODELS

whence ultimately

1 1
55 III||.=0 — )4+ 0 —_— .
(55) 11l = 0r (52 ) + 0 (p;%N)

Further, again exploiting idempotency and (54)

1

v
1V = |

ZRlFuc (Cri-Cii)E

F

T
1 )
S—RCHC—CH F,,E
ar Bl 191 1~ @us | |3

L a2 121 a2 /2 1
= o (v}"n:"T) -
Op( )p AP P2 \Pp Or\ 7

F

having used Lemma 11. Similarly

T
1
IVl >R Ci (Cii—Ci1) CoFyR;
plpgT
F
1 2 ~ o /
< — IRl IC s IColl €1 = Cu | | D iy,
t=1 F
1 12 1721 1
= 0p(1 —T=0
P( )plp%Tp p2 p2 T P pQT
Finally, we have
1 T
VI = RoF,C,C1 E, + —— S RyF C’(C _C )E
p1p2 Z oFo,t 1,1 +p1p§th:; 0F0,:Cq 1,1 1,1
= VIa+VIb.
It holds that
T 2 P1 P T p2 2
E|Y CiLiEFo: | = EY > (> > cineiFos
t=1 P i=1 h=1 \ t=1 j=1
P11 P2

= > > Z Z CLohjrCLhgo B (€ijy 1€ija,s) B (Fo,Fo.s)

i=1 h=1t,s=1 ji,ja=1

2 p1 P2
< <1<Y}{1a><< CL,hj) > > E § E (€ijyt€ija,s)| 1E (Fo,tFo,s)]
=I=p2 i=1 h=1t,s=1 ji1,j2= 1
2 p1 D2
< ¢ max CJ hj E E E § el]l7te7f]27 )| < 01p1p2T
1<h,j<p2

i=1 h=1t,5s=1 j1,j2=1
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and therefore we have

T
> Ci.E{F,

VLI, < ZﬁumnFncouF > )
= Op(1)—mpl/ 2P 2 Py T = OP( 1 )
p1ip3T p;/QTl/Q
Also
1 . T
VL, < mgTuRonF|co|FHcl,L—cl,LHFH;Fo,tE;

1 12 1/2 1 1/2 1/2 1/2 1
= Op(1 T =0
p(1) QTP1 Y2 Tp P 732 )

so that ultimately

1
IVI|z=Op <W> :

Putting all together, it follows that

Amax ([ +TIT+ IV + 1V +V + V' + VI4+ V')

1 1
p, “Tt/? D1p2

Consider now II; by construction, A; (1) = 0 whenever j > hg,. Further

T
1
I = RoF.C,Cy11 CoF) R},
p1p2TZ oFo, 1,0 Coko
1 R R
- RoF,.C,C, 1 CoF) R RoF,,C! (CLl -C ,L) CoF) R!
p1p3T Z ' 0t 1p§T; o ' e
- Ha+IIb.

Note that, by standard algebra
IC5C1, 1 Coll o = cop3,
and therefore

1
p1p2

A ZROE Fo,:C{C1,1 CoF},) Ry

T
1
+p1p2T ZRO Fo:C{C1,1 CoF}), — E (Fo,C{C1, 1 CoF},)) R}
2

= I+ Uw.
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Using Assumptions 2 and 4, it is easy to see via tedious but elementary passages that \; (I1, 1) > co, and

/\max (IIaVQ) == OP (Tﬁl/Q). Moreover

A

T
1 2 2 ~ 2
17 ——|[Ro|% IC HC -C H > |F
]l p < L [Roll7 [[Collz || Crr = Cix P2 1Fo.tl[

1 1 1
= Op(T) —= —=0p| — ).
P (T) p1p§Tp1p2T P (p2T>
Putting all together, it follows that

/\j (II) =cp + Op(l),

for all j < hg,. The desired result now follows from Weyl’s inequality. O

Lemma 20. We assume that Assumptions 1-5 are satisfied. Then there exists a positive constant ¢y such

that

Aj (Mg, 1) =co+op (1),

for all j < he,, and

1 1
A (Mg, )=0p | —— | +0 ’
; Mc,,1) P <p}/2T1/2> r <P1P2>

for all j > he,.

Proof. The proof is the same as the proof of Lemma 19, mutatis mutandis. g

Lemma 21. We assume that Assumptions 1-5 hold. Then it holds that

1 .. . .
(56) Tmax {pl - (Ro . ROHR(,)}

1/2 1/2 1/2

_ P P Py

(57) = Op <p1p2> +Op <p2T> +Op (p}/2p§/2T1/2> )
and

1 . A N
(58) Omax |:p2 /1,J_ (CO - COHCO):|

p1/2 p1/2 p1/2
= 0 2 Op | == Op | —2—1.
P <p1p2> +0Op <p1T> + Op (p}/Qp;/QTl/Q
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Proof. We only show (56); the proof of (57) is essentially the same. It holds that

R}, (Ro— Rofin,)

T
- TR’HZRIFMC C1,1C} | C1F; ,RiRoAR!
12

+

1 . ' N
T QL;RoFo,tcgcu (€1i-Ci1) CoFf RiRoAR!

T
1 . . .
+p2pizT 1L E RoF,:Cy (Cu - Cl,J-) C} | CoF( R{RoAL!
13 i1

A I A
o QTR; N ZROFO .C) (C1 L-C l) (CLL - CM) CoFj RyRoA !
t=1
T

Pop2

T !/
1 s
T 2T <Z R.F,,C,C, C] LE{t> RoAp!

t=1

T
1 . W 8o
+—55=Ri | ) RiF1,C1Cy  C) | CoFf RyRoA L
p1p2T t=1
T A
1 / » —1
p1p2T <ZR1F“C Cy,.C) | CoF,, tR0> RoAjp,

+

1 A ~ ~ - p—
237 L Z RoFo,tCBCLlC/LLEQROAR;
Pip> t=1

!
1 .
T 2T <Z RoFo,C,C1,1C} LE’) RoAj!

= I+1I+I1T+IV+V VI VII+VIII+IX + X+ X1

We have
) T
A 2 - 5 a—1
Il = DT (RLL - Rl,i) ;RlFl,tcll (Cl,L - Cl,L) (Cl,L - Cl,L) CiFR1RoAR,
el et o[
182
F

1 1 1/2 1,5 1
Or() ar pPPy P2 T = Op py/paT?
Note now that

Ci,1 (CI,J_ - Cl,J_) = Cl,J_ng ~C1.Ci = C1,¢ [C (C/C)_l c'l,

T
1 o L 1 . - S
tos o D Etcl,LCS,LEQROARiJer%T 11> RiF1,CC 1 C)  EjRoAR!
t=1 t=1

F
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and since C (C’ C)f1 C’ is an idempotent matrix with he, nonzero eigenvalues, we have

(e -e), =0 (L),

(59) [ts

and similarly

2 fors (ers )], =0 (1),

Hence we have

T
1 . . / L
My = | === 5T &,LZROFOJC{)CLL (Cl,L —C1,L) COF{MRSROAR;
pip2 t=1 F
1 2 |5 0 2 - S 1
< oz [Rol [Ro|||[Ras]| €0 ||Crs (Gro —Cos)|| |DoFR|| AR
pip2 t=1 F
/2
1 1/2 1 P%
- A P ity A Py
Op( )p%p%Tplpl P2 Op <p2T ,
and the same rate holds for I17; further
1VIr < IRl [Rof [Ros]], G0l €0 - o HZF [P
iP5 »

1 502 1 pl/Q
Or(l) 2Tp1/ P2l = Op <p21T2>'

We now study V', using the decomposition

T T
1 A / N _
T p2p2TR’1 .Y ECi L ERHR AL + T (RLL fRu) S E.C. . E;RoHp Ay
2 t=1 t=1
T
=+ p TRllJ—ZEt (ClJ_ - Ci J_) E/ ROHROA7
PiP3
1 ! a ~ ! / F 1
er o (R1 11— Rl,i) ZEt (Cl,L - Cl,L) E;RoHpg AR,
1 2 t=1

T

1 A 2 _

+— =Rl | > ECiLE| (Ro — RoHg, ) A7} + Vs
Pip; t=1

= Vo+WV+Vo+Vy+Ve+Vy,

47
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where V; is a remainder which can be shown to be dominated by the other terms. We begin with V,, and
note that

T
1.1 EC1 L E[Rg
t=1

T
= LZE E.C E)Ro+R} | > [EC  E, - E(EC1E})] R
t=1

the element in position 1 < k < p; of the vector (recall we are assuming only one factor) R} | Zf:l E(E.C11E)) Ry
is

T p1 p1 p2 P2
E E E E E Duikhe = T0,uT 1L ikC1 heE (€inteurt)
t=1 i—1 h=1 (=1

=1 u=

14
where pyikhe = T0,uT1,ikC1 he, and therefore

T
Omax (R/LJ- Z E (EtCl)J_E;) R())

t=1

pr T p1 pP1 P2 P2 1/2
- (zzzzzgmm|E<eih,teue,t>|>
k=1 t=1 u=1 i=1 h=1 ¢=1
T p1 p1 p2 Dp2 1/2
Y5035 S I e >|)
SPUY T um1 =1 h=1 f—=1
1/2
< oo (p2paT)"? (pipaT) 2 < crp?*poT.

Also
T 2
/ ’ ’
.Y _[EC1 . E| - E(E.Cy, E})| Ry
t=1 F
P1 T P1 P2
= E § § § piligkhlthi3i4kh3’L4 COV (eil }Ll,teighz,ta ei3h3756i4h4,s)
k=1t,s=1141,i2,i3,i4=1 h1,h2,h3,hs=1
pr T D1 P2
< ¢ E : E E § ‘COV (eilhl,t6i2h2,t7€i3h3,86i4h475)‘
k=11,s=1141,i2,i3,i4=1 hy,h2,h3,ha=1
4 3
< copipa T,
whence

—0p < 2 3/2T1/2)

F

pipy T/ p” p/
Pl B2~ ) +op| =t ).
pip3T p1p2 py*py/ 2T/

T
R T
t=1

Therefore we have
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‘We now note that

Omax (i EtCu_E;Ro) Op ( pgT) +0p <p1p /2T1/2)
t=1

Indeed, the element in position 1 < i < p; of E,C; ; E{Ry is given by

p1 D2

Z Z T0,kCL,jh€ij,t€kh,t>
k=1j,h=1
hence
T
Omax (ZE(EtCLJ-E;RO))
t=1
P1 1/2 T P1 P2 1/2
< Z > Z Iro,kC.Ljnl | E (€ij,t€kn,t)| > ax >3 rokcrnl |E (e eexn)
t=1i,k=1j,h=1 =1 1Sisp Y k=1j,h=1

< o (pipeT) 2 (p21)Y? < erphPpoT

also
T 2
! !
E E [E.C1  E;Ry — E(E,Cq1,1ERy)]
t=1 F
P1 T P1 P2
< ¢ E E E E |CoV (€iny £k ha t» Cihg,sChaha,s)]
i=1t,5=1 hq,ha=1 hy,ha,h3,ha=1
2 3
< copipaT,
whence

T
Z [E.C1 1 E{Ry — E(E,C1 1 E{Rg)]
=1

—0p (p1p§/2T1/2) _

F
We therefore have
1 T
(R1 1Ry J_) ZEtC1 L E; ROHROA
Pip 2T t=1 »
T

o |[Rus — R H HH ARH| . omax E,C, E'R,
> p%p%TH 1,1 1,1 F Ry FH ROHFU a tzzl +C1, 1 E;Rg

11 /1y 3/2p1/2 1 1
— 0p(1 (p pT + prps T/)—op ) +op[—a—.
( )plpgT T 1 2 p?/2p2T p1p1/2T3/2
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Continuing with V., the same passages as in the above yield

e B S LN AT

1/2

1/2
~ o (M) (Sl

1 1/2 1/2 1
= Op(1 p2peT p1paT =0 ——— |
P )P1 2T2 ( 1P2 ) ( 1P2 ) P pi/zpé/z

and the same can be shown for V; and (with a different, but still dominated, rate) V.. We now turn to VI;

omitting some passages already considered above, we have

VIl Rt = Rit| IRallp ICallp €1 - Cro|,

S |
pip3T

T
> F1.C ERg
t=1

HAI_%iHF + TpipaTs
F

where r,,,7 is a (dominated) remainder term, and

1
Rt IRilp IO ||Crs = Cus | ZFUCME’RO
pips -
1 1 o2 121 12, 1
= Op(1 py? o p2 = Op | —555— |
()plp%TT LT pip/ 2T

the same can be shown for VII. Also

1
Wi, < Ri| IRilp|Gro—Cis| lCil,
p1p2
T
% 1Coll | 32 FuaFh | IRalx [Ro| A7,
t=1

11 121 90 120, 1/2 1/2 1
= Op(1 Py SRy S P’ =0p | 77— |
( )p1p2T T 1 T 2 1 pi/2p2T2

and the same holds for 7X. Also repeating the passages above, we receive

T
1 N R
——=Ri | > RoFo,C;Ci L EiRoAL!
2.2 1,1 0L 0,t Vo1, LB 0 p
pipT t=1 ’
IXIr < g [Rus]|, IRolle IColle ZFOtc AERo| [, 5 A7+ 75
152

1 1/2 1/2 12 1/2 1
P )p1p2Tp1p1 Py P2 P pé/le/z
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with 7, 7 a (dominated) remainder. Finally

1

XTI 5=
IXTlp < o

IColx IRoll [Ro| AR, + 7

T

/ /
> R ECi.Fy,
t=1

1 1/2 1/2 1/2 1
= Op(1) =101 ?py" " p) )" = Op | w5—— |,
( )p%p%T 1 2 1 1 p;/le/Q

with, as usual, 7 7 a (dominated) remainder. The desired result now follows from putting all together. [

Lemma 22. We assume that Assumptions 1-5 are satisfied. Then it holds that
[Ras—Ris] = 0n (=] +0 (1)+0 (1)+o S
1,1 L, P p;/QT P\ 72 P T P p}/2T3/2 )
~ 1 1 1 1
6. o], = or( ) vor (L) vor (L) <on ()
H SV P<p1/2T> PAT? P\ pT P\ s

Proof. The proof follows from a minor adaptation of the proof of Lemma 17. O

Lemma 23. We assume that Assumptions 1-5 hold. Let a be a p; x 1 vector with ||al| = O (p}m), and b

be a pa x 1 vector with ||b|| = O (p;ﬂ). Then it holds that

1 ~ ~ -
Omax |: /1’l (RO - ROHRO):|
b1
1/2 1/2 1/2 1/2 1/2
Op Py +0p plim + Op p1T2 + Op % + Op 3/]3217 ,
p1p2 (p1p2T) p2 D3 py “T3/2

1 ~ ~ ~
Omax |: /LJ_ (CO - COHCO):|
P2

p1/2 p1/2 p1/2 p1/2 p1/2
OP( 2 >+OP (2 1/2>+0P< 2T2>+OP <3T,>+0P <3/22 )
p1p2 (p1p2T) b1 Py py "T3/2

Proof. The proof is essentially the same as that of Lemma 21, mutatis mutandis, using (also) the fact that

o1 (€ns - rs), = 0r (g7 ) + 0 (72) +00 (5i7) =0 (s )
Hcl,i (61,L — CLL>HF =0Op (pé/lQT> +Op (1}2) +Op (]311T> +Op (M) .

and the same (with the rates in Lemma 22) for fil, 1. O

and

and
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( 1 )
1/2 :
p1{\2T1/2

Proof. We prove the lemma for the case hr, = h¢, = hr, = he, = 1, with no loss of generality. We use the

Lemma 24. We assume that Assumptions 1-5 are satisfied. Then it holds that

T
7132 (o (1) o (31) )

1
=0 + O
r (x/P1P2> F

F

same arguments as in the proof of Theorem 3, obtaining

Recall (70); it follows that

Nt N ~
I = (D) (CSCLJ_ (Co—Co(HCO) )®R0R1 1Ry (Hg,)~ )ZFOtFlt
= Op(1) Py *popy’? S p*pipy*T
(p1p2)’ ? 2\ pip2 p1/2T1/2 1

on (sm) e ((5)7),

and, by the same passages
T T\"?
r-or () or((2)")
P1p2 D2

and I77 is dominated by I and IT; also

o= (0) (6 (G- 0u) o Ry (R RiL) R YR,
t=1

1 121 172 1721 1/2 2 1
= Op(1) po' P T°=0p :
(p1P2)2 2Tt 7 p1p2
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Finally

Vo= (D) (G0 e Ry (G o R ) S Vee (B Fi

t=1

(]5)_1 (Cg ® 1%) (Cl,J_ ® Rl,J_) zT:VGC (E) Fuy
=1

(]f))*l <C6 ® Rg) (C1,. ®R1,1) XT:VeC (Ey)Fq,
t=1

+ (]5>_1 (Cf] ® fl6> (CI,J_ ® (fh,L - Rl,J.)) ET:VGC (Et) Fiy

t=1
+ (lf’)il ((56 ® Ré) ((Cu = Cu) ® Rl,L) XT:Vec (E,) Fy
t=1
+ (]f))i1 (Cf) ® f%) ((Cl,J_ - Cl,J_) ® (RLJ_ — RLJ_)) iVec (Ey)Fy
t=1

= Vot Vo+Vet+Va

Noting that

T 2

E Z R} | E,Cy Fy;
=1

F

= EZZ ZZZlejCLhéejhtFlt

i=1/¢=1 \j=1h=11t=1

2

b1 P2

= Z Z Z Z Z T4 i1 T LijaCL htCL ot (F1,F16) E (€511 t€jshss)

i=1 £=1 j1,j2=1 hy1,ho=1t,5=1

P1 P2 P1
< ¢ Z Z Z Z Z F% t F%,s))l/Q ‘E (ejlhl,tej2h2,8)|
i=1 ¢=1 j1,j2=1hy1,ho=1t,s=1
b1 P2
< clTZZ Z Z Z |E (esj1enk,s)| < ca (ppT)?,

i=1 £=1 j1,j2=1 hy,ho=1t,s=1

it immediately follows that

1 1o T
[Vallp = Op(1)—— (p1p2) '~ (p1p2T) = Op () ~
" P1p2 (p1P2)1/2
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Similarly, seeing as

T 2

> E.Cy Fy,
t=1

E

F

P11 P2 p2 P1 P2 P2 T

T 2
= B Y [N e ] <X 3 Y (B®#) E(F2))7IE (e

i=1 h=1 \j=1t=1 i=1 h=1j,k=1t,5=1

< epipsT?,

we have

2

Vol

IN

T
> E.Cy Fy,
t=1

)"

1 172 1721 12 1
= Op(1) P Py T mp pT =0p | —— | -
(p1P2)2 T P1P§/2

o] o] s R
F F F F p

The same holds for V., and Vj is clearly dominated by V}, and V.. Hence

T
HV=OP<>.
" (P1p2)1/2

Lemma 25. We assume that Assumptions 1-5 are satisfied. Then there exists a positive constant co such
that
)‘j (M§1>PE) =co+op (1) s

forall 5 < hg,, and

1 1 1 1
. Ry,PE\ _
&(Mk )—OP<1QTW>+{b<mT>+OPQp>+OP<ﬁm£mT>>

Pin2

for all j > hg,.
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Proof. The proof repeats several arguments already discussed above, which are therefore omitted. Note that

MEPE = Z R,F,;C;C,;C|CF| R} +

E.C,C|E,
p1p2T2 Z i

2T2

1

T /
Z 1 oA
pip T2 RlFl tc C C E/ (plpzp E RlFl,tC&ClcllE:f)
2 2 —

— T2 Z (RoFo,Ch — RoFo,Cp) C1CHE
2

T !
" ReF.L.CM) OO E!
(plp%TQ ; (RoFo.,C) — RoFo, Ch ) €1 € t)

T !
> RiFLCHOIC (ROFO,th - ROFO,th)

22
plpT P

T /
1 A A N A o !
+ | g S RIFLCICIC (ROFWC()—ROFWC{))
p1p3 T

t=1

N “ N ~ N /
+ s Z (RoFo,.Ch — RoFo,Cp) 1€} (RoFo, Gl — RoFo,iCp)
plpgT

=T+ I+ IIT+ I +IV+IV +V+V' +VI.

We have already studied terms I] + IIT + III’ in the proof of Lemma 2, with

; i 1 1
IIJrIIIJrIIIOp(TQ + Op 2T + Op pié/QT?)/Q .

Further, write

(61) RoF,.C) — RoFo,.Cy
A -1 / R !
= (Ro — RoHpg, ) H!Fo, Cf + RoFo, (Hp,) ™ (Co — CoHe, )
- _ -1
+RoHp, (Fo, — H'Fo, (Hg,) ™) (CoHey)' +
A _ 71 A /
+ (RO - ROHRO> H}'Fo, (H,) (co - COHCO>
& — - — —1
+ (Ro — RoHp, ) Hz! (Fo, — HE!Fo, (Hp,) ™) (CoH,)
A _ 71 ~ /
+RoHgpg, (FO,t - HR;FO,t (He,) ) (Co - COHCO>

+ (RO - ROHRO) H;! (]?“O,t —H'Fo, (H’CO)_l) (Co - COHCO)/.
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Then we have

T
v = — > (RoFo,tcg - R0ﬁ07tég) C,H,, CiE|
plpz =
! ’
+p1p2T2 Z (ROFO tCO ROFO tC ) Cl (Cl C HCl) E = IV + IVln

using (61), we can write
7
Wy => IV,
i=1

Following the passages in the above, it holds that

1Vaally = Op(1)=—s [Ro = Rafin, | €3]] 1€alx ZFOtc E,
1/92 F
1 V2 1 1 1/2 1/2 1/2
N OP(l)p1p2T2 ! <p1p2+(p2T)1/2>p2 Py’ (pap2T)
1 1 1
= 0O + ;
’ (pi“T?’/? (m wf”))
T
1Veolle = 0p()-—s €0~ Cobic|| (€3]] IRoll | S FoC1Es
P1D3 pt .
1 1 1
= Op + ;
<p§/2T3/2 (Wz wf”))
1Veslly = Or(U) o |61 IR0l ICol

T
<13 (]?“O,t — H'Fo, (H’CO)_1> CE,

t=1

F
1/2

1T ) /2, p 1/2
Py P2 - 1 , -1 ) )

= Opr()—575 | = HF —H;, F H E C'E

P( )plp%T?,/Q (T tz:; 0,t Ry T 0.t ( CO) F t=1 H ' tHF

Op(1)— Sap—
P )
py*T \VPP2  (p1p2T)?
having used (18) in the last set of equations. By the same token, it can be shown that IV, 4 — IV, 7 are all

dominated by IV, 1 — IV, 3. Similarly, using (61), we can write

7
Vo =Y IV
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It holds that

1

1V = Op(l)—==
1Visllp = Op()

HRO ~ RoHp,

el Jor-cme

C
N LISl

T
> FoEy
t=1

F

— 0s(1) 1 1/2 1 n 1 1/21i/2( T)1/2
P plp%TQpl )1/2 p2 T p1p2

pip2 (p.T
1 1 1
= 0O + :
F <p}/2T5/2 <p1p2 (pQT)W))
1 T
ity = 0t o e, It e -, [ e
t=1 F

0 1 1 n 1
p— P .
py/ 2152 \P1p2  (p,T)"?

We now study, along similar lines as the proof of Lemma 24

= (ﬁ)le( ’u@Ru)iFw (RO(HRO) ) E, (CO—CO(HCO) 1)
+ ]j>_1N (C/1L®R1 l) (RO — Ry (Hg,) )/ET:FO E, (CO (HCO)*)

T
A Nl /.. Ao\ 1 A A ~
+(RiRiRo)  (€561,0C0) D RjR1LEC 1 CoF,
t=1

b+c+d+e.

= a

57
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By using the same arguments as in the above we have

!

T
N 1 .. . . 1
e < 07, s, o], [ror (Romn ) e
= a
o cama],
1 372 3/2 12 172 1 1
= Op(1 T T —
P )P%P%pl p2 (e T) p1p2 p}/QTl/Q
T1/2 p;/Q
P1Do Py
b D) | |ee R/R Ry — Ro (Hp )"
< _
e < o) Jeenal, ome], o moma

X

S FE, (Co () ™)

t=1

F
1

1 1
= Op(1)——5p1p2 (P1p2)""? (p1paT)"? p1/2 +
( )P%pg ( A ) ! p1p2 p;/le/Q

T1/2 pi/Z
= Or (1/2) +0p <1/2 ;
b1 P2 P

also, it follows by the same logic that ||c|| » is dominated by the other two terms;

A\ 1 ~ ~ ~
e < | (0)7],1eo] e (€ns - i) 1t
F
T
X HROHF Ri (R1,¢ - Rl,J.) HF IR1|| g ZFl,tEt
t=1 2

1 901 172 1721 192 2y1/2 1
= Op(1 T O T SR VY Y =0p| v 13- |-
( )pfpg 2 P2 Proph ( 1 ) pi/zp;ﬂT

Finally

T
Z R{R: 1 E;C; | CoE;

t=1

(€hC1160)

T TpipaTs

el < H (Rf)f{l,lf%) -
F

F F

where 7, p,7 is a dominated remainder, and

T 2

ZRBRl,J_EtCLLCOEt

t=1

F
pr p2 T P1

p1 P2 P2
= ZZZ Z Z Z Z T1,h1€17 1L, hots70,6170,65C 1L k1ui CL kous CO,uq CO,uz €hyky,tChoks tCif,tCij,ss

i=1 j=1t,s=1 01 ,l3=1 hy,ho=1u1,us=1ky,ky=1
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which can be shown to be Op (pipsT); putting all together, it follows that
1P2

lellz = Op (T7/2).

Hence it follows that

T
> (Fou— Hy!Fo, (H,) ™) B

t=1

P2 o2
1/2 2 1
—0p (T / ) +Op <p1/2) +O0p <p1/2>

F 1 2

and therefore

1
p1p3T?

T
> (Fou— HylFo, (H,) ') By
t=1

1Voslly = Op(D)—s ||C1| IRollp ol || €1 - €1 M,

F

X

F

1 1 1
OP(I) T5/2 < Thpg + pl/\QTl/Q) )

and again by the same logic, it can be shown that IV} 4 — IV} 7 are all dominated by IV}, 1 — IV} 3. By the

same logic

7

V=> Vi,

i=1

with
1 .t . a
Vile = Or()=—5 IRill; ICill; |1, ICol- |[Ro = RoHr, || |I>" FrFo.
pip5 T F F = h

1 12 o 172 1 1
= Op(1 Dy “pop +—7F |T
P e s (poT)"/?

oo i
= P T p1p2 (pQT)1/2 )

2 R
C, ’F IRol| HCO — CoHg,

1
Vallp = OP(DW”RlnFHClHF

oo i1
= P T pip2 (plT)l/Z ’

T
E Fi:Fo;
F
t=1 F
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1
p1p3T?

T
x> || (Fo. - BRI PO, (HE,) ) P
t=1

“ 2
Vale = Or(V)=—zm IRl ICillp | C1 | IRoll 5 IColl

F

1 1/2 1/2 1/2 1/2 1 1
= Op(1 Py Py Tp2py T +
ol )PIP%T2 LR VP1p2 (pl/\QT)l/2

N T
- r T \/P1p2 (pl/\gT)l/2 ’

again by Lemma 24; similarly, it can be shown that V; — V7 are all dominated by Vi — V3. Finally we write

7
VI = Z VI,.
i=1
It holds that

1
p1p3T?

1 1 1
= Oplppp<+>T
( )plp%TQ 2RO\ p2p2 T poT

or (7 (s + ir))
T \pips p2T

1/ 1 1
Vh|.=0p (= (s + —
VL P(T<p?p§+p1T>)’

~ 112 .
VL = Or@) |G| Icolih | Ro — RoHg, 2

2 T
- > IFos
t=1

and similarly

and

2

T
1 112 2 2 - _ -1
Wity = e [ e 3 s )
t=1

2
1 1 1
= Op(1)——5p2p2p1T +
( )p1p§T2 P2 (praoT)Y?

2
1 1 1
r T <P1p2 (pl/\QT)l/2>

again, it can be shown by the same logic that V' Iy — V I; are all dominated by V' I; — V' I3. The desired result

now follows from the same logic as in the previous proofs. O

Lemma 26. We assume that Assumptions 1-5 are satisfied. Then there exists a positive constant cy such

that

Aj (1\0/[(;1> =co+op(1),
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for all j < he,, and

o 1 1 1 1
A (Me, ) = 0p <> +0p () +0p () +0p () ,
( 1) pKng?’/Q ;T T2 p}/2p;/2T
for all j > he, .

Proof. The proof is the same as the proof of Lemma 25, mutatis mutandis.

Lemma 27. We assume that Assumptions 1-5 are satisfied. Then it holds that

H/N\Ef = 0p(1).

= 0p(1), and HK;}

Proof. The proof follows from Lemmas 25 and 26, in the same way as the proof of Lemma 15.

61
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APPENDIX B. PROOFS

Henceforth, we will use the following notation: log (x) is the natural log of x;

Proof of Theorem 1. We begin by studying the estimator of R;. By construction, it holds that
R; = Mg, RiAR),

where recall that, by Lemma 14, ||Az!|| = Op(1). Hence

T T

. 1 N
ZRlF“C CiF| R{RiAL + WZROFO,tCBCOF{LtRGRlAE

1

62 R, =
(62) LT pupeT?

T2 ZEtE’RlARl +— T2 ZRlFltC CoF) RyRi AR

p1p2 P1p2

T !/
1 .
+ ( > RlFLtC’lcongthRlARf)

2

pip2T? —

1 < R /
—— Y RF,CER A + | ——5 Y RFCIERIAL
p1p2T2; e Rl+<p1p2T2; LR Ry

!/
RoFo,CoE;R1AZ + RoFo CyE;R,A
p1P2T22 oo CoBRAL, <P1p2 22 omot ' )

=T+ [T+ T+ IV IV +V+ V' 2 VI+VI.

Define
T T S
1 C,C, L 1 R/R;\  _
Hp =—— ) F,—L2F, RR A = = F ,F L AGL:
(63) Ri = ;:1 b FLRiRiAg, <T2 ;:1 1t 1,t>< o R

then it is immediate to see that

1
|Hg, [ < o T? IRl -

T
F;F]
| [,
t=1

[y
F
=0p(1)

having used the identification restriction C1Cy = palj , and the facts that R/ = O ( 1/2)

Bl
pl/ by construction, and HA 1HF

1/2

T
ARITIN N EEATES

), <
I prpp

I I1Coll

= Op(1), and (40) in Lemma 6. Further (using hg, = hc, = hgr, =
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having used Assumption 4, and Lemmas 8 and 14. Consider now

1/2

1 1 D
I, < Amax | S E/E] HR H A Op|——)+0p |21,
11| ipaT? ( t ) 1 H HF P p}/2T P p;/2T3/2

by Lemma 10. Similarly

1Vl < ~— 5 Rl [Rolle [ B[ IR 1€l 1€l - §:FuFm
1 12,1212, 1/2 1/2 p?
= T L
Or ( )P1P2T2p1 Prh OP( T )’

having used Assumption 4 and Lemma 9. The same holds for ||[IV’|| . By the same token

WVip = —— Rl p

T
> Fl,tC’lEé
t=1

1 1/2 1/2 p}/Q
—Op ( 1/2 1/2 ) —-0 ’
Py Po plpszgpl Py P p;/Q

(A7

by Assumption 4, the fact that HZthl FLtC’lEQHF =Op (pi/zp;/zT) and Lemma 14; and the same also

holds for ||[V'|| . Finally, using the same arguments as above, it holds that

VIl < s Roll [R5 ZFMC/E/
pip F
/2,1 1 12y n’
— 1 2 1/2751/2 1/2 1/2 _ 1
or ( ! ) ppa2 P = OF <p§/2T3/2> ’

and the same holds for |V I’|| . Then, putting all together, it follows that

p1/2
_ 1
or (7).

We conclude the proof by showing that H (Hg,) ™! HF = Op(1). Recall that, by construction, R/ R; = pilng s

Hpn - RiHg,

recall also the identification restriction R{R; = p1lny, ; hence

I,

1 ~ ~
Ry ERllRl
/ 1 / 1 ® ' 5
—H},, (—R\Ry)Hp, +— (R1 _ R1HR1) R,
P1 p1
1o, (o 1 /. ;o
+ooRj (Ri—RiHp, ) + - (Ri —RiHp, ) (Ri — RiHp, )

=Hy Hp, +1+1' +11I.
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1
F_OP<T>’

the same holds for ||I'|| », and, by the same token, |[/]]| is dominated. Hence

Clearly

1 ||~ A
11 < o [Ra] [ Ry~ RuF,

1
(64) /RlHR1 = Ith +Op (T) .

Thus, as min {p1,p2, T} — o0, Hp, is an orthogonal matrix, and therefore (HRl)_l = Hy, +op(1). Now
|Hg, || = Op(1) follows immediately.

We now turn to studyingt the estimator of C;. Observing that
CAjl - MclclAalla

and that, by Agl|| = Op(1), it holds that

1

C, = opaT? ZC F) ,R\RFC/CIA; + —— 2T2 ZCOF’OtR’ RoFo,:C,CiAG!

p1p

IR

~ -1
p1p2T2 Zc F} ,R|RoFo,C{CiAL!

i
Ao —1
<p1p2T2 > CiF; R3R0F07t0601A01>

T /
1 .
+—— p1p2T2 § :C Fi ,RIE,CiA; + <§ RlFl,tc’lEgclA53>

/
1
T ZROFO CHE,C1AS )

CoF) ,ROE;CIAL" +
Z 0 oFRe T pip

p1p2T2
I+ I+ I+ IV4+IV +V+V' +VI+VI.
Letting
R’ R1 . CCi\
(65) He, = p2T2 Z R tcfclAcl = <T2 ZF F“> ( o Ag,

the proof proceeds as above, mutatis mutandis. ([l
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Proof of Lemma 1. Recall that

~ 1 -
Fi,= RﬁXtcl
P1P2
Iy I ¢ L o e Y ¢
= R R,F,,CC; + —R RoF(:Cy,C; + —RE,C;
pip2 P1p2 P1DP2
=1+ I1I+1II.

We will use the decompositions

R; =R; =Ry (Hg,)™', and C;=C;+C;(He,) .

Consider I; it holds that

A A A A N/ A -1 A A
R'R, . Lo, R (Rl Hg,) - R1) BNeAeh
I=——®H F ! Lt S F,, (H 1
P1 ( Rl) b ( Cl) D2 P1 v ( Cl) D2
~ _ N A ~ _ ~ _ N
RIR, . (c1 (He,) ' — cl) ¢, R (R1 (Hp,) ' — Rl) (c1 (He,) ' — cl) ¢,
- (Hg,) " Fi, + Fi
Y41 b2 p1 P2

- -1
= (Hr,) ' Fio(Hg,)  — LoD + 1.
By (39) in Lemma 6, it immediately follows that ||F1 ||, = Op (T'*/?). Hence

B[R 1)

F -1 —1/2
; Pl 6, = 0n (7).

Hallp <

having used Theorem 1; similarly

€] [ e - o]

—1 _
) e im0 (59)

o]l <
by Theorem 1. By the same token, it is easy to see that |||/, = Op (T~%/2). Further

1l .
1 <—HR H Rol|.. ||C HC H Foull,. = Op (1),
| HF‘plpz 1|, Rollz 1Coll ||Cr | N Fo.ellp = Op (1)
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which is a consequence of the fact that, by Assumption 2, ||Fo| . = Op(1). Finally

111
A /
< ‘ (RlHR1)/ EtClHCl + ‘ (Rl — RlHRl) Etcchl
P1D2 F Pp1P2 h
1 - 1 ~ / .
" ‘ — (RiHp,)'E; (€1~ CiH, )| + ‘ — (Ri~ RiHy, ) B, (€1 - CiH, )
P1p2 F P1p2 »
1 1 -
< i |IRVECi| [HRg, ||z |[He, | 7 + — HR1 —RHp, . IE.C1 |l [|Ec, ||
1 ) . ) A
+ Isz IRVE: |z [[HR, || 7 HC1 — CiHg, h + ITPQ |E:|| & HR1 —R1Hp, . HC1 — CiHg, h

1 1 1 1
=0p|——=|4+0p|——|4+0p | —— +Op<>.
) +or () or () or (=
This follows because

E|R,E,Ci |}

2

P1 P2 P1 P2
=F E E 7iCi€ii ¢ < ( max r? max c? E E E(e;ieii )| < copipa
1Cj€ig, = \1igy, ¢ 1Sy, | (ZJ, w,)‘_ 0P1D2,

i=1 j=1 ii'=1j,5'=1
by Assumption 3(7i)(e); also
2
E|ECillp
2
p1 b2 pP1 P2
=F Z Cj€ijit < < max 612) Z Z |E (€ij,teijr,t)| < copipz,
: " 1<i<ps — “
=1 \j=1 i=17,5'=1

by Assumption 3(%)(c); further, we have E||R’1Et||f, < c¢op1p2, by Assumption 3(ii)(b) and the same

arguments as above; and, finally, we also have E ||E||3 = i E (€3;.1) < copipe- O
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Proof of Lemma 2. We study the estimator of Ry first. Some of the arguments in the proof are based on

repeating some of the passages above, and we therefore omit them for brevity. It holds that

~ 1 . -1
T / 'R T
(66) Ri= ;RlFl ,C,C,C\CF, ,R|R] (ARI)

]_ —1
o ZROFOtC €1 €| CoF) ,RyR, (AT )
2 _

-1
o B eGER (1)

1 A . -1
—  _SR,F,,C.CCER! (AT )
plp%TQ tz:; 141,111 iy Ry

T N
+< ! ZRlF“C’C CER] (AL,) 1)

p1p3T?

1 R R . —
212 Z RlFLtC/lClC/lCOF(),tRé)RJ{ (Ah)
27 =1

/
1 -1
+ <p1p2T2 > RiF1,ClCiCCoFy ROR] (AL, ) )

2 t=1

+

! Rt (At )7
o ;ROFMC (CIOIER] (AL,

/
-1
+ <p1p2T2 > RoFo,CiCi CIER] (AL, ) >

=T+ I+ T[T+ IVH+IV +V+V +VI+ VI,

We have
I=RH

having defined

1 ce) (e | RR -1
=g (52) (52 A ()
(M)

Lemma 15 entails that

T ¥a e ! 'Rt _
|HL, | < %ZFM (Clcl> (Cl(h) e (A%,) 1
=1 b2 b2 Pl F
1 r 2 Cllcl ? RllRJ{ t -1
< 5 2 IFLl: . (Ak) | =or)
t=1 F F F
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Further, recalling that hr, = hc, = hr, = hc, =1

]|y < IRoll 7 [Roll

2T2

i fe] nesz (ZF )H(ARI)_lHF

1 3/2 P1/2

Moreover,

T
1 . -1
I11 = —— " B,CiHe, Hp, CiER] (Agl)
p1p3 =1

+p”’1§T2t B0 (€1 - CiHe, ) Ho, CIER] (4], )
+p1p12T2 ZEtC He, (€, -C ch) EiR (A, )
P1p2T2 ZEt (Cl C Hcl) (01 C Hcl) E;R! (AT )_

=III,+ 1T, + III; + III..

Under hr, = h¢y, = hr, = he, = 1, He, is a random sign under our identification restrictions, so we will

omit it; it holds that

F

T
LI < Ao (mzjg:rz ;Etclc’lEg> (N H (Ak,)
1/2 1 & A
< P Amax (;ulpgTz ;EtclclEt> .
Also
1 o / / 1 I /
Amax (W;Etclc@t) < Amax <p1p2T2 > E(E.C,CiE ))

T
1
4+ Amax | —s— E;C,C,E, — E (E,C,C\E] .
(plpﬁTQE( t1 by ( t1%q t))
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It holds that

max E (E,C,C}E;
4 (p p3T? Z GG )>

t=1

1 P2
< CiChit CiCLit
p1p2T 1<h<p1§ , E , JEhJ, ;1: €k,

1 p1 p2 1
E ; ] < e —:
< c(]plp%T | Dax ;hgl |E (enjterje)] < T
also
1
(E,C,C\E; — F (E,C,CE]
pp2T? ; t E(E,C,CIE}))
F
1 P1 T P2 2\ 1/2
= 572 Z Z Zch (eih,t - ezht ch ezkt ezk,t)) ,
T\, i=1 \t=1 \h=1
1,j= = =
and
P1 T p2 2
£y (z (z o (eins — E en, ) (z e exes — >>)>
i,j=1 \t=1 \h=1
4 p1
< <1§}11a<x ‘Ch > Z Z Z |COV €ihy,t€jho,ty €ihz,s€jhy, s)| < Coplp2
%,j=1 h1,ha,h3,hy=11t,5=1
whence
1 1
(E,C,C\E, — F(E,C,CE})))|| =0 ()
53 Z t tC10 By P T
p1p2T p . p2/ T3/2
Hence

T
1 1 1
Amax | —=— 3 E,C,C.E, :0( )+0 -,
(TZ G ) bt ) O\

which in turn entails that
1/2 p1/2
IIL,||-=0 Op|=—"2—].
[ r = (pgT) + Op <p§/2T3/2>

Following the proof of Lemma C.5 in He et al. (2023), it can be shown that I11, and 111, are both dominated

by III,. We also have (recall that we are assuming hg, = he, = 1, and that therefore He, is a random
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sign)

At )~
v = prTZRlc’Q;F“ (C;He,) E/R] (A )

+ %Rlclléh ZT:FM (Cl - Cchl)/ E;RJ{ (A;1)7

p1p3 =1
=1V, +1V,.
Consider now
1/2
P1 P2
I (358 e |
F i=1 |h=1t=1
with
P1 p2 T 2
EY > D Fiicnein
i=1 |h=1t=1
_EZ Z Z CthFl tFl s€in,tCik,s = Z Z Z CthE Fl tFl s)E(ei}z,teik,s)
i=1 h,k=1t,5=1 i=1 h,k=1t,5=1
p1 D2
<
> 12743;; Chz Z Z |E Fl tFls ||E(€zht€zk s)‘
i=1 h,k=11,5=1
P1 p2 1/2
<ay Y Z |E(F1,) E(F7 )| |E (einieins)|
i=1 h,k=1t,5=1
P1 P2
<ald > Z |E (ein,tein,s)| < coprpaT?,
i=1 h,k=1t,s=1
whence
T
(67) S FLCIE| = O0p (pl°py*T).
t=1 F
Hence it follows that
1 5t - P! / L}/Z
Wl.<——|R HRH C HCH <A> El =0 :
[ a”F—p1p§T2 IRl |||, NCLlE |[Cr | || (A, 1B P T
also
Vsl
< IRl [RI| Il 6] | (35) )| € - cmel| [ rum| <o
P1P3 F Fli= P
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thus

Similarly, it is not hard to see that

T
1 R .12
T
IVl < o IRl IRl [RE]] Il 1ol €], ‘; F1Fo,

[

F
/2
1 3/2 9 pi
:Op(l)meTQp1 pol = Op(T2 ,
and
-1
VI < s IR0l 1] ol €4, HZFmC’E’ H(Akl)
F F

)" py 1
_ T 1/2 (p1
Op <(P1P2 )T+ T p1p§T2P1p2

p1/2 p1/2
=0p| —L+—|+0 1 )
(i) +or (7

The desired result now follows.
The proof of the other result follows from the same arguments as that of Lemma 12, upon defining

~ / ~
R/R R/R (e eil -1
T 11v1 1+tv1 1V1 T
Hcl T2 Z ( ) < D1 > Fl’t D2 (ACI) ’

Proof of Theorem 2. Some arguments are similar to the proof of Lemma 19, and we therefore omit them

when possible. We begin by showing (14); by definition, it holds that

Ry = MO RoAG!,
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whence
(68) Ry
1 _
= ZRlFl +C1C1,1 C | C1F) RIRoAR!
plpz
1
+p1p%T Z RoFo,C\C1,1 C} | CoFf R{RoAR!
. 1
+ ZEtcl J_C J_E;RQAE; + 3 ZRlFlth’lcl,LC’LLEQROAg;
3T ppaT =

/

1 1 _

+ <p1p2T > RiF,CiCy . Cf LE;> RoAR! + —5— o ZRlFMC C1,1 €} CoFf R{RoA R
2 2

T !

1 .

+ (pp § R,F,C;C; 1 C) | CoF R(J) RoAR!
1 2

/

+—= ZROFO tC C1 LCJ_E/ROARO + (pl %T ZROFO tCOCLC J_E;> RoA}_%;

p1p%T
= I+H+HI+IV+IV’+V+V’+VI+VI’.

We begin by noting that, by

AgiHRl = Op(1). Consider IT first

1 _
o= § RoF,,CyC1,1 CoF) RyRoAR!
2

1 . / .
= RoHp + o § RoFo..C), (CM - Cu) CoF) RyRoAL
W2s

0

= II,+1II,

where we have defined

T A
1 Cc,C, C R{Ry , _
Hp, = (T > Fo,— ;Q’L OF6,t> ;1 “Age
t=1 2

By similar arguments as in the above, it is easy to see that

T 2[Rl | R

1 [CoC1, 1 Col| IRo FH OH -

IH, | < (TZ ||Fo,t2F> ( : - larlly =
t=1

P2 P1

Further

T
1 2 |l4 2 2 || -
1Tl < Roll |[Rof, 3= 1ol €0l €10 = G| AR
t=1

1 1/2 1 P1/2
1 T = L
Op( )p1p§Tp1p1 P2 = Op <p2T> ,
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so that ultimately

II = RoHp, + Op <§1 )

We also note that Assumption 4(%)(b) C{C;,1 # 0, together with Assumption 2 (%) entails that Hp, has

full rank hp,. We now consider the other terms, starting from

p1p2T Z R,F,,C} (Cl 1—-C; L) (C1 1—-C L) C.F} tR’ ROA

having used (54) in the first passage, whence

. 2 N
IC1I3 [[€1.s = o IRole [Ro

1 T
1l < IRl (TZHFLA@) ; - ARl

t=1 Pz P

1/2 1 p1/2
= Op(—=)=0p|=
e <p2T> (p2T>

Similarly, using (55)

1
plpg

(69) |11, = ZEtc1 LERoAR!

F

1 1 1/2
(OP <p1p2) +0p < 1/2T1/2>> P1
1/2 1/2
o 2 B
p1p2 Do T1/2

We now study (explicitly considering the case hr, = he, = hr, = he, = 1 for simplicity)

i plpzTZRlF“c (cu—cu) ¢\ EjRoAL!

= plpgT ZRlFl .C) (C1 -G L) ¢ E/RoAL!

+p1;2T iRlFl +Ci (CIJ_ -C J_) (C“_ -C l) E/RoA; 1

= IVo+ 1V,

again having used (54). Hence, using the fact that (as can be verified with a similar logic as above)

T

! !
E Flytcl,LEt
t=1

- or (n).

F
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it holds that

T
1
1Vallp < = F,,C| | E; AR
R e
i Pl
= Op(1)= Pl/szTriZOP 1 ,
71 pg/zT p%/Z
and
Il 1 HRlHFHROH XT: C1 HFHClJ- _CU‘HF A7 H
IV, < _
F T e . p3

by Lemma 11, whence

By the same token

whence

Ve

IN

IRl

= Op(1)

Also

IRl [ Ro|

IG5 | Crs = €

1 RIEMYE 1 p}m
Or() 7P P Tp3/2T2 =Or poT2 |
2

p1/2
1TV =0p [ 25— ).
F p1/2T

! —% ZRlFl +C) (C1 1-C J_) CoFy tROROA

plpz

IC1£ 1ol [ €10 = Cr]| . IRoll [Ro

AND LORENZO TRAPANI

ZFlt 0,

3

F

pl/ZL:Op p1/2 |
b opeT p2T

VI = Z RoFo:C{C1 1 E{RoAL!

plp%T

1 .
= ——— Y RgF,:C/,C;  ERoAG}
p1p§T; 0Lt 0,11, LB IO R,
1 T
+— ZROFO /Ch (Cr1 — €11 ) BiRoAR!
plpz

= VI, + VIb.

b1

=

Roll ¢
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Using the fact that

T 2

Z Fo.Ci, . E,

t=1

E
F

p1 p2 T

P11 P2 T p2 2 D2
EZ Z (Z CJ_,jheih,tFO,t> < ¢ Z Z Z Z |E (€iny t€ihs,s)| |E (FotFo.s)|

i=1 j=1 t=1 hy,ha=1

p1 p2 T P2

0> 3 3 D |E(einya€ing.s)| <O (mp3T)

i=1 j=1 t=1 hy,ha=1

IN

we have
1 T
VIl < —= [Ro, IRollz IColl || > ForCriEr|| AR,
pipaT F ~ h
= Op(1) ! py*p1py 2y *peTV? = Op L),
p1p%T1 1 P2 P pé/ZTl/Q ;
also
1 T
~ ’ » -1
VL. < WnRancolFchCl,LHFH;FO,tEt FHROHFHAROHF
_ 0p(1) 1 p1/2p1/2lp1/2p1/2T1/2p1/2:O p/?
T e VY A

having used the fact that

2
E
F

T
> Fo.E,
t=1
P11 D2 T 2 P11 P2 T
EY Y <Z Fo,teij,t> <N > E(FoiFo )| E (eijreijs)]

i=1j=1 \t=1 i=1 j=1t,5=1
pP1 P2 T
< oy Y D 1B (eieis)| < cipipaT.
i=1 j=1t,5=1
Hence
p1/2
VIle =00 P
VIl = Or (p% /2T1/2>

The desired result now follows from putting everything together. As far as the invertibility of Hpg, is

concerned, it follows from similar arguments as in the proof of Theorem 1.
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The proof of (15) is similar, upon noting

G, = prTZCF RIR1 1 R]  RF1,CiC; | CoAg!
1

p1p2T Z CoF}, RBRLLR/LLROFO,tC/OCOAE[}

1
ZE’R1 LRI ECoAg! + T ZE’Rl LR} RyF;,C CoAg!

+
p1p2 pip2T

/
1
! <p1p2T ZE/RI LRl LR1F1 tC COA )

g pQT Z CoFj) ,RyR1 1 R] | R1F,CiCoA]
1

1

T /
(p T ZCOngthf{l,LR’LLRlFMC’lCUAC(}>
1

+p1p2T ZE Ri R)  RoFo:C{CoAg!

1
+ (plpzT > E/R; 1R} RoFoC\CoAg )

= I+ IT+IIT+IVH+IV +V+V' +VI+VI.

!

and defining

b2

T A
1 CyCi1,. €11 Co R{Ro,
HRO:< > Fo = -~ = F), = ARl

1 R/R,  R| R C.C
Hco=< D Fp e °Fo,t> G,

Proof of Theorem 3. Let

N N N —1 A . N —1
D = (Ci61.€1C0) ® (RjRiLRi Ro)

C
N = (CBCLL) ® (RQRLL) ;

note that, by standard algebra

(70) )"
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and consider the decompositions

ROZRo:l:RO (HRO)_l, and Co :C():l:éo (HCO)_l.

We are now ready to start the proof. It holds that

(71)

Vec ]?‘07,5

- ()N ( (€11) @ (R L)') (Co @ Ry) VecFy,
# () "5 ((ens
+(0) "% ((en

= I+IT+1II

) @ (Ri) ) C; ®Ry) VecF,
)

® (R1 L) ) Vec E;

x VecFo 4

I+ Iy + I + 1.

By standard algebraic manipulations

I, = Vec ((HRo)fl Fo (H/Co)il) '
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Further

= [0) (et (00 Gome) ™)) @ (R Rt ) )| veeF,
F

= <D>_1 (CBCLJ_ (Co -G (HCO)A)) ® (IA{&RLJ_RO (HRo)il)

()"

‘ ||V€C FU,tHF
F

IN

. COHFUmax {CI,J_ (Co —-Co (HCO)_IM

: : A -1
< [Ra| [ Ro]| [ Ro [[cER 7| IVecFoul
1 1/2 p1/2 p1/2 p1/2 e »
= Orll Op (2 ) 4 0p (22— ) +0p | 22—
p( )(p1p2)2p2 P2 ( P<p1T> P<p1p2 P pi/zp;/le/Q Py P1py

1 1 1
= o () o () o ()
} <p1/2p§/2T1/2> "\ pipa "\pT

having used (70), Lemma 21 and Theorem 2. Similarly we can show that

1 1 1
[ el P (pi/Qpé/2T1/2> P\ pips "\ pT

and by the same logic, it can be shown that || 14| is dominated. Further, using (54) and the similar result

R/R,, =R, (f{u - RLL), it holds that

11 = (D) (€€, .€1.C) e (RiRy R Ry VeeFy,

C
(CLL - Cm_) Cl) ® <f{6 (RLJ_ - R17¢) Rl)) VecF1
whence

[y

IN

A\ 1 ~ ~
[0)7], o], teut o - ],
X HROHF IR 7 HRLJ_ - RI,J_HF [VecFi il

pV? 1/21101/2 172 1 V2 — Op ( 1 > 7

(Plpz
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having used (39) in Lemma 6 and Lemmas 17 and 18. Finally, using the same logic as in the above, it can

be shown that (modulo some higher order terms)

|®)”

1 1/2 1/2 1
Op(1) 21 Py pip2 =0p | =575 | -
(p1p2)* py*py?

~ / ~
(RiL) BouCi
F

0] R

LT[

IN

F

Then (17) follows from putting everything together. Equation (18) can be shown by noting that, using

Minkowski’s inequality

T
1 A -1 —1]|2
fz Fo; — (Hg,)  Fo, (He,) HF
t=1
1< /)12
< = IH )2 + |12 )
< g 2 (|71 vz paani

where IT and I1] are defined in (71), and I= Iy + I. + I, with I, I. and I defined in (72). The desired
result can now be shown by applying the same logic as above. ([

Proof of Theorem 4. Some arguments are similar to the proof of Lemma 2, and we therefore omit them when

possible. We begin by showing (22); by definition, it holds that

R; = Mp,RiAR!,
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whence
(73) R,
T
L ZR F,,C,C,C|C,F| ,R|R 1~\_1+;ZE C,CER A}
p1p2T2 1F1 1 1haip) p1p§T2 2 tC1 by A,
!
e ZRlFltC C\CiER AL + ZRlFltC C\CiER Ay
plpg p1p2
1
T 2 Z (ROFOtCO ROFOtCO) C.CER, A7

T li
<p1p ZZ(ROFWC{)—ROFO,tC{)) 1cgE;ﬁK;;>
2

t=1

T ;o
> RiF1,CiCiC} (RoFo,Ch — RoFo,Ch ) RiAz!

t=1

p1p2T2

/
1
+ |~ ZRlFltC el (ROFOtCO ROFOtCO) RiAj!
pipy 1= 4

=T+ II+III+III'+IV+IV +V+V' + VI

Upon letting

~ C'C1 c R/Ri\ ~_;
Hp = <T2 2T P2 “) ( o ) e

the same logic as in the above yields that Hﬁ Ry

when possible, so that H¢, is a random sign. It holds that

T
1 T . _——
= ZEfc Ho, He, G B R AR, + s 3 B (€1 - CiHe, ) HE, CIERIAG!
t=1 t=1
1 T
/ 1
il ZEtC He, (01 C HCI) E/R,A

T

1911912T2 ZEt (Cl - C Hcl) (Cl -C HCl) E;RiAp

=11, + I, + IT} + I,

and

|1 < ZEtC C|E|

2T2

p / P1/2
> -1 _ 1 1
[, 35, - or (7 ) <00 (55

e Op(1). We now carry out the proof under hg, = he, =
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using/adapting (55). We now consider

ET:Et (¢:-ciH, ) O,

t=1

1 ~ ~
Ul < 5 R[5
11l < !, |35

F

P .

Noting that

T
~ I/
Y E, ( - Cchl) C.E,
t=1 F
2
P1 T P2 P2
=> 1 (@ —cj)eijn | | D cienje
i,h=1 \t=1 \j=1 j=1
2 2
P1 T p2 T P2
< E § (€5 —cj)eije § , CjChijt
i,h=1 \ t=1 \j=1 t=1 \j=1
2
P1 T P2 P2 P2
< (& —¢;)? e2 Py
— G5 Cj i7,t Cj€hj,s
i,h=1t,s=1 \ j=1 j=1 j=1

it is easy to see that
2

=0p (P1p2) )
F

o2
Ll =Op | 5= |-
F p;/QTQ

and the same holds for II}; similarly, it is not hard to show that II. is dominated by II, and II,. Turning

T
> E (¢ - CiHe, ) CIE;
t=1

whence it immediately follows that

to I11,
R I
1T = —5— % RyF1,C|C Hf, CIE[R AL
ppaT= —
1 L A R I~
o Y RiF,.CiC (C1 - Cchl) E|R, Ay = 11, + I11,
27 =1

and we have
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T
1 N
11TTallp < g (Rl [ He L [l €1, HZ F,ClE,
2 t=1

—
Rl 5

1/2

1 1/2 p
= OP(l) 2T2p}/2p§/2p§/2p}/2( 1p21%)"* = Op ( v >
P2

and

1 . )
L] < — IRyl [IC HCH HC —CH
10 < s IRl G ] J€ - ot

R, 2!
H ! F Bilp

1/2 1/2
1 1/2 1/2 1/2P" " 1/2 2 by
=0p(1 T =0 .
p( )p1p2T2p1 Py Do T D1 (p1p2 ) P\ T2

We now study

T

1 -1 ~ .. ~
IV = o L RaFor (Ho) ™ (Co = CoHle, ) O GBI,
1 T
pipaT? Z (Ro - ROHRO) H}'F,,C{C.C) E/RlA‘
1

-1 PRA ~
o T2 ZRO (Fo. — (Hg,) ™ Fo, (He,) ™) CHOICIERIAR! + 1V,
W25 vm

=1V, +1IVy + IV, + IV,

where IV is a remainder which, by the same logic as above, can be shown to be dominated by IV, — IV,.
It holds that

1
[1Vallp = OP(l)p

g ol | 1] 60 - com
1p%T2 || OHF 1 F 0 0LLCy

T
. > Fo.ClE;
t=1

’

E/

b

1 1
=0p(1
P( )P2T2 <p1p2 1/2T1/2>

noting that

T . /
ZFO,t (Cl - Cchl) E;

t=1

T
> Fo.H{, CE]
t=1

(74) CLE || < [|HE, ||

F

1
=0p (pi/Qpé/le/Q) +0p (T1/2p1/2p2> ,

F

it now follows that

1 1 1 1
[{Vallp = Op(1) (p}/ng/zTg/g + p§/2T2 + p}/2p2T5/2 + T3> ’
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Similarly, using again (74)

11Vl = 0p (1) s [Ro ~ Rois | B IColle €],
T A —~— ~
>l Rl [R5,
t=1 F

P/ 1/2 1 1
=0p(1 L + ,
o <p2T2 py*T3  py*psPT3/2 )P po T/

and

1 N ~ ~
0ttt R
[Vl = Op( )p1p§T2 IRoll 7 [Collp || Caf, [Re|| . |[Ar ||,

T ) 1/2 ) 1/2
. _ 1 .
(Slo-emarwm ) (o)
t=1

t=1

/
1 1 1 1/2 1/2 b2
=0p(1) T2 + ey .
pT? pp?  (pen)?) T 7

by the same logic as above. We now study

V' = !

1(p PO ~
T ZROFM(HC) (Co— CoHe,) €1CICIF) RIRIAG!

t=1

1

e Z (Ro — RoHp, ) Fo, CHC:1 ¢ CFY R R AL

ZRO (FQ t — (HRO) ! FO,t ( /C'())_l) C{)Clc/lClF/LtRllﬁlxéll + Vd
plpz
=Vo+Vo+V.+ Vg,

where V; is a remainder which, by the same logic as above, can be shown to be dominated by V, — V.. We

have
1 ~ |12 A
Vall = Op(1) s IRl Rl [ €1 ], Il €0 — CoFe |,

T
E Fo, Fi:
t=1 F

1 1 1
=p/*0p O 2T2pi/2p}/2p py *py/? ( + ) T

bip2 p}/QTl/2
1/2
P G U B
T \pwp2  pi?71/2) )"

5 A-1
Rif, |2
H F Billp
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~ 2
&

Villp = Op(1) s IRl [Ro —~ RoHir,

T
E FoF1
t=1 F

1 12 172 1/2 172 12 [ 1 1
—0p(1 p B
p( )plpgTQ I N T b IEE

1/2
D1 1 1
= O - + - ,
i ( r <p1p2 p§/2T1/2>>

~ 2
€| G ICol

2T2 F F

% [[Cal - IColl IR, |35,

and, using Lemma 24

1
IVllp = Op(1) s IRl [ Rl

T
| (Fo. — (Hr,) " Fo, (H,) ) Fl,
t=1 F

R, [[a!
H ! il B g

1 1/2 1/2 1/2 1/2 1/2 1 1
= 0p(1 PPy TPy e T +
( )]?110%772 ! 1 2 2 pi/Zpé/Q pKQQTl/Q

1/2
=Op pl/ 1 + 1 .
T p1/2pé/2 1/2 2 1/2

T
1 1 o a2
VI, < —= 72 HRF C, — RoF C/H
H ||F — plp%T <T po 0L 0,t%~0 0L 0,t%~0 F

Finally, using (18)

~ 12 ||~ ~
G, R, 55
F il Bl g

2
1 1 1 12
=0Op(1 + p2p
( )plp%T (pi/zpé/z p}@Tl/2> 1

2
1 1 1
=Op +
' p2T< py? piﬁ“;W)

which is dominated. The desired result now follows from putting all together; finally, the invertibility of

Hp, can be shown in a similar way as in the above.
As far as (23) is concerned, recall

C: = Mg, élxall,



NONSTATIONARY MATRIX FACTOR MODELS

with

ZC Fi RIRR{R F1,C{CIAL + ZE’RlRlEtclA !

p1p2T2 p2T2

T l
5 B ST 1 P
§ C\F ,RIRRIE,CIAG + | 5 I RIBRLR 1
p1p2T2 1 RiRECy Cl+(p%mTQZClFMRlRlRlEtclACI

1
T T P2paT? Z (RoFO 1Ch — RoFo, ) RR/E,CA;!

!

T o ) ;o o
(p DD (RoFo,Ch — RoFo, ) RlR’lEtclA511>
1 t=1

1 - s o e\ A
o Zl C\F| RRR) (ROFMC{) - ROFO,th) Cihg!
t=

/
(p o Z C/F; ,RRiR} (ROFO,tcg - Roﬁo,tég) éJ\g})
1
1 I D T A//A D/ I D T ~N\ ~ A—1
t o Z (ROFWCO - ROFOJCO) R.R/ (ROFO,tCO - ROFO,tCO) Cihg!
t=1

=]+ 11+ IIT+ I +IV+IV +V+V' +VI.

~ R'R,\ (R/R, C\C\\~_,
HC1_<T2Z ( >< P R Ao

the proof of the theorem is the same as above, and we therefore omit it.

Upon defining

Proof of Theorem 5. Recall that

F, = —R’ X,C;.
Pp1p2

We will use the decompositions

-1 —1

(75) R; =R, (ﬁRl) - (ﬁ1 - RlﬁFh) (ﬁRl) ;

(76) G =G (He,) (6 -Gl (ﬁcl)_l .
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It holds that

~ ~ — ~ —1 ~ ~ ~ —1 ~
Fr, = (HR) Fi. ( Cl) R, (R1 - R1HR1) (HR) F,.C,C,
P1p2
~ ~ ~ —1
- RRELC (01 _ Cchl) (Hc)
plpz
—1

SR (Ra - Rafin, ) () FuCh (€ - Gl ) (He)

+ 7R/ Etcl + 7R1 (R()FO tC() Roﬁ‘o’tcg> 61
P1p2
~ — ~ —1
- (HR) Fi, (H’C) NI+ I+ I+ 1V +V.
It holds that

e ] WL

@) sl e

1 1, p1/ P}/Q 1 1 1/2 1/2 1/2
=0p(1 D + =5t 5t =s |P T
( )p1p2 1 pé/QT T2 p}/ZT T3/2 | ©'2

= 0p(1) NNV SR S .
- r phPrij2 TR T p T2 LR )

by the same token, it can be shown that

1 1 1 1
HII”F =0p(1) <p1/2T1/2 + T3/2 + poT1/2 + p;/2T> ’

and [[I11|| is clearly dominated by ||I||z and ||II|| . Using the convention hg, = h¢, = hr, = h¢, =1

1 ~ ~
IV = —H/}, R,E,C,He, +

~ ~ / ~
<R1 _ RlHRl) E,C He,
p1p2 pb1ip2

+ L {1, RIE, (01 Clﬁcl) b
Pp1p2 P1p2
=1V, + 1V, + 1V .+ IV;.

(ﬁl — RlﬁRl)/Et (61 — C1I:Icl)

In the above we showed that [|[RIE;C1||z = Op ( 1/2 1/2) and ||E;Ci||r = O, ( 1/2p§/2>; hence it follows

1
11Vally = Op () :
r (p1p2)1/2

that
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and

1 ~ ~
11Villp < o= | Ry~ RiH,
102

. IE:Cil HH01

F

0p(1) 1 1 p}/Q +p1/2+ 1 n 1 ( )1/2
pp2 ' \piPr  T* piPp TR

Y (LB A U
P piPr  T? T T P pey2 )
and likewise
1 1 1 1
IV|p=0p) | ==+ +—=+ 75— |-
H ||F ( ) <pi/2T T2 p2T p1/2T3/2>
Finally, it is not hard to see that IV, is dominated by IV, — I'V,. Finally, after some algebra

1
P1p2

1 1
=0p(1) < + ) :
(p1p2)1/2 p}@Tl/z

The final result follows from putting all together. The proof of (25) is similar to that of (18), and we omit

Ve <

[ . oo~ oo ] &)
F F F

it to save space. ([

Proof of Lemma 3. Consider (25). The result follows immediately upon considering the term

T

1 ~ ~ N\~ ~

E E.C] (CS) ER A_l,
p1p%T vt t1 1 1 t+Y0A R,

in the expansion of ﬁg - Roﬁ Ro» Which can be derived along the same lines as (68). In particular, the term

1

T
oo 2L BT (CLL) BiRoA ),

t=1

1/2 1/2
is of order Op ( 5 11p2> +Op (,;15)2’1@/2); again, this can be shown following exactly the proof of (69). Since
2

this is the dominant rate in Hf{O — Roﬂ Ro

, the desired result follows. The same arguments yield also
F

(26). O

Proof of Lemma 4. The method of proof is the same for all theorems and lemmas, and it is based on an
argument in Bai (2003) - see in particular Footnote 5 on p. 143. Consider the random variable A, with
A = 1if the relevant result holds, and A = 0 otherwise; and the random variable B, with B = 1 if h r, = hg,,

and Bcl = h¢,, and ERl = hpg,, and 7101 = h¢,, and B = 0 otherwise. Then we have

PUA=1)=P{A=1}n{B=1)+P({A=1}N{B=0}).
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Note also that

P({A=1}n{B=0}) < P{B=0}) =o(1),

under the assumption that hp, = kg, + op(1), he, = he, + op(1), hg, = hgr, +op(1), he, = hey +op (1),

which also entails that P ({B =1}) — 1. Hence we have

P{A=1} ) =P{A=1}n{B=1})+0(1)
—P({A=1}[{B=1})P({B=1})+o(1)

=P({A=1[{B=1})+o(1),

which proves the desired result. O

Proof of Theorem 7. We only show that 7LR1 = hg,+op(1); the other results follow from the same arguments.

Recall that, by Lemma 25,
(77) A (MR> = co + op(1),

for all j < hg,, where ¢y > 0; and, also

. 1 1 1 1
w0 ) =or () cor () n (&) or (i)
( 1) p}@Tsp poT T2 p}/2p§/2T
for all j > hg,. Hence, by elementary arguments, (77) entails that
A (M) A (Mg,

max < max ————=0p(1).

1<j<hg, —1 v ~ k T 1<j<hg, -1 v
< () e <2000 2 ()

Similarly, using (78) and the definition of gﬁ,plmz,T

max N (M§10> < M

» : — > 1> sk
g 1S5S b ) (MR1> + @R, 0 1<j<hr, 1 CR, 0,

= 0p(1).

T
p1,02,T sP1,P2,

Finally, combining (77) and (78), as min {p1, p2, T} — oo we have that, for some 0 < ¢y < 00

M, (M Rl)

P o
~ k
)\th +1 (MRl) + CRy 6R71017p21T

—1 °
2 Co (5;%71’17;027'1") >\th (MRl) =1
The desired result follows from noting that, by (77)

im (o ) N, (ME) = o0,

min{p1,ps,T}—o00 R,p1,p2,T
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When using the mock eigenvalue, note that if hr, > 0
Xo (M, ) Xo (M, )

A1 (MRl) +ER15%,p1,p2,T B A1 (I\O/IRl)

= Op(].),

by the definition of A\g (M Ry ); conversely, if hr, = 0, then by the same token as above

Ao (MR>

P
A1 (MRl) + ERl 5§,p1,p2,T

1 o
> (5§,p1,pz,T) Ao (MRI) =

for some 0 < ¢y < 0o, and, by the construction of Ap, (M Rl)

lim (5§,p1’p2$T)_1 Ao (M?O) = 00,

min{p1,p2,T}—00

whence the desired result again follows. O
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FIGURE C.1. Boxplots of the ratio Daat/Dproj between the initial flattened and the refined
projected estimators for Ry (left) and C; (right) against p;.
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F1GURE C.2. Boxplots of the ratio Daay/Dproj between the initial flattened and the refined
projected estimators for Rg (left) and Cy (right) against 7.

APPENDIX C. ADDITIONAL MONTE CARLO RESULTS

In this section we report extended simulation studies that could not fit in the main article due to space

constraints.
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Ficure C.3. Case 1.2: estimation of R;, C;, Ry, Cq for varying series length 7" and row
dimension p;. Also, po = 20. Triangles with dashed lines indicate the initial “fattened”
estimator, circles with full lines indicate the refined projected estimator.
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Ficure C.4. Case 2.1: estimation of R;, Cy, Ry, Cq for varying series length 7" and row
dimension p;. Also, po = 20. Triangles with dashed lines indicate the initial “fattened”
estimator, circles with full lines indicate the refined projected estimator.
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Ficure C.5. Case 2.2: estimation of R;, C;, Ry, Cq for varying series length 7" and row
dimension p;. Also, po = 20. Triangles with dashed lines indicate the initial “fattened”
estimator, circles with full lines indicate the refined projected estimator.
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Ficure C.6. Case 3.1: estimation of R;, C;, Ry, Cq for varying series length 7" and row
dimension p;. Also, po = 20. Triangles with dashed lines indicate the initial “fattened”
estimator, circles with full lines indicate the refined projected estimator.
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Ficurge C.7. Case 3.2: estimation of R, C1, Ry, Cq for varying series length T" and row
dimension p;. Also, po = 20. Triangles with dashed lines indicate the initial “fattened”
estimator, circles with full lines indicate the refined projected estimator.
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FiGURE C.8. Case 4.1: estimation of Ry, C;, Ry, Cq for varying series length 7" and row
dimension p;. Also, po = 20. Triangles with dashed lines indicate the initial “flattened”
estimator, circles with full lines indicate the refined projected estimator.
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Ficure C.9. Case 4.2: estimation of R;, Cy, Ry, Cq for varying series length 7" and row
dimension p;. Also, po = 20. Triangles with dashed lines indicate the initial “fattened”
estimator, circles with full lines indicate the refined projected estimator.
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Ficure C.10. Boxplots of the percentages of correct estimation of the number of factors
for the 4 criteria and varying p; and sample size T'. The percentages for the 8 cases and the
4 different parameters are aggregated in a single boxplot.
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FiGUrg C.11. Boxplots of the differences of percentages of correct estimation of the number
of factors for the iterative criteria w.r.t. the static criterion. Positive values indicate that
the iterative version is superior w.r.t. the static one. The percentages for the 8 cases and
the 4 different parameters are aggregated in a single boxplot.
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