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1. INTRODUCTION

The asset pricing literature has proposed hundreds of candidate factors that could
potentially explain the cross-section of asset returns. Cochrane (2011), in his presiden-
tial address, refers to this extensive set of candidate factors as the “factor zoo.” Sparse
linear factor models, such as those introduced by Fama and French (2015) and Carhart
(1997), struggle to adequately price this expansive factor zoo, implying they may not
fully span the stochastic discount factor (SDF). In this paper, we show that the inter-
actions of the higher-order terms of the common sparse linear factors can effectively
subsume the factor zoo. We do so by determining important interactions via a new
factor-selection procedure, which we call the forward selection Fama-MacBeth regres-
sion procedure (FS-FMB).

The prevalent focus in the literature on sparse linear factor models is primarily
driven by considerations of parsimony and is motivated by the first order Taylor expan-
sion of the SDE However, there is no theoretical guarantee that a linear approximation
sufficiently captures the variation of the SDE We show instead that higher-order fac-
tors and their interactions, motivated by the higher-order Taylor expansion, can sig-
nificantly better capture the SDE

The main difficulty of studying the higher-order terms is the dimensionality issue.
Consider, for example, the standard 6-factor model that includes the Fama-French
5 factors (Fama and French, 2015) and the momentum factor (Carhart, 1997). The
higher-order interactions up to degree of 3 (4) already have 63 (114) factors. Therefore,
we develop a forward selection procedure to choose factors that explain the stochastic
discount factor that is suitable for the case when the number of potentially important
factorsislarge. The method adds factors one by one into the set of selected factors, each
time maximizing the R? of the cross-sectional regression (second step) of the Fama-
MacBeth procedure. After the set of factors is selected, we estimate the SDF loadings
by running the cross-sectional regression of sample average returns on sample covari-
ances between returns and selected factors. We derive the rate of convergence of the
proposed estimator and also propose a method to debias it, leading to simple inference
procedures. We refer to our method as the forward selection Fama-MacBeth regression

procedure.
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Our method provides an alternative to the Lasso-based method proposed in Feng
etal. (2020). Both forward selection and Lasso are among the most important machine
learning techniques suitable for estimation of high-dimensional models (Hastie et al.,
2009). Advantages of the forward selection method are the following. First, it is invari-
ant to scaling of factors, which is important because Lasso-based methods yield results
that depend non-trivially on how factors are scaled (see Nagel (2021) for a discussion
of why potentially unequal scaling of factors is important in empirical asset pricing).
Second, forward selection is highly interpretable: not only it gives the set of factors ex-
plaining the SDE but it also gives the order in which factors enter the model. Third,
forward selection is very easy to implement from the computational point of view, and
thus can be easily adapted for desired modifications, e.g. ensuring that certain vari-
ables are guaranteed to enter the model.

We show that the performance of the common factors is dramatically improved with
their higher-order interactions. We start with 6 of the most common factors in the asset
pricing literature. These are the Fama-French 5 factors of Fama and French (2015) and
the momentum factor of Jegadeesh and Titman (1993), and we refer to this model as
the FF5M. We consider higher-orders as well as interactions of these 6 factors up to de-
gree of 3, leading to 57 candidate higher-order factors. For the test assets, we use a large
cross-section of equities including 484 characteristic-managed portfolios from Kozak
et al. (2020). We apply our FS-FMB to select the higher-order factors that are most im-
portant in pricing the cross-section of these 484 asset returns. The procedure selects 7
higher-order factors, including 2 second degree higher-orders and 5 interactions. We
show that the inclusion of the higher-order factors leads to dramatic improvement in
pricing the cross-section of asset returns — the adjusted cross-sectional R? increases
from 31.2% for the baseline FF5M model to 59% for the selected higher-order factor
model. Moreover, the intercept alpha of the higher-order factor model is not statisti-
cally significant at the 5% level.

We then examine the SDF loadings of the higher-order factors selected by the FS-
FMB using both the non-debiased estimates based on the standard Fama-MacBeth
(FMB) two-pass regression and the debiased estimates. Estimates from the standard
FMB two-pass procedure are likely biased because of the omitted variable bias (see,
e.g., Chernozhukov et al. (2018) and Giglio and Xiu (2021)). The directions of the point
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estimates are the same and the magnitudes are similar with both procedures. The es-
timates based on the non-debiased procedure are all significant at the 5% level, while
the estimates based on the debiased procedure are all significant at the 10% level with
5 of the 7 SDF loading estimates being significant at the 5% level. Overall, the results
show that the higher-order factors are important to empirically capture the SDF and
significantly price assets in the cross-section.

In our baseline analysis, we demonstrate that higher-order factors are important
components of the SDF and price cross-sectional asset returns in-sample. We further
provide evidence of the out-of-sample performance of the selected higher-order fac-
tor model, where we conduct two types of out-of-sample tests. Firstly, we present an
out-of-sample test in the asset space. We select higher-order factors and estimate SDF
loadings from the training assets and then evaluate the out-of-sample performance us-
ing the remaining assets. Our results show that the selected higher-order factors and
the performance of the higher-order factor model are stable in this out-of-sample ex-
ercise.

Secondly, we conduct an out-of-sample test in the time series, where we split the
sample into two equal subsamples based on the time series. We use the first half of the
sample as the training sample and the second half of the sample as the test sample.
Then, we estimate the model in the training sample and evaluate the out-of-sample
performance in the test sample. Compared with the benchmark factor models includ-
ing the CAPM, the FF3 factor model, the FF5 factor model, and the FF5M factor model,
the out-of-sample R? of the higher-order factor model is significantly larger.

Next, we examine whether the selected higher-order factor model can subsume the
pricing power of the factors in the factor zoo. We employ two empirical procedures.
First, we perform standard FMB regressions to test the significance of the SDF loading
of each factor in the factor zoo, controlling for the higher-order factor model. Second,
we construct factor mimicking portfolios for the seven higher-order factors and con-
duct time-series asset pricing tests on the zoo factors.

Under the first approach, we estimate each zoo factor’s SDF loading while control-
ling for our higher-order factor model. We find that only 7 our of the 148 zoo fac-
tors from Jensen et al. (2023) remain significant at the 5% level. The second approach

is based on factor-mimicking portfolios. The benefit is that we are able to convert
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the non-tradable higher-order factors to tradable factors but the projection inevitably
loses information from the original factors. The results using the second approach con-
firm that the higher-order factor model significantly reduces the pricing power of the
zoo factors. Overall, these results demonstrate that the higher-order factors selected by
the forward Fama-MacBeth procedure effectively subsume the zoo factors, although
the linear benchmark factors cannot.

We then examine the relationship between the selected higher-order factors and
macroeconomic risks. First, we examine the correlations between the selected higher-
order factors and two primary macroeconomic indicators — U.S. equity market returns
and the CBOE VIX index — in the full sample and during the recession periods. For
the first two higher-order factors (i.e., SMB2 and SMB2*Mom), the magnitude of the
correlations with U.S. equity market returns are markedly higher during the NBER re-
cession periods relative to the full sample. For the last four higher-order factors (i.e.,
Mkt-RF2, Mkt-RE2*RMW, Mkt-RF*SMB, and HML2*Mkt-RF), we find they tend to have
high correlation in magnitude with the VIX index, especially during the NBER reces-
sion periods. These results show that the selected higher-order factors capture differ-
ent macroeconomic risks, especially during economic downturns. Additionally, we ex-
amine the exposures of the 7 selected higher-order factors to a large set of common
macroeconomic factors. We find that the these higher-order factors explain a sizable
fraction of variations for 5 of the 7 higher-order factors, but not for SMB2*Mom or
Mom2*RMW. Of the macroeconomic factors, factors related to uncertainties appear
to be more important in accounting for the higher-order factors.

Additionally, we provide robustness results for our empirical analyses. First, we show
that the performance of the higher-order factor model is extremely unlikely to be
driven by randomness by simulating white-noise factors. Second, we use the selected
higher-order factor model to subsume an alternative factor zoo of Chen and Zimmer-
mann (2022) and reach similar conclusions. Third, we experiment with alternative sets
of candidate higher-order factors: (1) only include higher-orders, (2) only interactions,
(3) up to degree 2, and (4) up to degree 4. We find that both higher-orders and interac-
tions are important components of the SDE especially interactions. Moreover, we show

that the selected higher-order factor model up to degree 2 significantly underperform,
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while the selected higher-order factor model up to degree 4 has similar performance
as our baseline model up to degree 3.

Our paper relates to a vast literature on factor models in asset pricing. A major part
of the literature focuses on linear factor models, such as the characteristic-based mod-
els (e.g., Fama and French (1993, 1996, 2015); Carhart, 1997; Koijen et al., 2017) and
statistical-based models (e.g., Connor and Korajczyk, 1986). A small subset of papers
emphasizes non-linearity in explaining asset returns, such as Bansal and Viswanathan
(1993), Harvey and Siddique (2000), and Dittmar (2002). We contribute to this literature
by showing that higher-orders and higher-order interactions of common linear factors
are important components of the SDF and price the cross-sectional asset returns.

The paper also contributes to the factor zoo literature. Cochrane (2011) identifies
the factor zoo issue and calls for research to identify factors that are actually important
for the SDE Harvey et al. (2016) argue that, based on multiple hypothesis framework,
many zoo factors are not significant. Harvey and Liu (2021) provide a bootstrap model
selection framework that accounts for multiple hypothesis testing. McLean and Pon-
tiff (2016) show that most of the zoo factors suffer from post publication bias. Green
etal. (2017) uses FMB regression to evaluate 94 firm characteristics and argue that less
than ten provide significant independent information to expected returns. Feng et al.
(2020) propose a rigorous econometric framework to evaluate whether a new factor
contributes to the SDF in light of the existing factor zoo. Our paper demonstrates that
the higher-orders of the common linear factors are able to subsume the majority of the
factor zoo.

Finally, our paper relates to the machine learningliterature. Gu et al. (2020) show that
machine learning methods are better in predicting future stock returns out-of-sample
than OLS methods. Freyberger et al. (2020) propose a group LASSO method to choose
firm characteristics that are most related to future returns. Kozak et al. (2020) show that
machine learning methods applied to the factor zoo can better approximate the SDE
Lettau and Pelger (2020) propose a method for estimating latent asset pricing factors
that fit both the time-series and the cross-section of asset returns. Giglio and Xiu (2021)
propose a method to estimate risk premia of factors even if there are missing factors.
Borri et al. (2024) show that a new non-linear single-factor asset pricing model moti-

vated by the Kolmogorov-Arnold representation theorem is able to price assets from
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different asset classes. In this paper, we propose a forward selection method to esti-
mate a high-dimensional stochastic discount factor model, isolating the most relevant
higher-order factors and showing their importance.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 discusses the forward selec-
tion Fama-MacBeth procedure. Section 3 presents the data and the main empirical
results. Section 4 presents additional robustness analyses. The Online Appendix con-

tains technical derivations and further empirical results.

2. METHODOLOGY

In this section, we set up the model. We introduce its main components — returns,
factors, and the stochastic discount factor — and explain the relationship between
them. We then present a forward selection Fama-MacBeth regression procedure as a
method for selecting the factors that drive the stochastic discount factor. Using this se-
lection procedure, we propose an estimator of the stochastic discount factor loadings.
As we will see, the proposed estimator is biased. We therefore also explain how to de-
bias it and how to perform inference on the stochastic discount factor loadings using
the debiased estimator.

Notation. For any integer p > 1, we denote [p]={1,...,p} and 0, =(0,...,0)" eRP".
For any set S C [p], we define S° =[p]\ S, and we denote by |S| the number of elements
in S. For any vector x = (xl,...,xp)T and any set SC[p], we use xg= (xi)l.TeS to denote
the sub-vector of x consisting of all its components with indices in S. Similarly, for
any vector x; =(x; 1,..., xw,)T with an extra index ¢ (or some other index), we denote
by x; = (x,f,,-)l.Tes the corresponding sub-vector. For any matrix A=(A; j)ie/ny, je[p) and

any set SC[p], we use Ag=(4; j)ie[n], jes to denote the sub-matrix of A consisting of

ij
all its columns with indices in S. For any vector x = (xl,...,x,[,)T eR”, we let || x||p =
Zje[p]l{xj #0} be its £y-“norm” and let || x||; :Zje[p] |x;l, 1l xll2 =(zj€[p] |xj|2)1/2, and
| x]loo =max ey | x| beits £1-, £,-, and £ oo -norms. For any matrix A=(A; ;)ie[ny, je[p] €

spectral and {, ;—norms. For any symmetric matrix A € R”*?, we let An,(A) and

RY*P, we let [|Ally = sup,cgo: fof,1 1471l and [[Alloo 1 = maxiepn) Y.

Amax(A) be its smallest and largest eigenvalues. We use the abbreviation “w.p.a.1”
to denote “with probability approaching one.” For non-random sequences {ar}r>1

and {br}rs>; in R, we write ar < by if there exists a bounded non-random sequence
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{Cr}rs1suchthatar = Crby forall T > 1. For random sequences {ar}r>1 and {br} 11
in R, we write ay Sp by if there exists a bounded in probability random sequence
{Cr}rs1 suchthatar=Crby forall T>1.

2.1. Model

Let r; ; €R be the excess return of asset i €[N] at time period ¢ €[T] and let f; =
(ftrr--o I3, p)T €RP” be the vector of factors. Throughout the paper, we assume that the
returns and the factors are stationary over time. In addition, we assume that the vector

of factors is able to span the stochastic discount factor (SDF):
m,=1—y'(f,—Elf;]), forallr€[T], (1)

where m, is the SDF and ¢ = (¢4, ..., l,bp)T €RP is the vector of SDF loadings.

By definition, since we work with the excess returns, m, is orthogonal to the returns
in the sense that E[m,r; ;]=0 for all i €[ N]. Using this equation in combination with
(1), it then follows from Section 6.3 in Cochrane (2005) that for each asset i €[N ],

ri.=B; (y—Elf,)+B/ f,+e;,, forallze[T], )

where §; =(B;1,..., ﬁ,-,p)T €RP is the vector of factor exposures corresponding to the
factors f;, y=(r1,...,7 p)T €RP is the vector of corresponding factor risk premia, and
¢;,r €Ristheresidual satisfying E[¢; ,]=0 and E[¢; ; f;]=0,,. The vector of SDF loadings

1) is related to the vector of factor risk premia y via the following equation:

Y =(E[(ft—E[ft])(ft—E[f,;])T])_lr, 3)

where we assumed that the matrix E[(f; —E[f;]1)(f; —E[f,])"] is invertible. In addition,
by using standard least-squares projection formulas together with (2) and (3), one can
show that

E[ri ]= Z Cijyj, (4)

Jelp]
where C; ; =E[(f; j —Elf, j1)(r;, s —Elr; (])] is the covariance between r; , and f; ;.
In this section, our task is to propose a new estimator of the vector of SDF loadings

1) that can be used in the case when the number of factors p is large, potentially much
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larger than the number of assets N and/or the number of time periods T. As we will
see, the classic estimation techniques may fail in this case. In fact, one can show that
the SDF loadings cannot be consistently estimated without further assumptions in this
case. Therefore, to make progress, and following the literature on estimation of high-
dimensional models, we assume that the model is sparse, in the sense that most of the
variation in the SDF in equation (1) can be explained by a relatively small number of
factors. In other words, only a relatively small number of coefficients in the vector y

are sufficiently different from zero.

2.2. Estimation

To develop intuition for the proposed method, let us first recall the classic Fama-
MacBeth procedure that can be used to estimate the vector of risk premia y in the low-
dimensional case, i.e. when p is small. The procedure consists of two steps. First, using
equation (2), for each asset i €[N ], we run a time series OLS regression of r; ; on f;, with
intercept included, to obtain estimates of factor exposures ﬁi. Second, we run a cross-
sectional OLS regression of average return 7; = T~} Zthl ri;on ﬁi (without intercept).
The vector of slope estimates in this regression is then an estimator of the vector of
risk premia 7. In turn, once the vector of risk premia is estimated, the vector of SDF
loadings i/ can be estimated using an empirical version of equation (3).

The procedure described above is consistent when the number of factors p is small.
When the number of factors p is large, however, all three steps may yield large estima-
tion errors or fail as they require inverting estimates of poorly-conditioned/singular
matrices. To deal with this problem, we propose a forward selection algorithm that
starts with no factors and then adds factors iteratively one by one with the goal
of achieving the highest possible R? in the cross-sectional regression of the Fama-
MacBeth procedure. We stop the algorithm once a desired number of factors is
achieved or the growth in the R? becomes sufficiently small. Once a set of factors is
selected, we perform the Fama-MacBeth procedure and use an empirical version of
equation (3) to estimate Y as described above on selected factors. We set an estimate

of the SDF loadings for non-selected factors to be zero.
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To define our method more precisely, for each subset S of [p]={1,..., p}, consider

the Fama-MacBeth procedure using only factors in the set S. In particular, define

-1

Bis= ( Z (frs— BN fes _]ES)T) ( Z (fis _fS)ri,t)> (5)
te[T] t€[T]

where f=(fi,..., f,)T=T'3!_ f; and the inverse of the matrix is understood as the

Moore-Penrose generalized inverse if the matrix is singular.! Also, let RI% 1 (S) be the

R? in the cross-sectional OLS regression of 7; on /3\1-,5. We apply the forward selection

algorithm with the aim to maximize wa 1(S). For a desired number of factors §, the

algorithm takes the following form:

ALGORITHM 1—Forward Selection Fama-MacBeth Procedure:

1. SetS=0.

2. Setf:argmaxje[p]\sRI%M(SUj).

3. SetS=SU7J.

4. If|S|=s, then stop. Otherwise, proceed to Step 2.

Alternatively, the algorithm can be stopped when adding an extra factor does not
significantly increase the R?, i.e. Rl% m(SuU ]A')—Rf; 1(8) < € for some small value of the
tolerance parameter € and j appearing in Step 2 of the algorithm. Also, some factors
that are deemed to be important, e.g. Fama-French factors, can be included in the al-
gorithm in the first step, i.e. we can set S=S, for some pre-specified set of factors Sy in
Step 1 of the algorithm instead of setting S=1).

The result of Algorithm 1 is the set of factors S, which we denote as S throughout
the paper. Using this set, we estimate the vector of SDF loadings by 171\ = (17; Lrevor 1:0\ p)T,

where we set

-1 —1
$§=(%Z(ft,g—f%xfts—f%f) (Z /3,-3/'52@) (Z]ﬁisﬂ') ©

te[T] i€[N] ie[N

INote that the vector ﬁi,s is not a sub-vector of some p-dimensional vector /3’,-. In fact, even if we have
j€S1NS,; for some j, it is clearly possible that components of the vectors ﬁz‘,sl and ﬁi,sz corresponding to

the factor j may differ.
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and 17] j=0forall je S¢. We will prove consistency and derive the rate of convergence

of this estimator in Section 2.4 below.

REMARK 1—Equivalent Form of Estimator IZJ\ : Foreachie[N]and je[p], let 6,-, i=
T _IZte[T]( ft,j— fj)ri,¢ be the time series sample covariance between the factor f; ;
and the return r; ;. Also, let C=(C; j)ie[n], je[p) b€ the matrix of all sample covariances.
Under conditions to be imposed in Section 2.4, with probability approaching one, the
matrices T~! Zte[T](ft.S — fs)(f:.s— fs)T will be non-singular for all S used in Algorithm
1. However, whenever these matrices are non-singular, substituting (5) into (6), it fol-

lows that 17;5 can be equivalently rewritten as
~ _(ATAT AT
P5=(CCq) C3r, ™

where 7 =(7y,..., FN)T is the vector of sample average returns, which means that )5 can

be computed by the cross-sectional OLS regression of 7; on Ci 3 .

REMARK 2—Equivalent Forms of Forward Selection Fama-MacBeth Procedure: As
in the previous remark, under our conditions, the matrices 77>’ te[T]( frs—fs) frs—
f5)" will be non-singular for all S used in Algorithm 1 with probability approaching
one. However, whenever these matrices are non-singular, it follows from equation (5)
that RI% 1(S) will be numerically equal to the R? in the cross-sectional OLS regression
of r; on C,-,S as multiplying the matrix of covariates by a non-singular matrix does not
change the R? in OLS regressions. Thus, we can equivalently maximize the R? in the
latter regression using Algorithm 1 to obtain the same set of factors S. This equivalent
form of Algorithm 1, together with equation (4), explains why the proposed algorithm
is expected to select factors whose SDF loadings are sufficiently different from zero.

Another equivalent form of Algorithm 1 can be obtained by replacing the multivari-
ate betas (5) in the cross-sectional OLS regression by univariate betas. Indeed, for each
i€[N]and je([p], let /31,-, j be the slope coefficient in the univariate time series OLS

regression of r; ; on f; ;, with intercept included:

-1
ﬁi,,-z(Z(ﬁ,j—ﬁ)z) (Z(ft,,-—fj)ri,t).
]

te[T t€[T]
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Also, let ﬁ,— = (/3},1, oo ﬁi,p)T be the vector of all univariate betas corresponding to the
asset i. Under conditions in Section 2.4, we will have T™'Y", _1(f;,j — f;)* > 0 for all
j €[p] with probability approaching one, and whenever this happens, the R? in the
cross-sectional OLS regression of 7; on /3,-5 will be equal to the R? in the cross-sectional

OLS regression of 7; on Ci,s, yielding another equivalent form of Algorithm 1. .

REMARK 3—Relation to Literature: Forward selection is one of the most popular ma-
chine learning algorithms; see Hastie et al. (2009). In the context of high-dimensional
linear regression models, it was analyzed, for example, by Zhang (2009), Das and
Kempe (2018), and Kozbur (2020). Elenberg et al. (2018) studied forward selection in
the context of a general criterion function optimization and showed that certain guar-
antees can be provided as long as the criterion function satisfies the so-called restricted
strong convexity conditions. However, there are no available results in the literature in
the context of the Fama-MacBeth procedure, which is a central estimation technique
in finance. Importantly, existing results can not be directly applied in this context, with
the main challenge stemming from the multi-step nature of the Fama-MacBeth pro-
cedure, where the regression covariates evolve as new factors are added, complicating
the analysis. Our paper thus contributes to the literature by establishing the forward se-
lection algorithm and its econometric properties in the context of the Fama-MacBeth
procedure as a method to select factors explaining the SDF variation when the num-
ber of factors is large, potentially much larger than the number of time periods. In the
context of factor selection, our algorithm is related to but substantially different from
thatin Harvey and Liu (2021), who proposed maximizing the significance of the added
factors instead of the regression R? but did not provide theoretical guarantees for the

proposed algorithm. .

2.3. Debiased Estimation

Here, we explain how to debias the estimator {/; = (171\ Lreees {/J\ p)T proposed in the pre-
vious section. To develop intuition for the debiasing procedure, fix any component of
the vector 1, say i j» and observe that even though Algorithm 1 is expected to select
factors whose SDF loadings are sufficiently different from zero, it may not select fac-

tors whose SDF loadings are close to zero. The estimator iﬁ j may thus be biased for
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two reasons. First, 1 ; may be close to zero itself, in which case Algorithm 1 may not
be able to select it, leading to the bias in 1:0\ jaslongas ;#0. Second, even if ¢ ; is not
close to zero and the factor j is selected, Algorithm 1 may fail to select other factors k

whose covariance with returns C; j is cross-sectionally correlated with C; ;, leading to

ij
the omitted variable bias in 1:0\ j aslong as i #0, which follows from the OLS charac-
terization of the estimator {U\g in equation (7).

Two reasons for the bias of zﬁ j suggest that we can debias it by appropriately ex-
panding the set S. Specifically, we need to add to the set S the factor j itself and also all
factors k whose covariance with returns C; i is cross-sectionally correlated with C; ;.
In practice, since neither C; ; nor C; ;. is observed, we work with sample covariances
Ci,]- and (/f,-,k.

More formally, we proceed as follows. First, as before, let S be the set S produced by
Algorithm 1. Second, let S j be the set produced by Algorithm 1 with RIZ; 1 (S) replaced
by the R? in the cross-sectional OLS regression of C,-, jon Ci,s (without intercept) and
with [p]replaced by [p]\{;j}. Third, set ’S\D,]- =§U§j U{j}. Fourth, let ﬂj\be the estimator
defined in Section 2.2 but with the set S there replaced by the set Sp, j here. The cor-
responding component 1:0\ j of the vector z,/b\ will be a debiased estimator of ¢ ;, which
we denote as 171\ p,j- By repeating this procedure for all j €[p], we obtain the full vec-
tor @\D = ('J)\D'l,...,g)\Dyp)T. In the next section, we will prove that for each je[p], the
estimator 17; D,j 18 V' T-consistent and v'T (17; p,j — Y j) converges to a centered normal

distribution.

REMARK 4—Relation to Literature: The debiasing procedure proposed here is sim-
ilar in flavor to that proposed in the context of Lasso variable selection for high-
dimensional linear regression models by Belloni et al. (2014). Although our setting is
different, the intuition underlying the debiasing procedure is the same. Related pro-
cedures, also in the context of Lasso variable selection for high-dimensional linear re-
gression models, were proposed by Zhang and Zhang (2014), Javanmard and Monta-
nari (2014), and de Geer et al. (2014). In the context of SDF loadings estimation, our
debiasing procedure is related to but different from that in Feng et al. (2020), who re-

lied upon Lasso factor selection. .
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2.4. Asymptotic Theory

Throughout the rest of the paper, we consider asymptotics where T gets large, i.e.
T — co. We assume that the number of assets N and the number of factors p, as well
as all coefficients and distributions of random vectors in the model, are allowed to vary
with T'. In most cases, however, we keep this dependence implicit.

Let k, K > 0 be constants such that k < K. Also, let 57 > 1 be an integer that is allowed
to depend on T (and on N and p through T). In addition, let C=(C; ;)ie[n, jeip) De the
matrix of covariances between returns r; , and factors f; ; and let C= (é,-, i)ielN],jelp]
be the corresponding matrix of sample covariances. Moreover, for brevity of notation,
forall t€[T], let v, =(v; 1,..., vt,p)T = f; —E[f;] be the demeaned version of the vector
of factors f;. Finally, to state some of the assumptions below in a compact form, let
uy=land u,, = YT v, forall t €[T]and Uitor=¢€;rand UjioN ¢ =/3iT v, forall i €[N]
and ¢ €[T]. Similarly, let w, ;=1 and w; ,= YT, forall t €[T]and Wy jr2 =1y j for all

te[T]and je[p].
ASSUMPTION 1—Uniform Law of Large Numbers, I: We have

1
_max max |— Z uj wy,j—Elu; ;wy ;]
ie2N+2] jelp+2]| T (e[T]

log(N p)

<
~P T

Assumption 1 is a quantitative version of the uniform law of large numbers. For ex-
ample, given that E[¢; ,v; ;]=0, we expect from the classical central limit theorems
for time series data that T_IZITzl EitVs,j Sp V/1/T. Provided that the random vari-
ables ¢; , v, ; have sufficiently light tails, we then also expect that T-! Ztem €i,tVr,j Sp
v/1og(N p)/T uniformly over (i, j)€[N]x [p]. Assumption 1 imposes conditions of this
type on various random variables appearing in our analysis below. Conditions like As-

sumption 1 are very common in the literature on high-dimensional estimation.

ASSUMPTION 2—SDF Loadings Sparsity: There exists a set Sy C [p] such that

[Sollog(N p)

Nlog(Np)
’ T

Sol <57, [ICY—Cs, s, lI5 S T

2
and |Psglly

Assumption 2 states that the vector of SDF loadings v is approximately sparse. In

particular, itrequires that a sub-vector s, of the vector ¢ of size at most $ is sufficient
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to explain most of the cross-sectional variation of mean returns; see equation (4) for
the relationship between SDF loadings and mean returns. Some researchers, e.g. Nagel
(2021), argue against sparsity in finance but in different contexts, e.g. in the context of
explaining cross-sectional variation of mean returns by past returns. We emphasize
that the type of sparsity we impose is different. Indeed, all cross-sectional variation of
mean returns is explained by just one factor: the stochastic discount factor. Thus, if
it happens that one of the factors in the vector f; is equal to the stochastic discount
factor, Assumption 2 will be satisfies with a singleton set S. Also, although we allow
the set Sy to depend on T (and on N and p through T'), we omit this dependence for

brevity of notation.

ASSUMPTION 3—Sparse Eigenvalues, I: We have

Amin (% Z (fr.s— ) frs —]ES)T) >0

te[T]

forallSc[p] such that|S|<3sy+1 w.p.a.l.

Provided Apin(E[v, vtT ]) is bounded away from zero and §; does not grow too fast,
Assumption 3 can be proven to hold if the factors f; exhibit relatively weak time series

dependence and have sufficiently light tails; e.g. see Belloni and Chernozhukov (2009).

ASSUMPTION 4—Sparse Eigenvalues, II: We have

ClCq ClCq
k< Amin(sT) SAmax(ST <K

forallS c[p] such that |S| <357 +1.

The lower bound in Assumption 4 is similar in flavor to that in Assumption 3. It
means that there is no multicollinearity in the vectors of covariances C¢;; when we
restrict attention to a relatively small number of factors j. The upper bound should be
viewed as a mild technical condition. Note also that Assumption 4 is our key identifica-
tion condition. Indeed, Lewellen et al. (2010) showed that without this assumption, it

is possible that factors with zero SDF loadings can yield high R? in the cross-sectional
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OLS regression as long as they are correlated with the factors explaining the SDE As-

sumption 4 ensures that this phenomenon does not occur.

ASSUMPTION 5—Estimator: We have |S| < §; w.p.a.1. In addition, for some constant
¢ >0, we have|S|>(1+ c)(K/k)|Spllog T w.p.a.1. Moreover, S| Sp|SpllogT.

The first part of this assumption means that we carry out at most §y rounds in our
forward selection Fama-MacBeth procedure, Algorithm 1, so that we select at most Sy
factors. This condition is rather natural given the assumed sparsity of the true vector
0. The second part of Assumption 5 implies that the number of selected factors S|
should be larger than the number of important factors |Sy| at least by a multiplicative
constant proportional to log T. We impose this condition because the forward selec-
tion algorithm may occasionally select unimportant factors by chance. The third part
of Assumption 5 gives an upper bound on the number of selected factors but is less
essential than the first two parts. Indeed, selecting more factors than the number in
the upper bound will undermine the convergence rate of our estimator 1:0\ but will not
make it inconsistent unless way too many factors are selected. We leave an important
question of how to choose the number of selected factors S| in such a way that As-

sumption 5 is satisfied to future work.
ASSUMPTION 6—Expected Returns: We have max; [y E[rft] <1
ASSUMPTION 7—Growth Condition, I: We have sylog(N Tp)=0(T).

Assumption 6 is a very mild regularity condition that is expected to hold in most
cases. Assumption 7 restricts how fast §;, NV, and p are allowed to grow relative to T.
Most importantly, it allows the number of factors p to be much larger than the num-
ber of time periods T. Together with Assumption 2, it also requires that the size of the

approximating vector s is small relative to the number of time periods T

THEOREM 1—Convergence Rate: Suppose that Assumptions 1 — 7 are satisfied. Then

Sol*log* (N T p)

and W—wnlsw —

Sollog?(N T p)
T

||’:0\_¢||25P\J
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REMARK 5—Consistency of {: This theorem implies that the proposed estimator )/
is consistent in the ¢,-norm if |Sy|log?(N T p)=o(T) and is consistent in the ¢;-norm
if |S%| log3 (NTp)=o0(T). Thus, the estimator remains consistent even if the number of
factors p and the number of assets N are growing much faster than the number of
time periods T'. Also, none of the assumptions of Theorem 1 requires that N — oo as
T — oo, which implies that the estimator is consistent even if the number of assets N
remains bounded as T gets large. In addition, note that the bounds derived in Theo-
rem 1 are 4/log(N T p) worse than the bounds typically expected for the Lasso-based
estimators. We do not know if this is an artifact of our proof technique or this is because
forward selection generally requires more selected variables to guarantee the same fit

as the Lasso-based selection. .

To formulate the asymptotic normality result for the debiased estimator 17; p, forall

j€lpl letn; :(nj,l,...,nj,p)TeRp be the vector defined by n; ; =0 and

T -1
Ny e = (Blvngre v jpel)  Elve e ve g, 8)

so that 17 (jjc is the vector of coefficients of the time-series least-squares projection of
the demeaned factor v, ; on other demeaned factors v, (.. Also, forall £ €[T], let z; ;=
Uy, j— r)]T.,{j}C Us,qjjc be the corresponding residual and let 0'2]- = E[zf,j] be the residual
variance. The asymptotic normality result requires several additional assumptions but,

for brevity of the main text, we have placed them in Appendix A.

THEOREM 2—Asymptotic Normality: Suppose that Assumptions 1 — 6 above and As-
sumptions 8 — 14 listed in Appendix A are satisfied. Then for all j [p],

ﬁ({JD,j - 170]) —d N(Oro.lzpy])!
where

2 .
os .= lim
L T—o0

7 .
z,j

iszzT:E (Zt,jmt_E[Zt,jmt])(zs,jms_E[zs,jms])
rsa o

REMARK 6—Comparison of fﬁ and 1:0\ p: It is possible to show that the individual

components fﬂ j of the estimator 1:0\ converge to the corresponding true values v ; with
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the rate that is slower than 4/1/T. It is therefore fair to say that for each j €[p], the
estimator {b\ p,j outperforms 1,’0\ j- However, it does not mean that the vector-valued es-
timator 17; D, as awhole, outperforms z,/b\ . For example, because of the convergence re-
sult in Theorem 2, it is expected that the estimation error ||i), — ||, is typically of
order 4/p/T, which could be much worse than the estimation error II{D\ — ||, derived
in Theorem 1. It is therefore important to emphasize that both estimators have their
advantages: the estimator zﬁ is useful when we are interested in the values of all SDF
loadings, whereas 17; p is useful when we are interested in the SDF loading of a partic-

ular factor. .

REMARK 7—Estimating Ui It Observe that Ufp i is the long-run variance of the nor-
malized sample average T‘l/zztem(zw m;—E[z; ; mt])/oi,j, which suggests the fol-
lowing plug-in estimator thereof. First, our assumptions in Appendix A imply that
the vector 71);jjc is bounded in the ¢;-norm. We thus can estimate z,; as z; ; =
(frj —fj)—ﬁ]T.,{j}c(ft,{j}c — fijjc)» where 7] (jjc is the Lasso estimator of f; ;— f; on
ft.jye — fijye- Second, because of the consistency of y) implied by Theorem 1, we can es-
timate m;, as iii; =1— " (f; — f). Third, we can estimate of jast, =T Y qrZ; ;-
zzp j by applying the standard long-run variance estimation
formulas to T~Y23, 1(2;,;7, — 2;1,])/07 ;, where we set Z;=T~' 3, 7 Z;,; and
2 is consistent

Y,J
for 012/} i under our conditions. .

Finally, we can estimate o

my =T~' Y, ) M- Itis straightforward to prove that the estimator &

REMARK 8—Relation to Literature: The asymptotic variance 012/), i appearing in The-
orem 2 is the same as the asymptotic variance in Theorem 1 of Feng et al. (2020). In fact,
it follows from the proof of Theorem 2 that our debiased forward-selection-based esti-
mator {/7 p,j is asymptotically equivalent to the corresponding Lasso-based estimator
in Feng et al. (2020), which can be viewed as a consequence of the results on equiv-
alence of semiparametric estimators in Newey (1994). Our Theorem 2 thus comple-
ments Theorem 1 in Feng et al. (2020) by expanding the set of machine learning meth-
ods that are theoretically proven to work in the context of inference on SDF loadings.
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3. EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS

In this section, we present the data used in the empirical analysis and the main re-
sults of the selection of the high-order factors by the forward selection Fama-MacBeth

procedure.

3.1. Data

We present a description of the data used for the estimation of the FS-FMB proce-
dure. In order to estimate the model and perform cross-sectional asset pricing tests,
we use data from various sources. Test assets are 484 characteristic-managed port-
folios from Kozak et al. (2020).> These portfolios are constructed by weighting stocks
based on their characteristic signals, which are based on cross-sectional ranks. Small
firms (below 0.01% of market cap) are excluded. Baseline factors are the Fama and
French (2015)’s five factors and the momentum factor of Jegadeesh and Titman (1993),
which we obtain from Kenneth French’s data library. We refer to these six baseline fac-
tors as the FF5M model. Furthermore, we consider factors for 153 characteristics in 13
themes, using data from the US equity market, constructed by Jensen, Kelly, and Ped-
ersen (2023).2 We refer to these 153 factors as the factor zoo (see, e.g., Feng, Giglio, and
Xiu (2020)). The sample starts in October 1973 and ends in December 2019.

We construct factors based on the FF5M factors. We denote both the higher-orders
and the interactions of FF5M as higher-order factors. Specifically, for any factor f; in
the FF5M, we first form all the fl.2 and fl.3 as candidate factors. Moreover, we form all
the pairwise interactions of degree 2 and 3. That is, for any two factors f; and f; in
the FF5M model, we form the pairwise interactions of the type f; x f; and f; x f] 2 as
candidate factors. Therefore, the total number of candidate higher-order factors is 57,
where there are 6 f7, 6 £, 15 f; x fj, and 30 f; xsz.

Table I presents summary statistics of the test assets and factors. For the mean, the
standard deviation, and the quantiles, we report averages across assets. All returns are
monthly, in excess of the US risk-free rate, and reported in percentage. The average

mean return for the test assets is 0.65% monthly, with a standard deviation of 4.96%.

2Portfolios are from Serhiy Kozak’s web page (https://serhiykozak.com/#/data-code).
3Factors are capped value weighted from Global Factor Data (https://jkpfactors.com/).


https://serhiykozak.com/#/data-code
https://jkpfactors.com/
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TABLE I

SUMMARY STATISTICS

This table reports summary statistics of the tests assets and factors. For the mean, the
standard deviation and the quantiles, we report averages across assets. Returns are
monthly and in excess of the US risk-free rate. Test assets are from Kozak et al. (2020).
The Fama-French five factors and the momentum factor (FF5M) are from Ken French’s
data library. “Interactions” correspond to pairwise interactions of the FF5M factors of
degree 2 (i.e., f; x f;) and degree 3 (i.e., fl.2 x f). “Powers” correspond to the power of
the individual FF5M factors of degree 2 (i.e., fiz) and degree 3 (i.e., fl.3 ). The factor zoo
includes 153 factors based on US equity data constructed by Jensen et al. (2023). The
sample period is October 1973 to December 2019.

R; ¢ (%) Mean  Std 5% Gs0%  Gosw N T

Test Assets 0.65 4.97 -7.58 0.9 8.1 484 555
FF5M 0.39 3.16 -4.63 0.4 5.13 6 555
Interactions degree2  -0.48 16.47 -17.82  -0.02  14.12 15 555
Interactions degree 3 0.53 20.14 -6.6 0.02 8.44 30 555
Powers degree 2 11.1 28.62 0.03 3.34 42.75 6 555
Powers degree 3 -9.83 581.32 -147.67 0.23 167.67 6 555
Factor zoo 0.23 2.71 -3.5 0.19 4.14 153 555

The average return for the FF5M factors is lower and equal to 0.39% monthly, with a
standard deviation of 3.16%. The average return for the factor zoo is even lower and
equal to 0.23% monthly, with a standard deviation of 2.71%. The higher-order fac-
tors have a distribution characterized by more extreme realizations, as exemplified by
the 95% quantile of the powers of degree 2 and 3 equal, respectively, to 42.75% and
167.67%. We note that the higher order factors are generally non-tradable. Figure E.1
in the Appendix plots the distributions of the returns of the high-order factors.

3.2. Selected Factors by Forward Selection Fama-MacBeth Regressions

Our goal is to study whether and which of the higher-order factors constructed from
the six factors in the baseline FF5M are important in explaining the SDE To select the

most relevant higher-order factors to the SDE we use the FS-FMB procedure that we
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have discussed in detail in Section 2 above. We start with the six baseline FF5M factors
and add the higher-order interactions one at a time.

We present the main estimation results from the second step of the FS-FMB pro-
cedure in Table II. Panel A shows the performance of the baseline models using the
484 characteristic-managed portfolios from Kozak et al. (2020). The baseline models
include the standard CAPM, the Fama and French (1993)’s 3-factor model (FF3), the
Fama and French (2015)’s 5-factor model (FF5) and the 5-factor model augmented with
the momentum factor of Jegadeesh and Titman (1993) (FF5M). The adjusted cross-
sectional R-squared for the CAPM is just 0.032, and the estimated intercept (0.009) is
significantly different from zero with a ¢ -statistic of 3.6. The adjusted cross-sectional R-
squared reaches 0.312 for the FF5M model, while the estimate for the intercept (0.004)
remains significantly different from zero with a z-statistic of 2.2.

Panel B refers to the FS-FMB procedure. At each step, we augment the FF5M by one
of the additional higher-order factors, which we select in order to maximize the ad-
justed cross-sectional R-squared. The selection procedure stops when the improve-
ment in the R-squared in a given step is smaller than 1 pp. The forward selection FMB
procedure selects 7 higher-order factors: the SMB factor squared (SMB2), the inter-
action between SMB2 and the momentum factor (SMB2*Mom), the interaction be-
tween the momentum factor squared and the profitability factor (Mom2*RMW), the
market factor squared (Mkt-RF2), the interaction between Mkt-RF2 and the profitabil-
ity factor (Mkt-RF2*RMW), the interaction between the market and size factors (Mkt-
RF*SMB) and the interaction between the value factor squared and the market fac-
tor (HML2*Mkt-RF). Of these 7 higher-order factors that are selected, 2 are higher-
orders (SMB2 and Mkt-RF2) and 5 are interactions (SMB2*Mom, Mom2*RMW, Mkt-
RF2*RMW, Mkt-RF*SMB, and HML2*Mkt-RF). Interestingly, none of the higher-orders
of degree 3 are selected.

The adjusted cross-sectional R-squared increases from 31.2% for the baseline FF5M
model to 41% in the first step when SMB2 is included, and gradually increases to 59%,
in thelast step when all 7 factors are included and the procedure stops. Across the seven
steps, the estimate for the intercept is around 0.003, with a ¢ -statistic in the final step
of 1.819, which is below the threshold for significance at the 5% level.
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TABLEII

CROSS-SECTIONAL PERFORMANCE

This table reports the results from the second step of the FMB method. Panel A refers

to baseline models: the standard CAPM, the Fama-French 3-factor, the Fama-French

5-factor and the Fama-French 5-factor and momentum models. The table reports the

adjusted cross-sectional R-squared, the estimate for the intercept (@) and associated

t-statistic. The t-statistics is based on Newey-West corrected standard errors. Panel B

refers to the FS-FMB procedure. At each step, we augment the FF5M by one additional

higher-order factor (k;) which maximizes the adjusted cross-sectional R-squared. The

method stops when the improvement in the R-squared in a given step is smaller than

1 pp.

Panel A: Baseline Models

# Model Adj. R-squared a t-stat (a)
1 CAPM 0.032 0.009 3.635

2 FF3 0.126 0.01 4.701
3 FF5 0.275 0.006 2.899
4 FF5M 0.312 0.004 2.201

Panel B: FS-FMB procedure

Step  h; Adj. R-squared a t-stat (a)
1 SMB2 0.41 0.003 1.821

2 SMB2*Mom 0.467 0.004 2.02

3 Mom2*RMW 0.495 0.003 1.324
4 Mkt-RF2 0.529 0.003 1.769

5 Mkt-RF2*RMW 0.552 0.003 1.636

6 Mkt-Rf*SMB 0.572 0.004 2.161

7 HML2*Mkt-RF 0.587 0.003 1.819

We then examine the SDF loadings of the higher-order factors selected by the FS-

FMB procedure. The results are summarized in Table III. Panel A shows the non-

debiased estimates based on the standard FMB two-pass regression, while Panel B

presents the debiased estimates as outlined above. The directions of the point esti-

mates based on the non-debiased procedure and the debiased procedure are the same.
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TABLE III

SDF LOADINGS

This table reports the estimates for the SDF loadings (b;) associated with the selected
higher-order factors. Panel A reports non-debiased estimates while Panel B reports de-
biased estimates. The t-statistics is based on Newey-West corrected standard errors.

High-order factors are selected by the FS-FMB procedure (see Table II).

Panel A: Non-Debiased Estimates Panel B: Debiased Estimates

h; b; t(b;) b; t(b;)
SMB2 1.158 2.43 1.403 1.837
SMB2*Mom -1.193 -4.074 -1.004 -1.812
Mom2*RMW -1.38 -4.105 -1.178 -2.882
Mkt-RF2 1.637 5.619 1.878 4.606
Mkt-RF2*RMW -3.53 -4.169 -3.87 -4.301
Mkt-RF*SMB -1.404 -3.032 -2.012 -3.636
HML2*Mkt-RF -1.385 -2.823 -1.606 -2.039

Moreover, the estimates from the two procedures are similar in magnitudes. The esti-
mates based on the non-debiased procedure are all significant at the 5% level, while
the estimates based on the debiased procedure are all significant at the 10% level with
5 of the 7 SDF loading estimates being significant at the 5% level. Overall, the results
highlight that the higher-order factors are important components of the SDF and sig-
nificantly price assets in the cross-section.

Figure 1 plots predicted against realized returns for all the test assets. Panel A shows
the performance of the FF5M model and panel B presents the higher-order model.
The FF5M has a limited ability in explaining the average returns (Panel A), in line with
the relatively low R-squared of the model. On the other hand, there is a strong pos-
itive relationship between the average realized returns and the predicted returns for
the higher-order model selected by the FS-FMB procedure.
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FIGURE 1.—Actual vs. Predicted Returns

This figure plots actual mean returns of the test assets against the mean predicted returns from the

FF5M model (subplot a) and the FF5M model augmented with the higher-order factors selected

by the FS-FMB procedure (subplot b, see Table II). The predicted return is the OLS estimate of the

betas times the estimated prices of risk.
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We note that the predicted return used in the graph is the OLS estimate of the betas
from the first step of the two-pass FMB procedure times the estimated prices of risk.
That is, we do not impose the no-arbitrage condition for the tradable factors that pins
down the price of risk by the sample mean of the factor. Doing so would, by construc-
tion, result in an even worse fit by construction for the baseline FF5M models where
all the factors are tradable. We present the results in Table E.I in the Online Appendix
where we impose the restriction for the tradable factors. The results confirm the im-

portance of higher-order factors in pricing assets in the cross-section.

3.3. Out-of-Sample

The main results presented in Table II are based on in-sample estimation. We fur-
ther provide evidence of the out-of-sample performance of the higher-order model
selected by the FS-FMB procedure. We consider two types of out-of-sample tests: (1)
out-of-sample in terms of asset space and (2) out-of-sample in terms of time period

estimations.
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3.3.1. Asset space

In Table IV, we present an additional set of results based on cross-validation applied
to the FS-FMB procedure. The cross-validation is applied to the second step of the FS-
FMB procedure. This is an out-of-sample exercise in terms of asset space, where we
select higher-order factors and estimate SDF loadings from the training assets, and
then evaluate the out-of-sample performance in the out-of-sample assets.

Specifically, at each step of the FS-FMB procedure, we divide the sample into 5 equal-
sized, non-overlapping folds. For each fold k, we use the remaining 4 folds as the train-
ing set and the left-out fold as the test set. In each training step, we estimate the cross-
sectional regression of average returns on the betas and obtain estimates for the risk
prices. Next, we use the estimated risk prices to compute the adjusted R-squared on the
test set. This process is repeated 5 times and the adjusted cross-sectional R-squared
associated with a given higher-order factor is the average, at each step, of the adjusted
cross-sectional R-squareds obtained in the 5-folds cross-validation. Table IV reveals
that the FS-FMB procedure with cross-validation (CV) selects a total of 8 higher-order
factors, with a cross-sectional R-squared in the final step of 0.596. Moreover, the first
six selected factors are the same as in the baseline method, while the last selected fac-
tor corresponds to the last from the baseline method. Furthermore, the cross-validated
adjusted cross-sectional R-squareds, which represent out-of-sample measures of fit of
the cross-sectional model, are close to the in-sample R-squareds at 0.535. Overall, these
results show that the selected higher-order factor model has stable out-of-sample per-

formance.
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TABLE IV

FS-FMB METHOD WITH CROSS-VALIDATION

This table reports the results from the second step of the FMB regression procedure for
the FS-FMB procedure with 5-fold cross-validation. At each step, we include one ad-
ditional higher-order factor which maximizes the adjusted cross-sectional R-squared
computed with cross-validation using 5-folds. The procedure stops when the improve-
ment in the R-squared in a given step is smaller than 1 pp. For each step, we report
the selected factor (h;), the adjusted cross-sectional R-squared, the adjusted cross-
validated (CV) cross-sectional R-squared, the estimate for the intercept («) and asso-
ciated t-statistic. The t-statistic is based on Newey-West corrected standard errors. The
adjusted cross-validated cross-sectional R-squared is the average at each step of the

adjusted R-squareds obtained in the 5-folds cross-validation.

Step h;j Adj. R-squared  Adj. CV R-squared a t-stat (@)
1 SMB2 0.41 0.366 0.003 1.821
2 SMB2*Mom 0.467 0.422 0.004 2.02
3 Mom2*RMW 0.495 0.443 0.003 1.324
4 Mkt-RF2 0.529 0.472 0.003 1.769
5 Mkt-RF2*RMW 0.552 0.495 0.003 1.636
6 Mkt-Rf*SMB 0.572 0.511 0.004 2.161
7 Mom2*HML 0.582 0.527 0.004 2.145
8 HML2*Mkt-RF 0.596 0.535 0.003 1.833

3.3.2. Time periods

We next evaluate the out-of-sample performance in the time-series of the higher-
order factor model against the benchmark factor models (i.e., CAPM, FF3, FF5, and
FF5M). Specifically, we first split the sample into two 50-50 subsamples based on the
time series, where we denote the first half of the sample as the training sample and
the second half as the out-of-sample. Then, we estimate the covariances and the SDF
loadings in the training sample based on the different factor models. We denote the R?

from these estimations as R?

train- Lastly, we compare the average asset returns in the

out-of-sample to the predicted asset returns using covarainces and the SDF loadings

estimated from the training sample to obtain the out-of-sample R?, or Rg s We note
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that both the thr ain @nd the Rg o are likely to be lower than the full sample R? for any
model due to estimation errors, especially related to average returns. It is well-known

that estimations of the average equity returns are noisy and require a long time series.

2

Therefore, our focus is comparing R’ ¢

for the higher-order factor model against those
of the benchmark factor models.
Table V presents the results. The R? s of CAPM and the FF3 factor model are close

00sS

to zero. The R? _s of the FF5 factor model and the FF5M factor model are 7% and 8.9%,

00s

representing an improvement from the CAPM and the FF3 factor model. The Rg os Of
higher-order factor model selected from the FS-FMB procedure is significantly larger
than the benchmark factor models at 15.8%, which is about twice as high as the Rg osSof
FF5 and FF5M factor models. Additionally, in untabulated result, we repeat the exercise

2

but select the higher-order factors in the training sample. The magnitude of the R?

is close to Column (5) at 14.8%.

One concern is that the 50-50 split where the first half of the sample is the train-
ing sample and the second half of the sample is the out-of-sample may be arbitrary.
As a robustness check, we repeat the analyses by randomly selecting, for 1,000 times,
50% of the sample as the training sample and the remaining as the out-of-sample. We
report the results in Table E.ITin the Online Appendix. Table E.II delivers the same mes-
sage — theRg s Of the higher-order factor model is significantly higher than those of the

benchmark factor models.

3.4. Factor Zoo

In this subsection, we show that the baseline FF5M model, augmented with the
higher-order factors selected by the FS-FMB procedure, effectively subsumes the ma-
jority of the factors in the factor zoo, or zoo factors.

We employ two empirical methods to support this argument. First, we perform FMB
regressions to test the significance of the SDF loading of each factor in the factor zoo,
controlling for our higher-order factors. Second, we construct factor mimicking port-
folios for the seven higher-order factors to conduct time-series asset pricing tests on

the zoo factors.
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TABLEV

COMPARISON OF R-SQUAREDS

This table presents the in-sample and out-of-sample R? under different factor mod-
els. The factor models include the CAPM, the Fama-French 3-factor model (FF3), the
Fama-French 5-factor model (FF5), the Fama-French 5-factor plus momentum factor
model (FF5M), and the higher-order factor model selected by the FS-FMB procedure.
We first split the sample into two 50-50 subsamples based on the time series, where
we denote the first half of the sample as the training sample and the second half as the
out-of-sample. Then, we estimate the covariances and the SDF loadings in the train-
ing sample based on the different factor models. We denote the R? from these estima-

tions as R?

< .qin- Lastly, we compare the average asset returns in the out-of-sample to

the predicted asset returns using covariances and the SDF loadings estimated from the

training sample to obtain the out-of-sample R?, or R? .. The table reports the Rfr ain

2
and R’ . for each model.

1 2 3) 4) 5)

CAPM FF3 FF5 FF5M Higher-Order
2
R? . 0.003 0.204 0.273 0.312 0.449
R? 0.001 0.012 0.07 0.089 0.158

00s

3.4.1. Cross-sectional method

The first empirical strategy to evaluate whether the high-order factors can subsume
the zoo factors is based on the two-pass Fama-MacBeth procedure, motivated by the
analysis in Feng et al. (2020). Specifically, for each zoo factor, we estimate its SDF load-
ing while controlling for our higher-order factor model, which includes the FF5M and
the selected higher-order factors.

Figure 2 summarizes the results. Panel A plots the distribution of the absolute val-
ues of the estimates for the intercept from the cross-sectional regressions. Panel B dis-
plays the distribution of the absolute ¢-statistics associated with the SDF loading of
the factor zoo, using Newey and West (1987) corrected standard errors. In both pan-
els, the blue histogram represents the estimates obtained by controlling for the FF5M

factors, while the green histogram represents the estimates obtained by additionally
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controlling for the higher-order factors selected by the forward selection FMB proce-
dure. Vertical dashed lines indicate the median values of each distribution — a vertical
blue dashed-line for estimates obtained controlling for the FF5M factors and a ver-
tical green dashed-line for estimates obtained controlling for the higher-order factor
model. Additionally, we also include a vertical red dashed-line which corresponds to
the median value with no controls, or the factor model including only the factor in the
factor zoo.

Panel A shows that the intercept estimates tend to be highly statistically significant,
with a median value of 4.00, when the factor model includes only the factor in the factor
z00. When the factor model includes both FF5M and the factor in the factor zoo, the
median ¢-statistic decreases substantially but remains significant at the 5% level at
2.23. When the factor model further includes the higher-order factors, the median -
statistic is no longer statistically significant at the 5% level at 1.84.

Panel B shows that, when the factor model includes only the factor in the factor zoo,
the median SDF loading estimate for the factor zoo is not statistically different from
zero, with a 7-statistic of 0.86. Note that these estimates are likely biased because of
omitted factors (see, e.g., Feng et al. (2020)). Controlling for the FF5M, the median ¢-
statistic increases substantially to 1.38. 34% of zoo factors become statistically signif-
icant at the 5% level with a 7-statistic greater than 2 suggesting that FF5M helps to
remove some bias in the factor estimates. Importantly, when we additionally control
for the high-order factors, we find that for 95% of the zoo factors the risk price esti-
mate is not statistically different from zero, with the median #-statistic dropping from
1.38 to only 0.71. Specifically, we find that only 7 out of 148 zoo factors remain signifi-
cant at the 5% level. Of these seven factors, three belong to the “low leverage” category
of Jensen et al. (2023) (cash_at, rd5_at, and rd_sale). The remaining significant factors
are in the categories “size” (rd_me), “seasonality” (seas_6_10an), “accruals” (cowc_grla)
and “quality” (gmyj). Overall, these results reveal that the high-order factors selected by
the forward selection FMB procedure effectively subsume the majority of the zoo fac-

tors.
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3.4.2. Time-series method

The second empirical strategy we employ to evaluate whether the high-order fac-
tors can subsume the factor zoo is based on time-series regressions, where we study
whether the zoo factors can be spanned by the FF5M and the selected high-order fac-

tors.

FIGURE 2.—Reducing the Factor Zoo in the Cross-Section

This figure plots the distribution of absolute t-statistics associated with the risk prices (¢(A)) and
the intercepts (¢(a)) of the factor zoo from Jensen et al. (2023) based on US equity data. For each
zoo factor, we use the FMB procedure to estimate its risk price controlling for the FF5M (blue
histogram) and the FF5M with the high-order factors selected by the FS-FMB procedure (green
histogram). The dashed lines in blue and green correspond to the median absolute t-statistic for
the FF5M and for the FF5M with high-order factor models, respectively. The dashed red line cor-
responds to the median absolute t-statistic with no controls. The t-statistics are based on Newey-

West corrected standard errors.
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Note that although the FF5M factors are tradable, the high-order factors are gener-
ally not directly tradable. Therefore, in order to estimate time-series spanning regres-
sions, we must first construct factor mimicking portfolios of the higher-order factors
based on tradable assets. In order to do so, we project each high-order factors onto
the entire factor zoo and obtain its factor-mimicking portfolio as the regression’s pre-
dicted values. This factor-mimicking portfolios only capture the information in the fac-
tor zoo that are related to the higher-order factors. The benefit of the factor-mimicking

portfolio approach is that we are able to convert the non-tradable higher-order fac-
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tors to tradable factors, but we note that the factor-mimicking portfolios of the higher-
order factors inevitably lose information from the original factors. Figure E.2 shows the
adjusted R? of projecting each selected higher-order factor onto the factor zoo. Mkt-
RF*SMB has the lowest adjusted R? which is less than 40% and SMB2*Mom has the
highest adjusted R? at more than 80%, suggesting the projections capture importance
fractions, though to various degrees, of variations in the higher-order factors. Never-
theless, we use them to check if they capture pricing information of each factor.

To do so, we estimate a time-series regression for each factor in the factor zoo on
the FF5M and the factor-mimicking portfolios of the high-order factors. The object of
interest is the intercept. If the higher-order factors indeed span a given factor in the
factor zoo, we expect to find a small and statistically insignificant intercept.

Figure 3 summarizes the results of the time-series spanning regressions. Panel A
plots the distribution of the absolute £ -statistics associated with the intercepts, and
Panel B shows the distribution of the absolute magnitudes for the intercepts. The lat-
ter are annualized and expressed in percentage points.

Panel A shows that the median of the absolute ¢-statistic of the average returns for
the zoo factors is statistically significant at the 5% level at 2.08. Controlling for the FF5M
brings the median absolute #-statistic from 2.06 to 1.87, a decline of about 9%. Con-
trolling for the high-order factors brings the median absolute #-statistic further down
to 1.49, a decline of about 21% from 1.87. Panel B reveals a similar pattern. The me-
dian of the absolute intercept estimate of the zoo factors drops from 2.92 pp to 1.69 pp
controlling for the FF5M model. It further decreases to 1.34 pp when the higher-order

factors are included.

3.4.3. Relationship between factor zoo and higher-order factors

In the previous subsections, we show that the higher-order factor model selected by
the FS-FMB procedure is successful in subsuming the majority of the zoo factors. Me-
chanically, the ability of the selected higher-order factor model to subsume the factor
700 has to come from correlation between the zoo factors and some or all of the fac-
tors in the higher-order factor model. In this subsection, we provide information on

the loadings of the zoo factors on the factors of the selected higher-order factor model,
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which sheds light on the relative importance of the higher-order factors in subsuming

the zoo factors.

FIGURE 3.—Reducing the Factor Zoo in the Time-Series

This figure presents the results of factor spanning time-series regressions for each zoo factor con-
trolling for the FF5M factors (blue histogram) and the FF5M factors with the mimicking portfolios
corresponding to the higher-order factors selected by the forward selection FMB procedure (green
histogram). Subplot (a) plots the distribution of the absolute t-statistics for the intercept (a). Sub-
plot (b) plots the distribution of the absolute as. We denote with dashed vertical lines the median
value when controlling for the FF5M factors (blue dashed line), for the FF5M with the mimick-
ing portfolios corresponding to the higher-order factors selected by the FS-FMB procedure (green
dashed line), and when we include no controls (red dashed line). The factors are 153 factors from
the factor zoo constructed in Jensen et al. (2023). The t-statistic is based on Newey-West corrected

standard errors.
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from zero at the 5% confidence level on each of the FF5M factors and the selected
higher-order factors selected from the forward selection FMB procedure. Column (1)
shows the fraction of significance for the factors in FF5M model only and Column (2)
reports the fraction of significance for the factors in the full higher-order factor model.
Column (1) shows that the fractions of significance range from 45.9% for Mkt-RF to
75% for RMW for the 6 factors in FF6M. Column (2) shows that the fractions of signif-
icance remain stable for the 6 factors in FF6M, when we further include the selected

higher-order factors. The fractions of significance for the higher-order factors range
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from 27% for Mkt-RF2 to 55.4% for HML2*Mkt-RE highlighting that it is not the case a

specific higher-order factor fully subsumes the zoo factors.

TABLE VI

LOADINGS OF THE Z0O FACTORS ON HIGHER-ORDER FACTOR MODEL

This table reports the fraction of zoo factors with loading significantly different from
zero at the 5% confidence level on each of the FF5M factors and higher-order factors
selected by the FS-FMB procedure. Significance is evaluated by t-statistics based on
Newey-West corrected standard errors. The zoo factors are 148 factors constructed in

Jensen et al. (2023).

1) )

Factor Frac Sig5%  Frac Sig 5%
Mkt-RF 0.459 0.459
SMB 0.568 0.628
HML 0.642 0.709
RMW 0.75 0.669
CMA 0.601 0.595
Mom 0.486 0.405
SMB2 0.446
SMB2*Mom 0.331
Mom2*RMW 0.338
Mkt-RF2 0.27
Mkt-RF2*RMW 0.358
Mkt-RF*SMB 0.304
HML2*Mkt-RF 0.554
# zoo factors 148 148

3.5. Higher-Order Factors and Macro Risk

In this subsection, we conduct analyses to better understand the economic forces
the higher-order factors capture. In the first exercise, we examine the correlations be-
tween the selected higher-order factors and two important macroeconomic risks as
proxied by the U.S. equity market returns and the CBOE VIX index.



34

In Table VII, we present the results. Panel A documents the correlations with U.S.
equity market returns and Panel B shows the correlations with CBOE VIX index. Beyond
correlations over the full sample, we also calculate the correlations during the NBER
recession periods and the correlations corresponding to the bottom 10%, the middle
10%-90%, and the top 10% of higher-order factors’ return distribution.

For the first two higher-order factors (i.e., SMB2 and SMB2*Mom), the magnitude
of the correlations with U.S. equity market returns are markedly higher during the
NBER recession periods relative to the full sample. For example, the correlation be-
tween SMB2 and U.S. equity market returns is only 0.016 for the full sample, but it
jumps to 0.205 during the NBER recession periods. For the last four higher-order fac-
tors (i.e., Mkt-RF2, Mkt-RF2*RMW, Mkt-RF*SMB, and HML2*Mkt-RF), they tend to
have high correlation in magnitude with the VIX index, especially during the NBER
recession periods. For example, the correlation between Mkt-RF*RMW and VIXis 0.32
for the full sample and increases to 0.515 during the NBER recession periods. These
results show that the selected higher-order factors capture different macroeconomic
risks, especially during economic downturns.

Additionally, in Table VIII, we examine the exposures of the selected higher-order
factors to the common macroeconomic factors. The adjusted R?s are relatively higher
and above 20% for 5 of the 7 higher-order factors, but the adjusted R?s for the
SMB2*Mom and the Mom2*RMW factors are low at 9% and 1%, respectively. In par-
ticular, Mom2*RMW is not significantly exposed to any of the macroeconomic factors
considered. Of the macroeconomic factors, factors related to uncertainties appear to
be more important in accounting for the higher-order factors, especially financial un-

certainty.

4. ADDITIONAL RESULTS

In this section, we provide additional results for our empirical analyses, and we dis-

cuss extensions of our baseline setup.

4.1. Simulation Result

The selected higher-order model incorporates 7 higher-order factors beyond the

traditional FF5M model. Our results indicate that the model performance signifi-
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TABLE VII

CORRELATIONS WITH MACROECONOMIC RISK

This table reports the correlation coefficients for each high-order factor selected by
the forward selection FMB procedure with the U.S. equity market return (Panel A) and
with the CBOE VIX index. We present both unconditional (Full) correlation coefficients
and conditional correlation coefficients for specific subsamples: one containing U.S.
NBER recession periods, and others corresponding to the bottom and top 10% of each
factor’s return distribution, as well as the remaining 10%-90% quantile. Correlation
coefficients involving the VIX index are estimated starting in January 1990, reflecting

the index’s availability from that date onward.

Factor (h;)/Sample Full NBER Recessions  g_1(hj)  qoi—o9(hj)  qog—(h;)

Panel A: Correlation with US Equity Market

SMB2 0.016 0.205 -0.062 -0.01 0.1

SMB2*Mom -0.032 -0.345 -0.119 -0.018 0.085
Mom2*RMW -0.113 -0.109 -0.085 -0.077 -0.001
Mkt-RF2 -0.164 -0.108 0.388 0.199 -0.267
Mkt-RF2*RMW -0.372 -0.287 0.118 0.027 -0.479
Mkt-RF*SMB -0.206 -0.136 -0.293 -0.009 -0.299
HML2*Mkt-RF 0.524 0.636 0.357 0.64 0.607

Panel B: Correlation with VIX Index

SMB2 0.134 0.03 0.076 0.189 0.005
SMB2*Mom 0.001 -0.07 -0.233 0.043 -0.053
Mom2*RMW 0.015 0.116 -0.07 0.195 0.236
Mkt-RF2 0.603 0.697 0.141 0.284 0.515
Mkt-RF2*RMW 0.32 0.515 -0.255 0.138 0.376
Mkt-RF*SMB 0.257 0.486 -0.298 0.197 0.438
HML2*Mkt-RF -0.239 -0.437 -0.266 -0.334 0.104

cantly improves with the 7 higher-order factors where the R-squared of the second-
pass regression increases from 31.2% to 58.7%. However, as noted by Lewellen et al.
(2010), spurious factors can artificially inflate model fit in the second-pass of the Fama-

MacBeth procedure, particularly when the test assets exhibit a strong factor structure.



TABLE VIII: Exposure to Macroeconomic Factors

This table reports the results of regressing each selected higher-order factor on a list of common macroeconomic factors. Significance of the coeffi-
cients is based on Newey-West corrected standard errors. *** denotes significance at 1%. ** denotes significance at 5%. * denotes significance at 10%.

To each factor, the table associate a reference, a category, and the number of high-order factors with a significant exposure at the 10% confidence
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level.
1) (2) 3) 4) (5) (6) (7
Factor Reference Category SMB2 SMB2*Mom Mom2*RMW Mkt-RF2 Mkt-RF2*RMW  Mkt-RF*SMB HML2*Mkt-RF # sig
Common idio-vol shock Herskovic et al. (2016) Volatility 0.31 0.77%** 0.31 0.44 -0.16 0.2 0.42** 2
Consum growth Chapman (1997) Consum 1.06 0.25 -0.2 -0.25 0.05 -0.04 0.01 0
Consum growth squared Chapman (1997) Consum 3.56* -3.08 1.46 -1.44 -1.46%* -2.99%* 1.04 3
Intermediary capital return factor ~ He et al. (2017) Inter 1.15 -5.29%* 1.99 2.02* 0.27 1.26 1.92%* 3
Leverage factor Adrian et al. (2014) Inter -0.03 -0.23 0.11 0.73** -0.11 0.3 0.23 1
Intermediary capital risk factor He et al. (2017) Inter -0.75 0.56 1.97 0.09 0.01 -0.32 -1.50%* 1
Equity market return Fama and French (1993) Fin Markets  -0.35 4.39 -5.34 -0.77 -1.33%* 0.08 1.78%* 2
Liquidty Pastor and Stambaugh (2003) Liquidity -0.02 -0.37 0.12 -0.43 0.04 -0.78* 0.09 1
Polynomial of labor income growth Dittmar (2002) Macro -69.94 353.57 -167.24 145.62 -88.83 -73.58 -121 0
Macro uncertainty Bali et al. (2017) Macro -0.92* 0.02 0.55 -0.33 -0.29* -0.25 -0.24 2
Financial uncertainty Bali et al. (2017) Macro 1.36** 0.38 -0.92 0.78*** 0.19** 0.30** 0.13 4
Real uncertainty Bali et al. (2017) Macro 0.23 -1.69 0.59 1.64%** 0.19 1 0.07 1
Labor income growth Campbell (1996) Macro 144.2 -703.78 329.56 -290.04 177.76 146.78 244.27 0
Change long-term govt yield Sweeney and Warga (1986) Macro -5.21 -24.69** 13.85 9.34* -3.21 10.21** 4.18 3
News implied volatility Manela and Moreira (2017) ~ Macro -0.02** -0.01 0.01 0.01** 0 0 -0.00** 3
Investor sentiment (orth macro) Baker and Wurgler (2006) Sentiment 0.02 -0.03 0 0.12%** 0.02* 0.03 -0.03 2
Investor sentiment (orth macro) Huang et al. (2015) Sentiment  -0.01 0.05 -0.05 -0.09%** 0 -0.05** -0.01 2
Adj. R? 0.21 0.09 0.01 0.42 0.21 0.27 0.46
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Lewellen et al. (2010) illustrate this concern using the Fama-French 25 Size-BM port-
folios which have a particularly strong factor structure. While our analysis mitigates
this issue by employing a broad set of 484 test assets and demonstrating the superior
out-of-sample performance, we further conduct simulation exercises to confirm that

our results are not driven by spurious factors.

FIGURE 4.—Sampling Distribution of R-squareds

This figure plots the sampling distribution (green histogram) of adjusted cross-
sectional R-squareds obtained applying the FS-FMB procedure to the FF5M factors
and randomly generated higher-order factors. First, we randomly generate 57 factors
i.i.d.~ N(0,0(Mkt-RF)). Next, at each step of the FS-FMB procedure, we select one
factor to maximize the adjusted cross-sectional R-squared until A(adj R?)<1%. The
procedure is repeated 1,000 times to obtain the sampling distribution of R-squareds.
In subplot (a), we include the distribution obtained when the number of additionally
selected factors is constrained to be <7 (blue histogram). In subplot (b), we include
the distribution obtained when the FF5M model is augmented with 7 randomly gen-
erated factors, repeating the procedure 1,000 times. The pink-dashed line corresponds
to the adjusted R-squared of the FF5M model. The red-dashed line corresponds to the
R-squared of the FF5M model with higher-order factors selected by the forward selec-
tion FMB procedure (see Table II).
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Therefore, we estimate the sampling distribution of cross-sectional R-squareds
obtained using randomly generated factors, following the approach advocated by
Lewellen et al. (2010). Specifically, in each simulation, we generate a set of 57 ran-

dom factors, matching the number of candidate higher-order factors. These random
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factors are assumed to be i.i.d.~ N(0,0?), and we set g2 equal to the sample vari-
ance of the market factor (Mkt-RF). We then apply a forward selection FMB procedure,
sequentially selecting factors that maximize the adjusted cross-sectional R-squared
when added to the FF5M factors. We repeat the procedure 1,000 times by generating
1,000 independent sets of factors.

The green histogram in figure 4 summarizes the sampling distribution of the re-
sulting R-squareds from the 1,000 simulations. In the simulation exercise, we obtain
a cross-sectional R-squared larger than 0.59 only in 0.1% of the simulations, mean-
ing that the adjusted R-squared from the higher-order model is significant at the 0.1%
level. This simulation exercise highlights the fact that it is extremely unlikely that our
results are obtained by chance.

Note that the procedure can select a number of factors different than 7, which is the
number of higher-order factors presented in Table II. In fact, in the simulation exer-
cise we conduct, the maximum number of random factors selected is 12. In Panel A,
we compare the sampling distribution of R-squareds with that obtained with the ad-
ditional constraint that the number of selected factors cannot be larger than 7 (blue
histogram). In this case, we never observe R-squareds larger than 0.59 (maximum ad-
justed cross-sectional R-squared of 0.565).

Finally, in Panel B, we further compare the sampling distribution of R-squareds with
that obtained by directly adding 7 randomly generated factors, i.i.d.~ N(0,0?), to the
FF5M factors, repeating the procedure 1,000 times (blue histogram). In this case, the

maximum adjusted cross-sectional R-squared is only 0.463.

4.2. An alternative factor zoo

In order to investigate the robustness of our results in terms of subsuming the factor
zoo, we replicate the analysis based on the two-pass Fama-MacBeth procedure using
an alternative set of zoo factors, based on the factors constructed by Chen and Zim-
mermann (2022). Specifically, for each factor in Chen and Zimmermann (2022), we
estimate its SDF loading while controlling for our higher-order factor model, which
includes the FF5M and the selected higher-order factors. Figure 5 summarizes the re-

sults. Panel A shows that the intercept estimates tend to be highly statistically signifi-
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cant, with a median value of 3.97, when the factor model includes only the factor in the
factor zoo. When the factor model includes both FF5M and the factor in the factor zoo,
the median 7 -statistic decreases substantially but remains significant at the 5% level at
2.23. When the factor model further includes the higher-order factors, the median ¢-
statistic is no longer statistically significant at the 5% level at 1.87. Panel B reveals that,
when the factor model includes only the factor in the factor zoo, the median SDF load-
ing estimate for the factor zoo is not statistically different from zero, with a ¢ -statistic
of 0.80. Note that these estimates are likely biased because of omitted factors (see, e.g.,
Feng et al. (2020)). Controlling for the FF5M, the median -statistic increases substan-
tially to 1.91. 46% of zoo factors become statistically significant at the 5% level with a
t -statistic greater than 2 suggesting that FF5M helps to remove some bias in the fac-
tor estimates. Importantly, when we additionally control for the high-order factors, we
find that for 93% of the zoo factors the risk price estimate is not statistically different
from zero, with the median ¢ -statistic dropping from 1.79 to only 0.72. Specifically, we
find that only 12 out 159 zoo factors remain significant at the 5% level. These results
confirm our findings based on the factors in Jensen et al. (2023).

Table E.IIT in the Online Appendix presents the fraction of zoo factors in Chen and
Zimmermann (2022) with loading significantly different from zero at the 5% confi-
dence level on each of the FF5M factors and the selected higher-order factors selected
from the forward selection FMB procedure. Column (1) shows the fraction of signifi-
cance for the factors in FF5M model only and Column (2) reports the fraction of signif-
icance for the factors in the full higher-order factor model. Column (1) shows that the
fractions of significance range from 42.8% for CMA to 57.2% for SMB and RMW for the
6 factors in FF6M. Column (2) shows that the fractions of significance remain stable
for the 6 factors in FF6M, when we further include the selected higher-order factors.
The fractions of significance for the higher-order factors range from 20.8% for Mkt-
RF2*RMW to 47.8% for SMB2*Mom. These results are consistent with the findings we

4The factors in Chen and Zimmermann (2022) that remain significant at the 5% confidence level are:
MomSeason06YrPlus, CBOperProf, Chlnv, STreversal, DelFINL, DivYieldST, InvGrowth, GrSaleToGrInv, Mo-

mOffSeason16YrPlus, DebtIssuance, CompositeDebtlIssuance, OrderBacklog.
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obtain using the zoo factors in Jensen et al. (2023), further highlighting that itis not the

case a specific higher-order factor fully subsumes the zoo factors.

FIGURE 5.—Reducing Alternative Zoo Factors in the Cross-Section

This figure plots the distribution of absolute t-statistics associated with the risk prices
(¢(A)) and the intercepts (¢(@)) of the alternative zoo factors from Chen and Zimmer-
mann (2022) based on US equity data. For each zoo factor, we use the FMB procedure to
estimate its risk price controlling for the FF5M (blue histogram) and the FF5M with the
high-order factors selected by the FS-FMB procedure (green histogram). The dashed
lines in blue and green correspond to the median absolute t-statistic for the FF5M and
for the FF5M with high-order factor models, respectively. The dashed red line corre-
sponds to the median absolute t-statistic with no controls. The t-statistics are based

on Newey-West corrected standard errors.
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4.3. Alternative sets of candidate factors

We start considering alternative sets of higher-order factors formed using the FF5M
factors. Table E.IV presents the estimation results of the forward selection FMB pro-
cedure with four alternative sets of higher-order factors. Specifically, Panel A presents
estimation results using a set of high-order factors of degree 2. The latter is a lower
degree than the one from the baseline analysis (i.e., degree 3). These high-order fac-
tors include all pairwise interactions of the FF5M, and the FF5M factors squared. In
this case, the FS-FMB procedure selects four high-order factors, reaching an adjusted
cross-sectional R-squared of 0.517 in the final step, approximately 7 pp smaller than

in the baseline setup (see Table II). Panel B presents estimation results using a set of
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high-order factors of higher degree, and specifically of degree up to 4. These factors,
augment the high-order factors of degree 3 of the baseline setup with the FF5M to the
fourth power (i.e., fl.4), and pairwise interactions of the FF5M factors of degree 4, i.e.,
f7x sz, 2% fi fix f]3 .In this case, the FS-FMB procedure selects 9 high-order factors,
reaching an adjusted cross-sectional R-squared of 0.6 in the final step. The latter is a
R-squared value very similar to that obtained in the baseline setup, with high-order
factors up to degree 3. These results suggest that higher-order factors up to degree 3
are most relevant in explaining cross-section asset returns, corroborating our choice
of using high-order factors of degree 3 in the baseline analysis.

Furthermore, Panel C and D report the results when augmenting the FF5M with only
pairwise interactions of degree 2 and 3 (Panel C) and only the powers of degree 2 and 3
(Panel D). The results from these two panels reveal that incorporating pairwise inter-
actions between FF5M is crucial. In fact, the model with interactions of degree 2 and 3
reaches an adjusted cross-sectional R-squared of 0.542, selecting 7 high-order factors.
In contrast, the model with powers of degree 2 and 3 selects 3 high-order factors, for
an adjusted cross-sectional R-squared of 0.467 in the final step. These results highlight
that both higher-orders of FF5M and higher-order interactions of FF5M are important

components of the SDE especially higher-order interactions.
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ONLINE APPENDICES

This paper has 5 online appendices. In Appendix A, we describe additional assump-
tions for Theorem 2. In Appendix B, we give the proof of Theorem 1. In Appendix C, we
give the proof of Theorem 2. In Appendix D, we provide several technical lemmas that
are useful for proving the theorems. In Appendix E, we present additional tables and
figures.

APPENDIX A: ASSUMPTIONS FOR THEOREM 2

In this Appendix, we describe additional assumptions required for the asymptotic

normality result for the debiased estimator 17; p in Theorem 2.

ASSUMPTION 8—First Stage Sparsity: For all j €[p], there exists a set Sy ; C{j}° and
a vector @ :(gojyl,...,goj,p)T €RP? such that (i) supp(p ;)= So,j, (ii) |So, ;| < St, and (iii)

the vector Rj=(R; 1,...,R; )" =Cyj;—Cy; satisfies IIC{T].}CR]'H(Z)O <N?log(Np)/T.

This assumption means that for each j €[p], there exists a sparse approximate pro-
jection of the vector Cy;; on Cyjjc: most cross-sectional variation in the components of
the vector C;; can be explained by at most §r columns in the matrix Cy ;¢ in the sense

that the residual of the linear projection of Cy; on these columns is nearly orthogonal

to all columns of the matrix.

ASSUMPTION 9—Uniform Law of Large Numbers, II: We have

1

T T
max max|— Z Uit P vt—E[u,',tgoj V]

log(N p)
ie2N+2]jelp]| T P

<
~P T

This assumption complements Assumption 1 by imposing the condition that a
quantitative version of the law of large numbers applies to the random variables
u,-,tgaijt uniformly over i €[2N +2]and j€[p].

ASSUMPTION 10—First Stage Estimator: For all j € [p] and some constant ¢ > 0,
we have (i) |§j| <3r wp.a.l, (i) |§j| > (1+c)(K/K)ISo,jllogT w.p.a.1, and (iii) |§j| <p
So, j|log T
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This assumption mirrors Assumption 5 for the estimation of a different object. In
particular, it will be clear from the proofs in Appendix C that for all j €[p], S j serves as
an estimator of Sy ;. The first part of Assumption 10 means that we carry out at most
§r rounds in Algorithm 1 when we choose the set S j» which is thus rather natural given
the existence of a sparse approximate projection with at most §; components in As-
sumption 8. The second part of Assumption 8 requires that the number of selected
factors [S jl should be larger than the number of important factors |Sy ;| at least by a
multiplicative constant proportional to log T'. The third part gives an upper bound on
the number of selected factors.

ASSUMPTION 11—No Strong Omitted Factors: Forall j €[p], we have

Z Rj i&i,em;=op(1).

te[T]

=
Nﬁie[m

Observe that for each i €[N] and j €[p], we expect T_l/ZZte[T]Rj,,-si_tmt = 0p(1)
given that E[R; ;&; ,m,]=0. Thus, Assumption 11 means that by taking the average over
i €[N], we can further wash out the variability from T_l/ZZIE[T]Rj,isi,tmt, which is
only possible if the random variables ¢; ; do not have a strong cross-sectional depen-
dence and is thus equivalent to the condition that there are no strong omitted factors

in the model.
ASSUMPTION 12—Factors: For some constant C >0, we have
1/C < Amin(B[v, v, D Amax(Elve v/ DS C and  ||Blv, v/ )7Y|, ,<C
= Amin t Yy 1) =/\max tVe )= t%t oco,l — 7°

The lower bound in the first part of this assumption means that there is no mul-
ticollinearity between factors in the population, and the upper bound is a techni-

cal regularity condition. To understand the second part of this assumption, for each

T
t

that [[n;[[; = 02].||a]- |l —1 for n; appearing in (8); see Lemma 14 in Appendix D. Thus,

j€lpl, let a; be the jth column of the matrix E[(v, v )~1]. It is then possible to show

given that 0'2 i< C, which follows from the first part of the assumption, the condition

I(E[v; UET )" Hloo,1 < C means that the vectors ) ; are uniformly bounded in the ¢, -norm.
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Next, forall j€[p] let¢;=(¢;,. (/)j,p)TeRp be the vector defined by ¢ ; ; =0 and
T -1 1
¢j,{j}C:(E[Vt,{j}C Vt,{j}c]) E vy (j)e i Z ritRii || 9)
i€[N]

so that @ ; (¢ is the vector of coefficients of the time-series least-squares projection of

the cross-sectional sample average N1 D icrny Tie Ry o0 v gjye.

ASSUMPTION 13—Extra Sparsity: For all j €[p], there exists a set Sy j » C{j}° such

that[So 1,91 < 57 and|lps; | =0(1//Tog(Np)).

This assumption means that the vectors ¢ ; are approximately sparse. Note, however,
that the amount of sparsity imposed in this assumption is rather small: the /;-norm of
the “remainder” ¢sg o is required to vanish asymptotically but the convergence rate

may be very slow.
ASSUMPTION 14—Growth Condition, II: We have E% log*(Np)=o(T).

ASSUMPTION 15—Central Limit Theorem: Forall j €[p],

<, iy — E[Zt]mt] 2
E N(0,0%, )
,— 2 d ) wrj )
te [T] UZ]

whereaw =lim7_, 00 T_lzt 125 ) [zt,jmt—E[zt,jmt])(zs,jms—E[zs,jms)]/aiyj].

Assumption 14 strengthens Assumption 7 but, like Assumption 7, it allows the num-
ber of factors p to be much larger than the number of time periods T. Assumption 15

is a version of the central limit theorem for time series data.

APPENDIX B: PROOF OF THEOREM 1

Throughout this Appendix, denote Y = (E[ry ¢],...,E[rn ¢ N andY=(f,...,7x)". Also,
let/: R” — R be the function defined by ¢(x)= —II?—(AZxH%/N for all x e R”.In addition,
for any vector x :(xl,...,xp)T €RP and any set SC[p], let x[S] :(Yl,...,fp)T €RP? be
the vector defined by x; = x; for all j€S and x; =0 for all j €S°. Observe that the
notation x[S] is different from the notation xg, which we use throughout the paper.
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Further, for all j €[p], let Sp i =S, j\{jtclplandlet p;=(@;,. ,gb\j,p)TeR” be the

vector defined by ¢ b5, :(CT CgDJ)TCg C{j} and p;=0foralll e Sf) Iz

) D,j ’
Before proving Theorem 1 we state and prove four auxiliary lemmas.

LEMMA 1: Suppose that Assumptions 1 and 7 are satisfied. Then

log(Np)
—

maxmaxC —C; S
i[N] jelp] | I I[P

PrOOF: Forall (i, j)e[N]x[p], we have

:E:ﬁ ve(frj— )+ j{]s,AﬁJ )

te [T] te [T]
:_Zﬁ Ve j+ Zﬁ VtE[ft]] f]
te[T] te [T]
1
to D Eidl =S e B - ). (10)
te[T) te (T]

SubtractingC; ;= ﬂl.T E[v, v, j]from both sides and applying Assumptions 1 and 7 yields
the asserted claim. Q.E.D.

LEMMA 2: Suppose that Assumptions 1 and 7 are satisfied. Then

Nlog(Np)

IC—Chyll2 Sp T

PROOF: The claim follows from combining (10) and Assumptions 1 and 7.  Q.E.D.
LEMMA 3: Suppose that Assumptions 1, 4, and 7 are satisfied. Then
k ClCs CIE,s
E < Amin (S—) < )Lmax(ST <2K
forallS c[p] such that |S|<35r+1 w.p.a.l.

PROOF: For any matrix A, let spin(A) =1/ Amin(ATA) and spax(A) = v/ Amax(AT A) be its

smallest and largest singular values. Then uniformly over S c [p] such that |S| <357, we
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have

|smin(Cs)— $min(Cs)[* < ICs —Csll5 < Z Zlai,j —Cy ;I
ie[N] jes
|SINlog(Np) _ $rNlog(Np)
T - T

~P ZO(N)’

where the first inequality follows from Weyl’s inequality, the second from the definition
of /,-norm, the third from Lemma 1, and the last bound from Assumption 7. Combin-
ing this bound with Assumption 4 yields the lower bound in the asserted claim. To ob-
tain the upper bound, we proceed similarly by noting that Weyl’s inequality also gives
|Smax(Cs)— Smax(Cs)I> <1ICs — Cs|I2. Q.E.D.

LEMMA 4: Suppose that Assumptions 1, 4, and 7 are satisfied. Then for any ¢ >0,

ly —x[3>(y)—€(x)—Vex) (y —x)>—V1+ K|y — x]|?

k
vVi+c
forall x,y eRP satisfying ||y —x|lo<35r+1 w.p.a.l.

PROOF: Observe that for all x eRP?,

l v 2 72 1 AT~ 2 atn 2 At
((x)=——Y'"Y+—=Y'Cx——x"C'"Cx and WV/(x)=—C'Y—=C'Cx. @D
N N N N N
Thus, for all x, y eRP,

2 1 P~ 1 —
T T TAT TAT
_ _ —x)=—Y ) -
L(y)—Ll(x)—VLl(x) (y—x) N C(y—x) Ny C Cy+Nx C'Cx

25T 2 TaTA _ 1 TATA
N Cly x)+Nx CCly—x)= N(y x) C C(y—x).
The asserted claim follows from combining this equality with Lemma 3. Q.E.D.

PROOF OF THEOREM 1: For all Sc[p], denote

FZ(S)= max (x).
x€RP: supp(x)cS
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Observe that under Assumption 3, with probability approaching one, the set Sis equal
to the set S produced by Algorithm 1 with R%, ,(-) replaced by Z(-) and

—_

Y€ argmax f(x).

x€RP: supp(x)cS

Thus, to prove the asserted claim, we can apply Theorem 6 in Elenberg et al. (2018). To
do so, we first derive three auxiliary bounds.
First, using (11), we have V£(y[So])=2C"(Y—Cs,y's,)/N. Thus,

2 ~ _ ~
IVL(P[So)lleo < N?el[aﬁﬂc{j}ﬂz X [[Y =Cg, s, Iz
Here, max e IIE{J-}IIZ <p VN by Lemma 3. Also, by (4),
||?—630¢so||23 ||?—Y||2+||C¢—CSO¢SO||2+||(Cso—aso)¢so||2-

In addition, |[Y —Yll, $p +/Nlog(Np)/T by Assumption 1 and [|C) — Cs, s, ll2 Sp
v Nlog(Np)/T by Assumption 2. Moreover,
I(Cs, —Csy )15, | <IC—C)pll2 +1I(Csg —Cse)psc 12

Nlog(Np)

<C—Cpllo+ Cij;—Cy; ol S
<|I( WYz I}éﬁﬁ” Gy —Cllz x sl Sp T

by the triangle inequality, Lemmas 1 and 2, and Assumptions 2 and 7. Thus,

log(N p)
IVE@TSoDloo Sp \| ot (12)
which is the first bound we need.
Second,
1 ~ = 1 -
1E([Se]) —£(0,)| < N”Y—CQ/J[S()]Hg-i- NIIYH% Spl (13)

by the bounds above and Assumption 6.

Third, given that |Sqy| + S| < 257 w.p.a.1 by Assumptions 2 and 5 and IS|>(1+
c)(K/k)|Sp|log T w.p.a.1 by Assumption 5, it follows from Lemma 4 above and The-
orem 1 and Corollary 1 in Elenberg et al. (2018) that

Lh)—0(0,) = (1= T~ L(P[So))—£(0,) (14)
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w.p.a.l.
Now, combining (12), (13), and (14) above with Theorem 6 in Elenberg et al. (2018),

we obtain

Sollog* (N T
Sp ISo OgT( P)’ (15)

(N P)

14— [Soll3 Sp (1ol + ISI) t7

where the second inequality follows from Assumption 5. Thus,

=115 S l1th = pISolll3 + 1y [Sel = 1I5

Sollog*(N T'p)
T

<[P —ISolll5 +11W[Sol =1 Sp

by the triangle inequality and Assumption 2, yielding the first asserted claim. Also,

19 =3 S 1IP —ISolll +11p[Sel — 12

Sol*log’ (N Tp)
T

< (1ol + ISP = [Solll3 + 1Y [Sel =3 Sp

by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Assumption 2, yielding the second asserted
claim. Q.E.D.

APPENDIX C: PROOF OF THEOREM 2

In this Appendix, we use the same additional notation as that introduced in the
previous Appendix. Also, for all j €[p], let ¢;: RP~! - R be the function defined by

£;(x)=1ICy;;—Cyjjc x|I2/N forall x eRP~!. In addition, for all j €[p], letS;=Sp ;\{;}
andlet @;=(¢;1,. ,cﬁj,p)T €RP be the vector defined by ¢; ;=0 and

-1
-~ AT A AT A~
(pj,{j}c :(Cg.CQ) ngC{j}. (16)

J

To prove Theorem 2, we first state and prove seven auxiliary lemmas.

LEMMA 5: Suppose that Assumptions 4, 8, and 14 are satisfied. Then for all j €[p], we
have || ;ll» S 1.

PROOF: Fix j€[p]. It follows from the equality Rj =Cyj; —Cs, ;¢ s, ; that

T —1/~T T
150, =(Cs,,Csy,;) " (Cs, Cpjy=Cs, Rj),
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where the matrix Cgo Cs,, 18 non-singular by Assumptions 4 and 8. Thus,
b ] ’

T . T .
ICs,, ,Cippllz+1ICs,, , Rll2 3 1+\J So,llog(Np) _ X

10,8012 <
»00, T ~ ~
! Amin(csoyjcso,j) T

the asserted claim follows.
Q.E.D.

by Assumptions 4, 8, and 14. Since ¢i1=0 forall [ SS,J»

LEMMA 6: Suppose that Assumptions 4, 8, and 14 are satisfied. Then for all j €[p], we
have N S||Rj|5SN.

PROOF: Fix je[p]. Let v=_(1,..., vp)T € RP be the vector defined by v; =1, v; =
—pjforall [ €Sy ;,and v;=0forall [ €(Sy ;U{j})°. Then Rj=Cvand ||v||o<Sr+1by
Assumption 8. Therefore,

IR;I5=R}R;=(C»"(C»)=»"(C'C)v=NKkIlvI5= kN,
yielding the lower bound in the asserted claim. Further,

IRj1I2=RT(C 1y —Cy ) < IR;ll2 X ICjyllz +ICT 1 Ryllow X[l 11

SVYNIIR;llo+N+v/1ogNp)/ T /180, 9l S VNIR Il +N,  (7)

where the second inequality follows from Assumption 4 and 8 and the third from As-
sumptions 8 and 14 and Lemma 5. In turn, (17) implies the upper bound in the asserted
claim. Q.E.D.

LEMMA 7: Suppose that Assumptions 1, 9, and 14 are satisfied. Then for all j €[p], we

have

~ Nlog(Np)
IC—=C)ypjll2<p —r
PROOF: The claim follows from the same argument as that in the proof of Lemma 2,

where we now use Assumption 9 and replace Assumption 7 by Assumption 14. Q.E.D.

LEMMA 8: Suppose that Assumptions 1, 4, and 14 are satisfied. Then for any ¢ >0,

k
vi+c

ly —x32€;(y)—€;(x)=VE;(x) (y —x) ==V 1+ cK]ly —x|3
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forall x,y e RP7 satisfying ||y — x|lo<35r +1 w.p.a.1.

PrROOF: The claim follows from the same argument as that in the proof of Lemma 4,

where we replace Assumption 7 by Assumption 14. Q.E.D.

LEMMA 9: Suppose that Assumptions 1, 4, 8, 9, 10, and 14 are satisfied. Then for all

j€lpl,
N Stlog(Np)
lpj—wpjll2Sp \ LTP

PrROOF: Fix j €[p]. As in the proof of Theorem 1, we start with three preliminary

bounds. First,

241 & A
2

~ _~ _~ 2 _~ ~
T T
= Cute =Ce) (Cpiy=Cosy ;950,04 17 Cyye(Cijy =Csy P50, )-

Here,
”C{j} —éso,j Psy,; 112 < IC¢j;—Cyjill2
+IC(jy—Cs, ;¥s,,ll2+I(Cs, ;, —Cs, s, 2 Sp VN (18)
by Lemmas 1, 6, and 7. Thus,

<, N\ °8VP)

oo T

- T - —_
H(C{J'}C—C{j}c) (Cij3—=Csy,; ¥s,,;)

by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Lemma 1. Also,

& log(N p)
+ ”C{—S}C(C{]} _CSO,j SOSO,j)”OO + ”C{—;}C(CSOJ _CSO,j)SOSO,j ||OO SP N T
by Assumptions 4 and 8 and Lemmas 1 and 7. Thus,
log(Np)
IVE (@1 lloo Sp ¥, (19)

which is the first bound we need.
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Second,
1€ ye)—Lj(0p1) < Nllc{j}—csovjwso,j||2+ N”C{j}ng N (20)

by the bound in (18) and Lemma 3, which is applicable because Assumption 14 implies
Assumption 7.

Third, given that |Sq ;[ + |§j| <2387 w.p.a.1 by Assumptions 8 and 10 and |§j| >(1+
¢)(K/k)|So,;j|log T w.p.a.1 by Assumption 10, it follows from Lemma 8 above and The-
orem 1 and Corollary 1 in Elenberg et al. (2018) that

Ci(@)—(0,)= =T )i(@)qj3)—L0,-1) 21

w.p.a.1, where we denoted §; = ((Ajgj (Ajgj )—I(Ajgj(Aj{ jp; note the difference between @ ; and
$jjre in (16).

Now, we proceed as in the proof of Theorem 6 in Elenberg et al. (2018). (We can not
directly apply their theorem as it would be a result about ¢ ;, and we need a result about

¢ j.) We have
(@13 ) =il 3 ) 2L F D=L (03 ) 2 TG0, )Ll 5e)  (22)

w.p.a.1, where the first inequality follows from the fact that S iC S j and the second from

rearranging the terms in (21). Also, denoting A= 1ijc — ¢ (j}c, We have
(@, 3e) = (@)= V(@) j3e) A<=k A15/2 (23)

w.p.a.1 by Lemma 8 since || @ {jjc — ¢ ¢j}cllo <357 w.p.a.1 by Assumptions 5, 8, and 10.
Combining (22) and (23), we have

kIAI5/2Sp V(9 ) A+ T (9,1 )—(0p-1))

1 Srlog(Np) 1
SpIVE@jpellcolAll+— Sp ||A||2\l?+ T

where the second inequality follows from (20) and the third from (19). The last bound

in turn implies the asserted claim. Q.E.D.
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LEMMA 10: Suppose that Assumption 12 is satisfied. Then for all j €[p],

1
Piiie =17 D (Bi iy +Bigye Ry

i€[N]

PROOF: The asserted claim follows from substituting (2) and v; j =1 (jjc Ur {jjc + 21, j

into (9) and cancelling the matrices, which is feasible under Assumption 12.  Q.E.D.

LEMMA 11: Suppose that Assumptions 8 and 12 are satisfied. Then for all j €[p], we

have ¢ jllco S +/TogN p)/ T.

PrROOF: Fix je[p]and recall thatforall i€[N]and [ €[p], we have
Ci,1=PBi,jElvs, Ut,z]+ﬁiT,{j}cE[Ut,{j}c Vel
Combining this equality with (8), it follows that

T _ T
(Ci0)1egjye =Blvejye vy (136 )Bi, j1 g jye + Bigjye)-

Therefore,
1 T log(Np)
HN Z Elvy gjye vp (53 )Bijnjjye +Bigjye)Rji|| S T
i€[N] 0o
by Assumption 8. Hence,
1 log(N p)
19 ,j3elloo = HN Z Bijmjpye + BBl S\ —F
i€[N] 0o

where the equality follows from Lemma 10 and the inequality from Lemma 13 and
Assumption 12. Combining this bound with the fact that ¢ ; ; =0, yields the asserted
claim. Q.E.D.

LEMMA 12: Suppose that Assumptions 8, 12, and 14 are satisfied. Then for all j €[p],

R]TR]: Z Rj,,-/j,-,jai’j—i-op(N).
i€[N]
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PrOOF: Fix je[p]. Note that for all i €[ N],
ﬁ E[v, v, ]] Bi, jE[U ]+ﬂl {]}cE[Vt {(jye Ut ]]
_ 2 T T
—ﬁi,jaz,]‘ +/5i,jnj,{j}c E[Vt,{j}c vt,{j}c ]nt,{j}c +ﬂi’{j}c E[ Ut {j}e Vt,{j}c]nt,{j}m

where the last equality follows from v, ;= 77;{].}5 Ut jje t 2, and (8). Also, forall i €[N ]
and l e{j}¢,

T T
Cii=B; Blvevg 1= Bi jElvy, jve i1+ By 3 Elve gjye vi 1]
T T
=Bi,in j3e B (e Ve, 11+ By e Bl gy v 1]

by the same argument. Thus, C; ;= /5,-,]-02]. +Zle{j}C C;inj,1, and so

R]'TRj: Z Rj,i(ci,j_ Z Ci,l‘Pj,l) = Z Rj,i(ﬂi,j(fi,fr Z Ci,l(TIj,l_SOj,l))-

i€[N] le{j}e i€[N] le{j}e
Therefore,
-
R;Rj— Z Rjipi ;o Jls 'R CijyeMjjye =9 j0j3e)
i€[N]
<(ln el 112,071 11 JIC] e Rilloo
S+ V3N Y og(Np)/T,
where the last inequality follows from Assumptions 8 and 12 and Lemmas 5 and 14.
Combining this bound with Assumption 14 yields the asserted claim. Q.E.D.

PROOF OF THEOREM 2: Fix j €[p] and, for brevity, write S, 3, and ¢ instead of §j =
/S\D,j \{j}, @, and ¢, respectively. Then

._‘/_(C{J}—A:@A“s“)( ~Ci;—Cs@9lv )
(Cijy—Cs93) (Cj—Cs%3)

‘/_(C{J}_A'éA ? {]}wj s¢§)

(Cijy—Cs5)" (Cyjy—Cs%3)

VTIWp,;—y;

(24)

UJZ
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where the first line follows from the Frisch-Waugh-Lowell theorem, and the second
from observing that (C{ i} —Cg@g)Tég =05, To derive the asymptotic distribution of
the quantity on the right-hand side of (24), we start with a few preliminary bounds.
First,

ICe—Coll; <p NIIg—pll5 Sp N5rlog(Np)/ T, (25)

where the first inequality follows from Lemma 3 since || — ¢ ||o < IS|+1S il+1S0,1<357

w.p.a.1 by Assumptions 5, 8, and 10 and the second from Lemma 9. Second,
1Y[Sp, /1—¥[Soll5 S 1Y ISp, ;1= 115+ iy —ISolll; SIYISI— 15+ 11y —[Solll;
SIP =915 +11p —ISollE Sp 1P —Y[Soll3 + 1 —y[Soll5 Sp Sr1og(Np)/T,  (26)

where the first inequality follows from the triangle inequality, the second from the fact
that ScS p,j» the third from the fact that supp(g)\ )=S, the fourth from the triangle in-
equality, and the fifth from the intermediate bound in (15) in the proof of Theorem 1
and Assumption 2. Third,

ICs,, ¥s,,—Cso s, 3 Sp NIWISp, ;1= ISolIE Sp NSplogNp)/T,  27)

where the first inequality follows from Lemma 3 since ||1,ZJ[§D, il=WISelllo < IS|+1S i+
1+]Sp| <357+ 1 w.p.a.1 by Assumptions 2, 5, and 10, and the second from (26). Fourth,

ICsots,—Cll=|| D Crinwpyf| <D ICHY Iz

jeSg A
<max|Cyjll ) 1¥15p VNS logNp)/ T, (28)
0 j€S§

where the first inequality follows from the triangle inequality and the third from
Lemma 3 and Assumption 2.

Thus, getting back to (24), we have é{j} —Cg@g = C{j} —Cj3+Co +R; —Cg@g, where
IIC{]-} —Cyjll55p Nlog(Np)/T by Lemma 1 and

ICsP5—Coll5=IICP—Col5 SIICF—Cell5+ICo—Coll5Sp N3rlog(Np)/T
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by the triangle inequality, (25), Assumption 8, and Lemma 7. In addition, SA{—C{ AYi—

C§¢§:?—Y+C¢—C 1,/13 , where |[Y —Y||2 $p Nlog(N p)T by Assumption 1 and

ICs,,¥s,, —C¥l3S1ICs,, s, , —CsyWs,llz +[1Cs, ¥s, —Cll +ICy —Capll;
SpNsrlog(Np)/T

by the triangle inequality, (27), (28), and Lemma 2. Moreover,

VTR Cs; 5 |SN V10N p)llrsg [ <N v/log(Np)lih 4l = 0p(N)

where the first inequality follows from Assumption 8, the second from the fact that
ScS D,j» and the third form Theorem 1 and Assumption 14. Combining these bounds

and using Lemma 6 and Assumption 14, it follows that

ﬁR]T(Y—CszoP(N)

1/_ v R . )=
TWp;=Y;) RIR; +0p(N)

Next, observe that R]T(?—Cw) =I; +1,+13+1,, where

L= R (E[vth]——th f)T)

i€[N]
Izz;z DR BISi—EIRD Ts= Z > R,
i€[N]te[T] ze[N]te[T]
:__Z ZR l'glt f)T¢
i€[N]t€[T]

Here,

4= Z Z R] i€tV ¢+0P(N/‘/—)
ze[N]te[T]
by Lemma 6 and Assumptions 1 and 14. Thus,

IS+I4— T Z Z R]lgl tmt—OP(N/‘/_)

i€[N]te[T]
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by Assumption 11. Similarly,
+l=— Z > R;.iB] (vem, —Elv,m,])+0p(N/VT),
ze[N] te[T]

again by Lemma 6 and Assumptions 1 and 14. Thus, substituting v, ; =1; (jjc Uz, (j}c +

Zyj and using Lemma 10,

1
Il+12:? Z Z Rj'iﬁi’j(zt'jmt_E[Zt,jmt])

ie[N] te[T]

Z(/)]{]}C(Vt{]}cmt E[v; (jje m; 1)+ 0p(N/VT)

te [T]
= Z D Rj iz, jmi—Elz, jm )+ 0p(N/VT),
ze[N] te[T]
where the second equality follows from Lemma 11 and Assumptions 1, 13, and 14.
Moreover, R].TRj = Zie[N] Rj,iﬁi,jo'ij +0p(N) by Lemma 12.
Combining presented bounds and using Lemma 6, it follows that

zy,jm; —Elz, jmy]
VT(§p,j—1p )—J_Z 2 T 4 op(1),
te[T] Uz Jj
which implies the asserted claim by invoking Assumption 15. Q.E.D.

APPENDIX D: TECHNICAL LEMMAS

LEMMA 13: Let A=(A; j)i, je(n) ER™™" be a symmetric matrix such that Apay(A)< Cy,
Amin(A)>1/Cy, and ||A™Y|oo.1 < Cy for some constant C; > 1. For any k €[n], let B=
(Aj j)i, jein\k beasub-matrix of A. Then B isinvertible and satisfies||B™! 001 < C, where

C is a constant depending only on C;.

PrOOF: Without loss of generality, we will assume that k = n, so that

3 B b 29)
\bTa)

where B=(4; ;)i jein-1 b =(Ai n)ien—1p, and a= Ay, ;,. Since Apin(B) = Apin(4)> 0, the
matrix B is invertible, yielding the first asserted claim.
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To prove the second asserted claim, note that

IB Moo=  sup 1B ¥lloo-
yeER1: ||y]|o=1

Further, fix any y € R”~! such that || y||oo =1 and let x € R"~! and z €R be such that
X
A =7 . (30)
z 0
Note that such x and z exist because A is invertible. Also,

) v )

by assumptions of the lemma, and so || x||co < C1]|¥|leo and |z]| < Ci||¥||oo - In addition,

substituting (29) into (30), it follows that Bx + bz=y,andso B~'y =x+B~'bz. Thus,

< Gllylleo

(e o]

by the triangle inequality,
IB™ ¥lloo < 1xlloo + 1B bllco X 12| < C1+IIB™' Blloo)l1¥ llco- 3B

It thus remains to bound ||B~! b|| o . To do so, observe that it follows from (29) that
A B~ b B b
o ) \b™Bb)

1B Blloo <A loo,1(I1blloo +1b T B~ b])

bl
Amin(A)

Thus,

Amax(A)* )

-1
) <A Yoo (Amax(“‘” Amin(4)

< ”A_l”oo,l(”b”2+

where the first inequality follows from the definition of the £ o, ; -norm, the second from
noting that [|blloo <I|bllz and [| B~ [|2=1/Amin(B) < 1/Amin(A), and the third from not-
ing that || b||, <||A||» by the definition of the £,-norm. Combining this bound with (31)
and using || ¥|lco =1 yvields the second asserted claim and completes the proof of the
lemma. Q.E.D.
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LEMMA 14: Let x =(xy,..., xp)T € RP be a random vector such that the matrix E[xx "]
is non-singular and denote Q= (E[xx"])"\. For any j €[p], consider the least-squares

projection

X;=X .7 +€;, E[x;c€;]=0

J {]}CYJ WK {j}e€j p—1-
Then||7/j||1:E[ei]Zle[pﬂQUl_l'

PrOOF: Without loss of generality, we will assume that j =p. Then

.
E[xxT]:E Xipye [ X{p}e _ AB
Xp Xp CD

where A=E[x(pjc x|\, B=E[x{pjc x,], C=E[x, x[ \.], and D =E[x2]. Then

0 A1+ A 'BCA™'JE —A"'B/E
h —CA™V/E 1/E |

where E =D — CA™! B. Therefore, Zle[p] 1Q,1=(IA"' Bl +1)/E. However, A'B=7,
and E = E[ei]. The asserted claim follows. Q.E.D.
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APPENDIX E: ADDITIONAL FIGURES & TABLES

FIGURE E.1.—Distribution of Higher-Order Factors

This figure plots the distribution of the high-order factors grouped in pairwise interac-
tions of degree 2 (Panel A), pairwise interactions of degree 2 (Panel B), powers of degree
2 (Panel C) and powers of degree 2 (Panel D). The distribution is clipped at 4 standard
deviations from the mean, so that any value below the lower bound is replaced by the

lower bound and any value above the upper bound is replaced by the upper bound.
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FIGURE E.2.—R? of Factor Mimicking Regressions

This table reports, for each of the high-order selected factors with the FS-FMB pro-
cedure, the adjusted R-squared of factor mimicking regressions. The factor mimicking
regressions are time-series OLS regressions of high-order factor returns on the zoo fac-

tor from Jensen et al. (2023).

SMB2

SMB2*Mom

Mom2*RMW

Mkt-RF2

Factor

Mkt-RF2*RMW

Mkt-RF*SMB

HML2*Mkt-RF

0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8
Adj-R2

o
o
o
o
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TABLE E.I

CROSS-SECTIONAL PERFORMANCE RESTRICTED MODELS

This table reports the results from the second step of the FMB procedure imposing the
restriction that the risk prices of the tradable factors must equal to their sample means.
The tradable factors are the FF5M factors. The high-order factors are those selected
by the forward selection FMB procedure (see Table II). The table reports the adjusted
cross-sectional R-squared, the estimate for the intercept (@) and associated t-statistic.

The t-statistics is based on Newey-West corrected standard errors.

# Model Adj. R-squared a t-stat (a)

1 CAPM -0.439 0.001 0.28

2 FF3 -0.371 0.001 0.334

3 FF5 -0.111 0.004 2.263

4 FF5M 0.022 0.006 2.839

5 Higher-Order 0.405 0.004 2.663
TABLE E.IT

COMPARISON OF R-SQUAREDS WITH RANDOM TRAIN AND TEST SAMPLE

This table reports the in-sample and out-of-sample R-squareds in the cross-sectional
regression step of the Fama-MacBeth method for different models. We randomly gen-
erate training and test samples of equal length by randomly drawing monthly returns
without replacement, and estimate for each asset the covariance with respect to the
factors and the SDF loadings on the training sample, and compare actual mean returns
with model predictions in the test sample. For the test sample, we report R-squareds
aftering re-centering the predicted values from the model. For the FF5M + High-Order
model, we consider the high-order factors selected by the forward selection FMB pro-

cedure (see Table II).

1 2 3) 4) )

CAPM FF3 FF5 FF5M Higher-Order
2
R?, .. 0.06 0.167 0.274 0.316 0.498
R? 0.063 0.04 0.076 0.085 0.14

test
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TABLE E.III

LOADINGS OF ALTERNATIVE Z0O FACTORS

This table reports the fraction of zoo factors with loading significantly different from
zero at the 5% confidence level on each of the FF5M factors and high-order factors
selected by the FS-FMB procedure. Significance is evaluated by t-statistics based on
Newey-West corrected standard errors. The zoo factors are 159 factors constructed in

Chen and Zimmermann (2022).

Factor Frac Sig5%  Frac Sig 5%
Mkt-RF 0.478 0.509
SMB 0.572 0.579
HML 0.459 0.421
RMW 0.572 0.553
CMA 0.428 0.491
Mom 0.535 0.421
SMB2 0.365
SMB2*Mom 0.478
Mom2*RMW 0.358
Mkt-RF2 0.302
Mkt-RF2*RMW 0.208
Mkt-RF*SMB 0.302
HML2*Mkt-RF 0.302

# zoo factors 159 159




TABLE E.IV

FORWARD SELECTION FMB PROCEDURE WITH ALTERNATIVE HIGHER-ORDER FACTORS

This table reports the results of the estimation of the FS-FMB procedure for alternative sets of
higher-order factors. Panel A considers the FF5M factors and all the high-order factors of degree
2 (i.e., f; x f] and fl.z). Panel B considers the FF5M factors and all the high-order factors up to de-
gree 4 (i.e., fi x fi, f2 x fj, [ x sz, fl.3 x fi, f2, l.3, and f*). Panel C considers the FF5M factors
and all the pairwise interactions of degree 2 and 3 (i.e., f; x f] and fi2 X fj). Panel D considers the
FF5M factors all the powers of degree 2 and 3 (i.e., fl.2 and fi3). For each step, we report the selected
factor (h i) adjusted cross-sectional R-squared, the estimate for the intercept (@) and associated t-
statistic. The t-statistic is based on Newey-West corrected standard errors.

Step h; Adj. R-squared a t-stat (@)

Panel A: high-order degree 2

1 SMB2 0.41 0.003 1.821
2 HML*Mom 0.464 0.004 2.033
3 Mkt-RF2 0.503 0.005 2.738
4 SMB*Mom 0.517 0.005 2.692
Panel B: high-order degree up to 4

1 SMB2*CMA2 0.423 0.005 2.581
2 Mkt-RF2*SMB2 0.464 0.004 2.329
3 Mom3*CMA 0.485 0.004 2.062
4 Mkt-RF2*RMW 0.498 0.004 1.931
5 HMIL2 0.528 0.003 1.589
6 Mkt-RF2 0.547 0.004 2.271
7 CMA2*Mom 0.57 0.004 2.13

8 CMA2*SMB 0.587 0.004 2.074
9 Mkt-RF2*Mom 0.6 0.004 2.132

Panel C: interactions degree 2 and 3
1 SMB2*Mkt-RF 0.394 0.003 1.456
2 CMA2*SMB 0.437 0.003 1.429
3 Mkt-RF2*SMB 0.466 0.004 2.023
4 CMA2*RMW 0.487 0.004 2.084
5 HML*CMA 0.509 0.004 2.321
6 CMA2*Mkt-RF 0.527 0.004 2.248
7 CMA2*Mom 0.542 0.004 2.044
Panel D: powers degree 2 and 3

1 SMB2 0.41 0.003 1.821
2 Mkt-RF2 0.444 0.005 2.478

3 RMW3 0.467 0.005 2.807
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TABLE E.V

FORWARD SELECTION FMB PROCEDURE STARTING FROM THE CAPM

This table reports the results from the second step of the FMB method with selection by
the FS-FMB procedure starting from the CAPM. At each step, we augment the CAPM by
one additional factor selected from the remaining FF5M factors and the higher-order
factor (h;) which maximizes the adjusted cross-sectional R-squared. The method stops
when the improvement in the R-squared in a given step is smaller than 1 pp. The table
reports the adjusted cross-sectional R-squared, the selected factor and its associated
t-statistic, the estimate for the intercept (a) and associated t-statistic. The t-statistics

is based on Newey-West corrected standard errors.

Step h; Adj. R-squared a t-stat (a)
1 HML2 0.285 0.007 2.916
2 Mom2*Mkt-RF 0.323 0.005 2.153
3 SMB2*Mkt-RF 0.377 0.006 2.48
4 Mkt-RF2 0.406 0.005 2.405
5 HML*Mom 0.429 0.004 2.337
6 Mom 0.485 0.005 2.682
7 CMA2*Mom 0.499 0.006 3.087
8 SMB2*HML 0.509 0.005 2.777
9 Mom2*SMB 0.537 0.005 2.976

—
(=]

Mkt-RF3 0.552 0.005 2.722
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