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1 Introduction

Factor models are widely used to capture the co-movement of a large number of time series
and to model covariance matrices. They provide useful dimensionality reduction in many
applications from climate modelling to finance. Perhaps the current state of the art for
factor modelling is Fan, Liao, and Micheva (2013), which allowed the idiosyncratic covariance
matrix to be non-diagonal but sparse, and used thresholding techniques (Cai and Liu, 2011)
to impose sparsity and thereby obtain a better estimator of the covariance matrix and its
inverse in this big-data setting. The usual approach ignores covariate information that can
sometimes be informative. Connor, Hagmann and Linton (2012) developed a semiparametric
factor regression methodology that introduces covariate information into the factor loading
parameters. This model is well motivated in finance applications where it can be understood
as a properly formulated version of the popular Fama-French (1992) approach to modelling
returns with observable characteristics. The model also makes sense in other contexts where
covariate information is available. Their application was to monthly stock returns, which is
where the finance literature was focussed. Moreover, Fan, Liao and Wang (2016) proposed a
Projected-PCA approach which employs principal component analysis to the projected data
matrix onto a linear space spanned by covariates. It is worth noting that most existing works
in the literature of factor models require at least four moments to establish their theoretical
properties. See, for instance, Bai and Ng (2002), Bai and Li (2012), Lam and Yao (2012),
Connor, Hagmann and Linton (2012), Fan, Liao, and Micheva (2013), Fan, Liao and Wang
(2016), Li et al. (2017), among others. This may not be a binding restriction for monthly
stock returns, but for daily stock returns this is a bit strong.

Quantile methods are widely used in statistics. They have the advantage of being ro-
bust to large observations. They can also provide more information about the conditional
distribution away from the centre, which is relevant in many applications. In this paper,
we propose estimation and inferential methodology for the quantile version of the Connor,
Hagmann and Linton (2012) model. Our contribution is summarized as follows.

First, we propose an estimation algorithm for this model. We use sieve techniques to
obtain preliminary estimators of the nonparametric beta functions, see Chen (2011) for a
review, and use these to estimate the factor return vector at each time period. We then
update the loading functions and factor returns sequentially. We compute the estimator in
two steps for computational reasons. We have J xT" unknown factor return parameters as well
as J x Ky sieve parameters to estimate, and simultaneous estimation of these parameters
without penalization would be challenging. Penalization of the factor returns here is not
well motivated so we do not pursue this. Instead we first estimate the unrestricted additive

quantile regression function for each time period and then impose the factor structure in a



sequential fashion.

Second, we derive the limiting properties of our estimated factor returns and factor
loading functions under the assumption that the included factors all have non zero mean and
under weak conditions on cross-section and temporal dependence. A key consideration in the
panel modelling of stock returns is what position to take on the cross sectional dependence
in the idiosyncratic part of stock returns. Early studies assumed iid in the cross section,
but this turns out to be not necessary. More recent work has allowed for cross sectional
dependence in a variety of ways. Connor, Hagmann and Linton (2012) imposed a known
industry cluster/block structure where the number of industries goes to infinity as do the
number of members of the industry. Under this structure one obtains a CLT and inference can
be conducted by estimating only the intra block covariances. Robinson and Thawornkaiwong
(2012) considered a linear process structure driven by independent shocks. Dong, Gao and
Peng (2015) introduced a spatial mixing structure to accommodate both serial correlation
and cross—sectional dependence for a general panel data setting. Conley (1999) studied that
under a lattice structure or some observable or estimable distance function that determines
the ordering, one can consistently estimate the asymptotic covariance matrix. However,
this type of structure is hard to justify for stock returns, and in that case their approach
does not deliver consistent inference. Connor and Koraczyck (1993) considered a different
cross-sectional dependence structure, namely, they supposed that there was an ordering
of the cross sectional units such that weak dependence of the alpha mixing variety was
held. They do not assume knowledge of the ordering as this was not needed for their main
results. We adopt and generalize their structure. In fact, we allow for weak dependence
simultaneously in the cross-section and time series dependence. This structure affects the
limiting distribution of the estimated factor returns in a complicated fashion, and the usual
Newey-West type of standard errors can’t be adapted to account for the cross-sectional
dependence here because the ordering is not assumed to be known. To conduct inference we
have to take account of the correlation structure. We use the so-called fix-b asymptotics to
achieve this, namely, we construct a test statistic based on an inconsistent fixed-b estimator
of the correlation structure, as in Kiefer and Vogelsang (2002), and show that it has a pivotal
limiting distribution that is a functional of a Gaussian process.

Third, our estimation procedure only requires that the time series mean of factor returns
be non zero. A number of authors have noted that in the presence of a weak factor, regression
identification strategies can break down (Bryzgalova, 2015). In view of this we provide a
test of whether a given factor is present or not in each time period.

Fourth, we apply our procedure to CRSP daily data and show how the factor loading

functions vary nonlinearly with state. The median regression estimators are comparable to



those of Connor, Hagmann and Linton (2012) and can be used to test asset pricing theories
under comparable quantile restrictions, see for example, Bassett, Koenker and Kordas (2004),
and to design investment strategies. The lower quantile estimators could be used for risk
management purposes. The advantage of the quantile method is its robustness to heavy tails
in the response distribution, which may be present in daily data. Indeed our theory does
not require any moment conditions.

The organization of this paper is given as follows. Section 2 proposes the main model
and then discusses some identification issues. An estimation method based on B—splines is
then proposed in Section 3. Section 4 establishes an asymptotic theory for the proposed
estimation method. Section 5 discusses a covariance estimation problem and then considers
testing for the factors involved in the main model. Section 6 gives an empirical application
of the proposed model and estimation theory to model the dependence of daily returns on a
set of characteristic variables. Section 7 concludes the paper with some discussion. All the
mathematical proofs of the main results are given in an appendix and on-line supplemental

materials.

2 The model and identification

We introduce some notations which will be used throughout the paper. For any positive num-
bers a, and b,, let a,, < b, denote lim,,_,a, /b, = ¢, for a positive constant ¢, and let a,, > b,
denote a,,'b, = o(1). For any vector a = (ay,...,a,)T € R, denote ||a]| = (>, a )1/ For
any symmetric matrix A, denote its Ly norm as || A|| = maxceps c20 |AC| [|C]|7". We use
(N,T) — oo to denote that N and T pass to infinity jointly.

We consider the following model for the 7" conditional quantile function of the response

Y for the ith asset at time ¢ given as

Quot (T1X5, f1) = fut+z Xji) fits (2.1)

i.e., we suppose that
Vit = fur + Z Xi) fie + € (2.2)
fore =1,...,N and t = 1,...,T, where y;; is the excess return to security ¢ at time ¢;

fut and fj; are factor returns, which are unobservable; g;(X;;) are the factor betas, which
are unknown but smooth functions of Xj;, where X; are observable security characteristics,
and Xj; lies in a compact set Xj;. Let X; = (Xy;,..., Xy)"T and fi = (furs f1eo-- -5 for)T
The error terms ¢;; are the asset-specific or idiosyncratic returns and they satisfy that the
conditional 7™ quantile of &;; given (Xj, f;) is zero. The factors f,; and f;; and the factor
betas g;(-) should be 7 specific. For notational simplicity, we suppress the 7 subscripts. For

model identifiability, we assume that:



AsSsSUMPTION AQ. For some probability measures P; we have [ g;(x;)dP;(z;) = 0 and
[ (gj(x;))* dP;(x;) = 1 for all j = 1,...,J. Furthermore, liminfz . ’Ethl fjt/T’ > 0 for
each j.

The case where 7 = 1/2 corresponds to the conditional median, and is comparable to
the conditional mean model used in Connor, Hagmann and Linton (2012). The advantage
of the median over the mean is its robustness to heavy tails and outliers, which is especially
important with daily data. The case where 7 = 0.01, say, might be of interest for the purposes
of risk management, since this corresponds to a standard Value-at-Risk threshold in which
case (2.]) gives the conditional Value-at-Risk given the characteristics and the factor returns
at time ¢. To obtain an ex-ante measure we should have to employ a forecasting model for
the factor returns.

Suppose that the 7" conditional quantile function Q,,,(7|X; = x) of the response y;; at

time ¢ given the covariate X; = x is additive

|.’L' = hut -+ Z _]t .T] (23)

where hj;(+) are unknown functions without loss of generality satisfying [ hji(z;)dP;(x;) =0

fort =1,...,T (Horowitz and Lee, 2005). Under the factor structure (2.1I), we have for all

/ (%Zhﬁm)) AP ay) = [ g Papya) ( Zfﬂ) =< Zfﬂ) - 24)

Provided Zthl fjt # 0, we can identify g;(z;) by
th 1 he(;)
\/f Ry %)) dP;(z;)

We will use this as the basis for the proposal of the estimation method in Section 3 below.

J

(2.5)

3 Estimation

3.1 Factor returns and characteristic-beta functions

We propose an iterative algorithm to estimate the factor returns and the characteristic-beta
functions. The algorithm makes use of the structure in (2.2]) so that it circumvents the
“curse of dimensionality” (Bellman, 1961) while retaining flexibility of the nonparametric
regression. The right hand side of (1) is bilinear in unknown quantities, so it seems difficult

to avoid such an algorithmic approach.



To estimate g;(-), we first approximate them by B-spline functions described as follows.
Let b;(z;) = {bj1(z;),...,bjky(x;)}T be a set of normalized B-spline functions of order m
(see, for example, de Boor (2001)), where Ky = Ly +m, and Ly is the number of interior
knots satisfying Ly — oo as N — oco. We adopt the centered B-spline basis functions
Bj(x;) = {Bja(x;), -, Bjry(x;)}7, where

Bj(r;) = /Ky [bj,k(%‘) -NTHY

so that N ™! Ziil B;i(X;i) = 0 and var{B;;(X,)} =< 1. We first approximate the unknown

N
bj,k(in)} :

i=1

functions g;(x;) by B-splines such that g;(z;) = B;(z;)TA;, where X; = (Aj1,..., Aj k)T are
spline coefficients. Hence N™' 3>~ B;(X;;)TA; = 0. Denote f; = {fur, (fjr,1 < j < J)T}T.
Let X = (Al,...,A})T and let p,;(u) = u(t — I(u < 0)) be the quantile check function. The
iterative algorithm is described as follows:

1. Find the initial estimates f1% and g[o]( ).

2. For given ﬁl], we obtain

i+1] _ i ! 7li
,\[ ] = arg min ZZ 1Zt 1 (yzt ijlBj(in)TAjfjt>'

}\ERIKN

Let g; [ZH}( x;) = Bj(:pj)T)\g-ZH}. The estimate for g;(z;) at the (i + 1)™ step is

A*[z'Jrl]

N 125%7”“( X502

3. For given g[+ ]( ;), we obtain for t =1,...,7T

(3 . N J ~|1
/‘[ +1] _ arg min i P (yz’t — fut — Z] . j[H]( Jl)f]t)

f E]RJJA

We repeat steps 2 and 3, and consider that the algorithm converges at the (i + 1)

step when || fli+1 — fll|| < ¢ and ||X[i+” X[i]|| < ¢ for a small positive value €. Then the

suggests that the proposed method converges well and rapidly using the consistent initial

final estimates are f; = x;). Our experience in numerical analysis

values proposed in Section The algorithm stops after a finite number of iterations by

using the consistent initial values.

3.2 Initial estimators

We first approximate the unknown functions h;,(z;) by B-splines such that h;(z;) = Bj(x;)70,4,
where 0;; = (611, ..,0;tK,)7 are spline coefficients. Let 8, = (6],,...,07,)7. Then the es-

timators (Ayg, 87)T of (huy, 8])T are obtained by minimizing
N J
Zz‘:l pr(Yit — hu — ijl B;(X;i)65¢)
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with respect to (hu, 07)T € R7ENH A a result, the estimator of hj(z;) is hji(z;) =

B; (:cj)ngt. We then obtain the initial estimators of g;(z;)

2 = T 3L b)) |
\/N_l Zf\;l (% Zthl %jt<in))2

The initial estimator of f; is

0 . N I o
FO = arg min S ooy fu— Y 0G0 10 (3.2)

ft GRJ-H 1=

~[0] (

9; (3.1)

fort=1,...,T.

4 Asymptotic theory of the estimators

We suppose that there is some relabelling of the cross-sectional units i, ...,%,, whose
generic index we denote by ¢*, such that the cross sectional dependence decays with the
distance |i* — j*|. This assumption has been made in Connor and Korajczyk (1993) and Lee
and Robinson (2016). Our estimation procedure does not need to know the ordering of the
data. However, to develop a robust inference procedure that accounts for heteroscedasticity
and cross-sectional correlation (HAC), we need to order the data across i. As discussed in
Lee and Robinson (2016), in some economic applications, data may be ordered according to
some explanatory variables. Such considerations are pursued in our real data analysis with
detailed discussions given in Section [0l For notational simplicity, we denote the indices as
{i,1 < i < N} after the ordering.

Let gJ(:) for j =1,...,J and f) = (f2, fl,, .-, f5;)7 be the true factor betas and factor
returns in model (Z2)). For model identifiability, assume E{g}(X;;)} = 0 and E{g}(X;;)}* =
1. Let N denote the collection of all positive integers. We use a ¢-mixing coefficient to specify
the dependence structure. Let {W;; : 1 <i < N,1 <t < T}, where W, = (X], f;, )" and
e =it — fo — D11 90X f%. For S1,8 C [1,...,N] x [1,...,T], let

¢(S1,S2) = sup{|P(A|B) — P(A)| : A € o(Wy, (i,t) € S1), B € o(Wy, (i,t) € Ss)},

where o (-) denotes a o-field. Then the ¢-mixing coefficient of {W;;} for any k£ € N is defined

(k) = sup{o(Si, S2) : d(Sy,S2) > k},

where

d(S1,Sy) = min{+/|t — s]2+ |i — j|2: (i,t) € Sy, (4, s) € Sa}.
Without loss of generality, we assume that Xj; = [a,b]. Denote hj(z) = {h)(z;),1 <
j < J}T, where h,(-) are the true unknown functions in (Z3) and = = (z1,...,2,)7. Let

GY(X;) ={1,9%(X1,),...,9%(X ) }T. We make the following assumptions.
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(C1) {Wy} is a random field of ¢-mixing random variables. The ¢-mixing coefficient of
{W;,} satisfies ¢(k) < Kie ™* for K, \; > 0. For each given i, {Wy} is a strictly

stationary sequence.

(C2) The conditional density pi (e |zs, fi) of € given (z;, f;) satisfies the Lipschitz condition
function px,, () of Xj; is bounded away from 0 and satisfies the Lipschitz condition of

order 1 on [a,b]. The density function fx, () of X; is absolutely continuous on [a, b]”.

(C3) The functions gjo» and h?t are r-times continuously differentiable on its support for some

r > 2. The spline order satisfies m > r.

(C4) There exist some constants 0 < ¢, < C}, < oo such that ¢, < ( Zt 1 0) < (), for

all j with probability tending to one.

(C5) The eigenvalues of the (J+1)x(J41) matrix N~ 32N E(GY(X,)G(X,)T) are bounded

away from zero.

(C6) Let Q% be the covariance matrix of N=Y2 3" GO(X;)(r—1I(g4 < 0)). The eigenvalues

of Q% are bounded away from zero and infinity.

We allow that {WW;;} are weakly dependent across i and ¢, but need to satisfy the strong
mixing condition given in Condition (C1). Moreover, Condition (C1) implies that {X;}
is marginally cross-sectional mixing, and {f;} is marginally temporally mixing. Similar
assumptions are used in Gao, Lu and Tjgstheim (2006) for an alpha—mixing condition in
a spatial data setting, and Dong, Gao and Peng (2016) for introducing a spatial mixing
condition in a panel data setting. Conditions (C2) and (C3) are commonly used in the
nonparametric smoothing literature, see for example, Horowitz and Lee (2005), and Ma,
Song and Wang (2013). Conditions (C4) and (C5) are similar to Conditions A2, A5 and A7
of Connor, Matthias and Linton (2012).

Define

Ay =N Z B{pi (0]X;, f;) G} (X)) G? (Xi)T}.
and
e = 7(1 = 7)(AR) TR (AR T (4.1)

The theorem below presents the asymptotic distribution of the final estimator ﬁ Define

ont =/ Kn/(NT) + KN\ /log NT + K. (4.2)

Let dyr be a sequence satisfying
dnt = O(dnT). (4.3)



Theorem 1. Assume that Conditions (C1)-(C5) hold, and KiN~' = o(1), Ky (logT) =
o(1) and Ky'(log NT)(log N)* = o(1). Suppose that the algorithm in Section [Z1l converges
within a finite number of iterations. Then, for anyt there is a stochastically bounded sequence

dnjt such that as N — oo,
\/N(Z?Vt)_lﬂ(ﬁ — [ — dnriny) 2 N(0,1;,),

where Ony = (Onjt, 0 < J < )T, dnrp is given in ({{.3), and 1,44 is the (J + 1) x (J + 1)

identity matriz.
The next theorem establishes the rate of convergence of the final estimator g;(z;).

Theorem 2. Suppose that the same conditions as given in Theorem/[d hold. Then, for each

Js
1/2

[ J @)~ e Pdn,| = 0yxn) +o,(N ), (1.4)
where ¢yt is given in ([{{.3).

Remark 1: The orders \/Ky/(NT) and K" are from the noise and bias terms for
nonparametric estimation, respectively, and the order K ]?(,/ZN =3/4,/log NT from the approxi-
mation of the Bahadur representation in the quantile regression setting. This says that if the
order Ky < (NT)Y@*D ig chosen, and T = O(N?), where a < 1/2 — 3/(2r + 3), then the
rate of ¢y is Op((NT)™"/?+1) which is optimal, see for example, Chen and Christensen
(2015).

Remark 2: By using the asymptotic normality provided in Theorem [I, we can conduct
inference for f? for each ¢, such as constructing the confidence interval. Note that in the
asymptotic distribution in Theorem [Il there is a bias term dy7pdy: involved. Let Ky =
(NT)Y/Cr+D) and T < N©, where 1/(2r) < a < 1/2 —3/(2r + 3) and r > 3. Then the

asymptotic bias is negligible and thus we have
VN(ER) (= f)) = N0, Tr). (45)

Remark 3. It is possible to develop inferential results for g; following Chen and Liao
(2012) and Chen and Pouzo (2015). As is usual in nonparametric estimation, the weak cross-
sectional and temporal dependence does not affect the limiting distribution, and so standard
techniques can be applied. In fact, one may conclude the estimation algorithm with a kernel

step and demonstrate the oracle efficiency property, see Horowitz and Mammen (2011).



5 Covariance estimation and hypothesis testing for the

factors

In order to construct the confidence interval given in (3) we need to estimate Q% and
A%, since they are unknown. For estimation of A%,, if we use its sample analogue, the
conditional density p; (0]X;, f;) needs to be estimated. Instead of using this direct way, we

use the Powell’s kernel estimation idea in Powell (1991), and estimate A%, by

IR N 0 A Y AN R
Ay = (Nh)flzjilf( (ynf Ju Zhjl gj(Xﬂ)fjt) Gi(X3)Gi(Xy)T, (5.1)

where éZ(XZ) ={1,:1(X1),...,9,(X )}, while K(-) is the uniform kernel K (u) = 27 (|u] <
1) and h is a bandwidth.
First, we show that the estimator An¢ is a consistent estimator of A%, given in the

theorem below.

Theorem 3. Suppose that the same conditions as given in Theorem [0 hold, and h — 0,
h=tonr = o(1), h"IN"Y2 = O(1), where ¢pnr is given in ({.8). Then, we have [Ane —
ARl = 0,(1).

Moreover, the exact form of Q% defined in Condition (C6) is given by

o =) Y B {0, @t — e <on {2, 00— e <o)} |

=1
=TS pe e + v Y S B,

where vy = GY(X;) (1 — I(eiy < 0)) for i = 1,..., N. To estimate Q%, its sample analogue is
not consistent. Kernel-based robust estimators that account for HAC are developed (Conley,
1999), and are shown to be consistent under a variety of sets of conditions. It requires to
use a truncation lag or “bandwidth”, which tends to infinity at a slower rate of N. As
pointed out by Kiefer and Vogelsang (2005), this is a convenient assumption mathematically
to ensure consistency, but it is unrealistic in finite sample studies. Adopting the idea in
Kiefer and Vogelsang (2005), we let the bandwidth M be proportional to the sample size N,
i.e., M = bN for b € (0, 1], and then we derive the fixed-b asymptotics (Kiefer and Vogelsang;
2005) for the HAC estimator of Q% under the quantile setting. The HAC estimator is given

N T A
as Qn o =T, Qnev, where

~ T(1—71 PN ~ N 1=\ ~ ~
QN = % Zz=1 Gi(Xi)Gi(X))T+ N7 Zi#j K < Mj> Uity (5.2)

where Ty = Gi(X;) (1 — I(E < 0)) for i = 1,..., N, Gt = yit — fur — 3271 95(X;i) fie, K*(w)
is a symmetric kernel weighting function satisfying K*(0) = 1, and |K*(u)| < 1, and M

10



trims the sample autocovariances and acts as a truncation lag. Consistency of ® ~N,m heeds
that M — oo and M/N — 0. The following theorem provides the limiting distribution of
Qnar—sy when M = bN for b € (0,1].

Next, we will show asymptotic theory for the HAC covariance estimator under a sequence
where the smoothing parameter M equals to bN. Let Q0 = limy_,o 2%, and Q° can be
written as Q% = TYT, where T is a lower triangular matrix obtained from the Cholesky

decomposition of Q°.

Theorem 4. Suppose that the same conditions as given in Theorem[d hold, and ¢y NY/? =
o(1), and K*'(u) exists for uw € [—1,1] and is continuous. Let M = bN for b € (0,1]. Then

as N — oo,

~ V| r—s
QN,M:bN 2) T/ / —EK*// ( b ) BJJrl(T)BJJrl(S)TdeSTT;
0 JO

where Byy1(r) = Wy (r) — rWy(1) denotes a (J + 1) x 1 vector of standard Brownian
bridges, and Wyi1(r) denotes a (J + 1)-vector of independent standard Wiener processes

where r € [0, 1].

Theorem [ establishes the limiting distribution of QN,M:bN, although QN,M:bN is an
inconsistent estimator of °. However, it can be used to construct asymptotically pivotal
tests involving f?.

Consider testing the null hypothesis Hy: RfY = r against the alternative hypothesis H;:
RfY # r, where R is a ¢ x (J + 1) matrix with rank ¢ and r is a ¢ X 1 vector. We construct

an F-type statistic given as
Fyey = N(Rfs = ) {Rr(1 = D)AG O s AV Ry (R, = 1) fa.
When ¢ = 1, we can construct a t-type statistic:
N'YA(Rf — 1)
VR = DA s At} R

The limiting distributions of Fy;, and T, under the null hypothesis are given in the

Ty =

following theorem.

Theorem 5. Suppose that the same conditions as given in Theorem[d hold, and ¢pnyrN/? =
o(1), and K*'(u) exists for u € [—=1,1] and is continuous. Let M = bN for b € (0,1]. Then

under the null hypothesis Hy: RfY =1, as N — oo,
-1

Frey 2 {r(1— 7)) W, (1) {/01 /01 —b—ng*" (%) Bq(r)Bq(s)Tdrds} W,(1)/q.

If =1, then as N — oo,
Wi(1)

VAT I I} =30 (52) Ba(r) B (s)drds

11
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Let A? = limy_,o, A%;. The limiting distributions of Fy;, and T, under the alternative

hypothesis H,: Rf° = r + cN~/? are given in the following theorem.

Theorem 6. Let T = (RA; QA RT)Y2. Suppose that the same conditions as given in
Theorem [ hold, and ¢ N'? = o(1), and K*'(u) exists for u € [—1,1] and is continuous.
Let M = bN for b € (0,1]. Then under the alternative hypothesis Hy: Rf% =r+cN—Y/2, as

N — o0,

Fnep 2 {r(1 =)} Y e+ W,(1) ) x

0 0

If =1, then as N — oo,
T:_lC—FWl(l)
V7l — T)\/fol fol —b%K*” (T—;S) By (r)Bi(s)drds

Remark. If K*(z) is the Bartlett kernel, then

| a [T — S
/0 /0 _ﬁK " (T) B, (r)By(s)"drds
2

-2 /0 B () By(r)Tdr 1 /0 {By(r + B)By(r)T + By(r) By(r + b)T b

D
Tnip —

These results allow one to test whether the factors are zero in a particular time period or
not. Our tests are robust to the form of the cross-sectional dependence in the idiosyncratic

error.

6 Application

In a series of important papers, Fama and French (hereafter denoted FF), demonstrated that
there have been large return premia associated with size and value, which are observable
characteristics of stocks. They contended that these return premia can be ascribed to a
rational asset pricing paradigm in which the size and value characteristics proxy for assets’
sensitivities to pervasive sources of risk in the economy. FF (1993) used a simple portfolio
sorting approach to estimating their factor model. Connor, Hagmann, and Linton (2012)
used kernel-based semiparametric regression methodology to capture the same phenomenon.

In our data analysis, we use all securities from Center for Research in Security Prices
(CRSP) which have complete daily return records from 2005 to 2013, and have two-digit
Standard Industrial Classification code (from CRSP), market capitalization (from Compus-

tat) and book value (from Compustat) records. We use daily returns in excess of the risk-free
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return of 347 stocks. We consider the same four characteristic variables as given in Con-
nor, Hagmann and Linton (2012), and Fan, Liao and Wang (2016), which are size, value,
momentum and volatility. Connor, Hagmann and Linton (2012) provided some detailed de-
scriptions of these characteristics. They are calculated using the same method as described
in Fan, Liao and Wang (2016).

We fit the quantile factor model (Z1]) for each year, so that there are 7' = 251 observa-
tions. By taking the same strategy as He and Shi (1996), we select the number of interior

knots Ly by minimizing the Bayesian information criterion (BIC) given as

J ~ log(NT)

BIC(Ly) = log{(NT)*l Zj\;l Zthl pr(Yit — J?ut - ijl 95 (Xji) fie)} + WJ(LN +m).

For the estimator A ~e given in (B.00), the optimal order for the bandwidth A is in the order of
N~Y5 Welet h = kN~'/5 in our numerical analysis and take different values for . For the
estimator € ~Nev—bn given in (B.2), we use different values for b, and use the Bartlett kernel
as suggested in Kiefer and Vogelsang (2005).

Figures show the plots of the four estimated loading functions for the year of 2009,
2010, 2011, and 2012 at different quantiles 7 = 0.2, 0.5 and 0.8. We observe that the
estimated loading functions have similar shapes for these four years. Moreover, for the size,
value and momentum characteristics, the estimated functions show a clear nonlinear pattern,
and at different quantiles, the curves are different for the same characteristic. For example,
for the size characteristic, the estimated loading function fluctuates around zero and it has
a sharp drop after the value of size variable exceeds certain value at the quantiles 7 = 0.2
and 0.8. However, it has a smooth decreasing pattern for the median with = = 0.5. For
the momentum characteristic, the estimated function shows different curves at the three
quantiles.

Next, we let k = 0.5,1,1.5 and b = 0.2,0.4, 0.6, respectively, for calculation of KNt and
Q Nt,M=bN- For obtaining the robust estimator Q ~Nt,m=bN, the data need to be ordered across
1. We consider two different orderings. First, we take the same strategy as Lee and Robinson
(2016) by ordering the data according to firm size, since firms of similar size may be subject to
similar shocks. Second, we use the information of the four explanatory variables by ordering
the data according to the first principal component of the covariate matrix. Using the year
of 2012, we test for the statistical significance of each factor at each time point, based on
the proposed t-type statistic and its distribution given in Theorem Bl Then for each factor,
we find the percentage of the ¢-type statistics that are significant at a 95% confidence level
across the 251 time periods. Based on the two different ordering strategies, Tables 1 and 2,
respectively, show the annualized standard deviations of the factor returns, the percentage
of significant t-type statistics for each factor, and the median p-value at 7 = 0.5. We can

see that the results are consistent for different values of x and b and for the two different
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Figure 1: The plots of the estimated loading functions for the year of 2009 (dotted-dashed red
lines), 2010 (dotted magenta lines), 2011 (dashed blue lines), and 2012 (solid black lines) at 7 = 0.2.
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14



Figure 2: The plots of the estimated loading functions for the year of 2009 (dotted-dashed red
lines), 2010 (dotted magenta lines), 2011 (dashed blue lines), and 2012 (solid black lines) at 7 = 0.5.
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orderings of the data. Moreover, all five factors are statistically significant with the median

p-value smaller than 0.05.

7 Conclusions and discussion

We have taken for granted that the J factors are present in the sense that

T
1 0

plim— E 5 70 7.1

THOOT — It # ( )

for y =1,...,J. For the factors in our application this is quite a standard assumption, but

in some cases one might wish to test this because if this condition fails, then the right hand
side of (2.4]) is close to zero and this equation cannot identify g?(:pj). We outline below a test
of the hypothesis ((ZI]) based on the unstructured additive quantile regression model (2.3]).
A more limited objective is to test whether for a given time period ¢, f;; = 0.

We are interested in testing the hypothesis that

7 T—oo

T
.1
Hy, : lim T tzl hji(x;) = 0 for all x;, (7.2)

against the general alternative that limy_, o = S hj(z;) = py(x;) with [ pj(z;)?dPy(x;) >
0. We also may be interested in a joint test Hy = ﬂjelJHoAj, where [; is a set of integers,
which is a subset of {1,2,..., J}. These are tests of the presence of a factor.
We let )
J (% > Ejt(xj)) dPj(x;) — anr

Tj7N7T = )
SN, T

where ﬁjt(-) is an estimator of the additive component function hj(-) from the quantile
additive model at time ¢, while ay 7 and sy are constants to be determined. Under the

null hypothesis (Z2)) we may show that
Tt — N(0,1),

while under the alternative we have 7;,, 7 — oo with probability approaching one. To ensure
that 7, ,, 7 has an asymptotic distribution, we may need a two-step estimator for the additive
functions h;(-) as given in Horowitz and Mammen (2011) or Ma and Yang (2011). This
interesting and challenging technical problem deserves further investigation, and it can be a

good future research topic.
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Table 1: Factor return statistics at 7 = 0.5 for the year of 2012 when the data are ordered

according to the firm size.

(k,b) Intercept Size Value Momentum Volatility
Annualized volatility — 0.024 0.023 0.025 0.025 0.029
(0.5,0.2) % Periods significant  92.43 65.34  62.95 64.54 74.10
Overall p-value < 0.001 0.010 0.016 0.009 0.001
Annualized volatility  0.020 0.020 0.022 0.022 0.026
(0.5,0.4) % Periods significant  91.63 58.17  57.20 58.17 66.93
Overall p-value < 0.001 0.020 0.019 0.020 0.010
Annualized volatility — 0.018 0.019 0.019 0.020 0.023
(0.5,0.6) % Periods significant ~ 90.84 55.78  56.40 55.38 66.93
Overal p-value < 0.001 0.032 0.028 0.023 0.006
Annualized volatility — 0.026 0.026 0.027 0.027 0.032
(1.0,0.2) % Periods significant ~ 92.03 62.95 63.60 62.15 71.31
Overall p-value < 0.001 0.014 0.019 0.011 0.002
Annualized volatility — 0.022 0.023 0.023 0.024 0.028
(1.0,0.4) % Periods significant  90.44 55.20  56.40 55.98 65.74
Overall p-value < 0.001 0.036 0.030 0.033 0.011
Annualized volatility  0.019 0.022 0.021 0.021 0.025
(1.0,0.6) % Periods significant  89.24 56.20  55.40 58.80 62.95
Overall p-value < 0.001 0.032 0.032 0.026 0.016
Annualized volatility — 0.027 0.028 0.029 0.029 0.034
(1.5,0.2) % Periods significant ~ 92.03 59.76  55.38 61.75 70.12
Overall p-value < 0.001 0.021 0.032 0.015 0.003
Annualized volatility — 0.023 0.025 0.025 0.026 0.031
(1.5,0.4) % Periods significant  90.44 56.57  55.94 55.94 63.75
Overall p-value < 0.001 0.030 0.030 0.036 0.014
Annualized volatility  0.020 0.019 0.022 0.022 0.026
(1.5,0.6) % Periods significant  88.44 58.14  56.80 56.00 61.75
Overall p-value < 0.001 0.027 0.028 0.024 0.018
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Table 2: Factor return statistics at 7 = 0.5 for the year of 2012 when the data are ordered

according to the first principal component of the covariate matrix.

(k,b) Intercept Size Value Momentum Volatility
Annualized volatility — 0.023 0.027 0.025 0.025 0.027
(0.5,0.2) % Periods significant ~ 94.02 62.15 62.55 67.73 75.30
Overall p-value < 0.001 0.023 0.018 0.011 < 0.001
Annualized volatility ~ 0.019 0.024 0.022 0.021 0.023
(0.5,0.4) % Periods significant  92.43 57.60  54.20 58.96 70.92
Overall p-value < 0.001 0.023 0.032 0.019 0.001
Annualized volatility  0.016 0.021 0.020 0.019 0.020
(0.5,0.6) % Periods significant  92.83 55.60  56.40 61.60 71.31
Overal p-value < 0.001 0.028 0.028 0.018 0.004
Annualized volatility — 0.025 0.031 0.027 0.027 0.030
(1.0,0.2) % Periods significant  93.23 56.18  58.96 66.14 73.71
Overall p-value < 0.001 0.036 0.023 0.014 0.002
Annualized volatility  0.020 0.026 0.024 0.024 0.025
(1.0,0.4) % Periods significant  92.03 54.80  56.20 59.60 71.20
Overall p-value < 0.001 0.030 0.030 0.019 0.002
Annualized volatility — 0.016 0.024 0.022 0.022 0.022
(1.0,0.6) % Periods significant ~ 92.80 56.20  55.40 56.80 68.80
Overall p-value < 0.001 0.027 0.031 0.029 0.002
Annualized volatility — 0.027 0.030 0.029 0.028 0.032
(1.5,0.2) % Periods significant ~ 92.03 56.00  54.40 68.00 74.00
Overall p-value < 0.001 0.033 0.032 0.013 0.002
Annualized volatility — 0.021 0.028 0.026 0.026 0.026
(1.5,0.4) % Periods significant ~ 92.03 56.60  55.90 55.20 68.00
Overall p-value < 0.001 0.028 0.028 0.030 0.002
Annualized volatility  0.018 0.025 0.024 0.023 0.024
(1.5,0.6) % Periods significant ~ 92.03 58.10  54.80 56.00 67.60
Overall p-value < 0.001 0.027 0.030 0.029 0.003
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9 Appendix

We first introduce some notations which will be used throughout the Appendix. Let Apax (A)
and Apin (A) denote the largest and smallest eigenvalues of a symmetric matrix A, respec-
tively. For an m x n real matrix A, we denote ||A|,, = maxi<icm ) 5 |Ay|. For any
vector a = (ay,...,a,)T € R", denote ||a|| = maxi<i<y |a;|. We first study the asymptotic

properties of the initial estimators §[-O]

i (x5) of g9(x;). The following proposition gives the

convergence rate of ’g\j[»o} (x;) that will be used in the proofs of Theorems [ and
Proposition 1. Let Conditions (C1)-(C4) hold. If, in addition, K4 N~* = o(1), Ky (logT) =
0(1) and Kx'(log NT)(log N)* = o(1), then for every 1 < j < J,

SUPg, ¢a,b) 19 (2)) — ¢2(x))| = Op(Kn/VNT + KZN"/*\/log NT + Ky") + 0,(N~'/?),

1/2

[0~ abe sy | = O/ RRTIVT) + KN NT + K7) + (V)

9.1 Proof of Proposition [

According to the result on page 149 of de Boor (2001), for h?t satisfying the smoothness
condition given in (C2), there exists 6, € R*" such that hf,(z;) = %?t(xj) + bji(x;)

%?t(xj) = B;(x;)76), and sup sup |b(z;)| = O(Ky"). (A.1)

Jit xj€la,b]

Denote h9(x) = {h%(z;),1 < j < J}T, and

b(x) =" RO (x;) - B)6L,

j=1 It
where B(x) = {By(21)7,...,B;(z;)T}7 and 89 = (6], ...,01)7. Then by (A]), we have
SUDefa 7 [be(2)| = O(KR").

Then B(z)(huz, 1) = (hu, he(2)T)T and B(z) (R, 8°T)T = (h°,, h9(2)T)T, where

ut? ut?

B(.T) = [diag{lv Bl<x1>T7 T BJ<xJ)T}](1+J)><(1+JKN) ) (AQ)

hy(z) = {%jt(azj),l < j < J}T, and %jt(-) are the estimators given in Section B2 We first

give the Bernstein inequality for a ¢-mixing sequence, which is used through our proof.
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Lemma 1. Let {&;} be a sequence of centered real-valued random variables. Let S, =Y 1" &;.
Suppose the sequence has the ¢p-mizing coefficient satisfying (k) < exp(—2ck) for some c > 0
and sup;>, |&| < M. Then there is a positive constant Cy depending only on ¢ such that for

alln > 2
0182

v?n + M? + eM(logn)?
where v* = sup,.q(var(&;) + 2 Zj>i |cov(&s, &5)])-

Proof. The result of Lemma [Ilis given in Theorem 2 on page 275 of Merlevéde, Peligrad and

P([Sh] > ) < exp(-

),

Rio (2009) when the sequence {;} has the a-mixing coefficient satisfying a(k) < exp(—2ck)
for some ¢ > 0. Thus, this result also holds for the sequence having the ¢-mixing coefficient

satisfying ¢ (k) < exp(—2ck), since a(k) < ¢(k) < exp(—2ck). O

Denote B(XZ) = {Bl(Xli)T, ey BJ(XJZ‘)T}T and ZZ = [{1, B(Xi)T}T](1+JKN)><1. Denote
9 = (hy, O7)7 and 99 = (BY,, 8)T)T. Define

ut>
Gini(9) = [1 = Hew < Z] (0 = 9)) — b(Xi)}) Zs
Gini(01) = [r = F{Z] (9, = 9)) — bu(Xi)} Xi, il Zi,
where F;(e| X5, f;) = Plex < ¢|X;, fi), and étN’i('ﬁt) = Gini(0:) — Giyi(9¢). Let d(N) =
(1+ JKy).
Let Wy, = N"'SSN 9, (01X, f1) Z:ZT. By the same reasoning as the proofs for (ii) of
Lemma A.7 in Ma and Yang (2011), we have with probability approaching 1, as N — oo,
there exist constants 0 < C; < Cy < oo such that

Cl S )\min(\Ith) S )\max(\I/Nt) S 027 (A3)

uniformly int =1,...,T.
Next lemma presents the Bahadur representation for 9, = (%ut, étT )T using the results in
Lemmas [S.THS. 3| given in the Supplemental Materials.

Lemma 2. Under Conditions (C1)-(C3), and K3 N~ = o(1), K¥N~'(log NT)?*(log N)® =
o(1) and Ky " (logT) = o(1),

’515 — 79? = Dnt1+ Dneo + R, (A4)
where
N
DNt,l = \Il]_\/i |:]\]'_1 Zi:1 ZZ<T — [(87;25 < O)):| s (A5)
N J
Dyio = Wiy [Nfl Z¢=1 Zi{pi (01X, fr) ijl bjt(Xj‘)}] :

uniformly in t, and the remaining term Ry, satisfies

sup ||Ry|| = Op(K3P N~ + K32 N34 /log NT + K\*™> + N2 K/*72, flog K\ T)

1<¢<T

= O,(KYPN=3*\/log NT + K}> ™) + 0,(N~'/?).
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Proof. By Lemma [S.3]in the Supplemental Materials, we have
9 0 —1,7,—1 N —1 vk Y *
Cl "915 =N \IINt Zi:l Di (O ‘Xia ft) Zibt<Xi) - \I,NthN,z(ﬁt) + RNt'
Moreover,
\II;V%GINJ({%) = Ui Gini(01) = Wi Gon i (99) — W (G i) — Goni(99)].
Thus,
~ N ~ N
9y — 9] = Uy, N~ Zi:1 Givi(97) + Uy N7t Zizlpz (01X, fi) Zibe(Xi) + Ry, (A6)
where
N ~ N ~ o~ -
Ry, = =Wy, N7 Zi:1 Gini(9)) + Uy N7 Zizl[Gin("?t) — Gva(0))] + Ry, (A7)
By Lemmas and in the Supplemental Materials and ([A.3]), we have
N ~
sup [|[RII < sup |[Will sup [INT'Y 0 Gova(94)|
1<t<T 1<t<T 1<t<T i=
-1 -1 N 9 ~ 0 *
+ sup ||\IINtH sup IV Yo [Gwa(9) = Gina(O)]]] + Sup [
-0 (K3/2N + ( K2 )1 /log NT + Kx/>™")

Define Gy io(9)) = {7 — I(gi < 0)}Zip and Gy ;(99) = {Gyne(99),1 < £ < d(N)}. Then
E{Gin.i0(9%) — Ginie(99)} = 0. Moreover,

E{Gvn(9)) — Gunae(9))}* < E [I{ei < —bi(X))} — I{ew < 0} 2" < CKy'
for some constant 0 < C' < oo, and by Condition (C1), we have

E{Gn0(9?) = Ginie(9) HGinire(99) — Gyy.ne(99)}
<2 x 43o(|i" — i) PP [E{Gini0(9?) — Conie(92) Y E{Ginine(92) — Giwne(99) )12
S ClKlef)\l‘ilfiVQK&T.

Hence, by the above results, we have

Z AGina(99) = Ginae(99)})°
<N 'CKy +N- Z#i, C'Kye MR
<ONT'Ky +C'KyN2N(1 — e M) 'Ky < C"N'K,
for some constant 0 < C” < co. Thus

BN D2 (G (90) — GosOD}I = 32, BN D27 (G ) — G 90
<C"(14+ JKnN)NT'KY
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Therefore, by the Bernstein’s inequality in Lemma [T and the union bound of probability, fol-
lowing the same procedure as the proof for Lemma [S. 1] given in the Supplemental Materials,

we have

N =~ - -r
sup [IN1Y" (G i(99) = Cow s (09} ] = O (N V2K flog KnT).  (A8)

1<¢<T

Therefore, by (A6), (A7) and (AR), we have 9, — 99 = Dyt1 + Dyt + Ry, where

sup [|Bui|| = Op(K32N"' 4+ (K3 N) "4\ /log NT + K> + N"V2K /#7172 /log KN T).

1<t<T
O

Proof of Propositiond. Let 1; be the (J+1) x 1 vector with the I'" element as “1” and other
elements as “0”. By (A.4)) in Lemma 2 we have

hji(z;) — ?L?t(%‘) = 17,B(2)(Dnea + Dnt2) + 17,,B(z) Ry,

N N
sup {NTY T (11, B(X)Rye)*H? < sup [[Ryel[Amax{ N B(X0)Bi(X;0)THY?
=1 1§t§T =1

1<¢<T

= O, (KN4 flog NT + K\*™") 4 0,(N"1/?),
and

SUP1<¢<7 SUPge(q,b)7 |1;+1B($)RNt|

< SUP,efap | IB(2) Ll supiciar || Rl
= O(KY*O,(K3P N~ + KN4\ flog NT + K\/* " + N2 K*"2 log K\ T)
= O,(K3N3"/log NT 4+ K\ ") + 0,(N~/?),

by the assumption that K4 N~' = o(1), Ky "?(logT) = o(1) and r > 2. Since h9,(z;) =
E?t(:cj) + bj¢(x;), then we have

Rji(;) — W9, (x;) = 17, B(x) (D + D) — bjel;) + 11, B(2) Ry

Also by (AI), we have sup, ;o sup,cip |11 1B(@)Dyra| = Op(Ky"). Then () —
hY,(z;) can be written as

hjt(x;) = BY,(x;) = 17, B(2) Dyea + nnje(5), (A9)

where the remaining term 7y ;. (z;) satisfies

N
sup [NV 37 {5072 = Oy (K) + Op(Ky* N4/ log NT) + 0, (N7,
N (A.10)
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sup { [ i ji(w;) dai ) = Op(KY7) + Op(KY*N=4\/log NT) + 0,(N71/?),

1<t<T
SUP SUP. ciog) vt (@5)] = Op(KN') + Op(KEN™""V/log NT) +0,(N™V%). - (A.11)

Moreover, by Berntein’s inequality and following the same procedure as the proof for Lemma

5.1 we have sup, << |[[Dneal| = Op(/ Kn/N+/log KNT). Hence,
sup sup |17, B(z)Dnia| = \/logKNTKN/\/_

1<t<T z€[a,b]’

sup (N'3"" (17, B(X) Dyen)*}? = O, (v/log EnT /Ky /N). (A.12)

1<t<T
Therefore, by (A9), (A10), (A1) and (AI2), we have

sup N~ Z {hjt Xji) — h?t(in)}Q = Op((logKNT)KN/N+N_2T)v

1<t<T
1215 SUPy; e[a,b] |h]t(x]) ji(25)] = Op(V/log KNTK NN~ Y2y Ky"). (A.13)

Moreover, by Conditions (C3) and (C4), we have with probability approaching 1, as N — oo,

N T N T ~

e < N7 ZH(T—1 Zt (X)) <Oy e S N Zizl(T‘l thl hii(X;i))? < Ch.
(A.14)

Hence, this result together with (A9) leads to that with probability approaching 1, as

N — o0,

1/\/N (1 1Zt (X)) - 1/\/N > S ZtT 1 hgt(xﬂ)y‘

= ’MNTN_1 Zz‘:l I thl{ﬁjt(in) — h5 (X537 thl{ﬁjt(ij‘) + h?t(in)}’
= [2Myr N~ Zil ! ijl{%jt(xji) — (X)) H{T™ Z; h5(Xji)}
My N Y o S Ra(Xi0) = B (X0

< ’2MNTN71 Z Z 1 B(Xi) Dye {T™ ZT_ 15 (X50) } + 0]
+ 2Myp N1 ZZ Z A BX ) D1} + v (X50)

+ 2Myp N~ Zizl T Zt:l{"w X)) (A.15)

for Myr satisfying Myr € (¢/,C') for some constants 0 < ¢ < C’ < oo, where g;;=
77N7jt(in){T*12tT:1 h?t(in)}. Moreover by (AI0Q), there exists a constant C* € (0,00)
such that
N T N
|N71 Zizl Til Zt:l Qit| < c* SUP1<i<T Nil Zi:l ‘TIN,jt(in)‘
N
<Cr SUPlStST[Nil Z {UNJt(Xﬂ)P]I/Q

= O,(Ky") + Op(KYP N3/ /log NT) + 0,(N"/?),  (A.16)
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and

N T
NS TS {a X0 P = Oy + Oy (KN~ 10g(NT)) 0, (N1). (A.17)

Define v;; = {@Dit’g}g(:];f) = \If]_\,%Zi(T — I(eq4 < 0)). Then E(t;0) = 0. Moreover, Elly|]? <

c1 K yfor some constant 0 < ¢; < oo, and by Condition (C1), we have

EWL00)] < 200(/i P+ T s S B () B0y}
< {o(Vli = JP + 1t = s} 2(El el ” + Ellwsoll’)
< 2e K {o(/li = j + [t = 5P}

Hence by Condition (C1), we have

BNy, S %IIQ
ZWZ M) < 20 Ky(NT)™ ZWZ {o(li— P+ =P}
< 2e K\ Kn(NT)™ Ztt/ Z A/ Ji—i PH—t'[2 /2
< 2¢;(NT)?K Ky Zt’t, Z”, o= O /2)(li=7|+t—¢'])
< 201K1KN(NT)*2(NT)(ZZ:0 e**“”ﬂ@io e~ /2y

<20, K Kn(NT)2(NT){1 — e M/2}72 = 20 K| Ky {1 — e M/} 2(NT) ™ = O{ Ky (NT) '),

Thus, by Markov’s inequality,

T Sl = O, KN (NT) Y, (A18)

Moreover, by the definition of Dy given in ([(AH), we have Dy, ; =N—! E@']\Lﬂ/’it- Therefore,
Ny T Y B Dy = IV Y UGB Y ST
— LB Nell = =1 JTLTA t=1 L—i=1 "

SUNTY Y S llPwacd N Y B (X By(Xp) T = Op[{ K (NT) 1},

By ([(A12) and log(KxT)KyN~Y2 = o(1), we have

N*IZi 1 Z AL AB(X)Dyvia }* = {0p(v1og KnTv/ Kn/N)*} = 0,(N712).

Therefore, the above results together with (A15), (AI6) and (AI7) lead to

1/\/N1 Zj\;(Til ZtT=1 %jt(Xﬂ))Q a 1/\/N1 Zj\;l(Til Zth=1 h2t<Xﬁ))2

= O,[{EN(NT) Y% + O,(K¥") + O, (K¥* N34\ /log NT) + 0,(N"/?).
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Denote wyr = \/N*1 SN (T hje(X50))? and iy = \/N*1 S (T1 30 O, (X))
Then

T ZtT l{ﬁjt ;) /wnr — B, (x;) /@r}
=T {Releg)/wonr — By(ay) s} + T ZT {0,(x) e — Wy (;) /@)
=T thl{hjt ;) = hG,(2;)}/@nr + T~ Z Ge@) {1/ wnr —1/wr}.
By the above result and Condition (C3), we have
D, o [T S0 W) {1 /s — 1/}
= O,[{KN(NT) "} + O,(Ky") + Op(K3>N=3/4\/log NT) + 0,(N~Y/?).
Moreover, ([A.9) leads to that with probability approaching 1, as N — oo,
TS () — Wy (a))} o
=T Z 17,1B(2) Dney /owne + T Z v gi(E5) [Nt = PN () + Pnrja(;).
By (AII) and (A.1d),
SUD, clap | Pnrs2(2i)| = Op(KN") + Op( KRN */*\/log NT) + 0,(N~'/?),
{/q)NTj,z(xj)2dxj}l/2 = Op(Ky") + Op (KN~ /log NT) + 0,(N~'/?).
By (A.14) and (A.IS)),
SUPg, efat) [Py (25)] < ¢ {I[(NT)™ Zt 12 Vil [P supy e 1B ()7}
= O,{Kn(NT) ™},
1/2
{/q)NTjJ(xj)dej} < ¢, ' Co{[|(NT)~ Zt 12 Vul Y12 = Op{ KA (NT) ™1/}

Hence, the results in Proposition [I] follow from the above results directly. O

9.2 Proofs of Theorems [1 and

We first present the following several lemmas that will be used in the proofs of Theorems 1

and 2. We define the infeasible estimator f; = {fu, (fj;;1 < j < J)T}T as the minimizer of

S el = Y0 G (A.19)
Lemma 3. Under Conditions (C1), (C2), (C4), (C5) and (C6), we have as N — oo,
VN(ER) 27 = f7) = N(0, L),
where 3%, is given in (Z.1]).
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Proof. By Bahadur representation for the ¢-mixing case (see Babu (1989)), we have

fr =10 = AN YT G (r — Iz < 0)} + e (A.20)

and ||vye|| = 0,(N~Y2) for every ¢, where Ay, = N1 Ei]ilpi (01X, fi) GYUX;)GY(X;)T. By
Conditions (C2) and (C5), we have that the eigenvalues of A%, are bounded away from zero
and infinity. By similar reasoning to the proof for Theorem 2 in Lee and Robinson (2016),
we have HAJ_V}?H = 0,(1) and |[An: — AQ;]| = 0,(1). Thus, the asymptotic distribution in
Lemma [3 can be obtained directly by Condition (C6). O

A{ ]

Recall that the initial estimator given in ([B2) is defined in the same way as f; with

97 (Xji) replaced by :q\[O](X ;i) in (A.19). Then we have the following result for /TO].

J

Lemma 4. Let Conditions (C1)-(C5) hold. If, in addition, Ky N~ = o(1), Ky ™(logT) =
o(1) and Ky'(log NT)(log N)* = o(1), then for any t there is a stochastically bounded se-

quence Oy ji such that as N — oo,
VN(FY = f7 = dwrdng) = 0,(1),
where Ony = (01,0 < 7 < J)T and dyp is given in ([{.3).
Proof. Denote g = {g;(-),1 < j < J}. Define
Lye(fe,g9) = N~ Z (Wit — fur — Zj 9;(Xji) fit)
- N- Z - (Yir — Zj1 95(X;i) f30);

so that f; and ?0] are the minimizers of Ly;(f:, ¢°) and Ly (f;, %), respectively, where
g% = {ﬁj[.o](-),l <j < J}and ¢° = {g)(-),1 < j < J}. According to the result on page
149 of de Boor (2001), for g} satisfying the smoothness condition given in (C2), there exists
AY € R"n such that gf(z;) = g (x;) + rj(z;),

97 (x;) = Bj(z;) A and sup sup, oy [75(25)] = O(KY").
J

By Proposition [, there exists A; vy € RN such that gj[ ]( ;) = Bj(z;)TAjnr and || A N7 —

N = Opldnr) + 0p(N72). Let dy; be a sequence satisfying dy, = o(N~'/?) and let
dyp = dyt + dyp. In the following, we will show that

fi— fP = dnrdng = A {N" Zil GUX) (T — I(gir < 0))} + 0, (N7V/?), (A.21)

uniformly in [[A; — A9|] < Cdsyy for some constant 0 < C' < oo, where f, is the minimizer
of Lni(ft,9) and g;(z;) = Bj(x;)TA;. Hence the result in Lemma @ follows from (A.20) and

(A.21).
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We have ||f, — f7|| = 0p(1), since

\Lne(fi,9) — LNt(ft790)|

<2N~! Zil | ijl{gj<in) — g5 (Xji)} fe + 2N Zil | ijl{gj<in> — g (X5 L
< CLC{dyr +o(N7')} = 0(1),

for some constant 0 < € < oo, where the first inequality follows from the fact that
peu = v) = pr(w)| < 2fol. Thus [|fi = 2 = 0,(1). Let X = (Xu,...,Xn)T, Go(X;) =
{1agl(X1i)a s 7gJ(XJi)}T and F = {fla ) .fT}T’ Let

Ur(e) =7 —1I(e <0).
For \; € RE» satisfying ||[A; — XY|| < Cdyp and f; in a neighborhood of f, write
J J J NT t

Lyi(fe:9) = E{Lni(f1, )| X, F} = (fe = £ {Whea = E(Wnea | X, F)}
+ Waia(fio 9) = EWnia(fi 91X F), (A.22)
where g;(z;) = B;(z;)TA;, and
Wita =N~ ZZ, Xl (v — [T Gi(X0), (A.23)
Whia(fi,9) = N™ Z Apr(yin = FIGA(X0)) = pr(y — J77Gi(X0) (A.24)
+ (fe = )G Xo)er (ya — fTGi( X))}

In Lemma in the Supplemental Materials, we show that as N — oo,
1
E{Lni(f6; )X, F} = = (fy = [)TEWnia X F)+5 (e = 1) A% = £ + oI = 211,

uniformly in |[A; — AJ|| < Cdsyp and ||f, — fP|| < @y, where wy is any sequence of positive
numbers satisfying wy = o(1). Substituting this into (A22]), we have with probability
approaching 1,

Enelfor8) =~ = FV Wiveaots (o = SN — )
+ Waia(for9) = EWanalfo 0) X, F)+o(|Lfy = F9IP).

In Lemma in the Supplemental Materials, we show that
WNt,?(ft7g) - E<WNt,2(ftug>|X7 F) :Op(Hft - ftOH2 + N71>7

uniformly in [[A; =9 < Cdyr and | fi—fP]| < wn. Thus, we have ﬁ—fto = (AY) "W+
0,(N~Y2). Since |[(A%,)~! — (An:) Y| = 0,(1), we have

Jo— 2 = At Wit + 0,(N7V/2). (A.25)
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In Lemma [S.6]in the Supplemental Materials, we show that for any ¢ there is a stochastically

bounded sequence 0y j; such that as N — oo,
N
Wit =N~ Zizl GYU(X)br(q) + dnpong + 0p(N7V2). (A.26)

where oy = (On;1,0 < j < J)T and g;(z;) = Bj(x;)TA;, uniformly in [|A; — A%[| < éd}k\/T
Hence, result [A2])) follows from (A.25) and ([A.26) directly. Then the proof is complete. [

Let XA = (A],...,A})T. For given 71 we obtain
NN [Ty o)
AU = (A7 AT = argmln{ (NT)~ ZZ 1Zt P - (Yir— fut Z )TN i)}

Let /g\;m(xj) = D; (xj)TXEH. The estimator for g;(z;) at the 1° step is

~x[1
3, ;) = 3" (w)) /\/N P )2,

We define the infeasible estimator of A as

x J
A= (AT, AT = argmin{(NT)” ZZ 1Zt ey — —Zj:1 Bi(X;0) T o)}

Let g3 (7;) = Bj(x;)TA; and §i(2;) = g3(w;)/y/ N1 S, g5(X502

Lemma 5. Let Conditions (C1)-(C5) hold. If, in addition, Ky N~ = o(1), Ky (log T) =
0(1) and Kx'(log NT)(log N)* = o(1), then for every 1 < j < J,

1/2
[ - b =0,V NT) M K (A27)
and
/ {5 () (w)) = G () Y2d; = Op(dip) + 0, (N7112). (A.28)

Therefore, for every 1 < j < J,
1) = g3 Yodn; = Oyldir) + 0y (N1 (A.29

Proof. Denote g°(x) = {g7(x;),1 < j < J}T and g*(x) = {g}(z;),1 < j < J}7. Let A0 =
()\(I)T, o )\ST)T Let B*(z) = [diag [By(x1)7, . BJ(.TJ)THJXJKN. Then B*(x)A* = ¢g*(z) and
B*(2)A" = g°(x). Let Q = {B;(X;)T ]ml <j<Ji,

U= (NT) ST ST (01X 1) QUQY. (A-30)

*
and 77,

= 1;(Xji) f;. Moreover, define

Unra = (NT)~ ZZ 1Zt 1 I(ey <0)), (A.31)
UNT2 = NT Z Z zt B O|Xuft) (Z;Il T;:it) .
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By the same procedure as the proof of Lemma B for K4 (log(NT))*>(NT)™' = o(1), we

obtain the Bahadur representation for A* — A% as
A=\ = \I/]_VlT(UNJ + UN72) + R?VT) (A32)
and the remaining term R}, satisfies

By (A.32) and following the same reasoning as the proof for (A.I3), we have sup,, o4 9] (%) —

()] = Op(Kn(NT) ™2 + K37), [[{g5 () — g9 () Y2dar,) 12 = O, (K (NT) ™12 4+ K7),
and [NV 0N {g7(X50) — 92(X;)}2Y% = O, (K (NT)"Y? + Ky"). Therefore, we have

GV o N 0 = O, T k),
and thus

sup.[73(17) = g}(2)] = Op(Rn(NT) ™2+ K,

[ / (@) — ¢2a) P2 = O(KHA(NT) 2 + K3y).

Then the result ([A.27) is proved. Define

L?VT(f >‘ Zz 1Zt 1 ylt fut _Z{:13< z) ]f]t)
Zz 1Zt 1 ylt fut ZJ IBJ< ]z) )\Of]t).

Hence, Al and A* are the minimizers of L%, (f%, X) and L% (f°, A), respectively. In Lemma
in the Supplemental Materials, we show that

A — X0 — WL Uy || = Op(dng) + 0,(N72). (A.33)
Hence, by (A32), (A33) and ||[U+-Uyal|| = O(Ky"), we have
XY — X[ = Op(dir) + 0, (N7V/2). (A.34)

Then we have f{/g\;m(xj) — g5 (x;)}?dx; = Op(dip)+0,(N~') and N*12£1{§[1](in) -
g;(in)}Q = Op(d%VT)"_Op(N_l)- Thus,

k — N * — —
{J Ny a2 - {\/ NI g (X502 = Oy(dar) + 0p(NTV2).
Therefore, the result ([A.28)) follows from the above results directly. O
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Proofs of Theorems and[2. Based on (A.29) in Lemma[5 the result in Lemma [ holds for
A[ ! with a different bounded sequence. Then the result (A.29) in Lemma [{ holds for g[ ]( ;)
This process can be continued for any finite number of iterations. By assuming that the
algorithm in Section Bl converges at the (i 4+ 1)™ step for any finite number 4, the results
in Lemmas @ and B hold for f, = f"™" and § g, = g][H”( z;). Hence, Theorem [ for £, follows
from Lemmas Bl and [4] directly, and Theorem [ for g; is proved by using Lemma [l O

9.3 Proofs of Theorem

Proof. We prove the consistency of A ¢ Define

Ay, = (NR)™! ZilK (yit (fut+2j 19]( i) [t )) GO(X)GO(X)T,

h
and R p R
N it — (fur + 22521 95(X50) £ ~ ~
Ayi=(Nm)' Y K <yt = Zh B ”)) Gi(X)Gi(Xo)T.
We will show ||KNt Ani|| = 0p(1) and [ Ane — A%, || = 0,(1), respectively. Let c@t(Xi) =

(e + 32020050 Fiey = L%+ 202 99(X5:) f3}. Then,
Ant — Ani = Dy + Do,
where
Dty = (2Nh)” Z ATzl < B) = I(lew — da(X0)| < W)IGUX)GY(X)T,
Do = (2NR)™ Z]i I(|eir = da(X0)| < W{GH(X)GH(X)T = GYX)GH(X)T

Since there exist some constants 0 < ¢y, ¢; < oo such that with probability approaching 1,

E{da(X))? = / () f (2)de < ¢ / P (2)de < 1y + o(N V),

where ¢y is given in ([A2), and the last inequality follows from the result in Theorem [

then there exists some constant 0 < ¢ < oo such that with probability approaching 1,

B|[Rye — Ryl < e@2Nh) ™3 EIda(X0)] x |GAX)EX)T]
< c@NR)TY B, ()Y E|| GO X)GX)T P
< cet?(2Nh) N (VEn/(NT) + KX*N=/*/log N + Ky") x
S (B EX )T
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By Condition (C3), we have sup, ¢, |97(2;)] < C” for all j, for any vector a €R’*" and

l|a]|* = 1, we have
aTGo(X;)GY(X;)Ta= {ag + Z Xji)a;}? < (J 4+ 1){ad + ¢9(X;:)%a?
< (J+ 1V){aj + (C’)2a§} <C,
for some constant 0 < C, < oo. Hence, ||G?(X;)GY%(X,)T|| < C,, and thus we have

~ N
E|[An: — Aye|| < cci”*(2NR) " (dnr + o( N?)) c,

i=1

= 2"ee;?Cuh™ (dwr + o(N71/?)) = 0(1)

by the assumption that h~'¢nr = o(1) and h"* N2 = O(1). Hence, we have ||Dy.1|| =
0,(1). Moreover, for any vector a € R’*! and ||a||> = 1, we have with probability approaching

1, there exists a constant 0 < C' < oo such that

\aTDNt,Qa\g(QNh)’IZ {a0+z Xji)a;}? —{a0+z Xji)a;}?]
< C(2Nh)~ Z Z {9,(X;:) — g7(Xji) Yaj]
< C(2h)" Z ANT Z A0i(X50) — g7 (Xj0) Yoa3} 2
= O(h"){O(énr) +o(N~2)} = o(1).

Hence, we have |[Dy¢sa|| = 0,(1). Therefore, ||KNt — /~\NtH < ||Dneal] + || Dwtal] = o0p(1).

Next, we will show ||Ay; — A%, || = 0,(1). Since

|E{(2h) " (e < h) —pi (0]X:) | X5, fi} ]
= |(2h) " h{ps (0" | X5, fi) 4+ pi (=0 [ X5, fi)} = pi (01X, f2) |
= 127 {ps (W | X, fo) = i (01X5, fo)} + {pi (=0 | X5, fr) — pi (01X, f)}]| < D

for some constant 0 < ¢ < oo, where h* and hA** are some values between 0 and h, and the

last inequality follows from Condition (C2), then by the above result and Condition (C5),

1E(An: — AS)I| = [N Zil E[{(2h) I (lex] < h) —pi (01X5, i) }G(X)GP(X)T]|

<IN EQUX)GUX)T| = O(h) = of1). (A.35)

Moreover, by Conditions (C1), we have E{I(|ex| < h)} < 2C*h for some constant C* €
(0, 00), and then for any vector a € RY*Y with ||a|| =1, by Conditions (C1), (C2) and (C3),
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we have

var(aTA y,a)

— (2Nh) var (Z I(|ea] < 1) {a0+z X, aj})

< (2Nh)” Z 2{e(|i — )}/ x

(5 [ (el < 1) {a0+z X,)a;} Dl/ (& [t < 1) {a0+z Xoo)as) ])1/2
<

(J+1)*ai + C'Qa?}(QNh)’ (20*h)2 Z@ 2ol —i 2
< (J+1)Hag+ CPaIN 207K, Yy e M/

IN

(J + 1)*{af + C”a2}2C KN {1 — e M/P} = O(N7) = o(1). (A.36)
By (A35) and [A36), we have ||Ay; — A%,|| = 0,(1). Hence, |[Ax; — A%, || < [[Ane — Ane]] +
[[Ane — AQl| = 0p(1). [
9.4 Proofs of Theorem 4

Proof. Let Spny = ZEZ\{] GY(X;)(T — I(g4 < 0)), where [a] denotes the largest integer no
greater than a. Let M = bN. Define Ayi(r) = N~ IZZ[M{ pi (01X;, ) GY(X)GY(X,)T,
Fi(r) = N‘l/zS[rN]t, and

= o (2562) o (9) (o (52) - (£5)

G2 Y GiX)GuX)T = N7V 0 98] Then

Qnin = N™ ZZ 12 UthU U, + Wy

:N_ Zz U“Z z] jt +th

Define S,,; = S Dy By the assumptions in Theorem [ ¢ N2 = o(1) and by the results
in Lemmas BHE, we have

Denote K}; = K*(:=2), and @y, =

o 1= AN ST G (r— I(en < 0)} + o, (NTV2), (A37)
sup [55(23) = 45(2,) = Oplowr) + 0N 7/2) = 0,(N"12). (A.38)

Let r € (0,1. Let Syny = SN EOX)(r — IE, < 0)), where 8% = gy — {fu +
Z;‘]:1 g?(in)]/“;t}. By Lemma [S.6] we have

IN"Y28, 51 — N™YV28 ) npl | = 0p(1). (A.39)
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For any given f, € R7*' define Spau(fi) = SV GOUXi) (1 — I(eq(fs) < 0)), where
eulft) = v — {fur + Z}'I=1 95(Xji) fj¢}. Following similar arguments to the proof in Lemma
[S.8l we have

sup N2 nge(fe) = Sirnge (F2) = EI{S e (f) = Sprne () XL F)|| = 0p(1).
| fe—fRII<CdnT+N—1/2?)

Moreover,
N PE{Spnu(fe) = Spm(f)}HX, F]
= S GUXIEIIalf?) < 0) ~ Talfy) < 01X, £, (A40)

and thus by Taylor’s expansion, we have

INTY2E[{Spnge(fe) — Spai(f2)} X, F]
NS 01, £) GO GAX)T( — f)ll = op(1). (A.41)

=1

Hence, by (A-39), (A40) and (A4]), we have

~ rN
N7V28 = N2 Z[

=1

— N2 Zg} pi (01X, f) GYX)G(X)T(fi — 1) + 0,(1).

This result, together with (A.37), implies

LX) (= (e < 0))

N_1/2§[7~N]t = F ne(r) — Ane (M) { AN (1)} ne(1) + 0, (1). (A.42)

N ~ *
j=1 thKjN_

N2 Zjvzl v Kyl = Op(1). Also [|[NV2 3% v Kiy|| = Op(1) by the weak law of large

J=1

numbers. Hence, [|[N=1/23°Y Ut Ky || = Op(1). Therefore

Jj=1

Thus, N~*25y, = 0,(1). By following the argument above again, we have ||[N=1/2 %"

N .
N7y UGSk = Op(1)ay(1) = 0p(1).

By (A37) and (A38), Wyt = 0,(1). By this result and also applying the identity that
SOV ab = (SN Ny — aryq) Z;Zl b;) + ax SN by to Zjvzl K] and then again to the
sum over ¢, we obtain
Q NS NS T Nk — K K} K} N~V28, N~1/28T

Nt,M=bN — Zi:l ijl (( ij i,j+1) _( i+1,5 i+1,j+1)) 2 jt

N .
+ N7t ijl Ve K Sy + 0p(1),

and thus

~ N-1=N-1, . . . S §]Tt
Qnt =N = Zz=1 ijl (K5 — Kij) = (K — Ki+17j+1))\/—N VN

+0,(1). (A.43)
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Moreover,
N (K = K i) = (K — Ky i) = —Den{(i = j) /N }. (A.44)

Also limy oo Dpn(r) = IK*”( ), |[Ane(r) — TA?H = op(l), where A? — thﬂooAgvt and
Fne(r) 2 Wy 1(r)YT. Thus,

(Ane(r), F ne(r)T, Dpn (1)) 2 <7’A?,TWJ+1< )7, %K*" (Z)) . (A.45)

Hence, by (A.42)), (A.43]), and ([A.44]), it follows that
Onaren = [ [ =Durlr = 1 wlr) = i) A1) 1)
X [F ne(8) — Ane(8){Ane (1)} 1 F ne(1)]Tdrds + 0,(1). (A.46)
By the continuous mapping theorem,
Onarean BT [ [ gl 2 00 = W s (DH W)~ W (D s

Then the proof is completed. O

9.5 Proofs of Theorems Bl and

Proof. By (A3D), f, — f2= N"Y2A N (1) 7YF ne(1) + 0,(N~Y2). Then under Hy, we have
N'2(Rf; — r) = RAn(1)7'F na(1) + 0,(1). (A.47)
It directly follows from (A.43)), (A.46]) and (A.47) that

Frep 2 {RAO_lTWJH( NT{RT(1— 7)A%!

o [

X RN YW 14(1) /g

)BJJrl(T)BJ+1<S)Tde8TT)Ag_1RT}_1

Since RAY 'YW, 1(1) is a ¢ x 1 vector of normal random variables with mean zero and
variance RAY 'YYTAY ' RT, RA) 'YW, (1) can be written as YW, (1), where T;Y;T =
RAYMYYTAY ' RT. Then replacing RAY 'YW, (1) by TiW,(1) and canceling T} in the
above equation, we have the result in Theorem 5. Moreover, under the alternative that H;:

Rf? =7+ cN~Y/2 we have

N'2(RJ, = 1) = NY2(R? = ) + RAno(1) ™ (1) + 0,(1)
= e+ RAM(1) 7 F (1) + 0,(1).
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Thus by (A.45]), we have

Fuip 2 {c+ RA'YW, 1 (1)} T{Rr(1 — 7)A%!

b
x {c+ RAYW,. (1)} /g.

1 ' 1 s/ — S ) )
X (T/O A _EK ,/( )BJ+1(T)BJ+1(S)TdrdSTT)AtO 1RT} 1

Also c+ RAY "YW, (1) = e+ TiW, (1) = T3(Y; e+ W,(1)). Then the result in Theorem
follows from the above results. The proof is completed. O

References

1]

[10]

[11]

Angrist, J., and Pischke, J. (2009): “Mostly Harmless Econometrics: An Empiricist’s Companion,” 1st

Edition, New Jersey: Princeton University Press.

Babu, G. J. (1989): “Strong Representations for LAD Estimators in Linear Models,” Probability Theory
and Related Fields, 83, 547-558.

Bai, J. and Li, K. (2012): “Statistical Analysis of Factor Models of High Dimension,” The Annals of
Statistics, 40,436-465.

Bai, J. and Ng, S. (2002): “Determining the Number of Factors in Approximate Factor Models,”
Econometrica, 70,191-221.

Banz, R.W. (1981): “The Relationship between Return and Market Value of Common Stocks,” Journal

of Financial Economics, 9, 3-18.

Bassett., G.W., Koenker, R. and Kordas, G. (2004): “Pessimistic Portfolio Allocation and Choquet

Expected Utility,” Journal of Financial Econometrics, 2, 477-492.

Basu, S. (1977): “The Investment Performance of Common Stocks in Relation to Their Price to

Earnings Ratio: a Test of the Efficient Markets Hypothesis,” Journal of Finance, 32, 663-682.
Bellman, R. E. (1961): “Adaptive Control Processes,” Princeton University Press, Princeton, N.J..

Belloni, A., Chernozhukov, V., and Fernandez-Val, 1. (2016): “Conditional Quantile Processes based

on Series or Many Regressors,” Available at larXiv:1105.6154v1.

Boneva, L., Linton, O. and Vogt, M. (2015): “The Effect of Fragmentation in Trading on
Market Quality in the UK Equity Market,” Journal of Applied Econometrics, Available at
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jae.2438

Bosq, D. (1998): “Nonparametric Statistics for Stochastic Processes,” New York: Springer-Verlag.

35


http://arxiv.org/abs/1105.6154
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jae.2438

[12]
[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

Brown, S. J. (1989): “The Number of Factors in Security Returns,” Journal of Finance, 44, 1247-1262.
Bryzgalova, S. (2015): “Spurious Factors in Linear Asset Pricing Models. Working Paper.

Cai, T. and Liu, W. (2011): “Adaptive thresholding for sparse covariance matrix estimation,” Journal

of the American Statistical Association, 106, 672-684.

Chen, X. (2011): “Penalized Sieve Estimation and Inference of Semi—Nonparametric Dynamic Models:

A Selective Review,” Cowles Foundation Discussion Paper No. 1804.

Chen, X., and Christensen, T. (2015): “Optimal Uniform Convergence Rates and Asymptotic Normal-
ity for Series Estimators under Weak Dependence and Weak Conditions,” Journal of Econometrics,

188, 447-465.

Chen, X., and Liao, Z. (2012): “Asymptotic Properties of Penalized M Estimators with Time Series
Observations,” In Causality, Prediction and Specification Analysis: Essays in Honour of Halbert White

(eds. X. Chen and N. Swanson). Springer—Verlag, Berlin.

Chen, X., and Pouzo, D. (2015): “Sieve Quasi-Likelihood Ratio Inference on Semi-Nonparametric

Conditional Moment Models,” Econometrica, 83, 1013-1079.

Conley, T. G. (1999): “GMM Estimation with Cross—Sectional Dependence,” Journal of Econometrics,
92, 1-45.

Connor, G., and Korajezyk, R.A. (1993): “A Test for the Number of Factors in an Approximate Factor
Model,” Journal of Finance, 48, 1263-1288.

Connor, G., and Linton, O. (2007): “Semiparametric Estimation of a Characteristic-Based Factor

Model of Stock Returns,” Journal of Empirical Finance, 14, 694-717.

Connor, G., Hagmann, M., and Linton, O. (2012): “Efficient Semiparametric Estimation of the Fama—

French Model and Extensions,” Econometrica, 80, 713-754.

Daniel, K., and Titman, S. (1997): “Evidence on the Characteristics of Cross—sectional Variation in

Stock Returns,” Journal of Finance, 52, 1-34.

Davis, J. (1994): “The Cross—Section of Realized Stock Returns: the pre-Compustat Evidence,” Journal
of Finance, 49, 1579-1593.

de Boor, C. (2001): A Practical Guide to Splines,” Applied Mathematical Sciences 27, New York:

Springer.

Demko, S. (1986): “Spectral Bounds for |a=!|,” Journal of Approzimation Theory, 48, 207-212.

36



[27]

28]

[29]

[32]

[33]

[34]

[35]

Dong, C., Gao, J. and Peng, B. (2015): “Semiparametric Single-Index Panel Data Models with Cross—

Sectional Dependence,” Journal of Econometrics, 188, 301-312

Fama, E.F., and French, K.R. (1992): “The Cross—Section of Expected Stock Returns,” Journal of
Finance, 47, 427-465.

Fama, E.F., and French, K.R. (1993): “Common Risk Factors in the Returns to Stocks and Bonds,”

Journal of Financial Economics, 33, 3-56.

Fama, E.F., and French, K.R. (1995): “Size and Book to Market Factors in Earnings and Returns,”

Journal of Finance, 50, 131-156.

Fama, E.F., and French, K.R. (1996): “Multifactor Explanations of Asset Pricing Anomalies,” Journal
of Finance, 51, 55-84.

Fama, E.F., and French, K.R. (1998): “Value versus Growth: the International Evidence,” Journal of

Finance, 53, 1975-2000.

Fan, J., Liao, Y. and, Micheva, M. (2013): “Large Covariance Estimation by Thresholding Principal
Orthogonal Complements (with Discussion),” Journal of the Royal Statistical Society Series B, 75,
603-680.

Fan, J., Liao, Y. and Wang, W. (2016): “Projected Principal Component Analysis in Factor Models,”
The Annals of Statistics, 44, 219-254.

Gao, J., Lu, Z., and Tjgstheim, D. (2006): “Estimation in Semiparametric Spatial Regression,” The
Annals of Statistics, 34, 1395-1435.

Haugen, R. (1995): “The New Finance: the case against Efficient Markets,” New Jersey: Prentice-Hall,

Englewood Cliffs.

He, X. and Shi, P. (1996): “Bivariate tensor-product B-splines in a partly linear model,” Journal of
Multivariate Analysis, 58, 162-181.

Hodrick, R., Ng, D., and Sengmueller, P. (1999): “An International Dynamic Asset Pricing Model,”

International Taxation and Public Finance, 6, 597-620.

Horowitz, J. L., and Lee, S. (2005): “Nonparametric Estimation of an Additive Quantile Regression

Model,” Journal of the American Statistical Association, 100, 1238-1249.

Horowitz, J. L., and Mammen, E. (2011): “Oracle-Efficient Nonparametric Estimation of an Additive

Model with an Unknown Link Function,” Econometric Theory, 27, 582—608.

37



[41]

[42]

[43]

[44]

[45]

[47]

[48]

[49]

[50]

[51]

[52]

[53]

Kiefer, N. M., and Vogelsang, T. J. (2002): “Heteroskedasticity—Autocorrelation Robust Standard

Errors using the Bartlett Kernel without Truncation,” Econometrica, 70, 2093-2095.

Kiefer, N. M., and Vogelsang, T. J. (2005): “A New Asymptotic Theory for Heteroskedasticity—

Autocorrelation Robust Tests,” Econometric Theory, 21, 1130-1164.

Knight, K. (1998): “Limiting Distribution for L; Regression Estimators under General Conditions,”
The Annals of Statistics, 26, 755-770.

Koenker, R., and Bassett, G. (1978): “Regression Quantiles,” Econometrica, 46, 33-50.

Lakonishok, J., Shleifer, A., and Vishny, R.W. (1994): “Contrarian Investment, Extrapolation and
Risk,” Journal of Finance, 49, 1541-1578.

Lam, C. and Yao, Q. (2012): “Factor Modeling for High-dimensional Time Series: Inference for the
Number of Factors,” The Annals of Statistics, 40, 694-726.

Lee, J., and Robinson, P. M. (2016): “Series Estimation under Cross—Sectional Dependence,” Journal

of Econometrics, 190, 1-17.

Lewellen, J. (1999): “The Time—Series Relations among Expected Return, Risk, and Book to Market

Value,” Journal of Financial Economics, 54, 5-44.

Li, Q., Cheng, G., Fan, J., and Wang, Y. (2017): “Embracing Blessing of Dimensionality in Factor

Models,” Journal of American Statistical Association, forthcoming.

Ma, S., Song, Q., and Wang, L. (2013): “Simultaneous Variable Selection and Estimation in Semipara-
metric Modelling of Longitudinal /clustered Data,” Bernoulli, 19, 252-274.

Ma, S., and Yang, L. (2011): “Spline-Backfitted Kernel Smoothing of Partially Linear Additive Model,”

Journal of Statistical Planning and Inference, 14, 204-219.

MacKinlay, A.C. (1995): “Multifactor Models do not Explain Deviations from the CAPM,” Journal of
Finance, 38, 3-23.

Merlevede, Peligrad, F., M., and Rio, E. (2009): “Bernstein Inequality and Moderate Deviations under
Strong Mixing Conditions,” IMS Collections, High Dimensional Probability V: The Luminy Volume,
5, 273-292.

Pesaran, M.H. (2006): “Estimation and Inference in Large Heterogeneous Panels with a Multifactor

Error Structure,” Econometrica, 74, 967-1012.

38



[55] Powell, J. L. (1991): “Estimation of Monotonic Regression Models under Quantile Restrictions,” In W.
Barnett, J. Powell, G. Tauchen (Eds.), Nonparametric and Semiparametric Models in Econometrics,

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

[56] Robinson, P.M., and Thawornkaiwong, S. (2012): “Statistical Inference on Regression with Spatial

Dependence,” Journal of Econometrics, 167, 521-542.

[57] Rosenberg, B. (1974): Extra—Market Components of Covariance Among Security Prices,” Journal of

Financial and Quantitative Analysis, 9, 263-274.

[58] Rosenberg, B., Reid, K., and Lanstein, R. (1985): “Persuasive Evidence of Market Inefficiency,” Journal
of Portfolio Management, 11, 9-17.

10 Supplementary Material

In this supplement, we present Lemmas [S.THS. 3] which are used to prove Lemma 2lin Section
0.1 We also give Lemmas [S.4HS.6] which are used in the proofs of Lemmas Bl and dl and
Lemmas [S.7HS.§ which are used in the proofs of Lemma [l in Section

Lemma S.1. Under Conditions (C1) and (C2), and K% N~*(log NT)?*(log N)® = o(1) and
Ky' =o(l),

sup sup 1N~ Z Gina(91) — ZZ_ Gona(99)]

ISt<T |19, —99||<CK Y2 N—1/2
= 0,(K¥?*N=3/*\/log NT).

Proof. Let By = {9, : ||9; — 9?|| < CK%ZN*1/2}. By taking the same strategy as given
in Lemma A.5 of Horowitz and Lee (2005), we cover the ball By with cubes C = {C(9:,)},
where C(9;,) is a cube containing (9, —9Y) with sides of C{d(N)/N°}'/2 such that 9,, €
By. Then the number of the cubes covering the ball By is V = (2N2?)“™). Moreover, we
have ||(9;—9?) — (9;,—9?)|| < C{d(N)/N??} for any 9,—9? € C(V;,,), wherev =1,..., V.
First we can decompose

sup NI G~ NS G99

V€EBN

< max sup ||N~ Z GtNZ’l?t ZZ_ Gth (D) ]|

1<v<V (19 '190)€C(’l9t v)
‘ a1\ & 0
+ max |[N” Zizl Gini(¥,) — N Zizl Gini(99)]]

1<V

= Ain + Agno (S.1)
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Let vy = C{d(N)/n°?}. By the same argument as given in the proof of Lemma A.5 in
Horowitz and Lee (2005), we have

AtN,l < max |FtN,1v‘ + max |FtN,2v‘7 (8-2)
1<v<V 1<v<V
where

Lingw = N© Z Zil| [EZT (90 — 9)) — 0u(X5) + || Zil [y | X, fi]
Fi[Z] (010 — 97) — be(Xa) — | Zil lyw] X3, £]
Iinoy = N* Z@'=1 Iinovi = N~ 22:1 ||Zz|| [[[{5z‘t < Z@'T<19t,v - ’19?) - bt<Xi) T HZz'H’VN}
— FAZI (900 — 9)) — 0(X3) + | Zi|[yw| X, fi}]
—[Hew < Z] (010 — ) = b(Xi)} = FAZI (90 — 9)) = 0:(X3)| X5, fi}] -

By Condition (C2), we have that there are some constants 0 < ¢, ¢’ < oo such that

sup max [Ty 1p] < nyN max HZ 1Z:]] < "{d(N )/NS/Q}KN = O(KJQVN_E’/Q). (S.3)

1<t<T 1S0<V

Next we will show the convergence rate for maxj<,<y [Tty 20| It is easy to see that E(I'in2,:) =

0. Also [Ty 20| < 4]Zi]] < clK}V/Z for some constant 0 < ¢; < co. Moreover,

2

E[|1Zi||I{en < Z] (900 — 97) — be(Xi) + | Zillw} — Hew < ZT (D10 — 97) — b(X0)}]
= E{||Z|P|| Zil| v} < éwEN* < e;K PN,

for some constants 0 < ¢§ < co < oco. Hence E(I’tN72U7i)2 < CQK]?(,/ZN*E’/? By Condition
(C1), we have for 7 # j,

|B(Tin 0 Dinang)| < 2005 — i) {E Dy 0 ) BTy 0 )} < 200015 — i) 2N,
Hence

EFtN2vz _'_22 ‘EFtN2sztN2v])|
< e KYPNT? 4 4cy Zkzl Kie Mk K32 N5/
< KPNTP(1 44K (1 — e M) = g K3 N5/,
where c3 = c(1 + 4K;(1 — e /2)71). By Condition (C1), for each fixed ¢, the sequence
{(Xi, fi,eu),1 <i < N} has the ¢-mixing coefficient ¢(k) < K;e * for Kj, A\; > 0. Thus,
by the Bernstein’s inequality given in Lemma [Il we have for N sufficiently large,
2 (|thv| > aK¥2N"1(log NT)3)

C1(aK (logNT) )
CsK]?:f/zN%/QN + C%KN + aKN/2<log NT)301K]1V/2 log(N)?

< exp(— < (NT)=
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for some constant 0 < ¢4 < co. By the union bound of probability, we have

P ( sup | max, ITin 20| > aK?’/le(logNT)3>

1<t<T 10

< <2N2>d(N)T<NT>fC4a2KN < 2d(N)N2(1+JKN)7C4a2KNT17C4a2KN_
Hence, taking a large enough, one has

P ( sup max |[yyo,| > aK3/2N1(logN)3) < oKv N—EnT— KN,

1<t<T 1<V

Then we have

sup max [Fova,| = O O {K*N~'(log NT)?}. (S.4)

1<t<T <0<
Next we will show the convergence rate for A;yo. Let ginvie(9:,) be the /" element in
étN,i('ﬂt,v) — étN,i('ﬁ?) for £ =1,...,d(N). It is easy to see that E{gin, (Y .)} = 0. Also
|Gtn a0 (O10)| < 4| Zi| < clK}V/Q for some constant 0 < ¢; < co. Moreover,
B [[F{ew < Z1000 —00) — bi(X0)} — Hea < —bi(X))) 2]’
< [0r, = O KN* < GCKYN TR = CKyNTY2

for some constant 0 < ¢, < co. Hence E(Gin,io(9:,))? < ,CKyN~Y2. By Condition (C1),

we have for i # 7,

| B(Gevi.e(90,0) i, (D) < 40(17 — i) { BTy 20, BTy 20,) }72.

Hence

E(gtNZK 79tv +2Z gtNZK ﬂtv)gthﬁ('ﬂtv”
’ —1/2 ~A1k/2 1/2
< CKyN +4Zk:1K e M2 O N~
< QOKNN Y21 + 4K, (1 — e M) = e, KyN 12,

where ¢y = ¢,C(1+4K,(1 —e/2)71). Thus, by the Bernstein’s inequality given in Lemma
M and K% N 1(log NT)?(log N)® = o(1), we have for N sufficiently large,

N ~ —
P (\N*l S Gwae(Be0)| = aly N1 /log NT)

C1(aKyNY4\/log NT)? )<
e KyN-12N + Ky + aKyNY4(log NT)V2¢, K \* (log N)?

< exp(— (T’

for some constant 0 < ¢3 < co. By the union bound of probability, we have

1<t<T 1<0<d(N)

N
P < sup  sup |N—1Z;1§WM(0,§,U)| > aKNN_?’/“\/logNT) < d(N)T(NT)=*
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Hence,

P(sup N~ Z Gini(D00) — Z Gini(99)]] > K3/2N3/4\/logNT)

1<t<T

< d(N)D(NT)~"
By the union bound of probability again, we have

P < sup |Aa| > aKY?N=3/4/log NT) < (2NN q(N)YT(NT) =

1<t<T

Hence, taking a large enough, one has

P ( sup |Aua| > aKY2N=34/log NT) < KN [ N~HN RN

1<t<T

Then we have

sup |Avao| = O, {K¥*N—3*/log NT}. (S.5)
1<t<T
Therefore, by (S.1)), (S.2), (S.3), (S4) and ([S.3), we have
sup sup ||V Z Gth Y) — Z Gth 9Y)]|

1<t<T 9+€BnN
= O {K4N? 4 K3°N"'(1og NT)® + K> N~3/*\/log NT}

= O,(Ky K¥*N N34 /log NT).
U
Lemma S.2. Under Conditions (C1) and (C2), sup,<;<p [|N7! SV GtN,i(ﬁt)H = Op(K]‘ri,/QN_l).
Lemma S.3. Under Conditions (C2) and (C3), as N — oo,
—1 v 0 11 N «
\IINthNJ(ﬂt) = _(1915 - 79t) +N \IINt Zi:l Di (0 |Xi> ft) Zibt(Xi) + Ry,

where ||Ry,|| < C’*{K}V/2||19t — 9% + K}V/Q_QT} for some constant 0 < C* < oo, uniformly

mn t.

Proof. The proofs of Lemmas and follow the same procedure as in Lemmas A.4 and
A.7 of Horowitz and Lee (2005) by using the results (A1) and (A.3]) which hold uniformly
mt=1,..T. 0

Lemma S.4. Under Conditions (C2) and (C3),
E{Lne(fe, 91X, F} = —(fe = [))TEWnea| X, F)+ (ft = JOTAN (e = 1) +ou( fe = JOIP),

uniformly in |[|A; — AJ|| < Cdiyp and || fy — 2| < wy, where Wy, is defined in A28 and
95(x;) = Bj(x;)TA;.
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Proof. By using the identity of Knight (1998) that

prlu =) = o) = =i + [ (0 < 9) = < 0)as.

we have

(ylt ft ( )) - pT(yit - ftOTGZ<Xl))
—(fe = TG Xi) e (yie — T Gi( X))

(fe—f))TGi(Xy)
+ / (I — [7TGA(X) < 8) — Iy — [TGH(X) < 0))ds.  (S.6)

By Lipschitz continuity of p;(e|X;, f;) given in Condition (C2) and boundedness of f}, in
Condition (C3), we have

FALM(G(X3) = GYX0) + 81X, fi} = FASLT(Gi(X) — GHX0)| X i}
= spil fiT(Gi(Xa) = GY (X)) Xi, fi} + o),
where o(-) holds uniformly in [[A; — A%|| < Cdyp and ||f; — fO)| < @wy. Then we have

E{LNt(ftag)|X7 F}
N (fe=ID)TGi(Xa)
—(fi = F)TE(Wnia| X, F) + N7 Zizl /0 [FA{ST(Gi(X) = GY(Xa)) + 81X, fi}
— F{R(Gi(X)) = GU(X0) | X, fi}lds
N (fe=1D)TGi(Xa) 0
~h = WX P+ N[ s fT(GH(XG) = GR(X0))IXi, filds
o[ = ITIN Y GUXIGUX)TH( ~ )]
~(fi = [T E(Wiia[X,F) + §<ft S
VST BTG — GUX)IXG, FGUX G (o= £9)
o[ = TN Y GUIGX)THE — 1) (57)

Since sup, ejo.4 195(75) — 9§ (25)| = o(1), then sup,c |£T(Gi(z) — G9(x))| = o(1). By similar

reasoning to the proof for Theorem 2 in Lee and Robinson (2016), we have

SN GHX)GH(X)T = NV B{Gi(X0)Gi(X)T} + 0,(1). Hence, by these results,
we have the result in Lemma O

Lemma S.5. Under Conditions (C2) and (C3), we have

Witz (fi, 9) = EWnea(fo, )X, F) =0, (|| fe = fIIF+ N7T)

uniformly in || ;= AJ|| < Cdsyp and || fi— f2|| < w, where Waia(fi, g) is defined in (A 24)
and g;(;) = Bj(2;)TA;.
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Proof. By (5.6), we have

(fe=F)TGi(X2)
Nt2i\Jt, 9) = Yit — Jt Yit — It > S,
W (fin9) A (g — FTGA(X) < 8) — I(ya — JGA(X,) < 0)) d

and thus

(fe—fD)TGs(Xs) 0 0
EMﬁMh@M@MzA F{SIT(GAX) — GUX) + 81X, £}
— FA{fN(G(X3) — GY(X)))| X, fi}]ds

By following the same reasoning as the proof for (S), we have

sup | E(Wiai(fi 9)| X, ft)—%(ft—f?)Tpi(O\Xm F)Gi(X)Gi(X)T(fe= O = op (L= F17).

X, €lab]”

Hence with probability approaching 1, as N — oo,

sup | E(Wne2i(fi, 9)| X, )] < Cwllfe — F2I7,

X, €lab]”

for some constant 0 < Cy < oo. Moreover,

E{WNt,2i<ft7g)}2
(fe—f)TG(X5)
— BB} /0 (g — JTIGH(X) < 8) — Iy — FUGH(X0) < 0))ds)2| X, fil]

BIE[I(yi — fTGi(Xs) < (fr = £1)TGi(X0) = Iy — 7 Gi(X;) < 0)]
< {(fi = £)7G(X0) Y| X5, fi]
= E[E[[I(sa < fTGi(Xi) = [{TG:(X:)°) = I(eir < J;(Gi(X,) — Gi(X2)°)]
< {(fe = £)7G(X0) Y| X, fi]]
< C"E|(fi — £ G(X)]P < C"E|f - £IP

for some constants 0 < C” < 0o and 0 < C" < oo. Therefore, for N — oo,

E{WNtz(ft, ) (WNtQ(fta )|X’F)}2
= N~ Z WNt 2% ft, ) E(WNt,Qi(ftag)|Xi7ft)]2

< N~ Z 2E{Wnxi2i(fi, 9)}* + 2E[E(Wxy0:( 1, 9)1 X, fo)]?]
NURCM B o= SO + 2GR Il — £ < CNTEN A — S,

for some constant 0 < C" < oo. Following the same routine procedure as the proof in

Lemma by applying the Bernstein’s inequality, we have

sup 1 = S22 Wizl fin 9) — EWiialfi, 9) X, F)| = O,(N2).

1% =AJII<Cdy ol fe—fPl I <on
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Hence, we have |Wxya(fi, 9) — EWnia(fi, )| X, F)| = O,(||f; — £21|73/2N~1/2), uniformly
in [|A; — X < Cdiyp and || f; — f2|| < w. Since

N2\ = P2 < N7 o= L2+ W= LRI — 12
< N 'wy +||fi — fl]Pow,

then we have Wxyo2(fi,9) — E(Whio(fi, 9)IX,F) = o,(||f — f2]1* + N71), uniformly in
1A = M|l < sy and £ = ]| < . O

Lemma S.6. Under Conditions (C1)-(C3), for any t there is a stochastically bounded se-

quence Oy ;i such that as N — oo,
N
Wi =N! ZZ:I G X)) (i) + dyring + Op(N_l/Q)’

uniformly in [|X; — AJ|| < Cdiyp, where Wiy is defined in (AZ3), dny = (On ;0,0 < j <
J)Tand g;(x;) = Bj(x;)TA;.

Proof. Write
W1 = Wi + Wiz + Wieas, (S.8)

where
WNt n=N" Z @/)T Yit — ftOTG?(Xi))a

. . T _ 1 N 0 0T ~0
Witz = Whtj12, 0 < j < )T =N Zizl(Gi(Xi) — G (X)) - (yi — [, TG (X5)),
Wiz = (W3, 0 < j < J)T

= NS G (W (e — FITGHX)) — (e — FTCI(X))}.

It is easy to see that E(Wpyyj12) = 0. Also by the ¢-mixing distribution condition given in
Condition (C1), we have var(Wyy;12) < Cw,, N 1d% for some constant 0 < Cyy,, < oo,

then by following the routine procedure as the proof in Lemma [S.T], we have

SUP||x;~ A0 <y - [Wtjaal = 0p(N71/2). (5.9)

Moreover,

—-1 N 0T ~0 Or
BWviaoX F)=N 1 3y (X0 = TG0 < 0) = e = ATGX) < 01X, £

=N~ X i(S‘Xivft)dS
ZZ 1 FT(Gi(X)-GY(X,))
= NS (01X, F TGN — (X)) + O(dr) + o(N ).
Let
dNTéN]t =N~ Z ]Z>pZ<O|X27 ft) tOT<GO< ) GZ<X1>> + O(d?VT)-
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Since N1 vazl{gj(Xﬂ) — g;?(in)}z < (é’d}‘VT)Z, then as N — 00, |dn70n ji| < Csdiyy for

some constant 0 < Cs5 < oco. Therefore,
E(Wth,lg‘X, F) = dNTéN,jt + O<N71/2). (SlO)

Also by the ¢—mixing condition given in Condition (C1), we have E{Wy; 13— E (W13 X, F)}? <
CiN~tdyr for some constant 0 < C% < oco. Therefore, by following the procedure as the
proof in Lemma [S.T], we have

SUD|5 o)<y Wt = E(Wvejaa| X, F)| =0, (N712). (5.11)
Therefore, the result in Lemma is proved by (S.8), (8.9), (SI10) and (S.1IJ). O

Lemma S.7. Let Conditions (C1)-(C4) hold. If, in addition, K N~' = o(1), Ky (logT) =
o(1) and Kx'(log NT)(log N)* = o(1), then we have

AT = X0 — U Uni|| = Opdnr) + 0, (N7Y2),

where Unt is defined in (A.31) and Uy is defined in (A.30).

Proof. By Lemma @ and (A20), we have ||f{ — f2|| < Cy(dyr + N~1/2) for some constant
0 < Cf <oo. Let Qv = {Bj(X;i)"fir,1 < g < J}T. Let f = (f],..., f})7 satisfy that
I fe = £21] < Cp(dnr + N72). Write

Lyr(f, A)
= E{L}K\/T(fv )\)\X, F} - <>‘ - AO)T{VNTJ(JC) - E(VNT,I(f)‘Xv F)}
+ Vara(f,AN) — E(Vnra(f, M) X, F), (S.12)
where
Vvra(f) = (NT)™ Zil Zthl Qutbr(Yir — Jur — AT Qur), (S.13)

N T
Vra(f, A) = (NT)™ Z@'=1 thl{p7’<yit — fut = NQit) = pr(yir — fur — AT Qir)
+ A= 2AN)TQutbr (Yit — fur — A7 Qur) }-
By following the same reasoning as in the proofs of Lemmas and [S.5] we have

E{Lyr (£, NIX} = =(A=A)TEVyra(f)X, F)%()\ = AT N (A =A%) + o, ([[A = A°[]?),
(S.14)
Vvra(f, A) = E(Vra(f, N)IX,F) =0,([]A = X% + (NT)71), (S.15)

uniformly in || f; — f2|| < C(dyr + N7Y2) and ||A — A%|| < ¢z, where oyr is any sequence
of positive numbers satisfying sy = o(1).Thus, by (S.12), (S14) and (S13), we have

Lyr(f,A) = =(A = AO)TVNT,l(f)Jr%()\ = A)TUNr (A = A0)+0p([[X = A7+ (NT) 1),
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uniformly in || f; — f2|| < Cy(dyr + N7Y/2) and [|A — X°|| < syp. Therefore, we have
A= 2 = W Vv (F9) + o {(NT) 742},

By following the same reasoning as the proof for ([A.3)), as (N,T) — oo with probability
approaching 1, we have ||Uy5|| < CY, for some constant 0 < C%, < co. In Lemma [S.8] we
will show that ||VNT,1(]/C\[O}) —Unral] = O,(dyr) +0,( N71/2). Therefore, the result in Lemma
follows from the above results, and thus the proof is completed. O

Lemma S.8. Let Conditions (C1)-(C4) hold. If, in addition, Ky Nt = o(1), Ky ?(log T) =
o(1) and Kx'(log NT)(log N)* = o(1), then we have

[Vivra (F) — Unza || = Op(dur) + 0,(N72),

where Viyr1 and Unt, are defined in (S13) and (A.31), respectively.

Proof. Write
Vra(f) = Ve + Vvrae(f) + Vivras(f), (S.16)

where
Vr11 = Unpy = (NT)™ ZZ 1Zt IQZ#PT Eit),

Vnraa(f ZZ 1Zt . (Qu — Q3)vr(eir)),
Varas(f) = (NT)™ Zi:l thl Qit{tr(Yir — fur — AQu)) — s (2ar) }-

Since ||[N ™! Zf\il B(X)¥,(gir)|| = O,(N~Y/?), we have with probability approaching 1,

T N
sup Vel < T Zt_l N~ 24_1 B(X;)-(a)l]
| fe— fOII<C(dnr+N=1/2) = =
X sup I1fe — £ = O{N"Y*(dyp + N7V?)} = o(N"Y2 + dnr). (S.17)

I fe=FPIISCp(dnT+N—1/2)
By following the same procedure as the proof for (A:36), we have for any vector a € R~/
with ||a|| =1,
var(a™Vyras(f)a) =O{Ky(dyr + N"/?)(NT) ™'},

uniformly in || f; — f2|] < C¢(dyr + N~Y2). Then by the procedure as the proof in Lemma
[S.1] we have

sup [Vvras(f) — E{Var(H)H=0{ KN (dnr + NV V2(NT)"1/2}
| fe—f<Cr(dnT+N—1/2)

= Op(dNT)-

Hence,
Vars(F) — E{Var1s(FOY}H] = op(dnr). (S.18)
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Let
Kl f) = f0 = fu+ D @OGIUS = fi0) + 7).

Then there exist constants 0 < C',C” < oo such that

IEVaras(DIX FY| < CIE(NT) Y Zt | BilX){I(ei < 0) = I(eie < manl )} X, FY|
< C'||(NT)~ Z 1Zt Bi(Xi)ri(£)pi (01X, fi)] (5.19)

uniformly in || f; — f2]| < C¢(dyr + N=Y/?). Moreover, by (A20) and Lemma [, we have

H ZZ 1Zt Bi(Xo)ka([)pi (01X, 1)
7Y X B 01X, P TIAGHN T YD G2 Tew < |
= Oldnr) + op<N*1/2>. (S.20)

Since ||(NT)™ 322, 3200, GHX)( = I(ew < 0))]| = Op{(NT) "/}, and

Y ST BXOROIX. £ = Oy(1).

we have

)= 320 5T B 01X, £ CX)TARMN T D2 GO — Heu < o)) |
= O,{(NT)"/2).

Therefore, by (S8.19) and ([S.20), we have with probability approaching 1,
1E{Viras(F) X, F}| = Odwr) +o(N7H2). (8:21)
By (S18) and (S.21]), we have
[Varas(FII = Op(dnr) + 0,(N712). (5.22)

Therefore, the result in Lemma [S.§] follows from (S.16]), (SI7), and (S.22) directly. O
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