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Abstract

We propose a novel two-regime regression model where regime switching is driven by
a vector of possibly unobservable factors. When the factors are latent, we estimate them
by the principal component analysis of a panel data set. We show that the optimization
problem can be reformulated as mixed integer optimization, and we present two alter-
native computational algorithms. We derive the asymptotic distribution of the resulting
estimator under the scheme that the threshold effect shrinks to zero. In particular, we
establish a phase transition that describes the effect of first-stage factor estimation as the
cross-sectional dimension of panel data increases relative to the time-series dimension.
Moreover, we develop bootstrap inference and illustrate our methods via numerical stud-
ies.
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1 Introduction

Suppose that y; is generated from

yr = 300 + 0o 1{fio > 0} + &4, (1.1)
E(€t|]:tfl):0; tzl,...,T, (12)

where z; and f; are adapted to the filtration F;_1, (B0, do, Y0) is a vector of unknown parame-
ters, and the unobserved random variable ¢; satisfies the conditional mean restriction in .
We interpret f; to be a vector of factors determining regime switching. When f/y9 > 0, the
regression function becomes x}(8y + do); if f{yv0 < 0, it reduces to z;89. We allow for either
observable or unobservable factors. For the latter, we assume that they can be recovered from
a panel data set. In light of this feature, we call the model in and a factor-driven
two-regime regression model.

Our paper is closely related to the literature on threshold models with unknown change
points (see, e.g., (Chan, [1993), (Hansen, 2000), (Ling, 1999)), (Seijo and Sen| 2011), (Seo
and Linton, [2007), and (Tong, 1990), among many others). In the conventional threshold
regression model, an intercept term and a scalar observed random variable constitute f;.
For instance, Chan (Chan, |1993) and Hansen (Hansen, 2000) studied the model in which
{f{rv > 0} in is replaced by 1{¢q: > 7o} for some observable scalar variable ¢; with a
scalar unknown parameter y. In practice, it might be controversial to choose which observed
variable plays the role of ¢;. For example, if the two different regimes represent the status
of two environments of the population, arguably it is difficult to assume that the change
of the environment is governed by just a single variable. On the contrary, our proposed
model introduces a regime change due to a single index of factors that can be “learned”
from a potentially much larger dataset. Specifically, we consider the framework of latent
approximate factor models in order to model a regime switch based on a potentially large
number of covariates.

In view of the conditional mean restriction in , a natural strategy to estimate
(8o, 90,70) is to rely on least squares. A least-squares estimator for our model brings new
challenges in terms of both computation and asymptotic theory. First of all, when the di-
mension of f; is larger than 2, it is computationally demanding to estimate (8o, do, o). We
overcome this difficulty by developing new computational algorithms based on the method of
mixed integer optimization (MIO). See, for example, section 2.1 in Bertsimas et al. (Bertsi-
mas, King, and Mazumder, |2016) for a discussion on computational advances in solving the
MIO problems.

Second, we establish asymptotic properties of our proposed estimator by adopting a di-

minishing thresholding effect. That is, we assume that g = T~ %dy for some unknown



¢ € (0,1/2) and unknown non-diminishing vector dp. The diminishing threshold has been
one of the standard frameworks in the change point literature (e.g., (Bai, [1994; Hawkins,
Gallant, and Fuller, |1986; Horvath and Kokoszka, [1997)). The unknown parameter ¢ reflects
the difficulty of estimating ~yy and affects the identification and estimation of the change-point
9. Both the rate of convergence and the asymptotic distribution depend on . This is a
widely employed tool to allow for flexible signal strengths of the parameters in the nonlinear
model. For instance, McKeague and Sen (McKeague and Senl, [2010) studied a “point impact”
linear model, where the identification and estimation of =y are affected by an unknown slope
dg9- While specifically assuming dy # 0, they encountered a similar parameter ¢, reflecting
the difficulty of estimating 9. The asymptotic theory for the estimated dy under the di-
minishing jump setting is fundamentally different from the fixed jump setting: the former
is determined by a Gaussian process (e.g., (Hansen, 2000))), and the latter by a compound
poison process (e.g., (Chanl 1993)). While both settings lead to important asymptotic im-
plications, we focus on the diminishing setting because when the factors are estimated, there
is a new and interesting phase transition phenomenon that smoothly appears in the “bias”
term of the Gaussian process. The phase transition characterizes the continuous change of
the asymptotic distribution as the precision of the estimated factors increases relative to the
size of the jump, which we shall detail below.

When the factor f; is latent, we estimate it using principal component analysis (PCA) from
a potentially much larger dataset, whose dimension is N. It turns out that the asymptotic
distribution for the estimator of oy = (f, ()" is identical to that when 7y were known,
regardless of whether factors are directly observable or not; therefore, the estimator of «ag
enjoys an oracle property.

The issue is more sophisticated for the distribution of the estimator of v9. When factors

are directly observable, we prove that

1722 (7 = o) % argmin B(g) + 2W (g)
9€g
where B(g) represents a “drift function” of the criterion function, which is linear with a kink
at zero, W (g) is a mean-zero Gaussian process and G is a rescaled parameter space. However,
when factors are not directly observable, the estimation error from the PCA plays an essential
role and may slow down the rates of convergence, depending on the relation between N and

T. Specifically, we show that

((NT120) 2 AT126) (3 — 39) %5 argmin A (w, 9) + 2W (g)
geG

with a new drift function A (w,g) that depends on w = lim v/ NT~(1=2¢) € [0,00]. On one
hand, when w = oo, we find that A(w,g) = B(g), so the limiting distribution becomes the



same as if the factors were observable. This case corresponds to the super-consistency rate
(e.g., (Hansen, 2000)). On the other hand, when w = 0, it turns out that A (w, g) is quadratic
in g, corresponding to a cube root rate similar to the maximum score estimator (e.g., (Kim and
Pollard, 1990; [Seo and Otsu, 2018)). Furthermore, both the drift function and the resulting
rates of convergence have continuous transitions as w changes between 0 and co. Therefore,
one of our key findings for the estimator of 7g is the occurrence of a phase transition from
a weak-oracle limiting distribution to a semi-strong oracle one, and then to a strong oracle
one as w increases.

As the asymptotic distribution of 7 is non-pivotal, we propose a wild bootstrap for in-
ference of ~y. Importantly, we construct bootstrap confidence intervals for ~y that do not
require knowledge of . This facilitates applications in which the jump diminishing speed is
not known in advance.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Section [2] we propose the least-
squares estimator and algorithms to compute the proposed estimator. In Section we
establish asymptotic theory when f; is directly observed. In Section 4] we consider estimation
when f; is a vector of latent factors, we propose a two-step estimator via PCA, and we
analyze asymptotic properties of our proposed estimator. In Section [5| we develop bootstrap
inference, and in Section [6] we give the results of Monte Carlo experiments. In Section [7] we
illustrate our methods by applying them to threshold autoregressive models of unemployment.
We conclude in Section [8] The online appendices provides details that are omitted from the
main text.

The notation used in the paper is as follows. The sample size is denoted by 7" and the
transpose of a matrix is denoted by a prime. The true parameter is denoted by the subscript
0, whereas a generic element has no subscript. The Euclidean norm is denoted by | - |2, the
Frobenius norm of a matrix is | - | p, the spectral norm of a matrix is | - |2, and the fy-norm is
| - |o. For a generic random variable or vector z, let its density function be denoted by p,,.
Similarly, let py, ., (y) denote the conditional density of y; given x; for the random vectors y;

and x;. The abbreviation a.s. means almost surely.

2 Least-Squares Estimator via Mixed Integer Optimization

2.1 Identifiability

We use the convention that the constant 1 is the first element of x; and —1 is the last element
of fi. Define o := (,¢") and Z;(v) := (x}, x;1{f{y > 0})". Then, we can rewrite the model
as

Y = Ly (70)’a0 + &¢.



Because only the sign of the index f/~y determines the regime switching, the scale of ~q is
not identifiable. We assume that the first element of vy equals 1. Let d, and d; denote the

dimensions of x; and f;, respectively.

Assumption 1. ap € R?¥ and v € T := {(1,7}) : 72 € Ta}, where Ty € R¥~1 4s q

compact set.

We decompose f; into a scalar random variable fi; and other variables fo, so that fjy =
fie + f5v2. In view of the conditional mean zero restriction in (1.2]), it is natural to impose
conditions under which both ag and vy are identified by the Lo-loss. Introduce the excess

loss

R(a,) = E(y: — a1 — 2}81{f;y > 0})? — E(<}). (2.1)

In order to establish that R («,7y) > R (ap,v) = 0 whenever (o, ) # (ao,7), we make the

following regularity conditions.

Assumption 2. For any e > 0, (ap,0) satisfies

inf R (Oé, 7) > 0.
{(a/ ) eR2de xT:| (o ") — (7)) |2 >}

Online Appendix [A] provides sufficient conditions for Assumption [2]

2.2 Estimator

We now propose the least-squares estimator and two alternative algorithms to compute the
proposed estimator. For computational purposes, we assume that o € A C R?% for some
known compact set A. In practice, we can take a large 2d,-dimensional hyper-rectangle so
that the resulting estimator is not on the boundary of A. The unknown parameters can be

estimated by least squares: (@, %) solves

T
. — 1 / / / 2
(a/’,YI,I)l,lélAXrST (a,7) = T ;(yt -y — 261{fy > 0}) (2.2)
1 T
subject to: 71 < T E H{fly >0} < 7. (2.3)
t=1

We assume that the restriction (2.3)) is satisfied when v = 79 a.s. Here, 0 < 73 < 70 < 1
for some predetermined 7 and 7 (e.g., 71 = 0.05 and 75 = 0.95). In the special case that
Hflv > 0} = 1{¢ > o} with a scalar variable ¢; and a parameter 7y, it is standard to

assume that the parameter space for 7y is between the 7 and (1 — 7) quantiles of ¢; for some



known 0 < 7 < 1. We can interpret as a natural generalization of this restriction so
that the proportion of one regime is never too close to 0 or 1.

When ~ is of high dimension, the naive grid search would not work well. Dynamic
programming (e.g., (Bai and Perron, 2003)) or smooth global optimization (e.g., (Qu and
Tkachenko, 2017))) might be considered but are not readily available. We overcome this com-
putational difficulty by replacing the naive grid search with MIO. We present two alternative
algorithms based on MIO below.

2.3 Mixed Integer Quadratic Programming

Our first algorithm is based on mixed integer quadratic programming (MIQP), which jointly
estimates (o, 7). It is guaranteed to obtain a global solution once it is found. To write the

original least-squares problem in MIQP, we introduce d; := 1{f/y > 0} and ¢; := dd; for

t=1,...,T. Then, rewrite the objective function as
1 X
T Z(yt — 213 — xily)?, (2.4)
t=1

which is a quadratic function of 5 and ¢;. The goal is to introduce only linear constraints
with respect to variables of optimization, and to construct an MIQP that is equivalent to the
original least-squares problem. Then, we can apply modern MIO packages (e.g., Gurobi) to
solve MIQP. The assumption a € A implies that there exist known upper and lower bounds
for ¢;: L; <4; < Uj, where ; denotes the jth element of § for j =1,...,d,. In addition, to

make sure that ¢;; = 0;d; for each j and ¢, we impose two additional restrictions:
dtLj < Ej,t < dtUj and Lj(l - dt) < (5]‘ - gj,t < Uj(l - dt). (25)

It is then straightforward to check that these constraints imply ¢;; = d;d;. To introduce
another key constraint, we define My = max,cr |f{7| for each t = 1,...,T, where I is the
parameter space for 79. We can compute M; easily for each ¢ using linear programming. We
store them as inputs to our algorithm. The following new constraints along with and
ensure that the reformulated problem is the same as the original problem:

(di = 1)(My +€) < fiy < di My,

where € > 0 is a small predetermined constant (e.g., ¢ = 107%). The following defines an
algorithm for the MIQP algorithm.

Our proposed algorithm is mathematically equivalent to the original least-squares problem
subject to in terms of values of objective functions. Formally, we state it as the

following theorem.



Algorithm 1: Mixed Integer Quadratic Programming (MIQP)
Input: {(y, z¢, fr, My) :t=1,...,T}
Output: (a@,7)
1 Letd=(dy,....dp) and £={l;;:j=1,...,dy,t =1,..., T}, where ¢;; is a
real-valued variable. Solve the following problem:

T d
I 1 BN g2
,B,fsr,}yl,rlli,ﬂ QT (576) = T ;(yt wtﬁ ; l‘j,tg_],t) (26)

subject to
(5,5) €A, vyel, d; e {0,1}, Lj S(SJ SUj,
(de — 1)(M; +€) < fi{y < di My,

diLj <l < diUj,
Li(1—dy) <65 — Lz < Uj(1 = dy),

T
71 < Tﬁlzdt <7
=1

foreacht=1,...,T andeach j=1,...,d,, where 0 < 7 < 1o < 1.

Theorem 2.1. Let (&, %) denote a solution using MIQP as described above. Then, St (@,7) =
St (@, %), where (@,7) is defined in (2.2)).

The proposed algorithm in Section may run slowly when the dimension d, of x:
is large. To mitigate this problem, we reformulate MIQP in Appendix and use the
alternative formulation in our numerical work; however, we present a simpler form here to

help readers follow our basic ideas more easily.

2.4 Block Coordinate Descent

While the MIQP jointly estimates («,y) and aims at obtaining a global solution, it might not
compute as fast as necessary in large-scale problems. To mitigate the issue of scalability, we
introduce a faster alternative approach based on mixed integer linear programming (MILP),
whose objective function is linear in d;. The algorithm solves for o and + iteratively, which
we call a block coordinate descent (BCD) algorithm, starting with an initial value that can
be obtained through MIQP with an early stopping rule. At step k, given a*~!, which is

obtained in the previous step, we estimate v by solving

T
1 ~ ~ 2
errgin T Z <yt —z, gt — x%&k_ldt) (2.10)
v sa1,...,AT =1



Algorithm 2: Block Coordinate Descent (BCD)
Input: {(y¢, z, fr, My) :t=1,...,T}, MaxTime_1, MaxTime 2
Output: (a@,7)

1 Set k = 1;

Step 1. Obtain an initial estimate (aO, 30) using MIQP with the pre-specified time
limit MaxTime_1;

N

3 if a solution is found before reaching MaxTime_1, then
4 set the initial estimate as the final estimate and terminate;
5 end
6 while elapsed time is no greater than MazTime_2 do
7 Step 2. For the given a*~!, obtain an estimate 7 via MILP:
- /5k 1 —9 k=1 ngfl} d 2.8
weF dl, Jdr T Z { (Yo — 2877 )y t (2.8)
subject to
(dt — 1)(Mt + 6) < ft/’y < dtMt,
dy € {0,1} foreacht=1,...,T,
T (2.9)
<5 dy < To;
t=1
if St ( ,’/y\ ) > Sp (a"?—lﬁ’f—l), then
‘ terminate;
10 end
11 Step 3. For the given 7%, obtain
1 & 171
~k ~k AP
Py a)a)] pna)w
t=1 t=1
12 Let k=k+1;

13 end

subject to similar constraints as in MIQP. Note that the least-squares problem is linear
in d; as d? = d;. The BCD algorithm is defined in Algorithm [2| Intuitively speaking, it runs
the MIQP algorithm for the amount of time MaxTime_1, then switches to the MILP for the
amount of time MaxTime 2. The BCD approach is a descent algorithm in the sense that the
least-squares objective function is a non-increasing function of k. In other words, BCD in
Steps 2 and 3 can provide a higher-quality solution than MIQP with an early stopping rule
MaxTime_1. The time limit MaxTime_2 in Step 2 can be smaller than MaxTime_1 as it is easier

to solve an MILP problem than to solve an MIQP problem. Furthermore, the alternative



minimization approach efficiently solves for a@* because it has an explicit solution.

Figure 1: Computation Example of MIQP and BCD
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Figure [1] illustrates the performance of MIQP and BCD in one simulation draw. After
spending MaxTime_1 (600 seconds) in Step 1, BCD switches into Step 2 and it converges to the
solution quickly just in one iteration. Meanwhile, MIQP achieves a similar objective function
value after spending the whole time budget of 1800 seconds. In Monte Carlo experiments,
we compare MIQP with BCD more thoroughly, subject to the same total computing time

restrictions, and we demonstrate the efficiency of BCD.

3 Asymptotic Properties with Known Factors

We split the asymptotic properties of the estimator into two cases: known and unknown

factors. In this section, we consider the former.

Assumption 3. (i) {xy, fi,et} is a sequence of strictly stationary, ergodic, and p-mizing
random vectors with y >, p71n/2 <oo, E \xté < 00, and there exists a constant C' < oo
such that E(|z| |fir =0) < C and E(e}|f{y =0) < C for all y €T.

(ii) {e+} is a martingale difference sequence, that is, E (e;|Fi—1) = 0, where x; and f; are
adapted to the filtration Fi_1.

(i4i) The smallest eigenvalue of B[Z; (v) Z; ()] is bounded away from zero for all v € T.

We decompose f; into a scalar random variable fi; and the other variables fo;, so that
fiv = fre + foy72. Define uy := fiyo.

Assumption 4. (i) For some 0 < ¢ < 1/2 and dy # 0, 69 = doT™%.



(i) Duy|for (w), E[(2}d0)?| for, uy = u] and E[(ex}do)?| for, ue = u] are continuous and bounded

away from zero at u =0 a.s.
(i) For some M < oo, infy, 1 E (| f3r| 1{|fatly < M}) > 0.

Most of the conditions in Assumptions [3] and [4] are a natural extension of the scalar case
in the literature, when f; = (q;,—1) for a scalar random variable (e.g., (Hansen, 2000))).
Assumption is a rank condition on fo; due to the vector of threshold parameter to be
estimated and it is in terms of the first moment because of the asymptotic linear approxi-
mation of criterion function near 7. It also allows for discrete variables in fo;. Assumption

4i(i1)| ensures the presence of a jump, not just a kink at the change point.

Theorem 3.1. Let G := {g € R¥ : g; = 0}. Let Assumptions @ @ cmd hold. Assume
further that ag is in the interior of A and that o is in the interior of I'. In addition, let W

denote a mean-zero Gaussian process whose covariance kernel is given by

H (s,g) := %E [ (zewtdo)® (|fhg] + 115 = |57 (9 = )]) Puaf s (0)] - (3.1)

Then, as T — 0o, we have
~ d _ _
VT(@ — ag) == N (0, (EZi(10) Ze(70)") ' var (Zi(v0)ee) (EZe(0) Ze(0)) ™),
9y i~ d : 2
V7% (5 = 50) % argmin {E | (21d0)” | flg| puui 1 (0)] +2W (9) }
9€g
where T(a — o) and T' 729 (5 — ~0) are asymptotically independent.

The normalization scheme is embedded in the asymptotic distribution. Because v; = 1,
the minimum in the limit is taken after fixing the first element of g at zero (recall that
G = {g € R¥ : g; = 0}). Also note that, in the scalar threshold case, f; = (g, —1)" and

Y0 = (1,%)’,
H(s,9) = 5 [ (cvzido)” (2 min (gal . s2]) 1 s (92) = sem (52)}) Pury0)]

which becomes the two-sided Brownian motion, as in Hansen (Hansen, [2000).

4 Estimation with Unobserved Factors

In this section, we consider the case in which the factors are estimated.



4.1 The Model

Consider the following factor model,
yt:Aglt+€t7 tzlv"'7T7 (41)

where ) is an NV x 1 vector of time series, A is an N x K matrix of factor loadings, g1 is
a K x 1 vector of common factors, and e; is an N x 1 vector of idiosyncratic components.
Throughout this section, we make it explicit that there is a constant term in the factors, and
we replace the regression model in with

vt = B0 + 2100 1{gipo > 0} + &4, (4.2)

where ¢ = (¢};,—1)" is a vector of unknown factors in plus a constant term (—1), and
¢o is a vector of unknown parameters. In addition, we allow g1; to contain lagged (dynamic)
factors, but we treat them as static factors and estimate them using the PCA without losing
the validity of the estimated factors.

It is well known that g¢; is identifiable and estimable by the PCA up to an invertible
matrix transformation (i.e., H7.g;), whose exact form will be given in Section Therefore,
it is customary in the literature (see, e.g., (Bai, 2003; Bai and Ng, [2006)) to treat H/.g; as a
centering object in the limiting distribution of estimated factors. Following this convention,

in this section, let

fe:=Hpg and ~:=Hp ¢o. (4.3)
Using the fact that gj¢o = f{y0, we can rewrite as the original formulation in (|1.1)):

yr = 2180 + 2450 1{ f{v0 > 0} + &

Hence, v9 depends on the sample in this section but we suppress dependence on T for the
sake of notational simplicity.

Our estimation procedure now consists of two steps. In the first step, a (K +1) x 1 vector
of estimated factors and the constant term (i.e., f; := (f{t, 1)’) are obtained by the method of
principal components. To describe estimated factors, let ) be the T' x N matrix whose t-th
row is ;. Let (fn, . ,flT) be the K x T matrix, whose rows are K eigenvectors (multiplied
by \/T) associated with the largest K eigenvalues of Y)’/NT in decreasing order. In the
second step, unknown parameters (g, 7o) are estimated by the same algorithm in Section

with ﬁ as inputs.

10



4.2 Regularity Conditions

We introduce assumptions needed for asymptotic results with estimated factors. We first

replace Assumptions with the following assumption. Define
& :={¢:¢ = Hpy for some v € T'.}, (4.4)

where I’ is an e-enlargement of I'. Note that ¢ cannot be a vector whose first K elements
are zeros due to the normalization on v and the block diagonal structure of Hr that will be
defined in (4.7). The space @7 for ¢ is defined through Hp and excludes the case that g)¢ is

degenerate. The e-enlargement of I" is needed because the factors are latent.

Assumption 5. (i) Assumptions[1}, [3, and[{(1) hold after replacing fi and vo with g, and
oo, respectively.

(11) {x¢, gi, e, e} is a sequence of strictly stationary, ergodic, and p -mizing random vectors
with Y0 p71n/2 < o0, and there exists a constant C < oo such that B(|z|5 |gi, er) < C,
E(¥|gi, er) < C a.s., and gi¢ has a density that is continuous and bounded by C for all
¢ € Prp.

Recall that by the normalization in Assumption [I] the first element of + is fixed at 1. One
caveat of this normalization scheme is that the sign of the first element of f; might not be
the same as that of the first element of g; due to random rotation Hrp; however, if we assume
that dp # 0 and we also know the sign of one of the non-zero coefficients of dg, then we can
determine the sign of the first element of f; after estimating the model. This is a “labeling”
problem that is common in models with hidden regimes. For simplicity, we assume that the
first element of v is 1.

The following assumption is standard in the literature. In particular, we allow weak serial

correlation among e;.

Assumption 6. (i) limy_ o %A’A = XA for some K x K matrix 35, whose eigenvalues

are bounded away from both zero and infinity.
(i) The eigenvalues of Z}\/ZE(gltg’lt)E/l\/Q are distinct.

(i1i) All the eigenvalues of the N x N covariance var(e;) are bounded away from both zero

and infinity.

(iv) For any t, + Zzzl Zz]\il |Eejreis| < C for some C > 0.

11



Define A, to be the ith row of A, so that A = (Aq,...,Anx)’". Further, let

N T N
Eop = N71/2 Z(eiseit — Eeisesr), = (TN)" /2 Z theit)\ga

1=1 t=1 i=1

T N N
= (TN)2Y N " gi(eisei — Beiseir), o= N2 Ngear.
s=1i—1 =1

We require the following additional exponential-tail conditions.

Assumption 7. There exist finite, positive constants C,Cy and ¢ such that for any x > 0

and for any @ € = := {€it, Gt &s,t, G vec(V), net,
P(|w|2 > z) < Cexp(—Cix?).

These conditions impose exponential tail conditions on various terms. First, it requires
weak cross-sectional correlations among e;;. This assumption can be verified under some low-
level conditions such as the a-mixing condition of the type of Merlevede et al. (Merlevede,
Peligrad, and Rio|, 2011)) across both (i,¢) and individual exponential-tailed distributions on
{eit, g+ }. While the quantities in = are often assumed to have finite moments in the high-
dimensional factor model literature, these moment bounds would no longer be sufficient in
the current context. Instead, exponential-type probability bounds are more useful for us to
characterize the effect of the estimated factors. To see the point, note that we have the

following asymptotic expansion:
fo="Fo+m, o= Hi(g+ N"?hy). (4.5)

Here, r; is a remainder term,

H). 0 hi 1 1
H = T ,  hy = . hi = (=AAN)TT—=N e, 4.6
! (0 1) t <0> S o

and the exact form of E[T is given in (4.7). The diagonality in Hp and the zero element in h;
reflect the inclusion of the constant in g;. We establish the following uniform approximation

result: uniformly for v over a compact set,

t<T T T

max P(ﬂ'y >0) — ]P’(ﬁtry > 0)‘ <0 <(logT)c> + Itn<aTXP <|Tt| > C(logT)C)

for some constants C, ¢ > 0. The above exponential-tail assumption then enables us to derive
a sharp bound so that max;<7 P(|r¢| > C(log T)°T~!) is asymptotically negligible.

Next, we state important technical conditions to facilitate the local asymptotic expansion

12



of the least-squares criterion function. A technical challenge in the analysis is that even
the expected criterion function is non-smooth with respect to the factors. As such, we

introduce some conditional density conditions to study the effect of estimating factors H.h; =

VN(fi — fo).
Assumption 8. (i) SUpy, 4 IP(hjdo < 0|z, gi) — (1/2)] = O(N—l/Z)_

(ii) Let aﬁwt,gt := plimy_, o E[(h}¢0)? |2, 9] and let Z; be a sequence of Gaussian random
variables whose conditional distribution, given x; and gy, is N(O,aimt’gt). Then, there
are positive constants c, co, and C such that o3 vrge > €O -8, SUDg, o SUD|; <. Pp (z) <

C, and

dolgt,xt

SUD SUP [Pt golge,ze (2) — Pzijgr,z, (2)] = 0(1).
Zt,9t |z|<c
Assumption [8] is concerned with the asymptotic behavior of the distribution of h; as
N — co. The rate N~/2 in Assumption is a reminiscent of the Berry—Essen theorem.
The Edgeworth expansion of the sample means at zero implies that the approximation error
is CN~Y2 where the universal constant C' depends on the moments of the summand up to
the third order (Hall, 1992). Thus, condition |(i)[ holds for a broad range of setups including
heteroskedastic errors e;;. For instance, if the idiosyncratic error has the form e;; = o (g¢) &t
where g; and &;; are two independent sequences and {&;;} is an independent and identically
distributed (i.i.d.) sequence across i, then the condition is satisfied as long as both o (g;)>
and E ]§¢t|3 are bounded. Furthermore, it holds trivially if the conditional distribution of hj¢g
given x; and ¢; is symmetric around zero or more generally if its median is zero. Assumption

ensures, among other things, that for some function ¥(-) such that E|U (x4, g¢)| < oo,

E | W (s, g¢) (1{higo < 0} — 1{Z; < 0})

:L‘tagt:| = O(N~'/?).

Above all, because h; is a cross-sectional average multiplied by v/N, this assumption can
be verified by a cross-sectional central limit theorem (CLT), if {e; : ¢ < N} satisfies some
cross-sectional mixing condition.

In the next assumption, recall that, by the identification condition, we can write v =
(1,72), where 1 is the first element of 7. Correspondingly, let fo; and fgt be the subvectors
of f; and J?t, excluding their first elements. Also, let u; := ghdo = fivo and gy := g¢ + he/V'N.

Assumption 9. There exist positive constants c, co, My, and M such that the following hold

a.s..

(i) inf|u|<cp]?t,w‘]gwc’5 (u) > co and SUD| f|,< Mo pf2t|ht(f> <M.
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(1) I0f |y < Puy| for,he,ze (W) = co- For all lui| < e, |ug| <e,
|put‘h2(f)0,f2t,:l‘t (ul) - put‘h{td}o,fgt,mt (U2)| S M‘Ul - UQ N

(iii) inf 1 E [ forF1{] facle < Mo}] = co for k = 1,2
(Z'U) SUP|r|y=1 SUP|u|<c Pgjr|h: (U) <M.

(v) Each of infyca, |10, infyea, |9:0], SuPyea, |hidl, and Gido has a density function
bounded and continuous at zero, with O given in (4.4).

(vi) E[(x}do)?|gs, he] is bounded above by My and below by cq.

(vii) For any s and w that are linearly independent of ¢, pgéqﬁom{s,g;w(u) and E((e4x}do)?|Gido =
u, §;8, gyw) are continuously differentiable at u = 0 with bounded derivatives. Further-
more, E((era)do)* [3:]3 |Gicp0) < M.

These conditions control the local characteristics of the centered least-squares criterion
function near the true parameter value. As the model is perturbed by the error in the
estimated factors, the centered criterion is a drifting sequence ft Its leading term changes
depending on whether N = O(T?%?) or not. The lower bounds in the above assumption
are part of rank conditions that ensure that the leading terms are well defined. As a result,
it entails a phase transition on the distribution of 5. Because they are rather technical, we

provide a more detailed discussion on Assumption [J]in Online Appendix

4.3 Rates of Convergence

The following theorem presents the rates of convergence for the estimators.

Theorem 4.1. Let Assumptions @ﬂ hold. Suppose T'= O(N). Then

~ 1 ~ 1 1
[@ —aola = Op <\/T) and [y —l2 = Op <T12<p + (NT1—280)1/3> '

While the convergence rate for @ is standard, the convergence rate of 4 merits further
explanation. First of all, when N is relatively large so that 724 = o (), 57—~ converges at
a super-consistent rate of T-(1=2¥) Contrary to this case, when N = o(T?~%¢), the estimated
threshold parameter has a cube root rate, which is similar to that of the maximum score type
estimators (Kim and Pollard, [1990). Therefore, as v/N/T1~2¢ varies in [0, o], the rate of
convergence varies between the super-consistency rate of the usual threshold models to the

cube root rate of the maximum score type estimators.
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The convergence rates exhibit a continuous transition from one to the other. To explain
this transition phenomenon, we can show that uniformly in («, ), the objective function has

the following expansion: there are functions R;(-) and Ra(-,-) such that

St (a,7) = St (0, 7) = Ri(v) + Ra(a, ),

where v — Rj(7) is a non-stochastic function, representing the “mean” of the loss function,
but is also highly non-smooth with respect to 7, and Ra(«, ) is the remaining stochastic part.
A key step is to derive a sharp lower bound for Ri(y). When N is relatively large, the effect
of estimating latent factors is negligible, and R;(y) has a high degree of non-smoothness.

Similar to the usual threshold model, we have
Ri(y) > CT |y — 50l2 — Op(T ).

This lower bound leads to a super-consistency rate. On the other hand, when N is relatively
small, there are extra noises arising from the cross-sectional idiosyncratic errors when esti-
mating the latent factors, which we call “cross-sectional noises.” A remarkable feature of our
model is that the cross-sectional noises help smooth the objective function in this case. As a
result, the behavior of Ry(7) is similar to that of the maximum score type estimators, where

a quadratic lower bound can be derived:
Ri(y) > CT**VN|y — y0[3 = Op(T"?*N°/5),

The quadratic lower bound, together with a larger error rate, then leads to a cube root rate
type of convergence. See Online Appendix for a detailed description of the roadmap of
the proof.

4.4 Consistency of Regime-Classification

We introduce an error rate in (in-sample) regime-classification,
1 X
D P /
Rr = T;‘l{ft7>0} ~1{fi >0}|.

The uncertainty about the regime classification comes from either ﬁ or 74 or both. We

establish its convergence rate in the following theorem.

Theorem 4.2. Let Assumptions[5{9 hold. Suppose T = O(N). Then

ﬁT —_ OP ((NTI—Qap)—l/3 + T—1+2¢7 + N—l/?) )
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This is a useful corollary of the derivation of the rates of convergence for the threshold
estimator. We expect a good performance of our regime classification rule even with a
moderate size of T'.

4.5 Asymptotic Distribution

To describe the asymptotic distribution, we introduce additional notation. Let V; denote the

K x K diagonal matrix whose elements are the K largest eigenvalues of Y)’/NT. Define

T

~ _ 1 ~ 1 . ~

Hp =V 1f § fltg’ltNA’A, Hyp := diag(Hr, 1), (4.7)
t=1

and H := plimy y_, ., Hr, which is well defined, following Bai (Bai, 2003). Let

_ : N , 1/3 . ~1/3
W N,lilgloom € [0,00], gw = max{w,w / }a and Mw = max{l,w / }

Define, for uy = f{o,

Alw.g) = M,E [(xtdof (fig+ 2] — | 2))

up = 0] Du, (0)

for w € (0, 00|, with the convention that 1/w = 0 for w = oo, and

A(0,9) = E [(xido)Q(ft’gV

u =0,2 = 0:| Puy, 2y (07 0)

for w = 0. Recall Z;(v) := (x}, z;1{f/v > 0})".

Theorem 4.3. Let Assumptions @B hold. Suppose T = O(N). Let G := {0} x RK. In
addition, let W denote the same Gaussian process as in Theorem[3.1. Then, as N,T — oo,
we have
~ d -1 -1
VT(@ = ag) <5 N (0, (BZu(30) Zi(10))) " E (Z:(10) Zi(30)'e}) (EZi(20)Ze(0)') )

((VT1=20) P ATI=20) (5 0) 5 armmin A . 9) 21V (g),
ge

and VT (@—ag) and (NT'=2)1/3\T1=22)(7—~9) are asymptotically independent. Moreover,
A(0,g) = limy_,0 A(w, g).

It is worth noting that A (w, g) is continuous everywhere, which implies that the distribu-

tion of the argmin of the limit processes A (w, g) + 2W (g) is also continuous in w in virtue of
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the argmax continuous mapping theorem [see e.g.,(van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996))]. Fur-
thermore, the asymptotic distribution of 7 is well defined for any w due to Lemma 2.6 of Kim
and Pollard (Kim and Pollard}, [1990)). Specifically, the argmin of the limit Gaussian process
is Op (1) since A (w,g) is a deterministic function of order at least |g| for any w while the
variance of W (g) grows at the rate of |g| as g — oo. It also possesses a unique minimizer
almost surely.

In the literature, Bai and Ng (Bai and Ng, 2006} [2008a) have shown that the oracle
property (with regard to the estimation of the factors) holds for the linear regression if
T'/2 = o(N) and for the extremum estimation if 7%/ = o (N), in the presence of estimated
factors. Thus, it appears that the oracle property demands a larger N as the nonlinearity of
the estimating equation rises. In view of this, we regard our condition, 7= O(N), as not

too stringent because we need to deal with estimated factors inside the indicator functions.

4.6 Phase Transition

To demonstrate that our asymptotic results are sharp, we consider a special case that N = T*
for k > 1. In this case, the asymptotic results can be depicted on the (k, @)-space.
We categorize the results of Theorem into three groups. In all three cases, the esti-

mators enjoy certain oracle properties.

e Strong oracle: 7?74 = o (N) or w = oo. This is equivalent to x > 2 — 4. The drift
function A(oco, g) has a kink at g = 0. Intuitively, a bigger N makes the estimated
factors more precise. This yields the oracle result for both ¥ and @, and the same

asymptotic distribution as in the known factor case.

e Weak oracle: N = o (T2_45") or w = 0. This is equivalent to k < 2 — 4p. The drift
function A(0, g) is approximately quadratic in g near the origin. Because it is harder
to identify the minimum when the function is smooth than when it has a kink at the
minimum, this results in a non-oracle asymptotic distribution as well as a slower rate
of convergence for 7 to (N T1*2‘P)71/ 5, However, the asymptotic distribution for a are
still the same as those when the unknown factors are observed. So the oracle property

for & is preserved.

e Semi-strong oracle: N < T27% or w € (0,00). This is equivalent to x = 2 — 4. In this
case, A(w, g) has a continuous transition between the two polar cases discussed above.
The effect of estimating factors is non-negligible for 4 and yet the estimator enjoys the

same rate of convergence. The estimator @ continues to achieve the oracle efficiency.

The phase transition occurs when kK = 2—4¢, which is the semi-strong oracle case and the
critical boundary of the phase transition. Changes in the convergence rates and asymptotic

distributions are continuous along the critical boundary.
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Figure 2: Phase Diagram
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Figure [2| depicts a phase transition from the strong oracle phase to the weak oracle phase.
The critical boundary kK = 2—4¢ is shown by closely dotted points in the figure. On one hand,
as ¢ moves from 0 to 1/2, the strong oracle region for k increases. That is, as the convergence
rate for 7 becomes slower, the requirement for the minimal sample size N for factor estimation
becomes less stringent. On the other hand, as x becomes larger, the strong oracle region for
@ increases. In other words, as N becomes larger, the range of attainable oracle rates of
convergence for 4 becomes wider. In this way, we provide a thorough characterization of the

effect of estimated factors.

4.7 Graphical Representation of A (w, g)

Figure 3: An Example of A (w,g)

To plot A (w,g), we consider the simple case that g; = (¢, —1), g = (0,92), 2 = 1,
do =1, and hy and ¢; are independent of each other. We write go = ¢ for simplicity. The left
panel of Figure [3| shows the three-dimensional graph of A (w, g), the middle panel depicts the
profile of A (w, g) as a function of w for several values of g, and the right panel exhibits that
of A(w,g) as a function of g for given values of w. First of all, it can be seen that A (w, g) is

continuous everywhere but has a kink at w = 1. As w approaches zero, the shape of A (w, g)
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is clearly quadratic in g; whereas, as w becomes larger, it becomes almost linear in g. Also,
A (w, g) is quite flat around its minimum at g = 0 when w is close to zero; however, A (w, g)
has a sharp minimum at zero for a larger value of w. This reflects the fact that the rate of

convergence increases as w becomes larger.

5 Inference

In this section, we consider inference. Regarding ag, Theorems and [£.3] imply that
inference for g can be carried out as if 79 were known. Therefore, the standard inference
method based on the asymptotic normality can be carried out for ag for both observed and
estimated f;.

We now focus on the inference issue regarding ~vo. Let 8y = h(7p) denote the parameter
of interest for some known linear transformation h(-). For instance, this can be a particular
element of v or a linear combination of the elements of 9. We use a quasi-likelihood ratio

statistic:

ST (aha ?h) - ST(aa :Y\)

LR 0) .= ~ =~ )
( ) ST(aav)
(ah, /W\h) = arg min ST (Oé, 7) ) (a7 ﬁ) ‘= arg min ST (Oé, ’7) )
a,h(y)=0 a,y

where St denotes the least-squares loss function, using f; when factors are observable, and ﬁ
when factors are estimated. Then, the 100(1 — a)%-level confidence set for 0 is {6 : LR(0) <
cvq}, where cv, denotes a critical value. As Theorem [5.1|shows, the asymptotic distribution

is non-pivotal, so the critical value is computed based on the bootstrap.

5.1 The Bootstrap with Estimated Factors

We focus on the case of estimated factors, where we use f: as the “true” factors, and denote
by f; as the estimated factors in the bootstrap world. To preserve the phase transition
brought by the effect of PCA factor estimators, f; should be a “perturbed” version of ﬁ
Specifically, let f; be re-estimated factors in the bootstrap sample via PCA. This is given
by Gongalves and Perron (Gongalves and Perron) [2019). To maintain the cross-sectional
dependence among the idiosyncratic components in the bootstrap factor models, we generate
bootstrap data by
Vi = Afy + var(e) Wy,

where {W; : t < T} is a sequence of independent N x 1 multivariate standard normal
random vectors and var(e;) is the estimated covariance matrix of e;. If the covariance is a

sparse matrix, we apply the thresholding covariance estimator of Fan, Liao, and Mincheva
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(Fan, Liao, and Mincheva, [2013|). Then, we apply PCA to estimate factors to obtain E*.
However, ﬁt* estimates ﬁ, the “true factors” in the bootstrap sample, up to a new rotation
matrix H7. Fortunately, such a rotation indeterminacy can be removed because H7. is known
in the bootstrap world. Following Gongalves and Perron (Gongalves and Perron, 2014} 2019)),

we define
= Hy R 651)

as the final “estimated factors” in the bootstrap sample. The bootstrap distribution of f; — ]?t
mimics well the asymptotic sampling distribution of f; —H/.g¢, that is N(0, Xp). We give more
details of this method, the definition of H7, and an alternative method based on Gaussian
perturbation in Online Appendix [H.2}

5.2 The k-Step Bootstrap Algorithm
We now describe the bootstrap algorithm in detail. Define
Zi(v) = (af, ail{ fyy > 0})" and Z(3) = (af, 2y 1{f{v > 0})'. (5.2)
For each t =1,..., T, construct {y;},.7 by
yi =2 (3) G +né with & =y — Z (3) @, (5.3)

where 7, is an i.i.d. sequence whose mean is zero and whose variance is one. For example, 7; ~
N(0,1) or it can be simulated from a discrete distribution (e.g., the Rademacher distribution).

The bootstrap least-squares loss is given by

T
> i -2 (1) o (5.4)

t=1

Nl =

St(a,y) =

In principle, the bootstrap analog of the original constraint is h(y) = h(%) and the bootstrap

analogous LR is defined as

TR . Miant)=h@) St (@,7) — mina, 87 (e, 7)
. mina,’Y S;“(Oév 7) .

A potential computational problem for LR is that it is necessary to fully solve two
joint MIO problems: ming, , S7-(a,7) and ming j(y)=n7) S7(@,¥) in each of the bootstrap
repetitions. To circumvent this problem, we adopt the approach of Andrews (Andrews,
2002). Because a solution based on the original data should be close to a solution based on

the bootstrapped data, within each bootstrap replication, we can employ the MILP algorithm,
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with (&, %) as the initial value, and iteratively update the algorithm for k steps rather than

computing the full bootstrap solutions. A computationally convenient k-step LR statistic

(LR}) and its computational details are given in Algorithm

Algorithm 3: Bootstrap for Estimated Factors

W N =

© N o o s

10
11

12

13
14
15

16
17
18

IHPUt: {(yt, T, ft>Mt7gt) ES 17 s aT}¢ @(et)a Av aa /')\/7 ’/Y\h> B
Output: bootstrap critical value cv}

Set b=1;

while b < B do

Generate an i.i.d. sequence {1}, whose mean is zero and variance is one and an
i.i.d. sequence of multivariate vectors {W; b from N(O, I);

Generate Vj = Af; + var(e,)2Wr t =1,...,T;

Apply PCA to {V?} and obtain F}* as the PCA factor estimates;

Compute H7 and f; = H}lflﬁt, t=1,..T;

Construct yf = Z;, () & + &y, t = 1,..., T, where Zy(y) = (}, 2}1{fly > 0})";

Initialize at 7*0 = 7, /7\;,0 = Vp;

Set [ =1;

while [ < k do

*l “=1) and a;jl = a*(ﬁ;’l_l), where

Compute a*' = a*(¥

af(y) = 72 % (i
t=1

1 T
724 (N2

For the given (@*,a3;!), compute the following by MILP:

~x,l

o

.l . %/ ~k.1
¥, = arg min Sr(a,”,v);
" b )

= argminShH(a*, ),
2!

Let Il =1+1;
end
Compute

~xk k ~x.k

L SE(EST) -8 @A)
a S5 (@.77) ’

Let b=b+1;

end
Obtain cv} by the (1 — a) th quantile of the empirical distribution of LR;.
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5.3 Asymptotic Distribution

To describe the asymptotic distribution of the quasi-likelihood ratio statistic, let o2 be the

variance of ;. In addition, recall the asymptotic distributions of 7, the minimizer of

Qw, 9) == A(w,g) +2W (9),

and, as we discussed for Theorem [£.3] w = oo also corresponds to the case of known factors.
Note that A(w, g) depends on the true value ¢, the rotation matrix H, and the covariance
matrix . For the bootstrap sampling distribution, we consider drifting sequences around

these values. For this, define

A(w7g’ E’H7¢)

::MEF”%V@#M+@WWEWH*M—KﬁwEWH*A>

919 = 0] Pg;6(0)
for w € (0, 00], and
A(O)ga Euﬁ7 ¢)

:=EP@%V@HQQ (0.0).

Go=0W S PH g = 0} Pyio W s1i2-14

Note that A(w,g) = A(w, g, H'SpH, H, ¢p).

Assumption 10. (i) Uniformly for ¢ inside a neighborhood of ¢,

SUDg, g, [Pgiotee, 20 (0) = Potanfoe, o0 (0)] = 0(1). )

(ii) For each fixred w € [0,00] and g, A(w, g, S) is continuous with respect to S = (3, H, ¢).

(iii) The factor idiosyncratic component e; is independent of (xy,g:), and |var(e;) —
var(e;)|2 = op(1) under the matrixz spectral norm.

(iv) inf, |ﬁ*,’y| has a density (jointly with respect to (et, g¢, W;')) bounded and continuous
at zero, where J?t* — i+ N*1/2§2/2W£“.

Fan, Liao, and Mincheva (Fan, Liao, and Mincheval 2013)) showed that under mild sparsity
assumptions, for the matrix spectral norm, |var(e;) — var(e;)|2 = op(1), given that log N does
not grow too fast relative to T'. The following theorem presents the asymptotic distribution

of LR, and the validity of the k-step bootstrap procedure.

Theorem 5.1. Suppose that assumptions of Theorem (for the known factor case) or
assumptions of Theorem (for the estimated factor case) and Assumption hold. Let
h(-) be a R™-valued linear function with a fived m and let ryp := (NT'~%9) 3 A T2,
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where we set N = T? in case of the known factor. Then, under Ho : h(yo) = 6, we have

VrnrTH2¢ - LR =% 6% min Q(w, gp) — 022 mgin Qw, g),
9

! Vh=0

and for any k > 1 as the number of iterations in the k-step bootstrap,

VrnrTH2¢ - LR; =% 622 min Q(w, gn) — 02 2 min Q(w, g).
g, Vh=0 g
In the above, =% represents the convergence in distribution with respect to the conditional
distribution of {ny, W;'},<p given the original data. Also, Vh denotes the gradient of h(-),

which is independent of vo as h is linear.

6 Monte Carlo Experiments

In this section, we study the finite sample properties of the proposed method via Monte Carlo

experiments. The data are generated from the following design:
ye = x380 + 23001{gido > 0} +&¢ for t=1,....T,

where g, ~ N(0,0.5%), =, = (1,25,), and g, = (g9{,,—1)’. Both 23, and g1, follow the
vector autoregressive model of order 1: zo; = pgx2i-1 + V1,91t = pgg1t—1 + Uz, where
vy~ N(0,14,-1) and us ~ N(0, Ix). When the factor g; is not observable, we instead observe
Y, that is generated from ), = Ag17t+\/ﬁ et, ey = pe€i—1+wy, where )y is an N x 1 vector and
wy is an i.i.d. innovation generated from N (0, Iy). The terms ey, v4, us, and w; are mutually
independent.

In the baseline model, we set T'= N = 200, d, = 2, and K = 3, and apply the MIQP
algorithm. The additional parameter values are set as follows: By = 09 = (1,1); ¢p =
(1,2/3,0,2/3); p, = diag(0.5,...,0.5); pg = diag(pg,1,---,pg,K), where pg 1, ~ U(0.2,0.8) for
k=1,...,K, the ith row of A, A, ~ N(0/,K - Ig); and p. = diag(pe.1,--.,pe,N), Where
pei ~ U(0.3,0.5) for i = 1,...,N. The values of p, and p,. are drawn only once and kept
for the whole replications. The factor model design is similar to Bai and Ng (Bai and Ng|
2009) and Cheng and Hansen (Cheng and Hansen, 2015). All simulation results are based
on 1,000 replications unless otherwise mentioned. We use a desktop computer equipped with
an AMD RYZEN Threadripper 1950X CPU (16 cores with 3.4 GHz) and 64 GB RAM. The
replication R codes for both the Monte Carlo experiments and empirical applications are
available at https://github.com/yshinl2/fadtwo. Also, the full simulation results can be
found in Tables in Online Appendix

First, we study the baseline model under four scenarios: (i) when we know the correct
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Figure 4: Simulation Results: Baseline Model
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regime, i.e. ¢g, (Oracle); (ii) when we observe ¢g; and know that the third factor is irrelevant
(Observed Factors/No Selection); (iii) when we observe g; and have to select the relevant
factors (Observed Factors/Selection); and (iv) when we do not observe g; but estimate factors
from ); by PCA. We set the dimension of v to be 4 in (iv). Figure 4| reports the relative
size of the root-mean-square errors (RMSEs) for 8, § as well as the coverage rate for the
95% confidence intervals. As predicted by the asymptotic theory in the previous sections, the
relative RMSEs over Oracle are close to 1 in all scenarios. The coverage rates for the 95%
confidence intervals are also close to the nominal value. Not surprisingly, these results on «

are based on the good estimation performance of ¢ (or 7).

Figure 5: Unobserved Factors with Different N
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Note. The whisker plot in the panel on the right denotes one standard deviation computed
over replication draws.

Table 1: Size of Bootstrap Test

Significance level

Null hypothesis Scenarios 507 1%
Hy:v2=0 Estimated factor 3.8% 0.7%
Hy: ¢g2 =0 Known factor 4.3% 0.5%

Hy : ¢go = 0 and ¢g3 =0 Many known factors 7.5% 1.1%
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Figure 6: Computation Time over T', d;, and d,
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Second, we focus on the unobserved factor model and investigate the performance as N in-
creases. For each simulated sample of {y, z¢, g: }, we generate ); with N = 100, 200, 400, 1600.
We use the same baseline design with T' = 200, d, = 2, but K = 1 to speed up computations.
Figure [5| summarizes the results. The regimes are predicted more precisely as N increases
and the performance of the estimator improves. We observe relatively more improvements
in v rather than «. This is because @ already enjoys the oracle property, provided that
T = O(N).

Third, we investigate the performance of the bootstrap test under three scenarios: (i) an
estimated factor; (ii) a known factor; (iii) many known factors. The parameters are set as
follows: T' = 200, N = 400, B = 499, ¢, ~ N(0,1), n; ~ N(0,1), 8o = (1,1), do = (0.5,0.5),
Yo(or ¢o) = (1,0) in (i) and (ii), and ¢9 = (1,0,0,0) in (iii). We test a simple null hypothesis
of Hy : yp2(or ¢p2) = 0 in (i) and (ii) and a joint hypothesis of Hy : ¢g2 = ¢o3 = 0 in (iii).
There is no serial correlation in the model (p, = p; = pe = 0). Table (1] reports the size of
the bootstrap test in each scenario and it is satisfactory but we observe over-rejection in the
joint hypothesis case.

We next investigate the computation time. We start from a set of simple models and
extend to large dimensional models. We simplify the baseline model by considering scenario
(ii) (i.e., Observed/No Selection), and by setting p, = p; = 0. The results are based on 100
replications. We set T" = 200, d, = 1, and d, = 2, initially and increase each dimension
as follows: T' = {200, 300,400,500}, d, = {1,2,3,4} while keeping 7" = 200 and d; = 2;
dg = {2,3,4,5} while keeping T' = 200 and d, = 1. Figure |§| reports the computation time
of MIQP. The results indicate that the computation time stays in a reasonable bound and
increases linearly as 1" and d, increase. However, it increases exponentially as d, increases.

We now consider large dimensional models and handle the computational challenge by
implementing the BCD algorithm in addition to MIQP. We extend the dimension of the
models as T' = {500,1000}, d, = {6,8,10}, and dy = {6,8,10}. Note that d, = 10 would be
quite challenging and the standard grid search method would be infeasible in practice with
T = 1,000. The results are based on 10 iterations of each model. We set the total time budget

25

5



Figure 7: Large Dimensional Models (7" = 500)
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Note. The relative measures are calculated by dividing the outcome of BCD by that of MIQP.

as 1,800 seconds for both MIQP and BCD so that each estimation terminates after that even if
it does not converge. In BCD, we set MaxTime_1=600 (seconds) and MaxTime_2=60 (seconds).
Figure [7] reports the ratio of the median computation time and median objective function
values between BCD and MIQP when 7" = 500. BCD spends a third of the computation
time, whereas MIQP spends the total time budget. BCD achieves better objective function
values in all cases and the performance of MIQP deteriorates quickly as d, increases when
d, = 10. Figure 8| reports the summary statistics of computation time and the median
objective function values of BCD when T = 1,000. As the computation is more challenging,
we observe that the maximum computation time is higher for all d,. However, the median
computation time is still around 600 seconds and the achieved objective function values are
quite stable.

Based on our simulation studies, we propose to use the BCD algorithm by assigning 1/3
of the total time budget into the maximum time (MaxTime_1) for Step 1 (MIQP). When the
global solution is not attainable within MaxTime_1, the BCD algorithm would switch into
Steps 2-3 (MILP) automatically. We recommend assigning 1/30 of the total time budget

into the maximum time (MaxTime_2) for each cycle of Step 2.
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Figure 8: Larger Dimensional Models using BCD (7' = 1000 and d, = 6)
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In summary, the simulation studies reveal that the proposed method achieves the proper-
ties predicted by the asymptotic theory, especially the oracle property of o and the inference
based on the bootstrap method. The BCD algorithm also shows quite satisfactory results in

a large dimensional change-point model whose computation is infeasible with grid search.

7 Classifying the Regimes of US Unemployment

We revisit the empirical application of Hansen , who considered threshold
autoregressive models for the US unemployment rate. Specifically, Hansen
used monthly unemployment rates (i.e., u;) for males age 20 and over, and set y; = Awu; in
(1.1). The lag length in the autoregressive model was p = 12 and the preferred threshold
variable was qs—1 = us—1 — ur—12. In this section, we investigate the usefulness of using

unknown but estimated factors. We use the first principal component (i.e., F}) of Ludvigson

and Ng (Ludvigson and Ngj, 2009) that is estimated from 132 macroeconomic variables. This

factor not only explains the largest fraction of the total variation in their panel data set
but also loads heavily on employment, production, and so on. Ludvigson and Ng call it a
real factor and thus it is a legitimate candidate for explaining the unemployment rate. We
consider three different specifications for fi: (1) fir = (qt—1,—1), (2) far = (Fi—1,—1), and
(3) f3t = (qt—1, Fi—1,—1). We combined the updated estimates of the real factor, which are
available on Ludvigson’s web page at https://www.sydneyludvigson.com, with Hansen’s
data, yielding a monthly sample from March 1960 to July 1996.

Table [2 reports estimation results that are obtained by the MIQP algorithm. We show

the goodness of fit by reporting the average squared residuals and also the results of regime
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Table 2: Estimation Results

Specification (1) fit = (@—1,—-1) (2) for = (Fi=1,—1) (3) far = (qt—1, Fi—1,—1)
Regime 1 (“Expansion”) qr—1 < 0.302 Fi_1 <-0.28 qi—1 + 3.55F;_1 < —1.60
Prediction error 0.0264 0.0272 0.0252
Classification error 0.193 0.106 0.104

Note. See Table [3] in the Online Appendix for estimated coefficients and their heteroskedasticity-robust standard
errors. Regime 2 (“Contraction”) is the complement of regime 1. “Prediction Error” refers to the average of squared
residuals (77! Zf:l 7). “Classification Error” corresponds to the proportion of misclassification defined in (7.1]).

misclassification relative to the NBER business cycle dates. The latter is obtained by

T

1

=3 ‘1 {147, >0} — 1NBER¢‘ for each j = 1,2, 3, (7.1)
t=1

where 1npgRr,: is the indicator function that has value 1 if and only if the economy is in
contraction according to the NBER dates. Accordingly, we label regime 1 “expansion” and
regime 2 “contraction”, respectively. Figure [J] gives the graphical representation of regime
classification. Specification (1) suffers from the highest level of misclassification and tends
to classify recessions more often than NBER. Specification (2) mitigates the misclassification
risk but at the expense of a worse goodness of fit. On one hand, the threshold autoregressive
model solely by ¢;—1 fittingly explains the unemployment rate but is short of classifying
the overall economic conditions satisfactorily. On the other hand, the model based only
on F;_; is adequate at describing the underlying overall economy but does not explain the
unemployment rate well. It turns out that specification (3) has the lowest misclassification
error and best explains unemployment. Thus, we have shown the real benefits of using a
vector of possibly unobserved factors to explain the unemployment dynamics.

As an additional check, we tested the null hypothesis of no threshold effect. The resulting
p-value is 0.002 based on 500 bootstrap replications, thus providing strong evidence for the
existence of two regimes. See Table [3] in the Online Appendix for details and additional

results.

8 Conclusions

We have proposed a new method for estimating a two-regime regression model where regime
switching is driven by a vector of possibly unobservable factors. We show that our optimiza-

tion problem can be reformulated as MIO and have presented two alternative computational
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Figure 9: Regime Classification
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Note. The leftmost panel shows NBER recession dates in the shaded area,

and the other three panels display those with specifications (1), (2) and (3),
respectively.

algorithms. We have also derived the asymptotic distribution of the resulting estimator un-
der the scheme that the threshold effect shrinks to zero as the sample size tends to infinity.
As a possible interesting extension, we can consider nonparametric regime switching, where
the switching indicator is replaced by 1{F(w;) > 0} with a vector of observables w; and a

nonparametric function F(-). We intend to study this in the future.
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A Identification

In this section, we establish sufficient conditions under which (5, §(, ()’ is identified. Recall
that the covariates x; and f; may not be directly observable in our general setup; however,
since we assume that they can be consistently estimable, it suffices to consider the identifica-
tion of the unknown parameters under the simple setup that x; and f; are observed directly
from the data.

If there is no random variable in f; with a non-zero coefficient, vy is unidentifiable. As-
sumption [I| in the main text avoids this directly by assuming that the first coefficient of 7y
is 1 We partition f; = (fir, ;) and v = (1,74)’, and write, occasionally, 1{f1; > f5,7}
instead of 1 {f/y > 0}.

Remark A.1 (Alternative Scale Normalization). We may consider an alternative parameter
space for vo: o €T ={v: |y[2=1,7 # (0,...,0,1)’, and v # (0, ..., 0, —1)'}. This parameter
space excludes the case of no real threshold variable by assuming that both |y|o = 1 and
v # (0,...,0,41)" (recall that the last element of f; is —1). Assumption [1|is more convenient
for computation since it reduces the number of unknown parameters but it requires to know
which factor has a non-zero coefficient. On the other hand, the alternative parameter space
might be more attractive when it is difficult to know which factor has a non-zero coefficient a
priori. We focus on the former throughout the paper; however, the main results of the paper

could be obtained under the latter.
We make the following regularity conditions.

Assumption 11 (Identification). (i) There exists an element fj in fi such that vjo # 0
and the conditional distribution of f;; given f_;; is continuous with probability one,

where f_;; is the subvector of f; excluding fj;.

(it) Let By = {f{vo <0 < fiv}U{f{y <0< fino}. Then, for any~y € I' such that v # 7o,
E [(x;(so)Q 1 {Bwt}} > 0. (A1)
fii) Let Ave = {fr0 > 0} 0 {7}y > 0} and Asyy = {fin0 < 0} 1 {fi < O}, Then,
;relij (231 {A1}] >0 and ;rellﬁE (w231 {Agye}] > 0. (A.2)
Recall that

R(o,v) = E(ye — 21 — 2301{ f{y > 0})* — E(ye — B0 — x}d01{ f{n0 > 0})°. (A.3)

! Alternatively, it could be —1; however, the choice between +1 and —1 is just a labelling issue since two
regimes are equivalent up to reparametrization of oy under either scale normalization.
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Note that under Assumption R (-,-) is continuous. The condition ensures the
presence of a change in the regression function. If Jg = 0, then is not satisfied. A
sufficient condition for is to assume that that there exists some n > 0 such that any
open subset of F,, = {fi :|f{7] < n} possesses a positive probability (dense support) and
that

E [(@50)2 ’ft = z} >0

for all but finitely many z € {z : |2’v9| < n} (rank condition).
The condition (A.2) is satisfied, for example, if

el

E [:Utxftl {inlﬁ Iy > OH >0 and E [xtxgl {sup fiv < O}] > 0. (A.4)
vE

Note that (A.4) requires that (i) the parameter space I' satisfies

P {fiv>0}]|>0andP [ () {fiv<0}|>0 (A.5)
~er ~el

and (ii) E (z¢x}| fr = 2) has full rank for some z belonging to {z : inf,er 2’y > 0} and also for
some z such that {z : SUpPyer 2y < 0}. In other words, there should be some non-negligible
fraction of observations in each regime for any v € I'. However, we cannot simply assume
that E (x2}|fy = z) > 0 for all z since z; may contain f; and thus the positive-definiteness

may not hold for all z.

Remark A.2. It is possible to provide sufficient conditions for Assumption in a more
compact form if 2; does not contain f; = (fu, f4;)" other than the constant 1. For instance,
in that case, it suffices to assume that dg # 0, the conditional distribution of f1; given fo,
has everywhere positive density with respect to Lebesque measure for almost every for, and
both E (far f5,) > 0 and E (xx}|fi) > 0 a.s.

The following theorem gives the identification and well-separability of (o), () -

Theorem A.1 (Identification). If Assumptions [1] and [11] hold, then (o, 7)) is the unique
solution to

i E(y — 2,8 — 2}01{ f{ > 0})
(a/’,yl)/Irélledz «T (yt xtﬁ ‘Tt {ft’y })

and

inf R(a,y) >0
{(e/ ') €R2x xT:[ (o ') — (e 7p) 2>}

for any € > 0.

Theorem gives the basis for our estimator given in the main text.

33



Proof of Theorem[A.1l Note that

R(a,7)=E (Zt (’Y)’Oé —Z (’YO),OCO)2

due to (1.1) and (1.2)). We consider two cases separately: (1) o = g and v # 7o and (2)
a # ayg.
First, when o = g and v # 7o,

(Z () @ = Zi (30) o) = (}60)”
on By = {f{70 <0< fiv} U{f{y <0< fino}. Thus,
R(ap,v) > E [(m;50)2 1 {BW}} >0

by (A.1) and R (ap,y) is continuous at v = vy due to Assumption [11] (i).
Second, if a # ag,

(Ze (1) @ = Zi (1) @0)” = (} (B— Bo+ 0 — b))’
on {0 > 0} N {f{y > 0} and
(Ze (0 @ = Zi () a0)” = (2} (B = )"
on {f{vo <0} N{f{y <0}. Thus,

R(a,y) > E (2} (B~ o+ —0))* 1 {A1re}
+E () (8- B0))° 1{As} (A.6)

>c|a—a0\§,

for some ¢ > 0 due to the rank condition in (A.2)).
Together, they imply that the minimizer of R is unique and well-separated. I

B Additional Details on Computation

In this section, we provide additional details on computation. We give the proof of Theorem

and present an alternative form of the proposed algorithm in Section [2.3

B.1 Proof for Section 2

Proof of Theorem [2.1. For convenience, we number constraints in the following way: Vt, j,
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1. (8,0)e A, v €T,

2. L <8; < Uj,

3. (de = 1) (M +€) < fiy < diMy,

4. d; € {0,1},

5. diLj < < U,

6. Li(1—dy) <6 — 4 <U;(1—dy),
7.1 < %Zthl dy < 73.

Recall that )

T da
@ (.02 13 (s~ St
t=1 Jj=1
where € = ({11,412, "‘7€dac,T)/’

(B, 5,7, J,Z) = argmin Qp (3, £€) under conditions 1-7,
B7§7’y7d’e

and Sy (a,y) = %ZtT 1(ye =z — 2 61{ fly > O})2 and @ and 7 denote the argmin of Sy.
To prove the theorem, we show that (i) Sy (a, Qr (B,2); (i) Qr (B,2) > Sr(@,7);
(iii) S (@,7) > QT( _)
Proof of (i): By definition, Sy (@,%) = %Zzzl(yt — 23 — 2461{f/7 > 0})2. Hence we
need to show

T T 2
1

d.
1 - kd -
T E (ye — xtﬁ - ﬁUt‘Sl{ Y > 0}) T Yt — x;B - § :xj,tej,t
1 j=1

t=1 t=

We show ¢;; = §;1{f/7 > 0} for all (t,5). If f/ > 0, d; = 1 by condition 3 and 4, and
l;+ = 6; by condition 6. If f/ <0, d: = 0 by condtion 3 and 4 and /;; = 0 by condtion 5.
Proof of (ii): By part (i), we have

3,0) = > = a,”y
T (53 E) ST «, 7) CVG%I'I;EF St ( ) St (Oé, /7) :

Proof of (iii): Define @7,5 = g dy, where dy = 1{f f{7 > 0}. Then Sy (a,7) = Qr (3, Z),
/

Now it is straightforward to check that (B,éﬁ,(i?) satisfy
conditions 1-7 for all j and ¢t. For simplicity, we just give the details of checking condition
3. When f/4 > 0, then d; = 1. Condition 3 becomes 0 < ft7 < My = sup,r | f{v], which

where £ = (21,1,---7@1 T

T
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is satisfied. When f/7 < 0, d; = 0. Condition 3 becomes —M; — ¢ < {7 < 0, which holds
for any € > 0. So it is a feasible to the optimization problem min Q7 with conditions 1-7.

Consequently,
S7(a3) = Qr (8.£) 2 Qr (3,9)
by the definition of (3, £). Combining parts (i),(ii) and (iii), St (&, %) = Qr (B, Z) =Sr(a,7). 1

B.2 Alternative MIQP Algorithm

The proposed algorithm in Section may run slowly when the dimension of x; is large. To
mitigate this problem, we reformulate MIQP in the following way.

[MIQP (Alternative Form)] Let d = (dy,...,dr) and ¢ = {Zji 7 =1, ,dg,t =

1,...,T}, where Zj,t is a real-valued variable. Solve the following problem:
1 I N de 2
min T Z yr — 1y 3 — Z xjili — Z xj L | dy (B.1)
Bomdt = o j=1 j=1

subject to

0 S g] S (UJ LJ)a
0 < Zj,t < 577
(dt — 1)(Mt + 6) < ft/’}/ < dtMt,
dt € {07 1}7
dT T
0<> Ly <d Y (U — Ly), (B-2)
=1 =1
dy s _ dy
0> [5 - 6] <(1=d) > (U; ~ L),
j=1 j=1
1 T
1 < T Zdt <7y
t=1

foreacht=1,...,T and each j =1,...,d,;, where 0 < 71 < 70 < 1.

Note that 5~J and Zj,t are transformed to be positive. Using the positivity of these variables,
one can sum up restrictions across j’s, where j = 1,...,d,, while ensuring that optimization
problem (B.1)) under (B.2) is mathematically equivalent to optimization problem (2.6 under
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(2.7) in Section We use the alternative form of formulation in our numerical work;
however, we present a simpler form in Section to help readers follow our basic ideas more

easily.

C Selecting Relevant Factors

In this section, we consider factor selections. In applications, it is often difficult to have a
priori knowledge regarding which variables constitute f; in . Suppose that there are a
mildly large number of factors; however, we are willing to assume that only a small number
of factors are active (i.e. their v coefficients are non-zero), although we do not know their
identities. This is an unordered combinatorial selection problem, but can be easily adopted
in the {p-penalization framework with the help of MIO, so long as the number of candidate
factors is fixed (Bertsimas, King, and Mazumder| (2016))).

To be specific, decompose fi = (f1;, f5;, —1)’, where f; can be either the observed factors
or estimated factors E| and v = (71,7%,73)’. Assume that fi; is known to be active for
certainty, but fo; may or may not be active. Let p = |fo|o. Suppose that each element of 7y
is bounded between known values of 2 and 7. Let y9; denote the j-th element of 2, where
Jj=1,...,p. Assume further that we know the lower and upper bounds, say p and p, of the
number of active elements of 72. A default choice of (p,p) is p = 0 and p = p; however, a
strictly smaller choice of p might help estimation in practice when p is relatively large and it
is plausible to assume that the maximal number of factors is much less than p.

For a given penalty parameter A > 0 (here f; is either observed or estimated factors),
define

5= min LY 18— 201 {flv>01)7 + A
7 = arg minmin ; (ye — 238 — 2,51 { f{7 > 0})" + Ao )

subject to ([2.3).

Computation of 4 can be formulated using the following optimization.

[MIQP with Factor Selection] In addition to d and £, let e = (ei,...,ep). Choose a
penalty parameter A > 0. Then solve the following problem:
2
- 1L P
1 pr— I . .
B,é{’ryl,g}l,e Qr (5,¢) = T ;1 Yyt — 0 — ]E:l zjilis | + )\mgl €m (C.2)

2For this section only, we use fa; excluding —1. This is to reflect our setup where the constant term —1 is
always included among active factors.
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subject to (2.7]) and

emY2 < Yam < em2,
p

P< Y em <D (C.3)

m=1

em € {0,1} foreachm=1,...,p

Finally, re-estimate the model using only selected factors via the method given in Section

The new indicator variable e, turns on and off the m-th factor in estimation. The
complexity of the regression model is penalized by the ¢y norm (30 _, e,).

When f; contains only observed factors, we provide selection consistency below.

Theorem C.1. Consider the known factor case. Let S (v) = {j :v; # 0} and Sop = S (y0).
Let Assumptions[1], [3, [3, and[4 hold. Suppose that X — 0, XT' — oo, and p is fized. Then,

P{S(7) = So} = 1.

When factors are unobservable but estimated via the PCA, the optimization can be
still used to select the estimated factors. Indeed, Bai and Ng (2008b) first obtained a set of
PCA factors, then applied BIC to select among them for diffusion index forecasts. In theory,
however, interpretation of each estimated factor is more involved since factors are identified
only up to some random rotation. The rotation indeterminacy creates difficulties to define
“the true factors” statistically, and therefore the “factor selection consistency”. Thus we do

not pursue the selection consistency in the estimated factor case.

Proof of Theorem[C.1]. For a given ~, let

)= = i(yt—xtﬁ —:nt 1{ft7>0}>

and

Qr(y) =Qr (7)) + ANl

o~ o~ !/
where a(v) = (ﬂ (7)',5(7)’) is the OLS estimate of « for the given 7. The former is a

profiled criterion function of the original criterion. Define

7= g minGr(3).
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Our proof is divided into the following steps.

Step 1. Show that Sy C S(7) with probability approaching one.
Step 2. Show that min..g(,)=s, Qr(7) < min, Qr(y) + Op(T1).

Step 3. Show that for T'y := {v: Sy C S(v), S0 # S(7)},

min Q — min Q > \/2
vl Qr(7) 7:S(7)=5So Qr(7) /

with probability approaching one.

Now suppose Sy # S(7). Then by step 1, 7 € T'y, then by step 3,

Qr() = min Qr(y) > L oin Qr(y) + /2,

which contradicts with the definition of 7. Consequently, we must have Sy = S(3) with
probability approaching one. I

Proof of Step 1. Let o* (v) = (EZ; (v) Z: (7)) EZ: (7) Zt (v0)' 0. Also let
QN =E(n %0 a” ()" =0* +E(a” (1) Z (7) — apZ: (0)"-
Then, by the ULLN and the CMT and the fact that A — 0, uniformly in 7,
am)—a*(M=o0p(), Qr(y)—Q») =or(l).
Also, a*(y0) = ao implies Q(v) = o and
Q) = Qr(F) + op(1) < Qr(10) + 0p(1) = Q(10) + 0p(1) = 0* + op (1).
On the other hand, for I'y = {y: Sy € S (v)}, due to Theorem [A.1

min E (a* (7)' Z: (v) ~ apZ: (7)) > 0.

So min,ep, Q (y) > o2 This implies ¥ ¢ Ty, thus Sy C S(§) with probability approaching

one. I

Proof of Step 2. Uniformly over pairs (71,72) in a shrinking neighborhood of 7y, (Bc(y0) =
{7 = v0l2 < CT~(=29)} for any C > 0),

Qr(m) — Qr(v2) = Rr(m) — Rr(v2) + Gr(y2) — Gr(n),
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where Rr(v) = 7 324[Z:(7)'@(v) = Zi(10)'a0]? and Gr(v) = F 32 e0Zi(7)a(y). Note that
SUP~yeB: (7o) ‘a(’}/) - Oé(]|2 = OP(T71/2)> SUP~eBe (7o) ’RT(7>’ = OP(Til)v and
SUP, ~oeBe(v0) |[GT (1) — Gr(2)] = Op(T~1). Therefore,

sup  |Qr(m1) — Qr(vy2)| = Op(T7H).

Y1,72€Bc(10)

Let 41 and 72 respectively denote the argument of ming(,)—g, Qr(7) and min, Qr (7).
Then for both j = 1,2, Qr(7;) < Qr(0). Then it follows from the proof of Theorem [3.1] that
;i — 0 = Op(T~(=2¢)) j =1,2. As a result,

0< min  Qp(y) —minQr(y) = Qr(h1) — Qr(F2) = Op(T™).
~:S(v)=>50 vy

Proof of Step 3. Let T'y := {~: So C S(7),So # S(v)}. Then we have

min Q — min Q > min + A min — min Q
el Qr(7) 715(“/1):5'0 Qr(v) 2 Vl Qr(y) “/Gll“b o 7S ()=S0 Qr(7)

=@ min — min + A min - A
i Qr(v) in, Qr(v) min 7o = Alvolo

> Op(T™) + A
>@ ) /2 (with probability approaching one)

where (1) is due to min,er, Qr(y) > min, Qr(y) + Aminer, |7]o; (2) is due to the fact that

arg min.,.g(,)—s, Qr(7) = argmin.g(;)—s, Qr(7), and |ylo = |70l for all v € {7 : S(7) = So};
(3) is due to step 2 and minyer, |7|o — [70]o > 1. Finally, (4) is due to TA — oco. &

D Test of Linearity

In some applications, we are interested in testing the linearity of the regression model in
(1.1). That is, we may want to test the following null hypothesis:

Ho:00=0 fOI“aH’}/()EF.

Under the null hypothesis the model becomes the linear regression model and thus g is
not identified. This testing problem has been studied intensively in the literature when f;
is directly observed and the dimension of an unidentifiable component of g is 1 (see, e.g.,
Hansen| (1996) and Lee, Seo, and Shin| (2011)) among many others).
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We propose to use the following statistic:

supQ — Sumeina:(S:O St .(067 7) — ming St (a, )
~er min, St (@, )
_ Tmina:5=0 ST (Oé, 7) — minoc,’y ST (O[, 7)
mina,'y ST (Oé, ’7)

(D.1)

)

where St («, ) is the least squares criterion function, using either the observed or estimated

factor.

For both observed and latent factor cases, we establish the following result.

Theorem D.1. Suppose that either assumptions of Theorems (for the known factor case)
or assumptions of Theorems (for the estimated factor case) hold. Then, under Hy,

supQ —L sup W (y) (R (EZ: (v) Z: (7)) " EE?R’) T ()

where W () is a vector of centered Gaussian processes with covariance kernel
-1 -1
K (y1,72) = R(EZy (M) Ze (m)') " E[Zi () Zi (72) 7] (BZe (2) Zi (2)') " R

and R = (04, 14, ) is the (dg X 2d,)-dimensional selection matm’xﬁ

Below we present a bootstrap algorithm for the p-value.

[Computation of Bootstrap p-Values]

1. Generate an iid sequence {7n;} whose mean is zero and variance is one.
2. Construct {y; } by
vi = 748+ mée,

where (8 is the unconstrained estimator of [y and &; is the estimated residual from
unconstrained estimation.

3. Construct the bootstrap statistic supQ* by (D.1)) with the bootstrap sample {;, z, f; :
t=1,...,T}if fy is known and {y}, z, fy : t = 1,..., T} if f; is estimated, respectively.

4. Repeat 1-3 many times and compute the empirical distribution of supQ*.

5. Then, with the obtained empirical distribution, say F7: (-), one can compute the boot-
strap p-value by

p"=1—FF (supQ),

3Here, 04, and I, respectively, denote the d,-dimensional square matrix with all elements being zeros
and the d;-dimensional identity matrix.
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or a-level critical value X
c;;:Fj*: (1—a).

The proposed bootstrap is standard and thus its asymptotic validity follows from the
standard manner in view of Lemma and the conditional martingale difference sequence
central limit theorem (e.g. Theorem 3.2 of Hall and Heyde| (1980)). The details are omitted
for the sake of brevity. Furthermore, it is straightforward to establish conditions for the

consistency of our proposed test.

E Additional Empirical Results

In this part of the appendix, we provide additional empirical results that are omitted from

the main text.

E.1 Testing the Linearity of US GNP and Selecting Factors

In this section, we revisit the empirical application in Hansen| (1996)), who tested |Potter
(1995)’s model of US GNP. Hansen (1996]) used annualized quarterly growth rates, say vy,
for the period 1947-1990. His estimates were as follows:

ye = —3.21 + 0.51y,—1 — 0.93y,—2 — 0.38y,—5 + & if y—» < 0.01
(2.12) (0.25)  (0.31)  (0.25)
yr = 2.14 + 0.30y;—1 + 0.18y;—2 — 0.16y; 5 + & if y,—2 > 0.01,
(0.77) (0.10)  (0.10)  (0.07)

where heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors are given in parenthesis. His heteroskedasticity-
robust LM-based tests for the hypothesis of no threshold effect were all far from usual rejection
regions (the smallest p-value was 0.17). Using the same dataset, we carry out the following
two exercises: (1) selecting relevant factors and (2) testing the linearity of the model. For the
former, we keep y;—o as f1; and add (y4—1,vy¢—5) as for. That is, we allow for the possibility
that the regimes can be determined by a linear combination of (y;—1,y¢—2,¥:—5). The choice
of penalization parameter A is important. Recall that we require A — 0 and AT — oo. In
this application, we set

log T’
~2
A= UHansenT?
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where 03, oon = 1" Zthl 2 and the estimated residual &; is obtained from Hansen| (1996))’s
estimates in (E.1). By implementing joint optimization with this choice of A, we select only

yi—5 but drop 1¢—1 in fo;. Our estimated index is
F1A = o — 0.91y,_5 + 0.50.

If we compare this with Hansen’s estimate f/7 = y;—o — 0.01, we can see that in Hansen’s
model, the regime is determined by the level of GNP growth in ¢ — 2; on the contrary, in
our model, it is determined by 3;_o — 0.91y;_5, roughly speaking the changes in growth rates
from t — 5 to t — 2. Specifically, the regime is determined whether y;—s — 0.91y,_5 is above or
below —0.50. Our estimates suggest that a recession might be captured better by a decrease
in growth rates from ¢t — 5 to t — 2, compared to a low level of growth rates in ¢t — 2. Our

estimated coefficients and their standard errors are as follows:

Y = —2.07 + 0.28y,_1 — 0.33y1_2 + 0.62y,_5 + & if yo—p — 0.91yr_5 < —0.50
(1.33) (0.13)  (0.16)  (0.19)
yr = 2.76 + 0.35y; 1 + 0.07y;_o — 0.21y; 5 + & if yy_o — 0.91y;_5 > —0.50.
(0.96) (0.12)  (0.12)  (0.10)

(E.2)

We now report the result of testing the null hypothesis of no threshold effect. We take our
estimates in as unconstrained estimates. The resulting LR test statistic is 28.19 and the
p-value is 0.056 based on 500 bootstrap replications. This implies that the null hypothesis is
rejected at the 10% level but not at the 5% level. There are two main differences between our
test result and |Hansen| (1996)’s. We use the LR statistic, whereas Hansen| (1996)) considered
the LM statistic. Furthermore, his alternative only allows for the scalar threshold variable

1t_o but we consider a single index using 7;_9 and y;_s.

E.2 Details on Estimation Results for Table [2]

Table Bl shows full estimation results for Table

F Proofs of the Asymptotic Distribution in Section [3; Known
f

Recall that we have proposed two computing algorithms for the estimators of (ag, o).
Throughout this part of the appendix, we assume that (a,7) is the global solution to the

optimization problem. The proof is divided into the following subsections.
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Table 3: Estimation Results

Specification (1) (2) (3)

fie = (qe—1,-1) for = (Fy—1,—-1) fat = (qt—1, Fr—1,—1)
Estimate Std. Err. Estimate Std. Err. Estimate Std. Err.

Regime 1 qi—1 < 0.302 Fi 1 <-0.28 Qt—1 + 3.55F;_1
(“Expansion”) < —-1.60
Intercept -0.0214 0.0126 -0.0255 0.0101 -0.0294 0.0101
AT -0.1696 0.0640 -0.1182 0.0629 -0.1628 0.0601
Auy_g 0.0382 0.0650 0.0774 0.0558 0.0264 0.0600
Auy_3 0.1896 0.0587 0.2097 0.0645 0.1933 0.0520
JAN T 0.1399 0.0630 0.1039 0.0523 0.1445 0.0552
Auy_s 0.0858 0.0749 0.0622 0.0600 0.0699 0.0656
Auy_g 0.0214 0.0653 0.0193 0.0558 0.0177 0.0613
Auy_7 0.0318 0.0678 -0.0268 0.0596 0.0174 0.0613
Auy_g 0.0402 0.0599 -0.0006 0.0617 0.0103 0.0626
Aug_g -0.0667 0.0663 -0.0766 0.0660 -0.0637 0.0656
Aug_10 -0.0540 0.0640 -0.0120 0.0559 -0.0467 0.0575
Aug_11 0.0782 0.0568 0.0162 0.0529 0.0196 0.0528
Auy_12 -0.0899 0.0641 -0.1216 0.0576 -0.1224 0.0572
Regime 2 qr—1 > 0.302 Fi 1> —0.28 qi—1 + 3.55F;
(“Contraction”) > —1.60
Intercept 0.0876 0.0375 0.0509 0.0560 0.1893 0.0576
Auy_q 0.2406 0.1179 0.3671 0.2011 0.2937 0.1665
Auy_o 0.2455 0.0932 0.2198 0.1634 0.1420 0.1279
Auy_3 0.1283 0.1038 0.0936 0.1563 0.1042 0.1549
Auy_y -0.0222 0.1033 -0.0053 0.1883 -0.1035 0.1690
Auy_s -0.0272 0.1104 -0.1804 0.2188 -0.0723 0.1868
Aug_g -0.0851 0.1083 -0.0500 0.2125 -0.0821 0.1400
A7 -0.1562 0.1057  -0.0297 0.2027  -0.1853 0.1443
Auy_g -0.0372 0.1357 0.0021 0.2923 -0.1214 0.2038
Auy_g 0.0991 0.1358 0.0754 0.1754 -0.0861 0.1475
Aug_10 0.1149 0.1125 0.0445 0.1574 0.0392 0.1426
Auy_1g -0.1012 0.1256 0.1872 0.1995 -0.0307 0.1840
Aug_12 -0.4440 0.1144 -0.2269 0.1668 -0.3807 0.1542
Avg. of squared residuals

(T8 0.0264 0.0272 0.0252

Proportion of matches between NBER recession dates and threshold estimates
0.807 0.894 0.896
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F.1 Consistency
Lemma F.1 (Consistency). Let Assumptions and@ cmd hold. Then asT — oo,
@ = aoly = op (1) and [7 —0ly =op(1).
Proof of Lemma[F 1. We begin with stating the following standard ULLN for p-mixing se-
quences, see e.g. [Davidson (1994), for which Assumption and suffice.
(1) supser |4 2021 Zei (V) Zej (v) = E[Zei (7) Zi ()] | = 0p (1)
(i) supyer |7 i1 &2 (7) [ = op (1)
These will be cited as ULLN hereafter.

We begin with the consistency of 4. Recall that the least squares estimate of « for a given

«v is the OLS estimate and construct the profiled least squares criterion Sy (), that is,

Sr(1) = Sr(@().1) =Y (I~ P()Y
= (¢ (L= P () e+ 200X0 (I — P (1)) e+ 84X (1~ P (3)) Xo).

where e,Y, and X are the matrices stacking &,’s, y,’s and x}1;’s, respectively, and P () is
the orthogonal projection matrix onto Z; (7)’s.

Let 7 be an estimator such that
St (3) < St (%) +op (T7%%). (F.1)

Then, by Lemma the ULLN for 7! Zthl Zy (v) Zy ()", the rank condition for EZ; () Z; ()’
in Assumption 3| (iii), the fact that P (vy) Xo = Xo,

0 > T*(Sr(J) —Sr (1)) —op (1)

2
_ % (¢ (P (10) — P () e + 265 X0 (P (7o) — P (F)) e + 84 X4 (P (70) — P (3)) Xodo)

1 ~
= op(l)+ ngX(’) (I = P (7)) Xodo,
= Oop (].) + Edal‘tﬂf;dolt — (Ed6$t1tZt (/’\y/)/) (EZt (/’\Y/) Zt (?)I)_l EZt (;\)//) 1tl’2d0.

A®)

However, the term A (¥) is continuous by Assumption and has maximum at ¥ = -y by
the property of the orthogonal projection, and Edjz,z;do1l; — A(y) > 0 for any v # o due to
Assumptions and Finally, the compact parameter space yields the consistency
of 4 by the argmax continuous mapping theorem (see, e.g., van der Vaart and Wellner| (1996,
p.286)).
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Turning to @, note that

0 > Sr(a,7)— St (ao, )

S
= Rr(@,%) = Gr(a,7) + Gr (a0,7) , (F.2)

where

First, note that

RT (a> ’7) - R (a7 7)
T
= (0—a0) 5 3 () Z () ~EZ (1) Z () (a — a)

N t=1
(F.3)

t=1
/ !
(a — ap)

t=1
= op(1)(|a — ap|3 + | — aplz) uniformly in v € T,

by ULLN. Similarly,

T
ZstZt ( ) o — 050 Z St.’Et(So 1t — 1t ('70)) s (F4)

t=1
= op(1)(Ja — apl2) uniformly in vy € T’

Combining these results together implies that
R(@,7) < op(1)(|@ — aols + [@ — acl3)-

Then, combining this result with the proof of Theorem implies that @ — ag = op(1) as

(A.6) shows that R is bounded below by some positive constant times |a — agl5. I

46



F.2 Rates of Convergence

To begin with, we assume ~ belongs to a small neighborhood of vg due to the preceding
consistency proof. It is useful to introduce additional notation. Let 1;(y) = 1{f/y > 0}

while 1; = 14 (70). Similarly, let 1; (v,5) = 1{f/v < 0 < f/5}. Clearly, 1; () = 1; (0,~).
Define

Hy4(7) = evido (14 (’Y) — 1t (70)) 5
Has(v) = (2100)° |1t (7) — 1¢ (70)],
Hz1(7) = (2300) (1t (v )— 1 (0)) Zej (7)),

where Zy; () is the j-th element of Z; (7). For the simplicity of notation, we suppress the

dependence of Hz(y) on j. We first state a lemma that is a direct consequence of Lemmas
and [[.2] for an easy reference.

Lemma F.2. There exists a constant Cy > 0 such that for any n > 0,

!

sup
[y—0l, <T—142¢

=3 () - Eﬂkm}‘ —0r(7):

ST
I

sup
[y=y0ly <T—1H2¢

%Z {Hat(y) — EH2,t(7)}‘ =0Op (Tllﬂ,> )

TZ{Hm EHk,t('Y)}‘ — T~ |y — 30y

1
-or(z):
Lemma F.3 (Rates of Convergence). Let Assumptions @ and hold. Then asT — oo,

~ 1 - 1
|& — agly, = Op (\/T) and |y —~oly = Op (1’1—2%0) )

Proof of Lemma[F.3. The proof is based on the following two steps, which will be shown

T- l+2"’<|’)’ Y0lo<C2

where k =1,2, 3.

later.

Step 1. As T — o0, there exist positive constants ¢ and e, with probability approaching one,
2 _
R(a,7) > cla— agly + T 2 v = 0ly

for any a and 7 such that |a — ap| < e and |y — y9| < e. Recall R(a,7) is defined in (A.3]).
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Step 2. There exists a positive constant 7 < ¢/2 such that

1 1
|Gr (o,7) — Gr (0,70)| < Op (ﬁ) la — aoly + 0T 7% |y — 0|y + Op <T> (F.5)

_ 1
R (@7) = R n)| < nla = aolf 4477 1y = oly +0r (7). (F.6)

where the inequalities above are uniform in a and 7 such that | — ag| < e and |y — yo| < e,
in the sense that the sequences Op (-) and op (+) do not depend on « and ~.

Given Steps 1 and 2, since
R(a,7) < |Gr (a,7) — Gr (a0, 7)| + [Rr (@,7) — R(a,7)],

we conclude that

(c—2n) (& = aol3 + T2 [ = 0l,) < Op (&) @ — agly + Op (;) . (B
That is,
& aol2 < Op (\/1:7> 6 — agly + Op (}) ,
implying
a—agly =0p <\/1T> and thus [y — 70|, = Op <T11—2<p> .
|

Proof of Step 1. Due to Assumption[dand then Assumption[I1]we can find positive constants
¢, ¢ such that

E (80 (1t (v) — 1t (30))) = T2¢E |1, (7) — 14 (30)|
> coT™ 2 |7 — oy -

More specifically, we need to show that there exists a constant ¢ > 0 and a neighborhood of

~o such that for all v in the neighborhood

G()=E1:(7) =1 ()] > cly —0ls-

Note that f/vo = u; and the first element of (7 — vg) is zero due to the normalization. Then,

G(v)= ]P){_fét (72 —720) < w < 0} +P{0 <up < —fh (72 —’Yzo)}-

Since the conditional density of u; is bounded away from zero and continuous, we can find a
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strictly positive lower bound, say ci, of the conditional density of u; if we choose a sufficiently

small open neighborhood € of zero. Then,

P{—fa (v2—v20) S ue <0} > c1E (f3, (2 — v20) 1{f3 (v2 — 720) > 0} 1{| fo,| < M}),

where M satisfies that max |y — 49|y M belongs to e. This is always feasible because we can

make max |y — Yo, as small as necessary due to the consistency of 4. Similarly,

P{0 < uy < —f3 (v2—"20)} = 1B (= far (2 — 720) 1{ o (72 — 720) < O} L{|fo| < M}).

Thus,
G(7) > aE (|2 (v2 = 720) | 1 {| f2:| < M}) > e2ly — 0l

for some ¢y > 0 because
it B (|| 1] < 0)) >0

for some M < oo due to Assumption [
Next,

2
E (Z(7) (@ = a0))” = er]a — a3,

due to Assumption
Also, note that

|E (300 (1¢ (v) — 1 (0))) Ze () (@ — )|

< TR |aldo 110 (7) = 1t (10)] 170 (1) | — ol

< 217 %|do|2CoC1 |y — Yola | — a0y
where the second inequality comes from Assumption and Assumption Combining
the inequalities above together yields that

2 2
R(,7) =E(Z: () (@ — ag))” + E (2180 (1¢ () — 1t (70)))
+ 2E (2100 (1¢ (7) — 1 (20))) Zi (7)' (@ — ag) (F.8)

> c1 | — aold + T2 |y — Y0l — CoaT~% |y — 7o0ly |a — o)y,

where CQ = 2|d0|20001.
We consider two cases: (i) ¢1 |a — agly > 20T 7% |y — y9|y and (ii) ¢1 |a — agly < 2C2T 7% |y — 9l -
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When (i) holds,
R(1) > 5 Ja = aoly + T~ [y = 0l,.
When (ii) holds, we have that
CoT™% |y = yolg | — aoly < 201_102271_2@ Iy — ’)’0‘% :
Then under (ii),

0T |y = voly = CoaT ™% |y — Y0l o — ol
> T2 |y =0l [co = 267 CF Iy = y0l,] -

Thus, as long as |y — Yoly < coc1/(4C%), we obtain the desired result. This completes the
proof of Step 1 by taking ¢ = min{co, ¢1}/2 since |7 — y0|, = op (1) by Lemma 1

Proof of Step 2. To prove (F.5|), note that as in (F.4]),
1
5 |GT (Oé, 7) - GT (CY()’ ’70)| (Fg)

< +

1 T
T > aZi(7) (@ = ao)
t=1

Lz
- Z g0 (1 () — 14 (70))|
=1

= 1 — =20 | 1
= 0p (=) la = aaly %1 = 2l + O ()

for any 0 < 17 < ¢/2, by the MDS CLT and Lemma [L.1| for the first term 7'~/ 23;1 et Zy (7)
and by Assumption for the second term 7! ZZ;I erxy00 (1 (7) — 1t (70))-
We now prove (F.6). Note that for any 0 < 7 < ¢/2, as in (F.3)),

IRy (ar,7) = R (e, )| (F.10)
T
< (e — o)’ % Z (Ze (V) Ze (V) —EZi () Ze (7)) (o — o)
t=1
T
#1237 (0160)? 110 () — 1 (o)) — B (2460)* 1 () — L (o)
t=1
T
125708 o (1 ()~ 14 (30)) 20 () — E e (1 (3) — 10 (30)) Ze ()] (e — )
t=1

1 _
<op <’a - Oéo|§) + Op <T> + 0T |y — y0ly

by ULLN for the first term and by Lemma [F.2] for the second and third terms. This completes
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the proof. 1

F.3 Asymptotic Distribution

Proof of Theorem [3.1. Let rp = T2, a = VT (a — ap) and g = r7 (y — ). To prove the

theorem, we first derive the weak convergence of the process

Kr(a,g) =T (ST <Ozo ta-T Y2 y+g- 7“%1) - St (040,70)) ,

over an arbitrary compact set, say AG, and then apply the argmax continuous mapping

theorem to obtain the limit distribution of & and 7.

Step 1. The following decomposition holds uniformly in (a, g) € AG:

Kr (a,9) = Kir (a) + Kar (9) — 2Ksr (9) +0op (1),

where

T
2
Kir (a) := d'EZ; (v0) Zi (v0) a — —= E etZt () a,
VT =

],

Kor (9) == T -E | (2180)" [1¢ (vo +g-77") — 1

T
Kot (g) == 3 curtto (1 (o +9-r7) — 1.
t=1

Proof of Step 1. To begin with, note that (F.10) and Lemma together imply that

T- [RT (ao+a-T_1/2,70+g-r}1> —R(ao+a-T‘1/2,70+g~T%1>}

(F.11)
= op(1) uniformly in (a,g) € AG.
Recall and write that
T-R<a0+a-T_1/2,’yg —I—g-r;l)
=dE [Zt (vo+g-r7") Z (’Yo+9'7’fl)/] a (F.12)

+TE (2100)° [L{fl (o +g-77") >0} = 1{fir0}]
+272 B (2460 (1 (o + 9 r7") = 1 (90))) Ze (o + 9 77") @
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Then, due to Assumption [4]

{2 (o +9-17") Z (0 +9-17")| = E [Z (30) Z¢ ()] } a = op(1),

/ (F.13)
T2 . | {(xé(so (1t (vo+g- 7”;1) ~1:(1))) Zt (v +9g- 7"}1) } a=op(l)

uniformly in (a, g) € AG. Then combining (F.11)-(F.13) yields that

T Ry (ao+a'T_1/2,’yo+g-r}1>

=dE [Zt (v0) Z¢ (’yo)'] a+T-E (:L‘;(So)2 ‘1 {ft' (fyg +g- 7“;1) > O} -1 {ft'vo}! (F.14)
+ op(1) uniformly in (a, g) € AG.

We now consider the term T [GT (ao +a-T Y2y +g- T;l) — Gr (ap, 70)]. First, note
that due to Lemma

T
\%Z& [Z: (vo+9-r7") = Zi (30)] a = op (1) (F.15)
t=1

uniformly in (a, g) € AG. Then, recall (F.4]) and write that

T [GT (ao +a-TV% vg+g- 7”51> - Gr (00770)}

T T
2
= JT ZetZt (vo+g- T}l)/a +2 Zatxgdo (1t (vo+9- ) =1 (0))
T= t=1
T

T

2 _

=77 Y eZi(v0) a+2) ewido (I (o+g-r7') — 1 (0)) +op (1), (F.16)
t=1 t=1

uniformly in (a,g) € AG, where the last equality follows from (F.15). Then Step 1 follows

immediately recalling the decomposition in (F.2)) and collecting the leading terms in (F.14))

and (F.16). n

In view of Step 1, the limiting distribution of a is determined by K;7 (a). That is,

T
0 = [EZ (70) Zs (o)1 ™" — ST 6,2, (70) + op(1).
[EZ; (0) Zt (0)'] ﬁtz1€ (70) +op(1)

Then the first desired result follows directly from the martingale difference central limit
theorem (e.g. Hall and Heyde, 1980).
Step 2.

T2 (5 — 5) L argélglinﬂ*l [(xédo)2 | £19] Pus) e (0)} +2W (g),
g
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where W is a Gaussian process whose covariance kernel is given by H (-,-) in (3.1) and
Q:{geRd:91:O}.

Proof of Step 2. The distribution of g is determined by Kor (9) — 2Ksp (g). For the weak
convergence of Ksr (g), we need to verify the tightness of the process and the finite dimen-
sional convergence. The tightness is the consequence of Lemma since for any finite g and

for any ¢ > 0,

P{ sup |Kar (9) — Kz (h)| > C}
|h—g|<e

T
jf ; eutldo (1¢ (3) — 1t (7))

C
= P sup > —T%
{w—we/rT 2VT }

E2

C

S 6747

which can be made arbitrarily small by choosing € small. For the fidi, we apply the mar-
tingale difference central limit theorem (e.g. Hall and Heyde, 1980)). Specifically, let w; =
Vrreszido (1t (vo+ 9 - r;l) — 1;) and verify that max; [wy| = op (\/T) and that % Z;f:l w?
has a proper non-degenerate probability limit. However, T 2Emax; w} < T 'Ew} since

max; |a;| < 1, |as| and wy is stationary. Now,
T~ 'Ew} =T 'r}E [(etx;do)“ L (vo+g-r7') — 14] <CT 'rp=o0(1).

Furthermore, %Zthl (w} — Ew?) = op(1). The limit of Ew} will be given later while we
characterize the covariance kernel of the process Ksr (g).

To derive the covariance kernel of Kz (¢) and the limit of Koz (g), we need to derive the
limit of the type

im mEn} [1{f] (o +s/m) > 0} = 1{f; (o + g/m) > 0}

for some random variable n; given s # g. We split the remainder of the proof into two cases.

Remark F.1. In the meantime, we note that this proof also implies that the covariance
between the second term in Kjr(a) and Ksr(g) degenerates, which implies the asymptotic

independence between two processes.

Recall that v4 = 1. With this normalization, we need to fix the first element of g in
Kot (g) and K37 (g) at zero. Thus, we assume g € R?~! with a slight abuse of notation and

introduce uw; = f{p and

h (e e, far), g/m) = nel {ue + fog/m >0}
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for g € R and some random variable 7;, which will be made more explicit later. Then,
the asymptotic covariances of the process Ksr (¢g) and the limit of Kop (g) are characterized

by the limit of the type

L(s,g) = lim mE(h(-s/m)—h(,g/m))?,

m—0o0

for g,s € R4"L. That is, for the asymptotic covariance kernel H (s, g) of Kar (g), set n; =
whdoey, which is a martingale difference sequence to render Eh (-, g/m) = 0, and m = T'2%.
Then,

H(s,g) = cov(Ksr(s),Ksr(g))
= E((h(,s/m)—ml{u >0})(h(-,g/m)—nl{u >0}))

- %(L(s,0)+L(9,0)—L(8»9))’

since 2ab = a2 + b2 — (a — b)* and h(-,0) = n1{u; > 0}. On the other hand, the limit of
Koz (g) will be given by L (g,0) with n = x}dp.
Note that

L(s.g) = lim mEn; |1 {u, + fos/m >0} — 1{uy + fo,9/m > 0}
= mEnfl {ut + fhs/m > 0> uy + fétg/m}
+mEnf1 {us + fo9/m >0 > + fhs/m}.

Furthermore, let pyy, (-) and P, denote the conditional density of u; given fa = fo and the

probability measure for fo;, respectively, and note that

mEn; 1 {Ut + fogs/m >0 > uy + fétg/m}
~ / / E [n2lw/m, f2] 1{—fog > w > — 3} pus, (w/m) dwdP,

5 / E [1210, f2] (—fog + £35) 1 (£39 < £35) puis, (0) dPa.

where the equality is by a change of variables, w = m - v and the convergence is as m — oo

by the dominated convergence theorem (DCT). This implies that

L(s,g) = / E [7210, f2] | fog — 55| puys, (0) dPy.

In the special case where zjg < 0 < z;s almost surely, L(s,g) = L(s,0) + L(g,0). This

happens when f; = (¢, —1) and thus z; is a constant given w;.
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Therefore, putting together,

_ ~ d . 2
TI22 (5 —70) - argmin B[ («4do)* | /9] Puisar (0)] +2VV (),
g€R4:g1 =0

where W is a Gaussian process whose covariance kernel is given by

H (s,9) = 2B [ (o) (1o + | £15] — [7 (9 — 9)]) Py )]

|
Step 3. Asymptotically, a and g are independent of each other.

Proof of Step 3. This is straightforward due to the separability of K into functions of a and
g, and due to Remark that addresses the independence between the processes of a and

g- 1

G Proof of Asymptotics in Section [4; Estimated Factors

G.1 A Roadmap of the Proof

Due to the complexity of the proof, we begin with a roadmap to help readers follow the steps

of the proof.

Step I. We first prove a probability bound for \ft - ﬁ\g in Section where
. hy
= Hypge + Hp—.
Ji TIt TN

Step II. We then replace the PCA estimator ft in the objective function Sr (a,7)
with its first-order approximation ﬁ, and show that the effect of such a replacement
is negligible for the convergence rates of the estimators we obtain in the later steps in
Section

Step III. We show the consistency of estimators. To do so and to derive the convergence
rates in the later steps, we use the alternative parametrization ¢ = Hp7y, which helps us
derive various uniform convergence lemmas. Note that the reparametrization is fine for
the consistency and convergence rate results of the original parameter estimates since

H7 is nonsingular with probability approaching one.
Step I'V. We then decompose the objective function into the following form:
gT (Oé, H’;“lgb) - gT (aOa H;1¢0) = ]RT(OZ, qb) + G1(¢) - C(av ¢)7
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where Ry (-, -) and G;(-) are deterministic functions and C(-, ) is a stochastic function.
The formal definitions are given before Lemma Then as St (&,7) —Sr (i, 7o) < 0,
the decomposition yields: for g/g = Hr?7,

Cla — aol3 + G1(9) < C(@, 9) (G.1)

where Rr(a, ¢) is lower bounded by Cla — ap|3 uniformly. Then, Lemmas and

-~

establish uniform stochastic upper bounds for C(a, ¢) through maximal inequalities.

Step V. Next, we derive a uniform lower bound for Gi(¢) over ¢ near ¢y and over the
ratio vN/T'72¢ in Lemma In particular, G1(¢) has a “kink” lower bound:

C

G1(¢) > CT 2?|¢ — dhola — TNT

These bounds lead to the rate of convergence:
& — agly = Op(T~ 2+ NTVAT™9), |§ — oy = Op(T~1729) 4 N71/2),

These bounds and the rates are sharp in the case v N/T'72% — oo, and are identical

to the case of the known factor.

Step VI. It turns out the lower and upper bounds for Gi(-) and C(:) are not sharp
when VN /T2 — w < co. We then provide sharper bounds for these terms. In
particular, obtaining the sharp lower bound for Gi(-) is most challenging and involves
complicated expansions. We establish in Lemma [G.6] that it has a quadratic lower

bound with an unusual error rate:

1

Gi(¢) > CT*VN|p—¢ol3 — O(ZaoNE76

).

These lead to a sharp rate for aﬁ in Proposition in the case of w < co.

Step VII. Finally, we derive the limiting distributions for & and 7. This involves utiliz-
ing the convergence rates we obtained through the preceding steps to recenter, rescale
and reparametrize the original criterion function, which is parametrized not by ¢ but by
~. Then, we establish the stochastic equicontinuity of the empirical process part of the
transformed process (i.e. centered process) in Section and the careful expansion of
the drift (i.e. bias) part of the process as a function of the limit w = limy p vV NT~1+2#
in Section Due to the random rotation matrix Hr incurred by the factor estima-
tion, we prove an extended continuous mapping theorem in Lemma [[.4] to derive the

weak convergence of the transformed criterion function. The remaining step is the ap-
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plication of the argmax continuous mapping theorem. The new CMT extends Theorem
1.11.1 of van der Vaart and Wellner| (1996) to allowing stochastic drifting functions G,
(while van der Vaart and Wellner| (1996) requires G,, be deterministic).

G.2 Discussion on Assumption 9

We discuss the reasons why Assumption [J] presents various conditions on several different
conditional distributions and why those conditional distributions are well defined. A key
technical issue in expanding the least squares loss function, in the unknown factor case, is to
consider the properties of the conditional density of g;¢o, given g;(¢ — ¢o) and (x¢, hy). It is

needed in bounding terms of the form:

E [(2160)*¥ (hydo, gido, g5(¢ — d0)]

with a suitably defined function ¥. But we should be cautious that such a conditional density
might be degenerated because given ¢;(¢ — ¢o), there might be no degree of freedom left for
gi¢o. To address this issue, we observe that by the identification condition, we can write
v = (1,%) = Hy 1o, where 1 is the first element of 4. Let the corresponding factor be
fi = (1. far)- Then gi(¢— do) = f{(y —70) = fa(72 —02), 50 it depends on f; only through
far. As such, we can consider the conditional density of f/yo given (far, x¢, ht). Being given
for still leaves degrees of freedom for f/~g, so such conditional density is well defined.

In the lower bound for Gi(¢) in Step VI, the problem eventually reduces to lower bounding

E [(2460)°P f1yl far e, (0) |91 (& — ¢0)[*1{|gel2 < Mo}

for a sufficiently large My. We can apply the above argument to achieve a tight quadratic
lower bound C|¢ — ¢|3, so long as the conditional density p Fivol far (0) and the eigenvalues
of E[(x}do)?|gt, ht] are bounded away from zero. In addition, here we also need to upper bound
]P’(% < gi(¢ — ¢o) < }i/;%’ |ht) and P(% < gip < ’{;%J |h¢). This is ensured by the condition
SUP |y <c Pylriae by (W) < M.

When we derive a lower bound for G;(¢) in Step V, we also need such an argument for

the conditional density of ﬁ = H.gi, where g = g + % is the perturbed factors, estimated
by the PCA. For instance, we need a lower bound when ¥ =P (0 < g;¢o < |g;(¢ — ¢0)|). To
derive this lower bound, write f; = (ﬁt, ]?215) Then §;(¢ — ¢o) depends on ; only through
fgt. As such, we can consider the conditional density of ﬁ’yo given (fgt,xt), and obtain a

lower bound

E [(2}do)*1(0 < g0 < |gi(¢ — ¢o)])] > inf pp 2 (M)E (|7, — ¢o)l] = Clo — ol

m,z, far
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where it is assumed that inf,, . inf (m) > ¢g > 0. The need for arguments like

x»fu pfhoh?%wt
this gives rise to Assumption [9] (i)-(iv).

G.3 Consistency
G.3.1 A probability bound for |f, — fi|2

The stochastic order of the approximation error of ﬁ—ft has been well studied in the literature
(see, e.g. Bal, [2003)). However, all the existing results in the literature are on the rates of
convergence for fvt — ﬁ of a fixed t and for % Do |ﬁ — ft|§ We strengthen these results below

by obtaining the following probability bound.

Proposition G.1. Suppose T = O(N). Define

(log T)?/e1

Ay = T

Then for a sufficiently large constant C' > 0, and ﬁ = H.(g¢ + \’}—fﬁ),

P(|f, — Jila > CAf) < O(T0).

Proof of Proposition[G.1. The proof consists of several steps. Recall that J?lt denotes the
K x 1 vector of PCA estimator of g1;. Write e; = (eqy, ..., ent)’.
Step 1: Decomposition of f, — H’.g;

Define K x K matrix Hy, = Vit A ST f1497,Sa, and Sy = L A’A. Also let Vi be the
K x K diagonal matrix whose entries are the first K eigenvalues of YY)’ /NT (equivalently,
the first K eigenvalues of ﬁ > i Y)). We have

6
- 1
flt — Hé“glt = H%SAINA/Q + ZAt,d7 (GQ)
d=1
where
1l 1
At,l = VT_IH%f ZglswE@;et,
s=1

T
1 ~ ~ 1
Ao = Vi'2D (fis — Hpgis) < Eeler,
T p— N
T

41 ~ ~ 1
Ars = Vi 1? Z(fls - H}gls)ﬁ(e’set - ]Ee’set),

s=1

T
1~ 1
Apg = VTlH}—TNE g1s(eier — Eeley),
s=1
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T N
11 ~ ~ 1
Ais = VTlf E (fis — Hrgis) gitﬁ E Ai€is,
s=1 =1

At,ﬁ = IHTT ZglsgltN Z)\ €is-
Hence for Hj = diag{H}, 1}, g0 = (g}, 1), fo = (Fip 1), b = (S3'2%,0), and f; =
H’.(g¢ + %), we have
6
—fi=0_ A14,0). (G.3)
d=1

Step 2: Bounding = o |f1t T91t|2
Note that

1 & 1 & h 1 & 1. 1
ra T/ 2 7/ t 2 —1 777 r12
T;|f1t_HTglt|2 < 4TtZ|HT\/N|2+4T;|VT Hr— ;glsNEesetb

1 ~
5 1 f1s = Hpgual3(as + az + as)

s=1

~5 L

T
1
+8T;| 1HTTNZglseet Eele)|3

T
8, Z| IHTTZ Zglsezs fg1el3,
=

where

1
1 1 /
|V ’2T2 2 ISEIN 6 €t — E€ 6t)|2, |V ’2T2 ;1;1’ 1tNA 65‘2

and assuming ﬁ thSST ZigN [Eeieis| < C,

T
1
az = |V ]2maX|—Ee et] ZZ Ee set] < ClVn 12T

t s=1

Hence for exr = (1 — a1 — ag — a3),
1 <& 1 L Lz
- - ) L 2
T ; |fie — Hrgulaenr < 8? ; |V H/Tﬁ ;gls(e;et — Eeley)|3
T . .
1 7! ht 2 1 1 1 1 , )
+4T tz:; |HT\/7N|2 + 4? tz:; |VT HTT ;glsNEesetb
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T

N
+8— Z Vi 1HT Z Zghe@-s)\;gulg- (G4)
- =

s=1
Next we provide probability bounds for each term on the right hand side below.

Step 3: Proving that TSP(|V; e > Cy) + TSP(|Hrly > Cx) = o(1) for some Cyy, Cir > 0
Let V' be the diagonal matrix consisting of the first K eigenvalues of ¥ 1/2 Elg1:974) 2 2,

On the event [V — V|2 < Amin(V)/2,

|‘/T_1‘2 = VT) < 2A— (V) < 2)\111111( A A>)\m1n<Egltglt) C

mln ( min

We now show TP(|Vr — V| > Amin(V)/2) = o(1). By Weyl’s theorem,
1 / 1 / / 1 / 1 / /
Vr —=V]p < |ﬁ Zytyt — v AEggu A |2 < |NA(Egltglt -7 Zgltglt)A |2
t t

1 1 11 1
+2|NAf zt: guele + |N(f Zt: ece} — Eeey)|o + N\Eeteﬂg

IN

1 1 1 1.1 C
/ ! ! / !
C|Eg1ig1s — T Et g1egiele + Ci\/ﬁ‘f Et gitet|a + ’N(T Et erey — Eegel)|a + N
C
= b1+b2+b3+ﬁ.

By the Bernstein inequality, for some M, c,(,r > 0,

1
TP(by > Amin(V)/9) = T°P(C|Eg1.d}, — - > gidhelz > Amin(V)/9)
t
< TOexp(=MT®) = o(1),
1
TP(by > Amin(V)/9) = TBIP(C’\T > gueetla > VNAmin(V)/9)
t

_ 1
< CT 35&%(15\\/?;91%%!5
3 - 1
= T_ P Y — 3 - d
C mZaX/O ( ﬁ;glteztb >z ")dx

o
< cr / exp(—Ca ™ )dx = O(T ),

0

1
TP(bs > Amin(V)/9) = T°P(| Z erer — Berehla > Nmin(V)/9)

§ cT™ maXE| \f Z(eitejt — Eeitejt)v
< o173 I%?X/O \F Z (eirejr — Eejreje)| > 7" )dx
< C’TS/ exp(—Cz~%)dz = O(T3).

0
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Hence

TP(|V; Y > C,) < TP(Vite > Co Ve = V2 < Amin(V)/2)
+TP(|Vr — Vg > Amin(V)/2)

TP(|[Vp — Vs > Amin(V)/2)

TOP(by + by + b3 > Amin(V)/3)

3
T "P(bi > Auin(V)/9) = o(1).
=1

IN

IN

Now On the event ]VT_l\g < Cy, for Cy > CfC’U(QMf)l/QK (recall [Sple < Cy and E|gy|3 <
My),

Tﬁp(’ﬁﬂg > Cq)

_ 1
< TOP(IVy 'l > Co) + T°P( Etj g1l > 2M)
1
< o(1)+ T6P(T Z(|glt|§ — Elgul3) > My) = o(1).

t

Step 4: Proving T°P(ay2 > CN~tlog®T) = o(1) for some ¢,C >0

Instep 2, a1 = |V; ' P2 ST |+ (eles—Eele;) . By steps 3 and 4, with probability
at least 1 — o(T79), |V '|s < C. Thus for ¢ = 2¢; !,

T T
1 1
T°P(a; > CN 'og®T) < TP(C—5 > Y |——(cher — Beler)* > Clog® T) + of1
(a1 g’T) < (Cr3 IﬁN(t t)| g°T) + o(1)

IA
N
=2
=
Q
=
IS
"

(che; — Beler)|? > Clog®T) + o(1)

—Eele)| > Clog™?T)
< Cexp(lllogT — C1ClogT) = o(1), (G.5)

IN
N
[0
:
»
=
oY
o

provided that C1C*t > 11. Similarly,

1
T%P(ay > CN'1ogtT) < o(1) + T° maXIP’(|NA'eSI§ > CN 11ogtT) = o(1). (G.6)

Step 5: Prove TOP(+ ST | fie — ﬁ’Tglt@ > C(logT) (% + 7)) = o(1) for c=2/c,

By (G.4), and steps 3 and 4, there is C' > 0, with probability at least 1 — o(T %),

T

1 ~ -

T E \fie — Hrgui|3 < C(dy + ... + dy),
=1
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where

1
T

S
I
N

T
1
TN > gis(eler — Eeles)[3,
s=1

T
< \/N 2

1 T
!T\,ste’sl\gu\%,
1 s=1

4 1
’ ’2 — _F /
91s0st|o, Ost = N €s€¢.
1 s=1

1

o+
I

=l
M~

dy =

-
Il

el
E

~

dy =

o~
Il

dy =

N~

Nl =
E

t

The tail probability of dy has already been bounded in (G.6):
T°P(dy > N~'Clog? T) = o(1).

For z = (log T)%“'m, y = (log T)%“'m, z = (log T)?/“'m and sufficiently large m,

TP(| — Zglsu’SA\g > (NT) 'y) < Cexp(10log T — C1y°/?) = o(1),
TOP(max |g14]2 > 2) < exp(6log T — C12°/2) = o(1). (G.7)

Note that max; ZT lost] < Cy for some C, > 0. Therefore,

s=1

TSP(d; > (NT) ') < TO°P( g1s(eher —Eele)|3 > (NT) )

N~
M=
HTH
=
]~

IN

T
1
T8 max B(| = 3" graleler — Eelen)ls > 21/%) = o(1),

TSP(d3 > (NT) ™ 1y)

IA

TOP(|— 3" gueelA3 > (NT) ') + o(1) = o(1),

TOP(dy > T2C22)

A
N
(=)
=
15
"
=
\
ing
=
3
ox
v
N~
b
N
X

IN

1 _
T° m?xIP’(m?X ]915|2(T Z; lost])? > T72C22)
S=

76 m?xIP’(max lg1s]* > 2) = o(1).
S

IN



Together, we have, for ¢ = log?/“!, with probability at least 1 — o(T9),

1 1

T
1 ~ ~
T Z |fit — Hrg1|3 < Cm3p, where m3,p = (logT)C(N + ﬁ)

t=1

Step 6: finishing the proof

We now work with 1D fi—fr = (23:1 Ay 4,0). Write Q = + ZZZI \ﬁs —ﬁ}gu\%. Step
5 proved Q < Cm3; with probability at least 1 — o(7?). In addition,

B(|fi]s > M(log T)/*t) < C exp(—Cy M (log T)) = CT~CrM < o(T?)

for large enough M.
Now take
T = C(logT)l/cl, y= C(logT)l/cl, w = C’(logT)l/cl,

z=(logT)"/w, z=C(logT)"/, §=(logT)""%.
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Then, we have, for sufficiently large C' > 0,

T
1
TOP(|A 1|2 > CT Y (log T)Y ) < TGP(mgx 9162 > \N]Ee;et| > C(log T)Y1) + o(1)
s=1

< TOP(max |g1s|2 > C(log T)) + 0(1) = o(1),

T
1 ~ ~ 1 _
TOP(|Asalo > myrT~H2C) < TGP(|T E (fis — H/Tgls)NEegetb > myrT~V20)
s=1

1 1 _
S TGP(Qf g ‘N}Eegetﬁ > m?VTT 102)

1 1
6 / / 2 _
<T P(rr;z%x|NEeset| é \NEeset\ > C*%) +o(1) = o(1),

T
1 ~ ~ 1 _
TOP(|As3]o > myrN~V20) = T%P(C]T > (fis— H’Tgls)ﬁ(e;et —Eeley)| > myrN~22) + o(1)

T
1 1
<@ T6]P’(C'Qf Z \N(elset —Eeley)|? > mirN"t2?) + o(1)
A maxIP)(|T(e'Set —Eeley)| > )+ o(1) = o(1),

TOP(|Agaly > (NT)~'/2y) = TSP(C 72 gis(ehe; — Eeley)|a > ) =) o(1)

_ 1 ~ 1 _
TOP(|Ar5l2 > myrN~122) = TSP(C = > (fis - Hépgls)gitNA'esb > myrN7V22) 4+ 0(1),

s=1

1 1 _
< T6P(C]glt\§f Z \NA’es\g > N122%) +0(1)
<T max]P’(C’\\/» ‘esla > w) + o(1) =@ o(1),

T
"B(|Arol2 > (NT)/25) = TB(C| ZglsguA esla > (NT)2g) + o(1)

< TOP( (Clyr Zglse Aly > (NT)™Y2%) + 0(1),

where in (a) we used Cauchy-Schwarz; (b) comes from (G.5)); (c) and (e) follow from (G.7));
(d) is from 1) Combined together, \ft - ft] < CAy with probability at least 1 — o(T?),

log/' T log'/® T + log!/® T'log!/' T 1 logl/clT
Af = T + +myr(—
VNT \F VN
log?/cr T
G = —
T
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where that last inequality is due to "= O(N).
1

G.3.2 Defining notation

In the sequel, we show that (a,7) defined in Section |4 is asymptotically equivalent to the
minimizer of the criterion function that replaces ﬁ in gT (e, 7y) with ﬁ in the sense that they
have an identical asymptotic distribution. Below we introduce various terms in the form of
“and . They indicate that the corresponding terms contain ﬁ and ft in their definitions,
respectively.

Let 1; = 1{f/y0 > 0} and recall that

St (a,7)

T
= Sr(a0n0) + o O (58— o)+ (51{Fy > 0} — o1 {Fro > 0}))’
t=1

2y (50 = 2180 (1470 > 0} = 12) ) (1.(8 = Bo) + a1 (81 F/7 > 0} = 81{Fr0 > 0})) .

t=1

'ﬂ\l\?

And introduce the following decomposition:

Sr(@,9) = Sr(a0,90) = Ri(@,9) + Ra(@,9) + Rs(@,7)
]ﬁT(afy)

-~ (©1@3) +Cal@) - Ca(a,7) - Ca(@ 7)),

[\

Gr(@3)~Gr(a0,0)

where the additional terms are defined in the sequel. Also, note that we suppress the de-
pendence on T' to save notational burden as we introduce the more detailed decomposition.
Let

Zo(y) = (@, i 1{fiy > 0F)s Zo(v) = (2, 2 1{fey > 0}),
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I,@T (Oé, 7) =

Gr (a,y) =

Then we have

1/~ - 2
72 (Z) a=Zi () o)
t=1
1 /= 2 1 & ol (~ _
=3 (2 (@=a0)) + 5 (@100)* |1 {Fir > 0} =1 {F0 > 0|
t=1 t=1
Ry (ayy) EQ(O&,’Y)
T
+% Za:gcso (1 {ﬁ'”y > O} -1 {f;”yo > 0}) Z () (o — ),
t=1
R (ayy)
T
%Z (5,5 — x40 (1{}";(70 >0} — 1{fivo > 0})) (Z () o — 7 (70)/040) )
t=1

T

Gr (0,7~ Cr(070) = =3 (s~ (170 > 0} ~10)) (2 @~ Zi (20)' o)

where

C4(aa7)

t=1
(El «, 7) + @Q(Qa ,Y) - @3(0[’ ,Y) - @4(0[) 7)7

T
%Zm;(s (1{?1{7 >0} = 1{flvo > 0}) )
=1

57&Zt (’Yo)/ (@ —ap),

H
Il
—

Nliv Sl
[]=I0~L

2100218 (1{F{70 > 0 = 1) (HTiy > 0} = {0 > 0}).

~~
Il
—

lEN
M=

00 (1{1?7:/70 >0} — 1t> Z (%) (@ = ).

H
Il
—_

In addition, the following quantities will be used in the proofs to follow.

2

(2 (@=a0))

M| =
N

t

Il
—

LS (00)? [Ty > 0} — 10 > 0},

WE

t=1

WE

T
23 atdo (1{ 7 > 0} —1{Fr0 > 0}) Z:(2) (0~ a),

1

-
Il
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T
Cilan) = = ewld (U > 0F = 10 > 0}).
t=1

. 9 T N

Crlay) = 7 > eZi () (a—ag),

) ) t;l

Calay) = = D aidoatd ({Fo > 0} = 1e) (1 Fy > 0} = {Fro > 0},
t=1
T

Ca (@,7) %21‘250 (1{f7:’70 >0} — 1t) Z; (%) (= ag).

1

~+~
I

G.3.3 Effect of f; — ﬁ

Lemma G.1. Uniformly over a and vy, for Ay defined in Proposition

~ —~

(Z) Forj=1,..,4, (Cj((sa /7) - (C]((Sv 7) < (T—cp + ‘Oé - O‘O’Q)OP(Af +T_6)'

(ii) |Ca(@)| < Op(T71/2 4+ Ag)|a = ags-

(iii) |Ca(a)] < Op(Af + N~Y)T=%|a — agls.

(iv) For j =1,2,3, | Rz (a,7) = Rjr (2,7) | < [lor = aof3 + T72#|0p (A + T7).

A consequence of this lemma is that the first-order asymptotic distribution of & and 7
can be characterized by the minimizer of Sr (cr,y), which replaces ft in the construction of
Sr (v, ) with 7., since the difference between the two is T-9Op(Af +T79), by Proposition
If in addition 7 = O(N) then it is T-¥Op(A; +T7%) = op (T71).

Proof. (i) We prove this for j = 1. The others are similarly shown. Note that
1 & .
sup | eur (1{Fiy > 0} = 1{Fy > 0}l
v t=1

T T
1 S - 1 - S
< sup > lewil21{fly < 0 < fly} +sup 7 > a1 fiy < 0 < fiv}
v t=1 v t=1

We bound the first term on the right side of the inequality above. The second term follows
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similarly. As sup, [v]2 < C,

T
1 ~
sup ey 1{fy <0 < i} (G.8)
v t=1
T
1 ~ o~
S sup Z e} |21{~|f; — fi|2C < fin < 0}
v t=1
1 L - 1 T P
/ ! /
< Sgpf ; |5tl‘t|21{‘ft’7‘ < CAf} + T ; |5t$t‘21{|ft — ft’Z > Af}
T
1 P PO
< TZ |5tx;|21{13f‘f{7‘ < CAs}+O0p (1) CP{|ft — fil2 > A}
t=1
<

Op (1) CP <inf |']/CZ’Y‘ < CAf) +Op (T_G)
v
< Op(Af+T79,
where the first inequality is by the fact that 1{A}1{B} < 1{A} for any events A and B,

and the remaining inequalities are by the law of iterated expectations, the rank condition and
the moment bound that E (|etx¢|y |ge, he) < C a.s. in Assumption [5, and Proposition

(ii) The same proof as in part (i) leads to ’@2(5, v) = Ca(8,7)| < | — aol20p(Af 4+ T79).
It suffices to show |4 ST e:Z: (70) |2 < Op(-%) due to (i). Then

VT
1l > 1 1 & _
7D eZi(w) |2 < Op(ﬁ) + |7 > sl {f0 > 0}
t=1 =1
T
1 he 1 1
< = . 1oty
< |Tt§;€tl't1{(gt+ m)¢0>0}]2+op(ﬁ) OP(\/T)

(iii) The same proof as in part (i) leads to |C4(8, ) — C4(8,7)| < |a—ap|20p(nyr+T-8)T—%.
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Hence it is sufficient to show that

1
T > ze31{fl0 < 0 < fivo}

t

= Z 23140 < fiv0 < |(fr = F)'v0l} < fZ 2 B1{0 < fino < 2 t'Q}

<

- 1/
h

< on( § Bla$1{0 < fi < €142

|72
< OP(].)E’JZ‘”%]P) <O < f;’)/() < Cﬁ i, hy

1
< Op(l)E]a:t@\htbﬁ = Op (N—m) .

(iv) Similarly as in (i),

suprfpfjxt (1{fiv >0} =1{fiv>0}) Z (']

v t=1
1 & - -

< sup Z e 3[1{f/7 < 0 < fiv} + 1{Fflv <0< fi7}]

v _

hy
< SUP 75 Z e 31{|flv] < CAf} + Op(T75) < — Z !xtl21{mf (¢ + 7) v < CAy}
t 1 t 1 N
. h _

< Op(1)E|z4|3P <1gf (g: + \/—%)’fﬂ < CAy xt> < Op(Ap+T79).

Hence uniformly in (o, 7),
|Rs (0,7) = Rs (0,7) | < |a = ag2T~?0p(Af +T7°)

and the cases for j = 1 and 2 are similar, so |Ry (a,7) — Ry (o, 7) | < |a — @ol30p(Af+T79)
and |]§2 (a,y) — R, (,7) | < T7220p(Af + T75). Together, we have

(Ap +T7 T2 +|a — apl3 + |a — apl2T7 ] < 2(Ap + T[T + |a — apl3).

G.3.4 Consistency

The introduced notation R;(c,~) and C;(8,7) depend on the random rotation matrix Hr,
which is inconvenient to carry throughout the study of consistency and rates of convergence.

On the other hand, with g; := g + ﬁht, note that for any v and ¢ = Hrpvy, we have
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ft’v = g,¢, which is in fact independent of Hp. It is therefore more convenient to work with

functions with respect to ¢. Hence we introduce the following functions of reparametrization:

(6) = (1 {ge > 0},

(6) = (@} aj1{glo > 0},

(,¢) = E[(—a0)Z()]?, .

2(0) = R0, Hy'0) = 1 (h6)” (156 > 0} — 1{aid0 > 0},
t=1

T
Rs(o,¢) = Rs(a,Hp'o) = %290250 (1{g1¢ > 0} —1{gid0 > 0}) Z¢ ()’ (a — o),
t=1
T
Ci(6,6) = Ci(6Hil0) =2 7 2 sl (10 > 0} = 1o > 0}),
C3(6,9) = Cs(6.Hy'o) = Za:tcsoxt (g0 > 0} — 1) (1{gho > 0} — 1{gidy > 0}) .

Lemma G.2. Uniformly in («, @), for an arbitrarily small n > 0,

(i) supy |R1 (e, Hp''¢) — R(a, ¢)| = op(1)]a — aol3,

(ii) |R3(c, )| < (Op (T7) + CT? ¢ — doly) | — oly -

(iti) |C1(0,8) — C1(d0, ¢)| < (Op (T™1) + T2 | — ¢o|) T |6 — ol
(1v) |C3(0, ) — C3(do, @)| <T~%|5 — dol, Op (N_I/Q) .

Proof. (i) First, note that by uniform law of large numbers, for a sufficiently large C' > 0,

sup

In addition, )IEZt(qb)Zt(gb)’ — EZt((JS)Zt(gb)’
% EtT:1 Z4($)Z4(¢)'. Hence

sgp \ﬁl(a, Hfldﬁ - R(a, ¢)|

Z Z( — EZ4(¢)Z4(¢)’

< a— 040]2 Sup

+a — aolfsup \Ezt Z4(¢) — BZy(6)Z4(6)

— op(1)]a - aol3.
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(ii) By Lemma uniformly in ¢

T
Ra(,6)] = |2 atdo (1{a6 > 0} — 1 {5d0 > 0}) Z (6)' (o — ax)|
t=1

T
1
< Clo -l > a3 1 {g'e >0} — 1 {7 ¢o > 0}]
t=1
< Cla—aol2[Op(T™) +T7*|¢ — ¢ol]
+Cla — a2 T~ ?E|m4 |5 |1 {g'¢ > 0} — 1 {7 o > 0}
< Cla—agl2[Op(T™) + T %6 — ¢ol].

(iii) Due to Lemma and Holder inequality, for an arbitrarily small n > 0,

|0 — dol2

T
€1(68.0) — Ca(60,0)] < | D e (1{gko > 0} — 1{gioo > )
t=1

T
- D e (1{Fon<0<go}—1{Fo<0< é’qﬁo})‘
t=1

T1l+¢
T%|0 — dol2
< (Op(T7Y) + 0T % |¢p— ¢o|) T¥ |6 — ol -

(iv) Uniformly in ¢,

T
€3 (%0, 9) = C3(6,9)] < %Z jzef3 [1{gib0 > 0} — L{gibo > 0}] |6 — doloT ¥

< T7%|6 — 50‘2 Op <N71/2) s
since the modulus of the difference between two indicators is less than equal to 1. 1

Proposition G.2.

@ — aola = op(1), | — dol2 = op(1).

Since H' = Op(1), this proposition implies that 7 — o = Hfl(gi?— ¢0) +op(1) =op(1)

as well.

Proof. We begin with showing the consistency of 4. Let ﬁ('y) and 13(7) respectively be the
orthogonal projection matrices on Z;(v) and Z (). Then

Sr() = Sr@m) ) =¥ (1-P()Y

P (- P) (- 7))
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where e,Y, and X are the matrices stacking &,’s, y,’s and x}1;’s, respectively.

Let 7 be an estimator such that
St (3) < St (70) + 0p (T72%). (G.9)
Then, 7 satisfies this as it is a minimizer. Furthermore,

0 = 7%(5r()-Sr(w) —or ()

= (@ (Pl = PO e +20%0 (P a0) = P3)) e+ 8 (P (20) = P (5)) Xobo)
(G.10)

For the first term in (G.10)), recall §; = g; + h+N~'/? and note that by Lemma Lemma
and ULLN lead to uniformly in «y, and ¢ = Hry, (recall Zi(¢) = Z())

~2()Z() = %%)’2( )+ op(1 1Zzt ) +op(1)

= 12% 0) + op(1) = EZ,(§)Z(6) + op(1).

Then the rank condition for EZ,($)Z.(¢)" in Assumptionimplies that sup,, [+ Z)Z(y)] ™ =
Op(1). Also,

1~ 1~ 1
sup |- Z(7)'ela < sup|=Z(7)'els + Op(As +T7%) = Op(—=
2 T o T ! VT

by Lemma and an FCLT for VC classes in |Arcones and Yu (1994). So

);

|%e' (Pw) - P@H))el < 25up %e'f’ (v)e < z% sup|[Z(0) 23)) B2 el

1>, 5 o 1= _
< 2sup[Z(7)'Z()] " sup [ Z(7)el; = Op(T™).
Y v

So %e’ (]ﬂ5 (v0) — P ﬁ)) e = op(1). For the second term in (G.10]),

T2¢ ~ 1~
06X (P< 0) = P(3)) e < Op(T%) sup | 7 XoP () el

< Op(T¥) Sup |T Z:thtl{ﬁv > 0}
1
= Op(T¥)sup | > Xpel{fly > 0} + Op(T?)(Ay +T7°)
v t

= op(1),
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due to Lemma and FCLT. Applying the same reasoning for the third term in (G.10)) and
recalling that P(vy9)Xo = Xo,

T2‘p ' v! (D D (=~ ! 2 e
034 (P (20) = P (7)) Xodo = 0p(1) + E(dyz)*1, — A()
/ ~ ~\ / -1 ~
where A(g) = Edyx1:Z4 (5) (]EZ,: (gb) 7 ((Z)) ) EZ; ((Z)) 1;2}dy. The remaining proof

for gz~5 L ¢p is the same as the known factor case.

Turning to @, recall

T
Ry (a, H %Z( Hy'¢) o — Z, (Hy'é0)’ a0>2.
=1
Write
y 2
R(od) = E(Zi()a—Zié)ao)
RO(,¢) = B (Zi(¢)'a — Zi(¢ho) o).
We have
L (5 (1 ' 2 (5 -1 5 =1\ )2
g'T;(Zt( ¢) a—Z (Hy' o) ao) - <Zt (Hy'¢) o — Z;y (Hy ' o) Oéo) |

T
> lzel31{1gi0l < | fi — ﬁw})

t=1

A
CIJ
’U
VR
N~

T
1 . o 7
< (T Z |xt|§1{1gf 10| < |fe — ft]20}>
1 t;l 1/2
< (TZ ’wt‘%l{igf’ Giol < AfCY+ — Z \l‘t’zl{’ft ft‘ > Ay, or [Hp| > C}>
t=1
= op(1).
Furthermore,

=1
T
= Suql: |% ; (Zt (9) o — Zy (¢0) 060)2 —R(a, ¢)| = op(1),
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by uniform law of large numbers. Also,

1/2
sup [B(00) ~ (o0 < (Elmf1intlgio] < ClbdaN 17 ) = o)
a,

Hence sup,, , ‘HNQT (cv, H;lgb) —R%a, qﬁ)‘ < op(1).
Next, we turn to the <$ Recall that @ and 7 are minimizers of gT and thus

0 > Sr(@,73)—Sr(ag) =Ry (@,7) — Gr (@,7) + Gr (0, 70) -

Since $ := H77%, Lemma |G.1} |G.2, and the fact that C; (5, &) =C; (6,7), i = 1,3 imply that

IR@, ¢)|

IN

Rr (@.3) + sup Ry (0, Hy'6) = R, 6)

op(1) + Gr (@,7) + Gr (a0, )

0p(1) +IC1(3,7)| + IC2(@)| + [Ca(8,7)| + ICa(@)|
op(1) + €1 (60,7)| + [C3(60,7)] = 0p(1).

INIACIA

By the identification theorem, R%(q, ¢) has a unique minimum at (ap, ¢p). Then the conti-
nuity of RY implies a N ap and gg £, ¢o by the argmax continuous mapping theorem (see
e.g. van der Vaart and Wellner} [1996| p.286). I

G.4 Rate of convergence for gg (Proof of Theorem |4.1)
Here, we prove Theorem Let
Gi(¢) = ERa(¢)+EC;(d,9)
Ga(¢) = [Ra(¢) + C3(d0, ) — (ER2(¢) + ECs(do. ¢))|- (G.11)

Recall that R(a, ¢) = E[(a — o) Z(9))?.

Lemma G.3. Uniformly in «, ¢, for any € > 0, there is C' > 0 that is independent of €, and
C. that depends on €, so that |R(a,d) — R(a, do)| < Cla — agl3[Celd — ¢ola + €]*/2. Hence
[R(av, ¢) — R(a, )| = op(1)|a — aol3.

Proof. For any € > 0, there is C1, so that P(|g¢|2 > C1) < e. Note that for any deterministic
?,

IR(er, p) — R(cv, )| < | — ol 3E|2e[31{|gi¢0| < |gel2]d — o2}
o — aol3PY2(|g,d0| < |gtl2]d — dol2) (Elz|3) /2
Cla — aol3[P(lgido| < Celé — dol2) + P(|ge]2 > C1)]/?

VANVA
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< Cla—agl3[Celé — dolz + '/,
Now let ¢ = &5, and the consistency implies |($ — ¢ol2 = op(1). Thus
R(ar, ) — R(v, ¢o)| < Cla = agf3[Ceop(1) + /2.

Since € > 0 is arbitrary, we have the desired result. I

Lemma G.4. For an arbitrarily small n > 0, uniformly in ¢,

|G2(9))| < byTT ™%, |Cy (b0, 9) | < by

If in addition, VN = O(T'~%?), then

|G2(0)| < antT™%, |Ci(d0,9)| < anr.

where

e (mﬁ)/) +T 0o = doly VN

1
byt = Opl) +0T 26— bl

Proof. Let z; = T?%2(x,60)? (1{d,¢0 > 0} — 1(gibo > 0)). By Lemma we have the follow-

ing bound:

T
|Cs(d0, ) — EC3(00, ¢)] = Tw'Tllw S [z (14416 > 0} — 1{gido > 0})

t=1
—Ez (1{gi¢ > 0} — 1{g;d0 > 0})]]

1 -
< OP(W) + 0T~ (¢ — ol -

In addition, by Lemma when vV N = O(T'~2%) we have the other upper bound:

T

wip Dl (H{gio > 0} = 1{gigo > 0})
t=1
—Ez (1{g;¢ > 0} — Hgido > 0})]]

N
e NTQ)Q/J + 17216 — dol3 VN

|C3(d0, #) — EC5(d0, ¢)| = T3

< T7%0p

Similarly, the same upper bound applies to |Ra(¢) — ER2(¢)|.
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Furthermore, note that for any > 0

C1 (507 ¢)

IN

T
2
|7 D _erido(1{ghéo <0 < gio} —1{gié <0< gion})|
t=1
< Op (T7Y) + 0T~ |6 — ¢ol,
due to Lemma and that when N = O(T“QS")

VN

—2¢
(Dl (50) ¢) S T OP ((NTIQQO)Q/?)

>+nTWN 6 — dol*, (G.12)

due to Lemma ]

Lemma below holds regardless of whether N'/2 < T'=2% or not, but is crude when
N2 = o(T'=2#). When N'/2 = o(T"'~?%), a sharper bound is given in Lemma

Lemma G.5. Suppose the conditional density of f{vo given (¢, he) is bounded away from

above almost surely. Then there is a constant C,c > 0 that do not depend on ¢,

_ C
Gi(¢) > T 2w|¢—¢0|2—m-

Proof. First,

1
IEC5(d0, ¢)] < E(x}d0)* |1{gid0 > 0} — 1{gj¢o > 0}] < CT_z‘Pﬁ-

Next, we lower bound ERy (¢) = E (2,60)* |1 {#¢ > 0} — 1{#¢o > 0}|. The proof is similar
to Step 1 of Proof of Lemma . We show that there exists a constant ¢ > 0 and a
neighborhood of ¢ such that for all ¢ in the neighborhood

G (7) =E[1{g¢ > 0} — 1{gido > 0}| = c|¢ — ¢ol, -
Note that the first element of (7 — vg) is zero due to the normalization. Then,
G(y)=P {_.]?;t (72 = 720) < gido < 0} + ]P’{O < Gido < —Fo (12 — ’720)} :

Since the conditional density of g;¢¢ given ]?215 is bounded away from zero and continuous in

a sufficiently small open neighborhood € of zero, we can find ¢; > 0 so that

P{_};t (2 — 720) < Jiho < 0} >cE (th (72 —720) 1 {gt (72 — 720) > 0} 1 {‘gt‘ < M}) ;

where M satisfies that |y — 40|, M < €. This is always feasible because we can make |y — 7o/,
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as small as necessary due to the consistency of 7. Similarly,

P {0 <dio0 < —Fu (=0} > B (B (0 = 1200 1 { B (2 = o) < 0} 1 {| o < Mr}).

Thus,
G(v) 2 aE <‘fét (72 — 720)‘ 1 {‘fzt’ < M}) > c2 |y = v0ly
for some co > 0 because

inf B (|| {|Fer] < 22}) > 0

for some M < oco. The last inequality inf},—; E (‘jztr

1 {‘};t‘ < M}) > 0 follows since

o5 1 < 1)

|r|=1
> inf B (| fhr] 141l < M) = B\fy = fila — Bl A1 (M — 202 < gy < a4 P2y

|r|=1 v N /N

_ hilo |htl2
> o O(N-®) — E| filo1 {0 — 22 <M+ 1{|he)2s < MNA
>c—0( ) — Elfil21{ N | fel2 \F} {172 }
e e v

>c¢/2—c| sup p fEu(fERdim(f2t):M t2<f <M+ t2>1 hils < MN'/*

/ \F|<2M e th\ht( ) \/N | | \/N {| t’2 }

|he|2
VN

where 11(A) denotes the Lebesgue measure of the set A; here A is the difference of two balls
in R4m(f20)  Here the second inequality follows from: E|f, — fi|s = O(N~Y2), and write

= | fel21{M — % < |fila < M + |ht|2}

) ] 1/2
>c/2—c [E ((M + ‘j;t'ﬁ?)dlm%) — (M — )fhm(fzt)) |l < MN1/4}] > ¢/4.

Ea; < Eag1{|he|s < MNY4} 4+ (Ea?)Y2P(|hy|o > MNY4)L/2
E|hylo
MN1/4

< Eai1{|he|2 < MNY*} + (E|f]3)"( )1/2

< Ea;1{|hs|o < MNY4Y + O(N7Y/8),

Proposition G.3 (Preliminary Rate of convergence). Suppose T?¢log"T = O(N) for any
Kk > 0. For 5: Hr7,

& — agly = Op(T2+ NVAT=9) 6 — ola = Op(T~0729) 4 N71/2),
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Remark When T'~2% = O(v/N), this rate becomes
|a —aglz = OP(T*UQ)7 ]5— dola = OP(T*(P?@)),

which is tight and identical to the case of the known factor, but not so when v'N = o(T'2%).

Proof. As @ and 7 are minimizers of Sp,

0 > gT (a7 ’/7\) - SvT (Oé(], ’70) = ]RT (a7 :}/\) - @T (aa 3) + @T (Oéo, ’70) ;

So Ri(@,7) + R2(3) + C3(5,7) + R3(@,7) < C1(5,7) + Ca(@) — C4(@). By Lemma

R(a, ) + Ro(3) + C3(8,7) + R3(@,7) < op(1)|@ — apl3 + Op(Ap + T~ T%
+O0p(A +T7Y?)|a — aglz + C1(8,7).

Note that IE{3 (Oé, (b) = §3 (Oé, Hjjld)) ) ]RQ ((Z)) = ﬁQ (HEI¢) ) (DZ (57 qb) = @7, ((5> H]_“lqb)? L= 17 3.
In addition, since ¢ < 1/2, by Lemma it follows that there is C7 > 0,

R(cv, #) + Ra() + C3(60, d) < op(1)|a — a3 + Op(Ay + T-5)T%
+C1(80,9) + Op(Ap + T~ V2 L T N~Y2)|a — agly + CLT™? ’qf) — ¢0‘2 la — agly -

We now provide a lower bound on the left hand side. By Lemma |Rr(a, QAS) —Rp(a, ¢o)| =

op(1)|@ — ap|3. Also, uniformly in a,

R(a, ¢) = E[(a — a0) Z(9)]* > Cla — aols.

~ ~ ~ ~

In addition, Ra(¢) + C3(do, @) > G1(¢) — G2(¢). This implies

(Co— op(1))[a — a0l + G1(d) < Ga(9) + C1(d0,6) + Op(Ay + T T~%
+Op(Ap +T7V2 £ T2 N=V2) |G — agly + C1T~% ’¢> - ¢0]2 G — agly.  (G.13)

Let C5 be chosen to be smaller than Cj/2 and Cy be chosen to be smaller than Cy/4 below.
Due to the consistency of g/b\, with probability approaching one, \qg — ¢ol2 < (CaC3)/(8C3).
Cs

Hence with probability approaching one, for d = 107
1

one term on the right hand side:

N . 2
CiT™°% )éb - ¢>0‘2 @ — gl < CHd|a — agl3 + T2 )QS - ¢>0‘2 d?
< Csla — agl3/4+ CoT ™% ‘5— ¢0)2/2~

~ -~ -~

Given this, the goal becomes lower bounding G1(¢) and upper bounding Ga(¢)+C1(do, ¢).
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Apply Lemma [G.4] using the upper bound by, and reach,

Ga(0) + C1 (60, d) < Op(1)byp < Op(T~Y) + 4T~ % ’5— ¢0)2-

with an arbitrarily small » > 0. Lemma |G.5 implies Gl(a) > C’4T_250]<$ — ¢ola —
almost surely. Since 1 > 0 is arbitrarily small, (G.13|) implies,

_Cc
VNT2¢

Cola — aol3/4 + C4T 7221 — ¢ol2/2
< -1 -1/2 —onr—1/2\1A _ —6\—¢
<  Op(T +\/NT2¢)+OP(Af+T +T7?N~/)|a —aola + Op(Ay +T7°)T

(G.14)

which leads to the preliminary rate: when T%?1log” T = O(N) for any x > 0,

|& — 040‘2 = OP(T71/2 + N-VAp—¢ + A}c/zT*SD/Z + Af) = OP(T71/2 + N71/4T750),
|6 — ol = Op(T~U722) £ NTV2 4 ApT? + (AfT#)?) = Op(T~172) 4 N7/2),

where we used Ay < O(log®T)(+ + #) proved in Proposition ]

To improve the convergence rate when N = o(T2?~%%), we need to obtain a sharper lower
bound for G1(¢) than that of Lemma . To present the lemma below, we first introduce
some notation. Let px,jy, denote the conditional density of X; given Y;, for the random

vectors X; and Y; specified in the lemma below, assumed to exist.

Lemma G.6. Let uy = g;¢p and Assumption E hold. Suppose N = o(T?~%). Consider a
generic deterministic vector ¢ that is linearly independent of ¢ and VN|p — ¢o| < L for
some L > 0. Then uniformly in ¢,

1

G1(o) = CT—2¢W|¢—¢0|§—O(W

).

Proof. Write 1, = 1{g,¢p > 0}. First, we note that a careful calculation yields:

2 (1{gi¢0 > 0} — 11) (1{gi6 > 0}) — 1{gio > 0}) + |1{g;¢ > 0} — 1{gi¢0 > 0}|
= Ap(@) + Az(9) — Aze(d) — Awe(9)

where

Au(¢) = 1{gi6 <0< geo}1{gipo >0}
An(d) = 1{gido <0< g6} 1{gi¢o <0}
As(9) = 1{gi6 <0< gipo} 1 {gio <0}
Ag(d) = 1{gido <0< g6} 1{gi¢0 >0}
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Therefore,

Gi(¢) = E(2)60)° (A1t (6) + At (6) — Azt () — Aut (9)).

The goal is to provide a sharp lower bound of the right hand side. Note that ¢ — ¢qg is
linearly independent of ¢y due to the normalization. And as elsewhere C' is a generic positive

constant.
Calculating A,

Take the first term Ay (¢) and note that (cf. notation u; = gj¢o )

A = 1{0\/—@% <up < — <9t+;tﬁ> (¢ — ¢o) — }\l;%)}
= 1{~Hig0 < VNus < =VNg; (6 = d0) = higo } 1 {hjg < 0}
+1{0 < VNu < —VNg[ (¢ — 60) — hig | 1 {hié0 > 0}
+ [1{VNus < ~VNgi (6 = 60) = hio } — 1 {V/Nus < ~V'Ng; (6 — 60) — i |
x[L{R¢o < 0} 1{~Rjo < VNus} + 1 {hj¢o > 0} 1{uz > 0}].

Now suppose that for any L > 0, the conditional density of g;¢ given (hy,z¢) is bounded
uniformly for ¢ € {|¢ — ¢ola < LN~Y/2}: that is SUP| 4 gola< LN—1/2 Pgj|hyz, (-) < C. Hence

E(260)° 41 = E(a}60)°1 {—h;¢0 < VNuy < —VNg, (¢ — ¢o) — hgqso} 1{h,¢y < 0}
+E (1'2(50)2 1 {0 < \/Nut < —\/Ngg ((25 — ¢0) — hégﬁo} 1 {h:‘/d)o > 0} + Aqq,

where
An = E(2100)° [ {higo < 0} 1{~hjo < VNug} +1{higo > 0} 1{u; > 0}]
X {1 {\/Nw < VNG (¢ — o) — hfgcbo} -1 {\/Nut < —V/'Ng, (¢ — ¢o) — hQ%H
< CTEP {—h; (6 — d0) — R < VNl < —hio

3
|

hy

L T-2¢Ep {—hm < VNgld < —, (6 — do) — i

_opr [ (¢ — do)|
< 2C sup Poron, (T 2R
|¢—doll<LN-1/2 gl VN
¢ crL i ~1/2
< JNT2 ¢ — dol2 < N2 sven that |¢ — ¢gla < LN ,

due to Assumption |§| for the first inequality. On the other hand, note that the normaliza-
tion condition requires the first element of y—~9 = 0, so g; (¢ — ¢o) = fi(v—20) = fo,(Y—"0)2-
Thus g;(¢ — ¢o) depends on g; only through for = (H7 f;)2, where fo, and (HJ fi)2 denote
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the subvectors of f; and H f;, excluding their first elements, corresponding to the 1-element

of ¢.
Let put|*(') =D o b o, fo ..z, (+) denote the conditional density of u; = f{~o = g;¢o, given

(hbo, for, 2¢). Change variable a = v/Nu, we have,

E (z)80)> A1 — An
1
= = (aid)?* [ 1{=Hjon < a < VN (6= du) = K } 1 {high < 0} pia (oo

t o il (x}0) /1 0 <0< —VNgi (&~ d0) ~ higo | 1{hid0 > 0} puu(_)da

=K (%50) Pur % (0)g; (0 — ¢0) L{g} (¢ — ¢o) < 0}1 {higo <0}

h' h
E(l’t% Puy|% (0 (9 ti?) 1{92 (¢ — ¢o) + \;%) <0}1{h ¢o > 0}
+ By, (G.15)
where
E (}80)*
B = 00 [ {0 < o < Vg6 0) ~ Hion} 1 {Bign < 0} (el )~ puia()) do

+ \/:LNE (1'250)2 / 1 {0 <a< —\/Ng£ (¢ — ¢0> — h£¢0} 1 {hg(b() > 0} <pUt|*(\;aN) — pUt*((])) da.

We now show that for some C' independent of ~, |B;| < NTQW Because py,|x(-) is Lipschitz,

Bil < B (i)’ [ 1{~hign <<~V (6 ) — hign} 1 {tigo < 0} alda
+%]E (}60)” / 1 {o <a<—VNgi (¢ — ¢o) — h;¢0} 1{hipo > 0} |alda

C/T 2¢ ol
< E(1VNg, (& — do) + hidol + [hido|)* < T2,

due to Assumption |§|

Calculating A,

The calculation of Ay is very similar to that of A;. Write

Ay = 1{=VNg; (6 = 90) = Higo < VNus < —higo | 1 {Hig0 > 0}

+1{=VNg (6 — ¢0) — higo < VNuy < 0} 1 {hjgo < 0}
(1 {=VNG, (6= 60) — Ko < VNur} 1 {=VNg; (6 = bo) = higdo < VN ]
1{h¢0>0}1{fut< h;¢0}+1{h¢0<o}1{ut<o}]
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Hence,

E (100)" A2 = E (2180)" 1 { ~V/Ng} (& — d) — higo < VNur < —hjeo } 1 {Rjg > 0}
+ (2400)° 1 {—\/Ngg (6 — do) — Bipy < VNuy < o} 1{hip < 0} + Ao
Aot = (2180)° [1{Rig0 > 0} 1 {VNur < ~higo | +1 {Rjgo < 0}1 {w; < 0}]
< [L{ VNG (6 — d0) — o < VNuy} — 1 { VN (6 — é0) — Koo < VNu,}

CL

< NTZe? similar to the bound of Ai;.

So very similar to the bound of E (x;50)2 Ay — Aqq, we have
E (.’1}'250)2 Az — A21
= By +E (}00)” puyx (0)g; (¢ — ¢0) 1 {g; (¢ — 70) > 0} 1{hido > 0}
+E (500) P 0) (5 (0 00) + 20 ) 1 {5t (0= 0) + 420 > 0} 1 {hign < 0}

with |Ba| < TQ#)

Calculating As

First we define events

Er = {VNgbo < —VNgj; (¢ — ¢o) — hido}

By = {VNg,(¢— ¢o)+ higo > 0}

Es = {VNg (¢~ ¢o)+ hido > 0}

Ey = {VNgj¢o < —VNg, (¢ — do) — hio}

Bs = {0<VNgj(¢— do)+ o < —hi(d — bo)}
Es = {—hj(¢— o) < VNgi (¢ — o)+ higo < 0}

Careful calcuations yield:

A = 1{g;¢ <0 < gido} 1 {gi60 <0 < gido}
= 1{=hio < VNgig0 < 0} 1L{VNg; (6~ do) + i < 0}

+1 {_h:fd)o <VNgjpo < —V'Ng, (¢ — ¢o) — hwo} H{E>} + Az
Ag = [{E}+1{VNgioo < 0}1 {-njgo < VNgio0 } 1{Bs} - 1{E:)]
1B {—h;qso < \/Ngggbo} [1{E} —1{E)].
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So

E(wééo)zAg

— E(ajd0)*1 {~higo < VNgig0 < —VNg, (6 — bo) — hico } 1{B2}

+E(2100)*1 { ~higo < VNgido < 0} L{VNg; (¢ — o) + hio < 0} + E(wdo)* Aa:.
Note that vV Ng; = VNg;+hy, so |1{Es}—1{Ex}| < 1{E5}+1{Eg}. This gives, by Assumption
|§| and letting My = 1 to simplify the notation,
E(aido)As < T 2E[{Es} + 1{E}][L{E} +1{VNgiéo < 0}]1 {~hig0 < VNgis0}
+T2EL{~hi(¢ — ¢0) — hido < VNgio < ~hjgo }
+1-2E1{ ~hjgy < VNgi6 < —h}(6 — 60) — hic |
T *?E1{E;}P {—hécbo <V Ngi¢o < VN, (¢ — ¢0) — hido

IA

ht7gllfr}
hthgllfr}

+T~2¢E1{E5}P {—héqﬁo < VNgjpo <0 ht7g£r}

+T2“’E1{E6}P{ higo < VNgido < —VNgi (¢ — ¢o) — hido

}
|

T 2E1{E}P {—h@% < VNgj¢o <0 ht,gér}

LT2E] {—h;<¢ — 60) — Hdo < VNgl$ < — oy

+T %K1 {—hiqzso <VNgip < —hi(¢ — ¢o) — hyo|hu

<) T2EI{E;}C|g)(6 — o)| + T~ wm{%“‘w}o'% |
+T P EY{ Eg}C|9; (6 — ¢o)|+T_2“OEP{E6hta$t}C’iL;@|
+E01W\
<@ T720|¢ — Go|2C(E[|G)|) "/ (EP{Es|he}) /"
+T20|g — dul2C(E Hgtl] >1/Q(EP{E6'<}$})ZP
20 2¢p tio
+T- CE|\/7L|\F EC| mh/\ iy
<O 16— OB T2 4 T2 CEI M0 4 o) M)

1
<V Ol yosrian)

where inequality (1) follows from the assumption that the conditional density Pus|% and
the conditional density of gj¢ given (h;) are bounded in a neighborhood of zero, with r =
¢ — doly (6 — ¢0); (2) (3) follow from the Holder’s inequality for some p > 1 and ¢ > 0
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and p~! + ¢! = 1, and that the conditional density of gjr given (h;) is bounded. (We take

p=1.5.); (4) follows from |¢ — ¢gla < LN~1/2.
Also,

E(x;/(S())QAg - E($£50)2A31

= Blia? [ 1{~hign <a < O} 1{VNG (6= )+ high < O} )
+E(80)? [ 1{ 60 < a <~V (6~ éu) ~ bign} gl (6~ du) + ﬁ > 0}
pm*(\;iﬁ)d%
hido

> O}pm\*(md\%ﬁ

= E(z}dp)? / 1 {*hiﬁbo <a< —VNgj(¢— o) — hfeébo} {g; (¢ — do) + N
+E(}60) / 1{—hjdy < a <0} {VNg, (¢ — do) + hjdo < 03P (0)d—=

VN
= —Epu, % (0)(}00)%g} (¢ — ¢0)1{\;@ \;%
higo

. +Epy, % (0)(7;00)° \/Nl{\ﬁgt (¢ — ¢o) + hido < 0}1{hjpo > 0} — B,
.16

— Bs

> g1 (¢ — o) +

> 0}

where

a

j—q ~ Pugx Ol

j@}\aw

B3| < E(z}60) / 1{—Hdo < a < 0} 1{VNg, (6 — bo) + Mo < 0} [puyia

+CIB(g) s [ 1{~Hid0 < a < [-VNG; (6~ ) ~ Hion] } 1g] (&~ n) >
< SRR (Kbol + VN, (6 — b0) |)? <

N S NTE
Calculating A,
Write
Ay = 1{§£¢0§0<§2¢}/1{§£¢0§0<g£¢0} / |
- 1{0<g£¢o§—@@}1{—§£(¢—¢0)—/T}%}<gg¢0§_%}
- 1{0<g£¢o§ &@}1{”@ o) + ’\l;%M)} |
{6 = 00) = 212 < g < 201451 0 - )+ 22 < 0)

The same proof as that of A3 shows

E(m250)2A4
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t¢0

BN
> 0}p,,

t¢>0
< 0}p.,

= E(x380)*(—hybo) H{hypo < 0}1{g; (¢ — do) +

+E(2760)°g; (¢ — ¢0) 1{g; (¢ — ¢0) > 0}1{g} (¢ — ¢0) +
1
T2 N5/ )"

+O(

Combining the above results, we reach,

8
1
E(.’B;(So)z(Al — A3 + AQ — A4) = ZE[(l’;(SO)zputl*(O)ad] + O(W)
(Q.17) -
where
ag = — <9£(¢—¢ )+ ?}%) 1{9£(¢—¢0)+}$@ <0}1{h¢0>0}
az = —g; (o — o) {gi (¢ — ¢o) < 0}1 {hypo < 0}
h h,
ia = (6= )1 > gl (6 ) + 0 > 0}
@ = ﬁl{fgt (& — 60) + Ko < O}1{H} > 0}
as = g, (¢—d0)1{g; (¢ — do) >0} 1{hido > 0}
i = (sh(0—an)+ 20 {gm—?w U > 0 1 (ko0 <0}
w = ﬁl{h’% <015} (6= o) + 22 > 0} )
s = =} (6= 00) 1 (9 ) > O}1{gf (6= ) + 2 <. (G18)
We now further simplify the above terms by paying special attentions to terms involving
as and as:
—E(2460)*Puy % (0)9; (& — d0) 1{g} (¢ — ¢0) < 0}1 {hjdo < 0} (G.19)
E(2460)Puq % (0)9; (6 — d0) 1 {g; (6 — ¢o) > 0} 1{hi¢p > O} (G-20)

The key idea is that 1 {hj¢y < 0} and 1{hj¢y > 0} can be exchanged up to an error O(L+ )
Roughly speaking, this is due to the fact that given (x, g;), the conditional dlstrlbutlon of
hi¢o is approximately normal, and symmetric around zero. The conditional normality of

hi¢g follows from: for O'zyl’tygt = limpy o0 E((R)00)2 |2, 91),

N
1 1 _ d
hio = N > eihido( G AN (wr gr) = 2
=1
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where Z; is a Gaussian variable, whose conditional distribution given (zy, g;) is N'(0,07 . )

For a formal treatment, we show that hj¢o in (G.19) and (G.20]) can be replaced with Z;.
Under the assumption of the lemma, we have

sup |P(higo < 0]z, g¢) — 1/2] = O(

Tt,gt

Then for (G.19)), we have by Assumption [§] and [9

).

=

E(2}00)*Pus % (0)9; (¢ — ¢0) 1{g, (¢ — do) < 0}[
= Epy,x(0)(x60)%g; (& — ¢0) 1{g} (¢ — ¢o) < 0} 1{h’¢o<0}—1/2
HEDy, 5 (0)(2100)°g; (¢ — d0) L{g1 (6 — o) < O}[1 {hido > 0} —1/2]

< op (\}N) E (pu o (0)(@60)214. (6 — d0) |)

H1{hi¢o < 0} —1{higo > 0}]

since |¢ — ¢ola < LN™Y/2.

Hence |) can be replaced with E(}80)py, % (0)a5 + O~ ) where

g1 (¢ — ¢0) 1{g) (¢ — ¢0) < 0}1 {hjgo > 0}.

Similarly, 1) can be replaced with E(x}80)py, % (0)as + O(T;\,Qw

), where

a5 = g (6 — ¢0) H{gi (¢ — ¢o) > 0}1 {hyo < 0} .

Hence with a careful calculation, up to O(m) (which is uniform over ¢), it can be

shown that

E($250)2<A1 — A3 + AQ — A4)
= E(%}60)*Pu, % (0)(a1 + ay + as + as + a5 + ag + a7 + as).

= E(280)pua(0) <g; (6— o) + ’WO) 1 {g; (6 — o) + 20 } 1 {0 > 0}

vy Vo
L2E(260)2pun 4 (0) <gz (6— o) + f’g) | {g; (6 d0) + 20 } | {60 < 0}
(G.21)
Let h;%

VNg; (¢ — do)
Recall that \/N|<;5 — ¢o| < L. Fix any My > 0, we choose € > 0 so that when |g¢|2 < Mo,

then [(1—€)vV/Ngi(¢—ao)| < (1—€) LMy, so that (1—e)v/Ngi(¢—¢p) is inside the neighborhood
of zero on which the conditional density of hj¢g given (g, x¢) is bounded away from zero.
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Thus almost surely,
P{0 < Higo < (1= OVNgH(6 — do)lat, gt } = ol VNgi(6 — o).

So up to O , by Assumption |§|7

T NOEITE )
T2¢ NO.5+1/(2p)

E(x;50)2(A1 —Asg+ Ay — Ay)
= —2E(}00)*pu, % (0)g; (¢ — ¢0) (1 — R)1{0 < R < 1} 1 {hi¢o > 0}
+2E(760)*Puy % (0)g7 (¢ — ¢o0) (1 = R)1{0 < R < 1} 1 {hj¢o < 0}
—2eT"*%Eg, (¢ — ¢o) 1 {hjpo > 0} 1{0 < R < 1 — €} 1{|ge|> < Mo}
+2eT*Eg; (¢ — ¢o) 1 {hjgo <0} 1{0 < R < 1— €} 1{|gel> < Mo}
2T *E1 {hjdo > 0} 1{|gel2 < Mo}eV'N|gi(d — ¢o)|®
+2eT2°E1 {hydo < 0} 1{|gel2 < Mo}eV'N|g)(¢ — ¢o)|?
= 2ceT ?*VNE|g;(¢ — ¢0)|*1{|ge|]2 < Mo}
> CT **VNlp— ¢ol3,

v

v

where the last ineqaulity follows since the minimum eigenvalue of E (}do)* g:g/1{|g¢|2 < Mo}

is bounded away from zero. It then implies

1
)), p=1.5.

E(2400)(A1 — A3 + Ag — Ag) > CVNT*|¢p — g3 — O(W—5H/(gp

Proposition G.4. Suppose T = O(N), the first components of vo,7 are one.

~ 1 1
¢ — dol2 < Op <T1—2<P + (Nlew)l/g)) :

Proof. Proposition shows |$— dola = Op(T~1=20) + N=Y/2). When T'-% = O(V/N),

the above upper bound leads to

1

‘(?)\— $ol2 < OP(W)- (G.22)

When VN = O(T'~2%), the above upper bound leads to |¢ — ¢gla < Op(\/iﬁ). We now

improve this bound in the case v/N = O(T'72?). In this case, For an arbitrarily small
e > 0, there is C, > 0, with probability at least 1 — ¢, |¢p — ¢pl2 < &Jeﬁ We now proceed the
argument conditioning on this event. We use the lower bound in Lemma for G1(¢) =
E (90250)2 (A1t (@) + Age () — Asze (¢) — Axt (0)) - ~

If ¢ — ¢g is linearly dependent of ¢g, there is a scalar ¢y so that ¢ — ¢g = cr¢g, implying

¢ = (1 + cr)do. Let (v); denote the first component of a vector v. Then 1 = (H:Fl;b\)l =
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(HT_1¢0)1(1 +cr) = 1+ ¢p, implying ¢ = 0. Hence 5 = ¢9. Hence we only need to focus on
the case that (;AS is linearly independent of ¢g. Then Lemma yields, for p = 1.5

1

~ 9 ~ 2
Gi1(9) > CT VN6 — dol3 — Ol 5576

)-

Write
VN

(NT1_29")2/3 ’
Substitute to (G.13)), there are C1,Cs, C5 > 0,

MNT = T-%

Cla — agl3 + CT™2°VN|§ — ¢o3
< Ga(9) + C1(80, ) + Op(A; + T~ T2 4 Op(Af + T Y2 4+ TP NV2)|a — a2

o R 1
FOT# |6 = b0, @~ ol + Ol 57575

Next, replaced Go and C; with their upper bound based on ay7 given in Lemma In
addition, C, T~ ‘5— ¢0’2 & — agly < C2T29|¢— doZNY4 + ]G — ag2N /4. Also note that

zmns7s = O(myr) as T = O(N), and T~! = O (my7) when VN = O(T'~2%).
Cla — aol3/2 + CT2*VN|$ — ¢o[3/2
< Op(T™V2 4+ Ap + T9N7Y2)|a — aply + Op(Af + T~)T~% + Op (mnr)
< O]D(Tfl/2 + Af)‘& — agla + Op(mpyT + AfTﬂD).

This implies |@ — ag|3 < Op(my7 + AfT%) with T%log" T = O(N) for any £ > 0. Hence

T2V N|$ — dol3 Op(mnt + T_l/zA}ﬂT_WQ + Apy/myT + A?c/QT_WQ +AT%)

<
< Op(mnT)

where in the second inequality we assumed 7' = O(N).

Hence

2
~ 1
_ 2 _ 2 —-1/2 _
¢ — ¢ols = Op(T" N~ “mnr) = Op ((NTl—Z@)1/3> :

Combining with (G.22)), we reach

~ 1 1
¢ — ¢ol2 < Op <T1—2<p + (NT1—2¢)1/3> '
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G.5 Consistency of Regime Classification (Proof of Theorem [4.2)

Proof of Theorem[{.3. To begin with, we consider the case of observed factors, ﬁ = ¢, for
which we have ¢9 =79 and 7 — v9 = Op (T_1+29") . Then, it suffices to show that

T
1
— 1{d~v>0V = 1{d~ >0V =0 T’1+250,
Iv—volz%%fuzw T tz_; ‘ {907 } {970 }‘ P )

for any C < oo. It follows by noting that for any 7 satisfying the normalization of v; = 1

and for some finite c,

E|1{g;y >0} —1{gir0 > 0}

EP [(g5:720 < =91t < ga¢72) [91e] +EP [(ge720 > —g1e > gae72) |gne]
cE | g (72 — 720)]

= O (v —la),

IN

and

1
M
_ OP (T—H—sﬂ)

T
> (11 {giv > 0} = 1{g0 > 0} —E[1{giy > 0} — 1 {g}r0 > 0}])
t=1

by the maximal inequality in Lemma [[.T] and the subsequent remark.
Next, we move to the case of estimated factors. Recall that ft = Hl.g: + Hrhy/vV'N. By
the triangle inequality, for any ~

;i‘1{ﬁ7>0}—1{g2¢0>0}’ < ;i‘l{ﬁ’y>0}—l{ﬂ’y>0}‘ (G.23)
t=1 =

+%Z)1{ﬁ%>0}—1{ﬁ7>0}’

t=1

ﬂb—t

S

o o[ {7 > 0} -1 o> 3]

t=1

Proceeding similarly as the case of the observed factors, we get

;i’l{ﬁ’m>0}—l{fﬁ>0}’zop <\/W+\ ’YO|2>
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and

T

1

1itl{ﬁ70>o}—1{gz¢o>o}1 - Tijl{ggqﬁp—h;¢0/m}—1{g;¢o>o}y
t=1

- or( ).

For the remaining term in (G.23)), note that

and that

IN

IN

IA

<

<

T
1 ~ ~
75 1{f 0} —1{f/ 0‘
Slle|Tt:1’ {fiv >0} {fiv >0}

T T
1 ) 7 1 £ £!
Sup - E H{fiy <0< fiv}+ sup — E WSy <0< fiv}
T =1 T =1

T

1 ~
sup ST 1H{flv <0< fin} (G.24)
|'Y|2§C t=1

1 <& PO
sup — 1{—’ft — ft|20 < ﬁv < 0}
hy<c T ;

1 & 1 &

S o

sup — 1 ft’y <CAf + = 1{‘ft*ft|22Af}
s p 3 1{([fo <cage g3

T
~ 1{ info‘ft’v‘ < CAf} +0p ()P{|fi — fila > Ay}

<
=1 |’Y|2,

Op (1)]P< inf |]/”;"y| < CAf) +Op (T_G)
|’Y|2§C

OP(Af + T_G)v

where the first inequality is by the fact that 1{A}1{B} < 1{A} for any events A and B,
and the remaining inequalities are by the law of iterated expectations, the rank condition in
Assumption and Proposition Recall in Propositionthat notation Ay is introduced
and Ay = O (T~'1%?) for any ¢ > 0.

Putting together, and recalling that ¥—~9 = Op ((NTl_zﬂp) —1/3 + T_1+29") , we conclude

that

T
! ‘ 7l — ! — —142¢
sup 1{7 >1|} 1 >0 ‘_O ]
I'Y*'YO|<CT_1+2LP Z ; t’Y {ft’yg } P (Z )

Proof of Theorem is divided into two subsections, one for the derivation of the asymp-
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totic distribution of @ and the other for the derivation of the asymptotic distribution of 7.

The latter will contain the asymptotic independence proof as well.

G.6 Limiting distribution of & (Proof of Theorem Part I)

Recall the notation that Z,(v) = (), m%l{ﬁ’y >0}, Zy(vy) = (xg,xgl{ﬁ"y > 0}) and Z;(v) =
(2}, 2,1{ f{ > 0})". In this subsection, define A = (3, Z:(7)Z:(3)") L. Then write

-1
G = [; > Z:3)Z:7) % Z Z@)w

:ao+(%zZ(’m )Z(0)") ZZt’Yoe?tJrZaz,
t

where
= A~ ZZt Z1(70) = Ze(70)] 0,
= Az ZZt )[Ze(70) = Z1(3)) o,
a3 = A Z Z:(3) = Zi(v0)les,

ag = Af Z[Zt(’m) — Zi(0)let,

1
a5 = |4~ (; > Zt(%ﬂt(%)’) 72 Ao

In view of Lemma the fact that P(| fy— fi|o > CAy) < O(T~%) implies A—(7 Y=, Zi(v0) Ze(0)) ' =
op(1), since ¥ — 49 = op(1) and a ULLN applies. Hence A = Op(1) and a5 = op(T~/?) by
the MDS CLT. Furthermore, Lemma below implies vT Y1, a; = op(1). Hence

VT(a — ap) Z Z1(70) Zt(70)') \f Z Zi(y0)er + op(1).

This leads to the desired strong oracle limiting distribution.
Define
ryr = (NTV20) 3 A =20, (G.25)

Lemma G.7. Suppose that T = O(N), the conditional density of f{yo given hy, x; is bounded
a.s. and the density of infcry. |(g¢ +heN~Y/2)'v| is bounded, where T'r is a T&lT—neighborhood
of v0. Then,
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(i) + 320 e Ze(0) = Ze(v0)/ a0 = op(T1/?),
(1) 4 2@ Ze(0) = Ze(A)) a0 = op(T~112),
)

(ii1) %Zt[?t(;y\ — Zi(v0)let = op(T~1/?),
(iv) % > 1 Zt(v0) — Zi(0)]es

Proof of Lemma[G.7 (

Z 7)[Z¢(70)

= OP(T_I/Q).

) For each j,

— Zy(v0)) o

0 ~
< 102 57 0 81110 > 0}~ 170 > 0}

= |7 3 Zu@)eido1 st > 0} ~ 1{Fro > 0))
t

t
1)
‘0’22| B 1fi - ft|2|vo|2<fm<0}+’°‘22| J310 < fio < 1fs — Flalolal

We bound the first term on the right hand side, and the second term follows from a similar

argument. In view of Lemma and the boundedness of the conditional density of f/7o,

1)
| O'QZ\ .

— fel2hol2 < fino < 0}

h C ~
< m zt: e 3{~C(Af + ’Ttﬁb) < fin <0} + 12+ zt: 2311 fr — fil > CAf}

h
< 0n(r/ )8 (| BP(-C(A) + |- la) < fino < Olhw,z:) ) +0p(1)

1
< OP(TI/Q—SO) <AfE (‘l’tg) +E|xt|%|ht|2\/ﬁ> + Op(l)

=op(1),

provided that T'= O(N). Hence % 37, Z,(3)[Zi(70) —
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(ii) For each j,
=3 Zu(@)Ziv0) ~ Zu(A)oo
t
< MT‘Z 124 21{0 < flvo < |Felalo — A2} + sup 2@50‘2 Z’ U0 < fiy < 1fi = filzllz)
t
#5523 LAl 7 < i < 0}

2|00]2
T sup 5 ’Zrm{—m Flalvls < Flv < 0},

WGFT

We bound the first two terms on the right hand side; the other two terms can be bounded
similarly and thus details are omitted. Note that with probability at least 1 — o(T~!), there

is ¢ > 0, uniformly in ¢,
|fila < |Hrgila + |Hrhi |2 N7Y2 < e(log T)°. (G.26)

Moreover, for any € > 0, ]P’{W — Yol2 > er&lT log T} — 0. Thus

dol2 7 = -
VT S 0,210 < Fho < Fiobo — 712}

t

1) -, c N
_ 'j‘T S e?1{0 < Flo < e(log 7)o — A2} + op (1)
t
1) -~ _
B |\/01L2 D 2P 1{0 < fivo < c(log T)eryh} +op (1)
t

However, due to the boundedness of the conditional density of ft’%,

5
glool2 Z| 1 {o < flno < (log T>c+1r;V1T}

IN

Tl/Q—vE [P{(0 < firo < cllog T)* ergh)an } el
< CeT* % (log 7Yty Elze? — 0 so long as T2 (log T)%™! = o(N?).

It remains to show V7 sup,cr.. % o ze21{0 < Fiv <|fi = filalvl2} = op(1), which is
similar to the proof of (i) due to the boundedness of v and thus details are omitted.
Note that

VT sup 2“"5"‘221 2140 < Fiy < 1Fs = Flahyle)

YelT
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2v/2|6 2/2|6
VI sup PR S 10 < Fiy < OAG) + VT sup PSPl il > 0)
velr

~vel'r
\f2\f|50|2 21 ¢ 1/2-0\p(;
T2 Y 1 {inf [fiy] < Ay < Op(TV2)R(inf | fiy] < CAy)
t
Op(TY?>7¢A;) = op(1).

(iii) For each j,
1

T > Zi(A) = Zjs(vo)ee

t

Z:thet 1{ft7 >0} — 1{ft70 > 0}]| + 2 sup

Yel'r

=l > 0 - 1T > 0]
t

Note that f{y = g;¢ for g = g+ + heN—2 and ¢ = H™'~, and § is p-mixing. Since QAS

is consistent, by Lemma the first term on the right hand side is bounded by: for any
€1,€2 > 0,

1 ~ = _
P <|T > wpe{f7 >0} = {flvo >0}l >T 1/2€1>
t

o) +P ( swp | Z%t&‘t 1{gi6 > 0} — 1{gj60 > O}]}> > T1/261>
‘(b ¢0|<61\/>

Ceten

<o(l) + —5— < o(1) + Cea.
€1

Because €1, €2 > 0 are arbitrary, the first term is o(7T~/2)
As for the second term, by (G.8]),

sup |* Z%tft {fiv > 0} = 1{f{ > 0}]]

VGFT

< sup Z e {fiy <0< fly} + sup — Z lwjed {fly <0< fly}
~ver T ~vel T

<

Op(A; + T7%) = op(T~Y/?).

(iv) By (G.8), for each j,

%Z[th(%) Zji(v0))e

t

Zf‘:tm]tl{fﬂo <0< ft'YO}

T
1 ~ -~
+ |7 Y s l{F0 <0< fro}| < Op(Ag +T7%) = op(T712),
t=1
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and

T
5 1 S
T > [Zjt(v0) = Zir(v)ler = T > ewjil{fino <0< fir}
t t=1

T
1 N
T ;‘gtﬂ?jtl{ft/% <0< fiv},
unless it is zero. Then, Eet:vjtl{ﬁ’yo <0< flv} =0 as & is an MDS, while
1 & 1 &
) ) -
var | 75 2 et <0 < firo}| = 7 2 Bl {fino <0 < oo Blet s g u] = o).

Thus + 3°,(Z:(v0) — Ze(0))ee = o(T~1/?). n

G.7 Limiting distribution of 7 (Proof of Theorem 4.3; Part II)

Recall the defintion of 7 in (G.25)), which represents the convergence rate as a function of
both N and T, and define

INT =/ T’NTT1+2"D and g=rnr ('y — ’}/0) ,

which are introduced so as to define a reparametrized process that reflects the convergence
rate ry7. Then, the following lemma shows that the estimator 4 can be represented by the

following minimizer of the reparametrized version of the process:
. 3 g S
argmin [y {ST (a0770 + > —Sr (040,70)] :
9:91=0 'NT

Note that we fix the first element of g at 0 to impose the normalization restriction of ;3 = 0.
The following lemma now presents the separability of the centered and scaled criterion

function.

Lemma G.8. Let a = ag + bT Y2, and v = ~o + grx,lT. Then, uniformly in b,g on any

compact set,

INT [SVT (o, 7) — St (040,%)]

= —inrCy <50770 + g> +InTE <§2 (’Yo + g) +Cs (’70 + g))
NT NT NT

+lNTT_1E[b/Zt(’yo)]2 + INT [@2(0&0 + bT_l/z) + @4(010 + bT_l/Q)}
+op(1).
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Furthermore, the two processes lNT(El (50, ~ T£T> and T [@2 (oo + bT*1/2) +Cy (g + bT*l/Q)

are asymptotically independent.

Proof. Uniformly in v, and ¢ = Hpvy, by Lemmas [G.1] and [G.2]

IC1(8,7) = C1(80,7)| < IC1(8,%) — C1(8,%)| +[C1(8,%) — C1 (S0, 7)]
< (T + | = aola)Op(Ap + T7%) + (Op (T71) + T2 ¢ — o) T# 6 — dol,

Note that [§ — 40|z = Op(ryy). Hence Lemma implies

InT|R2 (7) = R2 (¢)| < Op(Aj+ T )T *Iny = op(1)
Int|Rs| < Op(T*T~?rgh)ine = op(1)
InT|C1(6,7) — C1(60,7)| < Op(T Y Aslnr = 0p(1)
InT |Cs (80,7) — Cs (4, 7)‘ < Inr ‘@3 (6,7) — Cs (4, 7)‘ +InT ‘@3 (6,7) — Cs (5077)’
< INTT™PO0p(Af)(T~% + |a — agls) + IntT¥0p(N~Y2)|a — agls
< op(1).

In addition, recall Go = |Ra(7y) + Cs(do,7) — (ER2(y) + Cs(d0,7))|. By Lemma
when T172¢ = O(\/N) INTGo < (Op( ) 77T_290 "'}/ ’}/0’ ) Pyt = Op( ) When \/N =
O(T1_2¢), InTGo < |:T 2SOOP (W) + T~ 290’171"NT\/7:| T=PinT = Op(l)

Note that, R(a, ¢o) = E[b'Z(70)]?. In addition, Lemma and Lemma show uni-

formly in «,~, for any € > 0, there is C' > 0 that does not depend on e,

InT|R1(c,7) — R(e, ¢o)| < InT|Rile, ) — Ria, Hp'y)|
+int|R(e, Hy ') — R(a, Hy ')
< Op(lNT)’a — Oéo|§ + lNTC|Oé - OZO|%[OP(1) + E]

Op(lNT)Til = Op(l)\/ ryT—1t2¢ = Op(l).

All the above Op, op are uniform in «, g. Then uniformly in «, g, for v = v9 + gr;ﬁf,

/2 _ op(InT)|av — v %

INT[ST (0, ) — St (000, 70)]
= Inr[Ri(e,y) + Ra(y) + R3(a, ) — C1(8,7) — Ca(a) + Cs(8,7) + Ca()]
= op(1) + Inr[ERs (7) + EC3 (60,7) — C1(80,7)] + Inr[R (o, o) — Ca(e) + Cy(e)]

Turning to the last claim, first note that when Izt = o(T), INntT'E[b/ Zi(70)]? =
op (1) and In7 [@2(040 +bT1/2) 4 Cy(ao + bT*1/2)] = op (1) due to the proof in Section

G.6. When Iyt = T, we need to show that Iy7 [@g(ao + bTﬁl/z) + (64(040 + bel/Q)

. 13T>' This follows from Lemma |G.9|in the

asymptotically uncorrelated to [ NT@1 (
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ensueing section. I

G.7.1 Empirical Process Part

We concern the weak convergence of the empirical process given by

T
. 2 ~ ~
InTCy (50,70 + T;;) = Intp > ey <1t <70 + g) — Lt (Wo))

] 'NT
= 2@11 (HTg) - 2(:12 (HTQ) 5

where 4; = §j¢o and

T

< VINT ’ o 8 o

C = E dol< —g,— <u; <O0p,
11 (g) \/T 2 EtTyaQ 7n - U <

T
o VTINT o o 9
C = § ewydol 0 < iy < —g;——
12 (g) \/T v E1T a0 { Ut =~ gtrNT )

where g belongs to a compact set &. This is because |71 1% = m, gt = gt +
hi/V'N = Hp" fi, and flg = g;Hrg.

We introduce this transformation to remove the randomness in Hp from the definition
of the processes Cn (g) and Cio (g) and make use of the stationarity of g;. Furthermore, in
view of the extended CMT in Lemma Ciz (Hrg) and Cia (Hg) have the same weak limit
if Hp 25 H and H is a finite constant. Thus, it is sufficient to derive the weak convergence
of (Cll (9),Cro (g)> to some process, say, (Cy; (g) , Ci2 (g)) . Since Cy; (g) is of the same type
as @12 (g) and there is no correlation between the two as £, is an mds and the two indicators
are orthogonal to each other, we focus on the stochastic equicontinuity and fidi of Cy; (9).

The stochastic equicontinuity of Ci (g), however, is a direct consequence of Lemma

since 1y and g; are stationary triangular arrays and thus for any finite g and v = - JST and
for any c,e > 0
IP’{ sup Cn (h) — Cyy (g)‘ > c}
lb—gl<e
1 & c
=P sup  —= Y gaido (1{-giy <t <0} —1{-g7 < <0}) >
{w—v«/rw VT ; TNT
2
€
= 06747

which can be made arbitrarily small by choosing ¢ small.

Turning to the fidi of Cy; (g), we first check Cy; (g) satisfies the conditions to apply the

97



mds CLT (e.g. Hall and Heyde 1980). Specifically, let vy = \/rnrera;dyl { gtr < < O}

which is an mds as ¢; is an mds, and verify that max; |v| = op (ﬁ) and that %thl v?
has a proper non-degenerate probability limit. However, T 2Emax; v} < T 'Ev} by the
stationarity and by max; |a;| < 3.7, |a¢| and

T 'Ev} = T 1r3,E (o)™ 1 {—gt <t < 0} < CT 'ryr = o(1). Furthermore,
T Zt L (v} — Ev}) = op (1) due to Lemma Thus, it remains to show that the limit
of Ev? does not degenerate, which is shown in the following.

To that end, we first derive the following limit

L(s,g) = N’lTiIBOOE (Cn (s) — Ci2(s) — C11 (g) + Cia (9))2

= lim TNTEnf 1
T—o00

)

for s # g and 0, = e;2dp.

Note that each element g € & is linearly independent of ¢y = H~yp, since g; = 0 while
o1 = 1. Otherwise, there is ¢ # 0 such that g = c¢¢y. Then, g = Hg = cH~yp, which in turn
implies that g = cvyy. This is a contradiction as g; = 0 while 79; = 1. This allows us to apply
Lemma below to conclude that

rnTEnZ1 {Ut +9t7 > 0> U+ gy JiT}

- E [77::2 (_gtg + gtﬁ) (gtg < 9t5) |lup = 0] pu (0),

and that

rnTEnil {Ut +gtﬁ <0<+ g, f/T}

— E[nf (98— gis) 1 (gig > gis) |ur = 0] pu (0).
Thus, we conclude that
L(s,g) =Eo [n7 |g; (9 — )| ue = 0] pu (0).

Putting these together, we conclude

InTCh <507 Yo + g> =2W (9),
TNT

where W (g) is a centered Gaussian process with the covariance kernel

EW (g)W (s) == (L(Hs,0)+ L(Hg,0)—L(Hs,Hg)),

N
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recalling that EXY = 1 (EX2 YEY?-E(X — Y)Q) and Cy; (0) = 0.

Lemma G.9. Assume Assumption[9 Then,

o o1 S o o

rnrEn?l {ut +§— >0>u +g£—g } —E [nf (ggs — ggg) 1 (gig < gés) lug = O} pu, (0),
NT NT

as N, T — oo.

Proof of Lemma|G.9 First, we write a conditional density of i, given a random variable Y

by p(u]Y’) for more clarity. Note that

o o S o o w
T‘NTIEnfl {ut +g,’5— >0> +g£}
., NT ., NT
S w
= TNTEngl{—gt <ﬁt§—7gt }
NT NT
g 21 B o1t T, v o/
= E E(nil— @5, qw | p| —|95, grw d21{9t3>9tw}
—ds INT TNT
= F 7§th 2 of ool of ool d=1 o/ of
= _ E(10,g;s, gow) p (Olgzs, gw) dz1 {g;s > giw}
—gls
E e E 2, % ol ol E 2 7 ol ol dz1 o/ of
+E [ Ml Gis giw ) = B (010, gis, iw) ) p (0les, Gw) d=1 {gs > G
—gls
E —gw 2ot o ol E (n210.8s. &'w) dz1 { & o/
+ 3 p %lgt&gtw —p(O]gts,gtw) (m|0,gt8,9tw) z {gt3>9tw}
—gls
g 21 % ur 2 ol 2R ool
+E E (ni|=—, dis, 5w | —E (0710, g;s, gyw) ) ( p | —Idis, giw | —p (0lgzs, giw)
—g;s 'NT rNT

dz1 {gés > géw}

by a change-of-variables formula z = rypu. First,

—g,w
E [ / _ E(@10, g5, giw) p (0lgs, ghw) d=1 {gps > gzw}]
s
= E(1{gs > giw} (g5 — grw) E (n7]0, g;s, giw) p (0]gss, Giw))
= Enf1{g,s > g} (s — gyw) | = 0) py, (0)

E (

— Eni1{g;s > giw} (g)s — giw) lur = 0) py, (0),

where the convergence holds by the following reasons. Since (7, gg)’ LN (M, g{)’ as N — oo,
we have 121 {gis > g} (s — gw) > n?1{gls > giw} (g)s — giww) and i 5 w; by the
continuous mapping theorem, which imples by the Lipschitz continuity of the densities (As-
sumption |§| the convergence of py, (0) and the conditional densities. This in turn implies
the convergence of E (nf1{g;s > gjw} (§;s — gjw) |tix = 0) due to the uniform integrability,
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which is implied by the boundedness of E (77;1 |Gel3 \ﬁt)
Then, we show the other terms are negligible. We elaborate the first of these since the

reasonings are similar.

_géw z o o o o z o o o .
E / (E <n§|,g£s,g£w> —-E (U?IO,gés,géw)> ——p (0]gts, giw) dz1 {g;s > giw}
NT TNT

=/
—3;8

IA

CE

/—éiw Ldzp (0|§'s é'w) 1 {g’s > é'w}
- tS5 Gt t t

y o 1
= CE((ghw)” - (915)°) g = o)

G.7.2 Bias

We show that, as N, T — oo,

lNT(E§2(g> + @3(9)) — A (W,g) )

where
Aling) = ME (o oo + 21| - |65 2

and that A (w,g) — 400 as |g| — +oo for any w.

Proof. For v = H1¢, and g = rn7 [y — 70|, we have ¢ — ¢g = H(y — 7o) = r;,%Hg, with
g1 = 0 due to the normalization. Suppose g # 0. Let

rg = ¢ — oly (¢ — ¢o) = |[Hgly ' Hg.
We only need to focus on the case that ry is linearly independent of ¢q. Let
CNT = \/JVT]?T
By the proof of Lemma

INTE (@3 (00,7) + Ry (’Y))
= In7E (2100)% (A1e (0) + At () — Ase (6) — Aue (0))

Step I: obtaining the results for the case of w € (0, c0].
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In this case, (N7 — (u € (0, 00]. We now work with (G.18)). Note that for p = 1.5,

INT
T2¢ NO5+1/(2p) o(1),

and
My = ——=Ing T~ 2PCnr — My, = max{1, w3} € (0, ).
NT = v CNT { } € (0,00)
We shall use the following equality, which can be verified:
la+0bl—|b] = Z(a,b), where
E(a,b) = —al{a<0}1{b<0}—(a+b)1{a+b<0}1{b>0}

—bl{a+b < 0}1{b >0} +al{a+b> 0}1{a < 0}
+al{a>0}1{b>0}+ (a+b)1{a+b>0}1{b<0}
+01{b < 0}1{a+b >0} —al{a > 0}1{a + b < 0}.

(G.27)

Let g;(¢ — ¢o) = a, }i/@ = b, Note that (G.18)) can be written exactly as the right hand side

of the above equality, up to E,,—o(2;00)"pu, (0). Hence 1' and the above equality
for ¢ — o = rypHryg,

INTE(2}60)? (A1 — A3 + As — Ay)
=1 INTE =0 (2100)*Puy (0)Z(a, b) + o(1)
higo| | higo
=@ In7E)y,—o(2)50) %Py { ’ ~|| ol
NT S|y = 0( O)pt() gt(¢ ¢0) \/N \/N ()
= Cwr(Hrg) +o(1), where
Cnr(g) = MNTEy,—o(2ido)*pu, (0) (|18 + ¢S hido| — |5 Rido))
In the above, (1) is rewriting (G.18]) using the notation of Z(a,b) for g;(¢ — ¢g) =
h‘—\/%’ = b; (2) uses the equality |a + b| — |b| = Z(a, b).

Step I.1: pointwise convergence of ¢ N (9)

We now derive the pointwise limit of Cnr(g). Define

ﬁgt \gtg+Cw Z| ‘CJIZ‘-

Then Cyr(g) = MNTE 4y, —o(x}do)*pu, (0)E[Fy, (h}¢o)|2t, 9. Now we use the following

imply,

a and

port-

manteau lemma: X, — X if and only if EF(X,) — EF(X) for all bounded continuous

functions F. Note that hidolze, gt LN Z;. Now for each fixed (z¢, g¢),

|Fy(2)] < |gil;
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the right hand side is independent of z, and ﬁgt(z) is continuous in z. So we can apply the
portmanteau lemma to conclude that E[ﬁgt(hgqﬁgﬂxt, gt] — E[ﬁgt(Zt)\xt, g¢] for each fixed
x¢, g¢. This further implies, Py (¢, gt) — P(x, g¢) for each fixed (x¢, g¢), with

PN(xtvgt) = (wédO)qut(O)E[Egt(hgéo)‘xhgt]v
Pz, gt) = (wdo)*pu, (0)E[Fy, (24)|at, ge].

In addition, note that for each fixed xy, gy, |E[ﬁgt(hg¢g)|xt, at]| < |gig|. For all N,
|Pn (2, 91)] < (2}do)?py, (0)|gig]; the right hand side does not depend on N, and has a
bounded expectation: E(z}do)?py, (0)|g;g] < co. Hence by the dominated convergence theo-
rem, the pointwise convergence of Py (x¢, g:) — P(x¢, g¢) implies E|ut:0PN($ta gt) — IEWFOP(xt, gt),
which means

Ejy,=o(21d0)*Pus (0)E[Fy, (o) |2, 91] — Eju=o(xido)*pus (0)ELFy, (20) |1, 9]

Also, My7 — M, € (0,00). Thus

Cnr(g) MNTE},—o{(21do) put(o) [Fg, (hibo) e, ge]}

= MyEy,—o(2ido)*pu, (0)E [Fy, (Z0)|24, 91
- MwE(xtdo b + ¢V 2] — | 2] \uto)puxm
= A(g).

Hence we have proved for some C' > 0 and any |gls < C,

ZNTE(JI;(S())Q(Al — A3+ Ay — A4) =
Cnr(g) —

Cwr(Hrg) + o(1),
Alg).

Step 1.2: CNT(HTQ) i) A(w, g)

We apply the extended continuous mapping theorem (CMT) for drifting functions (cf.
Lemma, . To do so, first note that Hy —F H for some K x K invertible nonrandom
matrix H (e.g., Bai (2003)). To applied the extended CMT, we need to show, for any

converging sequence gr — g in a compact space, we have

9

Cnrlgr) = A(g). (G.28)

Once this is achieved, then because Hrg Ny 4 g, by Theorem 1.11.1 of van der Vaart and
Wellner| (1996), we have Cyr(Hrg) il A(Hg) = A(w, g).
To prove (G.28), note that [Cyr(gr) — A(8)| < |[Cnr(gr) — Cnr(e)| + [Chr(e) — A(g)].
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The second term on the right hand side is o(1) due to the pointwise convergence. It remains

to prove the first term on the right is also o(1). By definition,

ICnr(ar) — Cnr(9)] < MNTE ), —o(zido)*pu, (0)E[|gi (97 — )| |24, 91]
< O()Ejy,—o(zido)?|g¢l2 lor — 8] < O(1) lgr — g| = o(1).

Hence by the triangular inequality, (G.28]) holds. It then immediately follows that I x7E(z}50)% (A1 —
As + Ay — Ay) i A(w,g). In particular, when w = oo, (;! = 0 and M, = 1, so
A(w,g) = Ao, 9).

Step II: obtaining the results for the case of w =0

In this case, we have that (y7 — 0, and

— l 2
MyT = WTQW — 1.

We now work with the last equality of 1) up to W =o0(1),

INTEy,—o(2100)* (A1 — A3 + Ay — Ay) := Cnpa(Hrg) + o(1)

where
C o _lNTT?Z(pCNTZ]E 'd 2 / -1 . 144 -1 B 1{n
NT,Z(Q) = JN \ut:O(f’?t 0)“Pu, (0) (th + Cnr t¢0) {gtg + Cnrhido < 0} { 1Po > 0}
INTT 2% _ _
NN o(ado) e (0) (s + Cibhion) 1 {afa -+ Cbhin > 0}1 {Kjon < 0.

Step II.1: pointwise convergence of C NT2(9)

We now derive the limit of C ~NT2(g). Change variable y = hgqﬁocgf%, ¢ ~NT,2(g) equals
— M 12pu, (0)E[(2}do)* Fyr,1 (9o 2e)|ur = 0] + Myr2pu, (0)E[(2fdo)*Fnr 2 (g1, x4) s = 0],

where

Fnr1(ge, ) i= / (9:0 +y) 1{gi8 +y < 0} 1{y > 0} Pr;go|gs,20u=0(CNTY)dy

Fnr2(9t,2¢) := / (gr9+y)1{gig+y>0}1{y <0} Pholge,ze,ur=0(CNTY)dy.

For each fixed y, z¢, g1, as (v — 0, for any C' > 0, for all large N, T, |(n7y| < C. Recall
pz, () is the pdf of N(O,U%,xt’gt) with J%L’%gt = plimy_, o E[(h}¢0)?|2s, 91, gido = 0]. By
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Assumption [§]

P dolge i ui=0(CNTY) =P, (0)] < ‘Srlpc PR, dolge e un=0(2) =Pz, (2)|+|pz, (Cvry) —pz, (0)] = o(1).
z|I<

and Supy, o, Pt dolgs.eru—=0(") < Co for some Cp > 0 for all N,T. For each fixed g; and all
N, T, the integrand of Fnr1(g, ) is bounded by

| (gio+v) 1{gia+ vy <0} 1{y > 0} prrgo|geesue—0 (CnT)| < Col (919 +y) 1{gig +y <0} 1{y > 0}|
with the right hand side being free of NV, T and integrable with respect to y:

(9:9)*
2

/\(g£g+y)1{g£g+y<0}1{y>0}\dy= 1{gig < 0}.

Hence by the dominated convergence theorem, for each fixed g, x4,

1
Fnra(ge ) = Fi(ge, o) == / (i +y) 1{gig+y <0} 1{y > 0} pz,(0)dy = —5Pz (0)(g,9)*1{g;g < 0}.

Nnote that pz,(0) does not depend on N, T, and is a function of zy, ¢g; through 027% g In
addition, let R(x¢, g¢) = Co(:z:gdo)le{ggg < 0}. Then for all N, T,
[(zdo)* Fnra (g, a)|l < (2do)’| / (919 +v) 1{gia+y <0} 1{y > 0} Prgolgue,ue—0 (CNTY) Ay

Co(a)do)? / (gla+v)1{ga+y<0}1{y>0}|dy

IA

_ R} (929)2 ’ _
= Co(wydo) Tl{gtg <0} = R(xt, 9t)

Here R(x¢, g¢) is free of N, T', and E(|R(x¢, g¢)||us = 0) < oo. Therefore, still by the dominated

convergence theorem, E[(x}do)?Fnt1(gt, 7¢)|us = 0] — E[(x}do)?F1 (g, v¢)|ur = 0]. Using the

similar argument, we also reach: E[(x}do)? Fn12(gt, ¢)|us = 0] = E[(z}do)? Fa(g¢, x4 ) |us = 0],

where

Fy(gi, x0) = / (9i9+y) 1{gig+y >0} 1{y <0} pz,(0)dy = %pzt (0)(g:9)*1{g;g > 0}.

So

9

Cnr2(g) = —Mnr2pu, (0)E[(z}do)* Frri(ge, w)|ue = 0] + My72py, (0)E[()do) 2 Fnr2(gs, ) ur = 0]
= —2E[(z}do)*pu, (0) F1 (g¢, 1) [uy = 0] + 2E[(2ydo)*pu, (0) F2(gs, ) us = 0]

= (E(#}do)*(919)*|ue = 0, Zy = 0)pu,,z,(0,0)

= C(g).
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Step I1.2: ((V:NT,Q(HTQ) L C(9)

Again by the extended CMT (Lemma, due to the pointwise convergence of C ~NT,2(9),
similar to the proof of step 1.2, it suffices to prove, for any converging sequence gy — g on a

compact space, ‘CNTQ(QT) — CNTQ(g)\ — 0. By definition, ‘CNTQ(QT) — CNTQ(Q)‘ < ai+ao,

where
a1 = My72pu, (0)E[(z}do)?|2(ar) — 2(g)|[ue = 0]
z(gr) = / (gi0r +y) 1{giar +y < 0} 1{y > 0} Pt golgs 0000 (CNTY) Y
az = My72py, (0)E[(z}do)?[Z(g7) — Z(g)|Jus = 0]
Hor) = [ (sigr +) Uolar + 5> 0 10 < 0} pigauigmea—olGnra)dy

and as is defined similarly. Note that

2(g7) — 2(9)| < /I (gior +y) 1{glor +y <0} — (gig+y) 1 {gig +y <0} |1 {y > 0}
'phé%\gtJt,Ut:O(CNTy)dy
= |g£(gT —9)ll {QQQT ty< 0} Hy > O}ph;¢0|9t,$t,ut:0(CNTy)dy

+/| (gt9+v) I {gig+y <0} —1{gigr +y <0} [1{y > 0}
'phi%\gz,rt,m=0(CNTy)dy
< Clgilslgr — glo-

Thus a; < O(1)E[(z}do)?|gt|3lus = O]lgr — gl = o(1). Similarly, az = o(1), implying
((v:NTg(gT) — @NTQ(Q). Hence by the extended CMT, ((v?NTQ(HTg) £, C(g).- S

INTE =0 (%100)? (A1 — A3 + Az — Ag) = Cnr2(Hrg) + o(1)
P
— (E(x;d0)2((g£Hg)2|ut =0,2; = 0)put7zt(070) = C(g)

Step I1.3: C(g) = lim,—0 A (w, g)

As w — 0, we have that ¢, = w'/3, M, = w='/3. Still use (G.27) with ¢jHg = a,
(512, = b, and the formula |a + b| — |b| = Z(a, b):

A(w,g) = MJE |(xdo)® (|giHg + (S 2| — ¢S 2])

= MuE,—o(zido)*pu, (0) (Ja + b] — [b])

= —MuE,,—o(2}do)*pu, (0)al{a < 0}1{b < 0}
+ M Ep, —o(}do)*pu, (0)al {a > 0} 1{b > 0}
+ M Ey,—o(%}do)*pu, (0) A(a, b)

up = 0} Du, (0)
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where A(a, b) denotes the sum of the other terms in the expression of =(a, b) given in (G.27]).
We now aim to obtain alternative expressions for the first two terms on the right hand side.
Note that conditional on (x4, g¢, us = 0), b = (1 Z; is Gaussian with zero mean, so the first

term on the right hand side can be replaced with

~ME(1do)*pu, (0)al{a < 0}1 {b < 0}
= —M,E(x}do)*py,(0)al{a < 0}1{b > 0}
= —M,E(z}dg)*py,(0)al{a < 0}1{b > —a} — M,E(z,do)*py, (0)al{a < 0}1 {—a >b> 0}

Similarly, 1{b > 0} in the second term on the right hand side of A(w, g) can be replaced with
ME(z}do)*py, (0)al {a > 0} 1{b < —a} + M E(x}dy)*py, (0)al {a > 0} 1{—a < b < 0}.

These alternative expressions can be combined with A(a,b), to reach: (note that M, = ¢, !
and (, — 0 as k — 0),

Aw,9) = —2¢ E‘ut o(@hdo)*py, (0) (a +b)1{a+b < 0}1{b> 0}
1265 By -0 d0)2pus (0) (a + b) 1 {a + b > 0} 1 {b < 0}

=  —2E4,—0 (x}do) put(()) (a+b)1{a+b<0}1{b>0}pz({b)db

+2E =0 xtdo Du, (0 (a+b)1{a+b>0}1{b<0}pz(Cxb)db

+2E;,—0 (24d0)*pu, (0) [ (a+Db)1{a+b>0}1{b<0}pz(0)db

= E|Ut O(xtdo) put( ) t O)a2
= (E(21d0)*(91H9)?|us = 0, 2 = 0)pu,,2,(0,0) := Clg).

—W 22K, —o(x}do)*pu, (0 /a+b 1{a+b<0}1{b>0}pz(0)db

It remains to argue that (1) in the above limit holds by applying the DCT. First, for
1 2
ex =
QFU}ZL,zt,gt p( 20 f2" Tty 9t )

(2mo? 2 gt)_1/2 < Cy for some Cj > 0, due to infy, g, o7 2.9, > Co (by the assumption). So in

each fixed b, pz,((,b) — pz(0). Secondly, sup, pz,(z) = sup,

the integration: (a = g;Hg)

Ent(a) = / (a+b)1{a+b<0}1{b>0}pz ((xb)db
[(a+b)1{a+b<0}1{b>0}pz(¢b)| <|(a+b)1{a+b<0}1{b>0}|Coy, where the right

hand side is free of N, T and is integrable: [|(a+b)1{a+b<0}1{b> 0}|db < co for each
fixed a. Then DCT implies Ex7(a) = E(a) :== [(a+b)1{a+b<0}1{b>0}pz (0)db for
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each fixed a. Thirdly,
[(x2do)*EnT(a)| < (22d)*Co / | (a+b)1{a+b<0}1{b>0}|db < 0.5(z?dy)*Copa?

with a = g;Hg, so that 0.5(x7do)*Coa? is free of N, T and is integrable: Ej,, _00.5(x7do)*Coa® <
o0. Also, (z2do)?Ent(a) — (22dy)?E(a) for each fixed x4, g;. Thus applying DCT again yields

Eju,=o(27do)*Ent(a) = Ejy—o(aido)*E (a).

The same argument also applies to the second term on the right hand side of (1).

H Proofs for Section [5

H.1 Proof of Theorem [5.1t known factor case
H.1.1 Proof of the distribution of LR

Below we prove, under Hy : h(7yg) = 0,

T-LR—%0-? min Q(oo,gs) — o2 2minQ(oo, g).
g5, Vh=0 g

Proof. Define 7, = argmin, (,)—o Sr(a,7), @(y) = argmin, Sr(a,7), and an = a(ys).

Then,

Trg,lwn Sr(a,v)LR = T[Sr(an,Vn) — Sr(@,7)]
= A;+ Ay — A3, where
T[St(ah, V) — Sr(ah, 70)]
T[Sr(an,v0) — Sr(@, 70)]
As = T[Sr(@,7) —Sr(@, )]

s
[

Let us first prove a useful equality. Note that

T'[Sr(a, ) = Sr(a,v0)] = T[Rr(a,v) — Rr(a,v0)] — T(Gr(e, v) — Gr(a, )],

where R and Gr are defined in the proof of Lemma Also recall

Kor(9) = T-E (95250)2 1L (vo+g-r7") — Li(70)]
T

Kar (9) = —2261556250 (L (vo+g-m7") — Li()) -
t=1
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Here rp = T'72¢, 1,(y) = 1{f/y > 0}. Uniformly over |y — 0|2 < Cr3', @ —aglz < CT1/2,
and g = rp(y — ), we have

T[RT(O" 7) - RT(av 70)]

= 792 3 w1y > 0) — 1 fino > 0} ~ Eral1{ffy > 0} — 1{ff0 > 0}] 8
t

T’ 2 S ) ~ Zu0))Zulo) (o — )

+TE[(2}0)? — (2460)?]|L{ f{7 > 0} — 1{f{70 > O}| + TE(x;60)*|1{ v > 0} — 1{f{r0 > 0}|
= TE(x;00)*|1{f{y > 0} = 1{f{70 > 0} + op(1)
= Kaor(g) +op(1)

and
T
~T[Gr(a,7) = Gr(a,y0)] = =2 (8 —60)({f{y > 0} — 1{f{70 > 0})
t=1
T
-2 Zstxgdo(l{fh >0} — {f{v > 0})
t=1

= Kzr(9) +op(1).

1/27 and g= TT(/V - VO)a

Hence uniformly over |y —vol2 < Oyt |a — agla < CT
T[Sr(e,v) = Sr(e,70)] = Kar(g) + Ksr (g9) + op(1). (H.1)

We are now ready to analyze A;. By Lemma |7 — 0|2 = OP(T_(1_2‘P)) under Hy.
Also, in the proof of Lemma we have shown that |aj, — agla = Op(T~/?). Hence apply
(H.1)) with o = aj, and v = Ay,

Ay = T[S7(Qh,An) — Sr(@n,70)] = Kar(gh) + Ksr (gn) + op(1).
To analyze the right hand side, recall that in Proof of Theorem

Kr(ag) = T (Sr(an+a 70+ g r7) = r (ao.m)
= Kir(a) +Kar (9) + Ksr (9) +op (1)

where op (1) is uniform over any compact set. Define

(ah) ah) = arg min 1 KT (a7 gh)
a,h(yo+gnry)=0
g = T @ —7)
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gn = arg min ) Kor(gn) + Ksr (gp) -
h(vo+gnry )=0

Then Ky (an, gn) < Kt (@, gn) , implying

Kar(9n) + Ksr (gn) + Kir (@) +op(1)
K (@n, gn)

Kr (@, gn) = Kor(gn) + Ksr (gn) + Kar (@) + op(1)
Kor(gn) + Kar (gr) + K7 (an) + op(1).

KT (aha /g\h)

IN

IN

Thus

Kor(9n) + Kar (Grn) = Kor(gn) + Ksr (9n) + op(1)
= min — Kyr(gn) + Ksr (91) + op(1)
h(vo+gnry )=0

These imply, with Q7 (g) := Kar (9) + Ksr (9),

Ay = Kor(gn) +Ksr (gn) +op(1) = min Koz (gn) + Kar (9n) + op(1)
h(vo+gnry )=0

= min  Qp(gn) + op(1)
h(vo+gnry™)=0

= min Qr(gn) +op(1), (under Hy : h(yo) = 0),
rr{h(yo+gnry ) —h(v0)}=0

= min +op(1).
gwh:OQT(gh) p(1)

As for A, Lemma shows that Ay = op(1). As for A3, by definition (a, g) = arg min, 4 Kr (a, g)
and g = T~ 129 (3 — 40). Apply (H.1) with a = & and v =7,

Az = T[Sr(@,7) —Sr(@,v)] = Kor (9) + Kar(g) + op(1)
= mgin@T(g) +op(1).

Together, we have

TminSr(a,y)LR = A1 + Ay — A3 = min Qr(gn) — minQz(g) + op(1).
ay 9} Vh= g
Note that Qp(-) = Q(oo,-). In addition, the operator P : f — ming vn—o flgn) —
ming f(g) is continuous in f with respect to the metric (essential supremum)|fi — fo|loo =
inf{M : |fi(z) — fa(z)| < M almost surely}. Hence by the continuous mapping theorem, and
the fact that min, , St (a,v) =% o2,

T-LR—%0-? min Q(o0,gs) — 0. 2minQ(oo, g).
95, Vh=0 g
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H.1.2 Proof of the distribution of LR

Proof. We first prove that under Hg : h(yo) = 0,

TSH(a*,7*)LR; = min Q7
(@Y ) LRy, gwh:OQT(gh)

~ minQy(9) + op-(1)

where Q(9) = 5, (3) |10 (7 -+ 9 r7") — L) -2y mald (1 7+ 9 17') — 1(3).

To do so, define

a’(y) = argminSy(e,7),
7(a) = argminSy(a,7)
i) = arg min S7(a.n),
We have TS} (@*, 7°) LR = T[SH(@5,7;) — Sh(@%,7%)] = Af + A} —
Al = T[Sp(@h ;) —Sp@. 7)., Az =T[Sr(ay,7) — Sr(@",7)],
Define

"a— —= Z meeZ (Y

T -

~
N ¥
~
S
[

T t
T

K3z (9) :—QZU@% (L (F+g-r7") — 1)
t=1

(xéé) LG +g77Y) — 1),

A3, where
Ay =T[Sr(a",77%) -
a’?

Ky (a,9) =T (S5 (@+a- T725 4 g-17!) =81.(@7)).

We first show two important equalities:
(i) T[S 7) — Sy 9)] = Ksp(9) + Kz (9) + op- (1)
(i) K7 (a,9) = Kip () + K (9) + Kir (9) + 0~ (1),
where oy« (1) is uniform over any compact set.

For (i), note that T'[S% (o, 7) =S¥ (e, )] = TR («x
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[G%(O‘v 7) _G’?(O‘a ﬁ)]
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To bound the right hand side, note that uniformly for |a — @l = Op«(T~Y?), |y — 7|2 =
Op-«(ry') and g = rr(y —7),

where

TIR}(0,7) ~ Ri (0, ) 2
T S a1 > 0F — 17 > 0} + T 3 8a(1{fiy > 0} ~ 1{f7 > 0N ZG) (o - 0)
t t
Kir(9) + Op()T' 415 ~ Slas a1 {7 > 0}~ 1{57 > 0)]
t
Ki2(0) + Op (DT~} = Bl = 32 + 0p(1) = Kir(a) + 0p-(1)
~T[GH(a,7) ~ G )] = ~2 3" w6 ~ H(A{ffx > 0} = {7 > 0) + Kz (o)

t=1
K3r (9) + op-(1),

we applied Lemma on the bootstrap sampling space to show

S miEa (5 — 8 (1{fly > 0} — 1{f/7 > 0}) = op-(1). Therefore, uniformly in g, |y —J|a =
Op+(rzt), and | — @ly = Op(T~1/2),

T(S7(e,7) = S, 7)) = Kor(9) + Kar (9) + op= (1). (H.2)

For (ii), note that uniformly for « — & = T-'/2q and vy — 5 = r;lg, we have

where

where

applie

K7 (a,9) = Kir (a) + Kor (9) + Kar (9) + AT+ Az + A3

Ai(a,y) = 2 20— S)me(l (7) — Li(3)) = op+(1)
A(ay) = }Tza'ztmx;mm)—m»

Aj(a,y) = op(1) D [(#10)* = (18)’]1e (v) — L(3)| = op(1)

t

we applied Lemma [F.2] on the bootstrap sampling space to bound the first term, and

d the same lemma on the original space to bound the other two terms.

We are now ready to analyze A]. By Lemma |a% —aly = Op+(T71/2), and 7} — A2 =

Op(T

~(=20)). Apply (H.2) with a = @} and v =7} =7 + Giry s

Al = TISt(ap, 7,) — St(ap, )] = Kor(9s) + Kar (95) + op-(1).

Define

a = VT@,-a), g,=rr@ -7
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gn = arg  min  Kj(9) +Kip(9), h(F+gr7) = h().
h(F+gry )=h®)
By Lemma St (ag,75) < Ming, p,(y)=h(7) Sk(c,y) + op= (T~1), and h(77) = h(7y) we
have
Kp (@35 = T(S(@.) -Sr(@7) < T ( min S7(a) - 5 <aﬁ>> Fop-(1)

= min K% (a,g) +op«(1) <Kr (a*,g;) + op=(1).
a.h(F+rr 9)=h(7)

So by K7 (a,9) = Kip (a) + K37 (9) + K3p (9) + op- (1),
or(9n) + Kar (91) + Kir (@3) + op- (1) = K7 (@*, g5,) < K7 (a*, g5,) + op+(1).
On the other hand, by the definition of g;,

Ky (@, g;) = Kip(gr) +Kip (g) + Kip (@) + op- (1)
< K57 (gh) + Kir (95) + Kir (@) +op- (1)

and note that Q% (g9) = K5,(g) + K37 (9). So

Kor(n) + Kar (9n) = Kor(gn) + Kar (95) + op-(1)

= min  Kor(9) +Kzr (9) +op-(1)
h(¥+gr; )=h(7)

= min_ Qi(g) +op(1).
h(F+gry')=h()

These imply

A = K@) +Kir @) top- ()= min  Qig)+op-(1)
h(F+gry ) =h(7)

As for A5, Lemma shows that a}f — @* = op«(T~'/2). Hence similar proof as in
Lemma shows A3 = op«(1).

As for A3, let g* = rr(3* — 7). Apply (H.2) with o = a*, and v = 7%, then A =
[S5(@",7°)—S3(@",7)] = Kar (5)+Kor(§)+op-(1). Now let §* = arg ming K3 (g)+ K3 (9).
Then by Lemma , S5(a%,7%) < ming ., Sh(a,y) + ops (T71). Hence,

17(@) + Kor (%) + Kar(g") + op-(1)
= Kz (a*,9%)
— TEr@EF) -5 @7) < T (minSi(a) - 57(@3)) + or-(1)
= minKj(a,g) + op- (1) < Kp(@*,§") + op- (1)

a‘?.q
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o~k

= Kirp(a@") + K3p(g%) + Kip(9") + op=(1)
< Kip(@) +Kir(3%) + K5 (3%) + op«(1).

This implies K (5*) + Kip (57 < Kip(§) + Kip (7%) < Kip(7°) + K (7) + op+(1). So

A5 = K3p() + K5p(G) + opr (1) = Kip(@) + Kir() + op- (1)
= min@i(9) +op-(1).

Together, we have

TSi@' 3L, = AitA5-Ai=  min Qo) - minQilo) +op(1)
gn:h(F+gnry )=h(7) g
_ min . Qhgn) — minQ(g) + op- (1)
re{h(F+gnry )—h(7)}=0 9

= min Q7(gn) — min Q7 (g) + op=(1).
g5, Vh=0 g
Here VF is constant since h is linear.

Next, recall

1 ~ 2 N _ -
Kip (9) =T 7> (#10) [1: (G+g-17") = 1(3)|
t

1 ~ _ ~
=T > (@100)° [1e G+ g 77) = L@ + 0r()
t

= Mr(¥,9) +op(1)

where
Mr(v,9) =T -E (2460)° |1 (y + g - 771) = 1i(7)| -

For any v — 70, and fixed g, we have Mp(yr,g) — Q(o0,g). It then follows from the
extended continuous mapping theorem that Mz (7,g) —F Q(oco,g) for each g. So K, =
Q(00, g) + op(1) pointwise for each g.

Next, for K5, (g) := —2 ST ntaazgg(lt F+g- 3 — 1)), Lemmashows that in
the known factor case, K5, (9) =* 2W(g).

So Q7(.) = Kip(.) + K5 (1) =" Q(o0,.). Here =* denotes the weak convergence with
respect to the bootstrap distribution. It follows that

TSp(@*,7*)LR;, =  min Qfp(gn) — minQ7(g) +op+(1)
9, Vh=0 g
—d min Q(Oovgh) - mln(@(oo,g)
g, Vh=0 g
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In addition,
A~k Sk * [N S 1 ~
Sr(@*,7") = Sp(@,7) +op:(1) = T ;(ﬁt&)Q +op+(1)

* 1 -~
= E— zt:(ﬁtSt)Q +op«(1 Zﬁt +op-(1) = o2 + op-(1).

Thus 7'+ LR}, - 022 min g, vh=0Q(00, gn) — o2 ~2min, Q(c0, g).
1

H.1.3 Technical Lemmas

Lemma H.1. Under Ho,
(i) [An — ol2 = Op(T~(172¢)),
(“) T[ST(ah7’70) ST( 770)] = OP(l)

Proof. (i) The proof is ver similar to that of the rate for 7, so we only briefly sketch the main
steps. First of all, h(y) = 0 and h(5,) = 0. By definition, we have

0 > St (an, V) — St (a0, %)

~

= Ry (an,3h) — Gr (Qh,Yn) + Gr (00,70)

Similarly as before, we can find some ¢, ¢ > 0 such that for sufficiently small |o — apl,

R(a,y) = E(Z() (a—a))* +E (00 (1 (7) — Lt (0)))
+2E (2400 (1 (7) — 1¢ (0))) Ze ()" (@ — 0)
> cla—aols+ T2 |y —0ly — ¢ o — aoly v — 0l T,

where the first inequality is from the bounds and the second from the condition that |ov — g,
is small. (this is guaranteed since @y, is consistent under Hy) Furthermore, we still have, for
0<n<ec,

N

1 1
|G7 (o,7) — Gr (0,7)| < Op <\/T> la — aoly + 0T 7% |y — 0|y + Op (T)
1
Ry (a,7) — R(e,7)| < mla—aols +19772 |y —0ly + Op | = |,
T

where the inequality is uniform in « and v in the sense that the sequences Op () and op (+)

do not depend on a and . Since

R (an, W) < |Gr (@h,An) — Gr (0, 70)| + Ry (@, An) — R (@, A0)|
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we conclude that

~ 2 o 1~ 1 N 1
(c—n) (‘ah_a0|2+T 290‘7h—’70|2> <Op <\/T ’Oéh—OéO‘Q-l-OP 7

_ 1
A —0ly = Op <M> :

(i) First we show that |a — s = op(T~/2) under Hy. Let Z), = Z(3). Straightforward

calculations yield

implying

(Zh —2NZ = Zp)ao + (20 Z20) 22 = Z)ow + (24 2,) " (Zn — Z)'e

an—a = (Z07Z)"
70 Zp) N = (Z'2) NZ'(Z - Z)ag + Z'e + (Z — Z)'€]

+{(

which is op(T~2) since |[J — o2 = o(T~(-5=%)) under Hy. Then

T[St (an,v0) — Sr(@,70)]

= T - ) Y Zi0) 200 @ - &)+ T@ - ) 2 Y Zio)e,
t t

T2 (a0~ 8) 3 Zu0) 2o (@ — o)

= Op(T)|an —al} + Op(VT)|ay — alz = op(1).

Lemma H.2. In the known factor case, the k-step bootstrap estimators (a*,7*,7;) satisfy:

Sr(@*,7) < minSp(a,7) + op- (T7h).
SH@5.An) < min _ Sp(a,y) +op-(T7Y), h(F;) = h(d)
a,h(v)=h(¥)
@ —aly = Op-(T7'?), |} —ala=O0p(T""?), [@ —@aj|s = op-(T7'?)
An—Alz = Op(T~17%))

7=l = Op(T~172).

Proof. Define

(ag:7g) = argminSp(a,7).
kv = arg min ShH(a,y
(@175 o ST

o*(y) = argminSi(a,7),
(e
7'(a) = argminS7(a,7),
v
() = arg min Sp(a,7).

v:h(7)=h()
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Our proof is divided into the following steps.
step 0: |y, , —l2 = Op= (T—(1-29)), 175 — A2 = Op~ (T~(1=2#)) and |y —all2 = Op~ (T—1/2).
step 1: if |y —Ala = Op«(T~0729) then |a*(y) — @l2 = Op«(T~/?).
step 2: in addition, |a*(y) — agl2 = op~ (T~1/2), and |a*(y) — oy pl2 = op= (T-1/2).
step 3 if o — ajls = op+ (T~1/?), and |a — oy pl2 = op+ (T—/2), then
St v* (@) < ming ., Sh(a,y) + op+(T71), and Sh(a, v (a)) < ming j,(1)=n(3) Sy (0, ) +
op+ (T_l).
step 4: in addition, |[v*(a) —Fl2 = Op«(T~1729)) and |} (a) — Al2 = Op«(T~(1729)).

Once the above steps are successfully achieved, then the proof is completed by the follow-
ing argument. Recall that 70 = 7% = 5. Also, for I > 1, @ = o*(F*71), a7 = o*(7F' ),
7 =57 (@"), 3 =77(@"), and @ = @, 57 =74, and 3 = 3;".

For k = 1, 70 = 77" = 3. Hence by step 1, |a! — a|y = Op-(T~Y?) = |a}

Conditions of step 3 are satisfied due to step 2, hence for a = o*(3*

1 ~
— O£|2.

) in step 3,

S7(@"1,7) < minSi(a,7) + op- (T71)
o,y
and for a = o* @ZO) in step 3,

s ro~k, 1~k 1 . * —
St(ay™, 7, ) < N h(]gl)l:nhm St(a,y) +op«(T7H).

By step 4, 7! = qla = Op«(T~17%)) and Wzl —Ala = Op«(T~(1=2¢)). Thus results of
Lemma are verified if we stop after k step(s) for k = 1.

For k = 2, the previous step 4 ensures that we can apply step 1 respectively with v = %1
and v = /7\;’1. Thus the same argument yields Lemma is verified for £ = 2. We can
employ the mathematical induction to conclude that Lemma [H.2]is verified for all & > 1.

Proof of Step 0.

In the bootstrap world, 7 is the true value while 7y is the least squares estimator. Also,

by the definition of (a7 ;.75 ), we have

ST(nsYgn) < S7(@,7),  Stlog, vg) < S7(@,7).

Hence the proof of this step is simply the bootstrap version of the proof of the rates of
convergence in the original sampling space. We thus omit its proof to avoid repetitions.
Proof of Step 1.
For a generic v, let A(y) := 7 ST Ze () Ze (7).
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So conditional on the event [§ — 4ol < CT~(1=29) and uniformly in |y — 7| < CT~(1-2¢),

T
1
a*(y) — -1 Z Zy (V) e
—1
1 r 1 <&
< (A7 - ZZt ) Eme| + [A(Y) sup ZZt ())Eem
t:1 Iw—?/IQSCT*“*?“’) t=1
T
_ _ 1
+A(y)"rOp(T79)] sup =3 311 () = (o) | — Elal311e (4) = 1e(y0)]
_ —(1-2 T
[y—y0|2<CT—(1=2¢) =1
+A(y)rOp(T79) sup Elze[3]1¢ () = Le(70)]

[y—v0l2<CT—(1=2¢)

= op(T71?).

Thus we have proved, uniformly over |y — 5| < CT—(1-2¢),

T
o (v) = 6 = AG) )5 Y % 3) B + op(T712) (113)
t=1

Proof of Step 2.
Note that o = a*(yy) and o, , = a*(7; ). Respectively letting v =7, and v =75 in

(H.3)) yields (by step 2)
~ -1y L ~ ~ _
o (y)—a = A@®) I)th:Zt (3) Eme + op+(T71/?)
«  ~ ~-1y 1 SUN -
a, —a = A(Y) 1)TZt:Zt (V) &t + op+ (T 1/2)
. A -1y L PN -
G =8 = AD)F D Zi()Em +op(T7).
t
Thus a*(y) — aj = op- (T~'/2) and a*(y) — oy, = opr (T2,

Proof of Step 3.
By the definition of v*(«) and 7 («),

< Si(a,vg) = Sp(ag,vy) + St(a,vy) — St(ag,v,)
St yp(a)) < Spla,vgn) =Sty p vgn) + 57 vgn) — St(ag ns Vgn)-

By definition, mina,h("/):h(’w\) S;‘(O‘f}/) = S;( Zhv’yg h) and mlna’YS ( 7/7) = S;fr(a;ﬁ;)
Hence it suffices to show if o — a;b = op+(T 1/2), and |a — O‘gh’2 = op«(T 1/2),

St(e, ) = Stlag, ) < op«(T71)
St vg.0) = STy s ) < 0p=(T7H).
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By [aj —alz = Op~ (T—'/2) and the triangular inequality, | — @la = Op+(T~/2). Uniformly

in v so that |y — 7]y < CT~(1-2¢),
St(a,7) = St(ag, ) = (a; — a)’ ZZt mér + (o — a)’ ZZt - Zi(y)'a
(ap — ) ZZt ) (@ —a)+ (a; —a) ZZt v)'(@—ajy)
= o (I g (I 3 2 o (T 3 ) AG) - 2]

= op (T ") +op-(T"'?) Z Zi(V)mer + op+ (T _1/2)T Z[Zt(’Y) — Ze(V)|mee
t

+op+(T71/%) = E Zi(V{fA > 0} = L{fiy > 0})'a4d
_ _ 1
< op(T™) +op-(T"/?) sup = > 12:(7) = Zi(@)mila
_5 —(—2p) T
ly—Al<CT-(1=2¢) ¢
/2 1
+op- (T™1/?7%) sup = 2 lil311(70) = 1) = Elzrf3[1(70) = 1(7)]
ly—0|<CT~(1=2¢) 7
+op-(T~1/?7%) sup Ela[3]1(v0) = 1(7)]
[y=y0l<CT=(1=2¢)
< ops(T7Y) + op= (T7VHT=(=9) 4 op (T7279)7=(1=20) — op.(T7Y). (H.4)

Applying the above to v = 75, which satisfies |y — 7la < CT~(1=2¢) with bootstrap

probability measure arbitrarily close to one by step 1 due to step 0, we have
St(a,vy) = Si(ag, ;) = op=(T7H).

In addition, also applies when o is replaced with a;h. That is,
St (@, 7) = Sh(a gh,v) = op+(T1) uniformly in [y —7]y < CT~(172¢). By step 0, |7, =72 =
Op+(T~(1=29)). Hence let v = Yoy We have

St ) — ST s Yimp) = op-(T71).

Proof of Step 4. Note that |a —a| = Op=(T~?). The proof is then simply the bootstrap
version of step 3 of the iterative estimator in the known factor case. Thus we just sketch the

proof for [y}(a) — Al2 = Op«(T~(1729)) for brevity.
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For generic v,
1 & 2 &
St (@,7) =St (@.7) = &5 thx; 1t (v) = L0 — % ;m@w% (Lt () = 1(9)) 6

(a—a) Zzt )z} (1 (7) — (7)) 6.

Apply Lemma with g replaced by a generic 7o, uniformly for ~,~s, and an arbitrarily
small n > 0,

T
1 1 _
O p () = 1wl = Oy (s ) #1072y = vl
t=1
+T %K (Olf)ﬂct)2 11¢ () — 1e(2)]

1 _
Op <T> + T W _’Y2|2

Y

T
2 N 1 _
T E n€ery (1 (v) = Li(72)) 6 < Ops <T> + 0T 7% |y — 7,

a—a

’ﬂ\l\?
HMH

1 B _
)y (1 (7) = 1(2)) 6 = (Op (T) +0T 2 |y —yoly + T “"!'y—’yz\z)

x O px (T_1/2> )

Combining these bounds and setting v = v;(a), and 2 = 7,
0> St (a,75()) =St (7)) > Op« (TH) +eT7 () =71

This implies |7} (a) — 7] < Op«(T~(172%)). The same argument yields [y*(a) — 7| < Op(T~(172¢)). 1

H.2 Proof of Theorem estimated factor case
H.2.1 The bootstrap with re-estimated factors using PCA

We now present details on our main bootstrap procedure that re-estimates factors in the
bootstrap sample. This is given by |Goncalves and Perron (2019)). To maintain the cross-
sectional dependence among the idiosyncratic components in the bootstrap factor models,
we rely on a consistent (in spectral norm) covariance matrix for e, given by var(e;). Such a
covariance estimator can be obtained via thresholding as in [Fan, Liao, and Mincheva| (2013).
Let W} be a sequence of independent N x 1 multivariate standard normal vectors. As in

Gongcalves and Perron| (2019)), generate bootstrap data
Vi = Afie + var(e) 2wy
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Then apply PCA to estimate factors, obtaining ﬁ’f‘t as the estimated factors in the bootstrap
sample. Let F}* = (F},, —1)". It has the following expansion

b
VN

where r} is some remainder term. In addition, let V* be the diagonal matrix containing the
top dim(f1;) eigenvalues of Y*Y* /(NT). Then

/ H* 0 / 1 ~ o~ *
HY — 7 H* — V*_lf F* ! S , | — 1t )
( 0 1) th: 1165 t (O

where Sy = %ZA\’K, and

Fy = Hi (fi+ —=hi) + 7

* a-1 1~ ~ * *
= AINAvar(et)l/QWt = Z;.

Note that F}* estimates ﬁ, the “true factors” in the bootstrap sample, up to a new rotation
matrix H7}.. Hence the bootstrap distribution of F}* would not be able to exactly mimic the
sampling distribution of ﬁ Fortunately, such a rotation discrepancy can be removed in the

bootstrap estimation because H7 is known. As such, we can define
* !/ —1
fi =Hp K

as the final “estimated factors” in the bootstrap sample, whose asymptotic bootstrap distri-

bution would then exactly mimic that of ft without rotations.

H.2.2 Gaussian-perturbed factors

We now present an alternative bootstrap procedure using Gaussian-perturbed factors. Let
{W; 1t < T} be a sequence of independent K x 1 multivariate standard normal random
vectors. We simply use

o= ﬁ +N_1/2§}1/2Wt*,

where N—1/ 222/ 2)/\/;‘ is a Gaussian perturbation; flh is an estimator for the asymptotic vari-
ance of H'hyy, as defined in (4.6))

!/
€| .

Y, := var (jifA/A)l\/lNA

Hence we can use

~ ~

Sh = N(AA)""Avar(e,) AAA)
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where var(e;) is a high-dimensional covariance estimator for var(e;). For instance, Fan, Liao,
and Mincheva (2013)) assumed that var(e;) is a sparse covariance matrix, and constructed
var(e;) using thresholding.

H.2.3 Proof of the distribution of LR

Let

INT = V/ TNTT1+29".

Proof. Define 7y, = argminy, j,(,)—o S7(,7), @(y) = argmin, St (a, v), and @), = a(7y,). Then

INT min Sr(e, v)LR = IN7[Sr(anh,3n) — St(a,7)]
= A1+ Ay — A3 where,
Ar = In7[Sr(@h, A1) — ST(Qh,70)]
Ay = In7[ST(@nh, ) — S7(@:70)]

Az = In7[Sr(@,7) — Sr(@,v0)]-

We first analyze Sr(«, ) — Sr(a,7y0).
We have ST(O"’}/) - ST(OZ/YO) = (:3(0[’7) - Cl(a,'y) + 22:2 Rd(a,’}/) where (Cl(OL,’}/),
Cs(a,7), Ra(ar, ), R3(av,y) are as defined in Section and

~ 1 ~ ~ ~
Ry(a,y) = 7 > " 2Z,(v0) (o — a0) (6 — 60) (1{ {7y > 0} — 1{ flo > 0})
t
~ 1 ~ ~
Rs(a,7) = = Zj(x@(é = 00))*[1{fy > 0} = 1{ fir0 > 0}
o 1 ’ / Py ry
Re(a,v) = T th(é — do)z;0|1{ fiy > 0} — L{f{~0 > O}].
t
Uniformly for |a— ao| = Op(T~2) and |y =l = Op(ryy), we have In7|Ra(, )| = op(1)

for d = 3 ~ 6. In addition, Ry(e,v) + Cs(a,y) = G1(Hr) + op(Iyy) for G1(¢) as defined
in , by Lemmas So

INT[ST(0, ) — S0, 70)] = InT[G1(Hry) — Ci(ao, 7)) + op(1).

Next, Sp(a@p,7n) < Sr(ao,70) under h(yg) = h(5,) = 0. Thus the same proof as the
rate of convergence for (@,7) also carries over to prove that |3, — Yol2 = Op(rys) and

|@p — apla = Op(T~/2). Now let @ = ag +a- T2, v =~ + g - 3,

Kr(a,9) = InT (ST (Oéo +a- T2 49 7"1}1T> =S¢ (040,70))
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3 2 4
= Inr Y _ Ra(a,7) = Int Y Ca(a,7) +Inr Y Cala,v)
=1 =1 =3

= In7[Gi(Hr7) — Ci(ao, )] + Inr[Ri(e, 70) — Cala, )] + op(1)
= Kur(g) + Kir(a) +op(1),
where Ki7(a) := Iy7[R1 (e, 70) — Ca(a, v)], which does not depend on ~, and

Kur(g) == InT[C1(Hr(v0 + g - Thi)) — Ci(ag,0 +9- )l

Define
(@n,gn) = arg min Kr(a,gn), (a,9) =argminKr (a,g)
a,h(yo+gnr ) =0 .9
g = np(Gh=7),  G=7rnpr (G =)
gn = arg min Kar(9), g = argmin Kyr(g).
h(Yo+grry )=0 g

Then the same proof as in Section shows that

Kar(gn) = Kar(gn) +op(1), Kur(g) = Kar(g) +op(1).

Thus

A1 = In7[Gi(HAh) — Ci(ag,3n)] + op(1)

= Kur(gn) +op(1) = arg min  Kyp(gn) +op(1)
h(vo+gnry )=0

= arg ,m'}LD Kar(gn) +opr(1)

9, Vh=0
Az = In7[Gi(HrY) — Ci(ao,7)] + op(1)
= arg rngin Kar(g) +op(1).

Also Ay = op(1) following a similar proof as in Lemma Sections show that
Kyr() = Q(w, ), where NGy (Hr(v0+9- r&lT)) is the bias part and ZNT(Ajl(ao, Yo+ g- r;,%r)
is the empirical process part. Hence by the continuous mapping theorem,

Int - LR —¢ 05_2 min Q(w, gn) — (75_2 mgin Q(w, g).

g, Vh=0

H.2.4 Proof of the distribution of LR;

Proof. The proof below holds for both cases of bootstrap estimated factors:
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re-estimated factors using PCA Recall that f; = H _1Ft Then we have
~ ‘ ~ ~ 1
= HE Y 4 me, = 4+ ——=h H.5
fe=Ff +Hp rg+me, fii= e (H.5)

where m; = ]?t — ]?t, whose probability bound is given in Section Note that the
bootstrap probability bound for r} is similar to that of m;. Also,

h;fk = ( >{1‘/70)7 hTt NN(O,Eh)

perturbed bootstrap factors
In the case of directly using perturbed factors for bootstrap: f;" = ﬁ + N1/ 2h¥, we can

still write

* Tx '] % N N 1 "
fi=ff +Hy 17} +my,  fy = fi + ﬁht (H.6)

where 7 = 0 and

a1/2

h::( TbO)v t_z Wt*NN(O?Eh)

Step 1. Expansion of [n7(S%.(c,v) — Sh(a,7)).
We have InpSh(a*,7*) LR} = InT[ST(0F,7;) — Si(a*,7%)] = A} + A5 — A5, where

AT = InT[S7(a), Vi) = S7(@h,7)]s A3 = InT[S7(h, 7) = S7(2%,7)], A3 = Inr[S7 (@, 77) = Sp (@, 7))

Define

T

By = 23 as ({5 >0} —1{ma>0}) 7 (0 (0 -a),
1

Rila) = 23270 (a— )6~ ({5 > 0) ~ 173 > 0})

Rio) = 5 (6~ 615 > 0} 15 > 0]

2 ’ N
Rg(a,y) = 7 > @6 = do)atd |1 {f v > 0} — 1{f;'7 > 0}

Cilan) = 7> maws (1S >0}~ 175> 0})
, t?l
Ci0) = 2> wazi (Y (a-a)
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T
Cila) = 23 aibes (13> 0}~ 1{FA > 0}) (1f77 > 0) — 177> 0}).
t=1
2~ . o Y .

i) = = > ad (15 >0 =17 > 0}) Z () (a - ),
t=1
T

) = 2> maals (MF >0 - UFT>0)),

o~
Il
A

(480)> [1{f;"y > 0} = 1{;'7 > 0},

)
Nl Nl
=10~

il
5

Ci(rA) = > (@) (LET >0} = {fA > 0}) (W{F'y > 0} = 1{ET > 0}).

&
Il
—

Uniformly in |o — &l = Op(T~Y2) and |y — Fls = Op(ryh), we have Iyr|R(a, )| =
op-(1) for d = 3 ~ 6, Inr|C5 (v,9) — C§ (e, 7) | + Ine|Rj (v,7) — RS (4)| = op-(1), and
l NT]@{ (v) = Ct (a,7)| = op+(1). These convergences are straightforward to verify as in the
original sampling space. We verify lNT|((A:{('y) — Ci(a,7)] = op+(1) at the end of the proof
(step 5) for illustration.

Next, write
Gras =G+ NTVPH ISP

where W} is standard normal. Also write

Gus(da, ¢1) = 2B(2;00)* (g gsd1 > 0} — 1{g;61 > 0}) (1{d, g2 > 0} — 1{g; g1 > 0})
+E (93;50)2 \H{G,1592 > 0 — LGy xe1 > 0}

where E is with respect to the joint distribution of the sampling distribution and W;. Then
ft = Hpg, gy 5 and Gy s(Hry, Hr) = E(C5 (y1,72) + B3 (11,72))- Then for ¢ = Hry
and ¢ = Hr?,

6
INT(SH(@,7) = S7(@.7)) = Inr(Ci(ay) = Ci(a,y) + Y Rilany) + R3(7))
d=3

— lNT((Eg (77:7\) i‘ E; (’Y,j)) — lNT(/(\:ik (’y) + op*(l)
INTGy 5(0,¢) — InrCT () + 0p=(1). (H.7)

~

Step 2. Probability limit of In7G s(0, ).
Fix ¢; in a neighborhood of ¢y. We first obtain a similar expansion as in (G.18]).

Al(d2,01) = {Ggsd2 <0< gigsor}l{gi¢1>0}
A3(¢2,01) = 1{Gipxd <0< Gignd2}1{gi¢1 <0}
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A3 (d2,01) = 1{Gipxd2 <0< gigxudi}1{gi¢1 <0}
Ay(p2, 1) = 1 {flt,H,z@bl <0< EVJ;,H,Z@} 1 {?zgd)l > 0} .

Therefore, G x (2, 1) = E (2400)° (A}, (b2, 61) + Al (2, 61) — A3, (62, 1) — A%y (d2, 61)) -

Let us calculate A7, first. For notational simplicity, write
hims =Wr SV2HY ung = gio.
Then

D (55:550)2 w =E (x:f‘SO)Q 1 { htH2¢1 <VNuy; < —VNg, (62 — ¢1) — th,z%} 1 {h;IH,EQSl < 0}
+E (2}d0)” {0 < VNuy; < =VNg; (62 — ¢1) — h;H,Zgbl} 1 {hf,/H,ECbl > 0} + Au1,

where the same proof as of Lemma implies A1 < %, given the assumption that

Py gin: (+) is bounded. Let py % (") == p () denote the conditional density of

uNt\ht oxn®1. 26,2

upn¢. Change variable a = v Nu, we have,

E ($250)2 A1 — A11

_ 1 / ! o o/ - g * _a
= ﬁ 360) / { higxo1 <a< VNG, (¢2 — ¢1) ht,H,Ed’l} 1 {ht,H,z¢1 < 0}pum\*(\/ﬁ)da

1 o «! «! a
+ \/7N (100) / 0<a<—VNG(¢2—¢1) — ht,H,2¢1} 1 {ht,H,2¢1 > 0}pu1\1t\*(7)da

VN
= —E (2}60)’ Pune| k(091 (02 — ¢1) 1{g; (¢2 — ¢1) < 0}1 {ht axP1 < 0}
/ v/ d) d) %/
— E (#100)” Pun, 1 (0) <gt (6 — ) 4 2 ) { j% < o} 1{hsson >0}
+ Bi, (H.8)

where the same proof as of Lemma implies, due to p,, t‘*(.) is Lipschitz,

C” _
So the same proof as of Lemma [G.6|carries over to A},...A},, showing that a similar expansion
as in (G.18) holds: for Z(a,b) is as defined in (G.27), for g{(¢s — ¢1) = a, "2 = b, and
¢2 = o1 + Hyryr,

INTG 5 (2, 91) = E[(%100)*Puy, 14 (0)E(a, b)] + o(lyh)

— B 00, 0) |7 02— o)+ 2 < |

} to(l).  (H.9)
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When w € (0, 0o, lNTG}LE(QbQ, 1) = CN,H,E,% (Hg) 4 o(1), where

Cniso(8) = MuEpy,—0(2}do)*puy, (0) (|gia + ¢ Ry d1| — ¢ Ry 1))
Chze () = MuEgs _o(ido)*pgs, (0) (lgie + ¢S Ry’ o1 | — ¢S Ry ) - (H.10)

Note that Cn i34, (g) = ME(@,do)*Puer.g:(0) (|91 + G R o1 | — |5 hi¢1]), so by the
assumption supy, p, o, 61 P61 (2e, for (0) = Pgig|ee, e (0)| = 0(1), uniformly in ¢,

INTGH 5 (P2, 1) = CH,E,@ (Hg) + o(1).

Let ¢ = ¢A5-|- HTgr;ﬁ[. Note that & —7 H'SH. By the assumption that @HvEm (g9) is
continuous in (H, X, ¢1,9),

~ v

INTGy, 5(0,0) =C
= M,Ejy,—o(zido)?pu, (
= MyEpy,—o(xydo)*pu, (
= Aw,9),

HT,§,¢?(HT9) +op(l) = CH,H’Z‘H,(;SO (Hg) +op(1)
0) (\géHg + C;lWZ‘/(H’EH)l/QH”(pO) - \c;lwg"(H’zH)l/?Hfl%D
0) (l9:Hg + Co ' 2] — |0 24])

Puy
put

where we note that W} (H'SH)Y2H ¢y ~ N(0,07), with 07 = ¢/ X¢p = limvar(hj¢g) =

a,gl’zhgt in the homoskedastic case. So W;' (H'SH)Y2H ¢y = Z,.

When w € (0, 0], we now work with (H.9), where we treat terms as, as in the definition

of Z(a,b) as we did for (G.19) (G.20) . Here

ay = —gi (2 — d1) 1{g; (¢2 — ¢1) < 0}1 {hf,/H,Eﬁbl < 0}

as = §i(¢2— 1) 1{g) (¢2 — ¢1) > 0} L{h} 1y 51 > 0}

dy = ~3i(92— 1) 15 (62— &1) < 0N { Wy wor > 0}

ay = §i(d2—¢1)1{g (d2— ¢1) > 0} iy sér < 0}. (H.11)

We note that thqul is symmetric around zero, due to the Gaussianity of h;. Hence
P(hi g snt1 < Olze, Gr) = P(hi g1 > 0lxg, g¢) = 1/2.

S0 E(2}00)*Puyrin (0)aa = E(x}60)*puyy % (0)ay for d = 2,5, and we reach an expansion

similar to 1) for ¢o = @1 + ng;,lf,
INTGHx(d2,61) = op(1)

h h ,
—2INTE(2760)*Puy, 1% (0) <§fs (2 — b1) + t\%?) 1 {ﬁé (2 — b1) + t\HﬁJE\;m < 0} 1 {hf,H,zfﬁl > 0}

126



VN VN

y hy g sé1 5 hY s o
2N TE(2160) Py o (0) <gz (62— é1) + ””) 1 {gz (62— ¢1) + —T—— > 0} 1{hss61 <0}

= Cnaze2(Hg) +o(1)

where we used a similar change-variable as in Step II.1 in Section

CN,H,E,@Q(Q)
= _MNT2pUNt (O)E[(x;dO)QFl(gta T, g)|UNt = 0] + MNT2pUNt (O)E[(x;d0)2F2(§t7 Lt g)‘UNt = O]

Fy(e, w1, 9) := / (g9 +y) 1{gg +y > 0} 1{y < 0} ppyg, (Cry)dy.

Note C(nr — 0, My — 1, Prgy CNTY) — Phrrg, (0)] < CCnry (Gaussian densities with

bounded variance), so

Ejuyo=o(ido)? / | (gro +v) 1{gio +y <0} 1{y > 0} |ppyg, (CNTY) — Phrvg, (0)|dy

CCNTE g =0(}do)? / | (Gi9+y) [1{ge+y <0} 1{y>0}ydy
< CCNTE )y —0(%do)* (518)°1{gig < 0} = o(1).

IN

In addition, by the assumption that [py,, /e, |er, 20 (05 0) = Pgrgy hr oy fze, 20 (0, 0)| = 0(1),

Crnaze20) = (E@ido)*(g/9)*[unt = 0,1 = 0)pyy, nie, (0,0) + o(1)
= Crux¢.2(0) +0o(1)
Cus200) = (E(xido)*(919)*lgid1 = 0,hi'¢1 = 0)pgrs, nrr6, (0,0) + o(1).

Let ¢ = <$+ HTgr]_\,lT. By the assumption that CH’E#)hQ(g) is continuous in (H, X, ¢1, g),

NGy, 5(6,0) = Cpy 5 55 (Hrg) +0p(1) = Crp s g 2(Hg) + op(1)
= (E(x}do)*(91H9)*lgibo = O, W (H'SH)YPH ™ o = 00p s et (rrssanyi/211-1 (0, 0) + 0p(1)
= (E(2}do) (g Hg)?|us = 0, Z = 0)py, 2, (0,0) + op(1)
= A(0,9) +op(1).

Together
INTGy, 5(¢+ Hrgryp, ¢) = A(w, g) + op(1).

Step 3. Empirical process part.

Lemma shows that in the estimated factor case, [ NT@{ (ﬁ + rx,ng) =* 2W (g), where
Ji=Fo4 NTV22r and € (3) = 3 S méiatd (1y > 0} = 1{Jr'5 > 0}).

Step 4. Finish the proof.
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Together, we have shown that
Ivr(S5(@ +aT ™25 + rihg) = SH@+aT™V27)) = Kiplg) +op+(1), (H12)
and K}, (.) =* Q(w,.), where
Kir(g) = Inr[Gpy, s(Hr(3 + ryp9), HrY) — C; (8,7 + rypg)].
In addition, let K¥(a) := Inp[Ri(@+a-TY27) — Ci(@+ a - T~/?)] and
Ki(a,9) = Inr (ST (@+a-7" At rvr) - 57 @ %)
4

= lNTZﬁ:l(Oé77) _ZNTZ@Z( )+ InT Z
d=1 d= d=
= Kir(g) +Ki(a) +op(1).
By LemmalH.3] |a* — @]» = Op-(T~/?), and [3}; — 3]2 = Op(ry+). Define
a* = VT(@,-a), gr=rnr@—7)
gn = arg  min  Kjp(g).
h(’erngT):h('y)
Then because h(3 + giryy) = h(7),
Kir(9n) +Ki(@") +op(1) = K7 (a*, g5) < K7 (@, g3) + op+ (1) = Kir(g,) + Ki(a") 4 op- (1).

Sk Sk

where the inequality is due to Lemma that Sh(a7,7;) < ming py)=n@E) SH(a,y) +
op«(I57). This implies Ki,(g75) = Kip(g5) + op«(1). Therefore, by (H.12),

Al = Inr[Sp(a, ) — St(an, 7)) = Kir(gy) + op+(1),
= min Kir(g) +op-(1) = min Kjr(g) + op+(1)
h(F+gr yp)=h(A) 95, Vh=0
—4"  min Q(w, gn)-
9, Vh=0

As for A3, it follows from @f — a* = op«(T~/?) that A% = op+(1).
Next, by Lemma 7* —Al2 = Op(ryy) and S5(@%,7%) < ming ., Sk (e, v) + op+ (Iy),
we have A5 =% min, Q(w, g). Hence

INTS}H(@*,7")LR* =% min Q(w, gs) — min Q(w, g).
g, Vh=0 g

This finishes the proof since Si(a*,7*) =% o2
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Step 5. verify lNT\((A:”l‘(fy) — @’{ (a,7) | = op+(1).

Note that we can bound [&| < |&] + C|z¢]2 with high probability. Thus for w; :=

2 meet||ze|2 + 2|m]|2e]3, uniformly for |y — 0|2 < Cryh and |o — agle < CT™1/2,

T
b = Z”tat‘”t ({ff'y >0} = fiv> 01 < *Z mEd|1{0 < | f'y] < C|fi — Fil2}

T
< Z [me&ryd]1{0 < inf 7 < CALY+P(If = fila > Ap)Y?
=1

< olih) +Op(T ¢>P<o<igf|f:v|<0Af>=0p<l;vlT>

given that inf, ]ft*/'y\ has a density bounded and continuous at zero. Next, write

T
2 ~ -~ B~
=7 Zntf‘:tfv; (1{ft v >0} - H{ff7> 0}> -
t=1

Then E*ap = 0, where E* is the conditional expectation with respect to the distribution of
(ne, Wr), and note that n;, W, are independent. Now we apply Lemma [[.2] to the bootstrap
distribution, to reach ap = Op«(T~%) [|y — Al2 + 71025 -

Thus [C5(7) — Cf (0, 7) | < b+ lar|ald — ]2 = op- (). B

Recall

o 1 1
TN = max (NT1—2¢)1/3’ Ti2p |-

Lemma H.3. In the estimated factor case, the k-step bootstrap estimators (@*,7*,7;) satisfy:

Sr(@®,7")

IN

min §7(a,7) + op- (Iyp)-
min _ S7(c,7) +op(Iyy),  h(A;) = h(3)
a,h(v)=h()
Op+(T7'?), |a}, —aly = Op-(T7"?), |a* = &j |2 = op-(T~'/?)

Op(ryy), [ = Al = Op(ryh).

IN

ST(Ohs 1)

|a* — ala

T — Al

Proof. Define

*7 ; = i S* Y Y p 9y ; = i S* Y Y
(ag:7g) = argminSy(a.7), (agp ygn) =arg | wmin _ 8r(a,7)
a*(y) = argminSy(a,y),
(6
() = argminSp(a,7v), ~i(a)=arg min Sh(a,7).
(@) inSpa), o) —arg min  S7(a,7)
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Also recall the following definitions

Zi(7) (wf, a4 1{ f{y > 0})
Zy(v) = (a2 1{f;y > 0})
Zi(v) = (apa{ffy >0}
where
}‘; = estimated factors in the original data world,
;= estimated factors in the bootstrap data world,
~ 1
ft = Hrfi+ Hr—=Mh,

1 VN
ft* - ft+\/7ﬁhzﬁ

Our proof is divided into the following steps.

step 0: |y}, —Al2 = Op-(ryp), vy —Fl2 = Op=(ryy) and |aj — aly = Op-(T71/2).

Step 0 is regarding the statistical convergence of the global minimiums in the bootstrap
sample. So the proof is the same as that for [ — |2 and |a@ — ag|a.

step 1: if |y — 7]z = Op«(ryy), then |a*(y) — @la = Op«(T~Y/2). In addition, |a*(y) —
ajly = op- (T-Y?), and |a*(y) — aj pla = op- (T2,

In the proof of step 1 we shall show that o* () is an oracle estimator in the sense:

T
@) -8 = 137 BG5S % Q) E o (T, (H13)

Wiite A*(y) = X200 7 () 2 (1) = + S0 28 () Z; (3) + op-(T~V/2). Note that
vi = Z:3)a + né,

T
* ~ * —11 * * ~
a(y)—a = A(y) T;Zt(v)yt—a
= A*(7)"'(a1 +az), where

T
1 ~
ay = T ;_1 Z: (')’) NtEL

4 = ;izgk (7) 28 (1 (fﬁ > 0) 1 (ft*/’y > 0)) (H.14)
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By the same argument in the proof of lemma [G.7]

~
*

T
Z 7 (V) e+ op- (T711?) (3) mEr + op-(T72).

IIMﬂ

H \

On the other hand, by lemma uniformly in v, since T'= O(N),

3 = RSB (1 (75> 0) 1 (R0 0)) om (T o (T
- w70 P17 0) =1 (Fiy > 0)) 0T by = Fla + o (1712)
< O(T )y =Ala+ op-(T71?) = op(T7/?). (H.15)

This gives rise to (H.13)).

Now af, = a*(v3) @ = a*(3:,) while 77", — 3]z = Op- <rNT> 7z = Fl2 = Ops (ryk) by
step 0. Hence both a;’h and oy satisfy the expansion , whose leading term does not
depend on the general choice of ~.

step 2: if @ —ajla = op«(T~1/?), and |a — oy pl2 = op+ (T~1/2), then
S3(,7*(@)) < ming, Si(,7) + op- (), and Si(a,v(@)) < ming piy)zns Si(e7) +
O p* (Z&IT)

Note that ST (v, v*(«)) < ming ST(e,v) + St (e, v;) — Sp(ay, 7). So we need to bound

St(a,vg) — Sh(eg, 7). From (H.7),

S?(OZ,’}/;) - S?(O&;,’}/‘;)
= (S7(e,7g) = S7(e,7)) — (St(ag, vg) — St(ag, 7)) + (Sp(e,7) = S1(0y, 7))
= Sj(e7) = Sp(a.7) +op+ (Iyy).

Now given that |« — a;|2 = op~ (T—1/2)’

T T

S3(0,9) - Sl ) = %Z (2 () (o - 0p))* + @ - 0p) 2 30 23 Z (3) ey — )
=1 t=1
+= ZntstZt ag — ) Z:Uté* (1{ >0 —1{f7 > 0}) zZf @) (- ay)

Op+ (ZNT)a

The same result applies when aj

step 3: if @ = @+ Op+ (T7/2), then |v*(a) — Als = Op«(ryy) and |y;i(a) — 72 =
OP*(TR[%—:)

is replaced with a;h.
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Note that for any v,

S (@) =S7(a,9) = Ri(e,y) = Bi(@,7) + B3(7) + Rj(a) — Ci(a7)

We divide the proof of step 3 into the following sub-steps.

step 3-i: preliminary rate of convergence

We now study each term on the right of (H.16|) using similar arguments of lemma and
Uniformly in 7,

la — @P30p(Ap + T~ + T2 + Cly — Alola — @3 + T~ 220p- (A + T7O).
lla — @f3 + T=210p- (As +T75) + (Op- (T71) +CT % |y —3l,) o — @l -
= Ci (1) + (T +|a—al2)0p- (A +T7)
+ (Op (T7Y) + 9T |y = 3)) T% |a — @, -
By() +Ci(a,7) = Gy, 5(6,0) + (T7% + [a = 2)0p (&g + T %) + T~?|a — al, Op- (N71/2)

IN

~

where G, (¢, ¢) is as defined in (H.7).
Putting together, o = & + Op« (T~ l/2) , for v = v*(«), Sk (o, 7) — S% (e, 7) < 0 implies

Gy, 5(6,8) < T (V) Fope (T-2)N V2 kop. (T 4T 20 pu (A p+T)+op- (T~2%) |y — 7, .
(H.17)
By a similar argument as Lemmas [G.4]
B () <bwr, Gy 5(6.) 2 OT |6~ B~ o
1Y) >~ ONT, Hp, S\% el 2 \/NT290’
where for an arbitrarily small n > 0, byr = Op«(T~1) + nT72¢ |y — 7], . Then
CT %] — ¢l .
< op(T™2)N"V2 4 Ope(T™H) + T~ 2Op- (Af +T75) + T2 |6 — doly + TN

Since i > 0 is arbitrarily small, we have

I (@) — Ao = Op=(|¢p — pla) < Ops (N"V/2 4 T~ (1-20)),
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step 3-ii: sharp rate of convergence

The preliminary rate is sharp when v N > T'~2¢. Now suppose VN = O(T'~%#). By proofs
similar to lemmas for ¢ = Hry(a),

Ci() Sanr. Gy, 5(6:9) > CTVNI6 = 0} = Op(crar

),
where for an arbitrarily small n > 0, axyr = T-?%0p (W) + T2 |¢ — (;So\g V'N.
Substituting these bounds to (H.17)) yields

~ 1
* — ~ = * — < * _—
V(@) =Al2 = Op«(|¢ — ¢[2) < Op ((NT12¢)1/3>'
Combining with the rates proved in claim 3, we obtain the desired result.
|

Lemma H.4. (i) In the known factor case, K& (g) =* 2W (g), where

T

Kir (9) == —2) m&id (L (F+g-17") — L(®)).
t=1

(ii) In the estimated factor case, \/rNrT F2¢C} (A +ryrpg) =* 2W(g), where Ci(y) =
25l mEyd (1{ iy >0y —1{ff'7> o}), ff=fe+ N7V2ZF and Zf s iid N(0,%),).

Proof. (i) We first show the stochastic equicontinuity of K%, (g), for which it is sufficient
to show that of 25:1 ey 00 (1,5 (7T +g- r;l) — 1t('yT)) for any yr — 7o since 5 — 0o =
Op(Tfl/ 2), ~ is consistent, and & = ¢; + remainder;, where the remainder terms are treated
as before. However, we can apply the maximal inequality in Lemma [I2] here since 7 is a
centered iid sequence independent of the other variables. Next, to derive the finite dimensional
convergence we can apply the conditional CLT e.g. Hall and Heyde (1980) for the MDS. The
conditions are checked similarly as in Section

(ii) The argument for the stochastic equicontinuity is similar to the case (i). Also, the
derivation in Section and the proof of Lemma in particular reveals that the finite
dimensional limits are not affected by the change of J?t by ﬁ* = ]?t + N~V 2zr.

|

H.3 Proof of Theorem [D.1

Proof of Theorem [D.1 We begin with the known factor case. For each v, our Qr () corre-
sponds to a modified version of the Wald statistic 7}, (y) used in Hansen (1996)). Specifically,

133



let @(v) = argming St (a,y) and R = (0g4,, L4,). Then it can be proved that

min St (a,7) = minSr (@, 7) = &) RRQ_ Z(1)Z(()) T R Ra(),

We then replace the term Vj, () in Hansen! (1996) with

T

~ 1 ~ ~

Va (1) = 7D w1l {fiy > 0}Sr (8,9). (H.18)
t=1

We now verify regularity conditions imposed by [Hansen (1996). His Assumption 1 concerns
the mixing and moment conditions that are satisfied by our Assumption |3| (with v = r = 2
in the notation used in [Hansen| (1996)). His Assumption 2 is a sufficient condition to ensure
the tightness of the empirical process T/ Z?;l xi1{f/y > 0} &, which is guaranteed by
our maximal inequality Lemma Finally, his Assumption 3 follows from the ULLN. Then,
the theorem is proved with the replaced ‘771 () in (H.18].

Turning to the estimated factor case, we need to establish the asymptotic equivalence

between the known and unknown factors. For this purpose, it suffices to show that

T
sgp ;;xtxé (1 {ft”y > 0} -1 {fh > O}) =op(1), (H.19)
T
sgp ;;mtm; (1 {ﬁv > 0} —1{fiv> 0}) g2l =op (1), (H.20)
Sgp \% ;xt (1 {ft”y > 0} —1{flv> 0}) et =op(1). (H.21)

Recall that f; is defined as f; = H/.(g¢ + ht/V/N). The last condition ([.21)) follows directly

if we show that

! f! —14 el =o0 .
sup s ;xt (1 {ft'y > 0} 1 {ft’y > 0}) p (1) (H.22)
and .
8171p \% ;xt (1 {ft'fy > 0} —1{fiv> O}) el =op(1). (H.23)

By Lemma (H.22) follows. To show (H.23)), note that in view of the maximal inequality
in Lemma Theorem 16.1 of Billingsley| (1968) and the extended CMT in Lemma the
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empirical process
1 I
-
] thl {ft’}/ > 0} Et
VT S

is stochastically equicontinuous. This implies . The other two conditions and
can be shown similarly and thus omitted. In case of the estimated factors, f; = H/.g;
and v = Hp 1% and the supremum is understood as taken over ¢ after cancelling out Hr in
f{~. Finally, the CMT yields the desired result. i

I Technical Lemmas

This section proves technical lemmas, which are repeatedly used to prove main theorems.
Their proofs are given in the subsequent subsection. They are proven under the following
assumption.

Assumption 12. Assume that {zt,qt}thl be a sequence of strictly stationary, ergodic, and
p-mizing array with > -, ,0%2 < oo, E ]zt|;1 < o0, and, for all v in a neighborhood of o,
E (\zt|4 lg: = 7) < C < oo and q;y has a density that is continuous and bounded by some
C < o00.

Similar to the previous notation, we define 1; (7) = 1 {q;y > 0} while 1; (7,75) = 1 {g}7 < 0 < ¢}7},
which should not cause much confusion. Furthermore, we let the last element of ¢; equal to
—1.

Lemma 1.1. Let Assumption[13 hold. Then, there exists Ty < oo such that for any ¥ in a
neighbourhood of vo , K > 0 and for all T > Ty and e > T,

P sup
[v—7ly<e

An obvious implication of this lemma is that when e = a;" for some sequence ar = O (T)

1 ¢
T]- >K}§[{46

T
oY) > (21 (9,7) — Bzl (7,7))
t=1

the process in the display is Op (a;l/ 2). It also leads to the following uniform bounds for

empirical processes of mixing arrays.
Lemma 1.2. Let Assumption[14 hold. For any n > 0 and some C,c > 0,

TTHe Dz (1 (n) = 1 (7)) = Bz (1 (7) = 1 (7))
t=1

_ 1
—’I’]T 2¢ |'7_70’2:| S Op <T>

1 & ‘

su [
I =1 H2e<|y=—y0[,<C
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Lemma 1.3. Let Assumption[19 hold. For any n > 0 and some C,c > 0,

T

\FTl . D (e (e (v) = 1 (0)) — Bz (1e () — 1 (’Yo)))‘ —nly— ’Yo|§]

t=1

sup
= 1+2*”<h Yolo<C

1

We derive an extended continuous mapping theorem (CMT) in Lemma in the sense

that we consider a transformation by a continuous stochastic process. This lemma extends
Theorem 1.11.1 of van der Vaart and Wellner| (1996) to allowing stochastic drifting functions
Gy, (while van der Vaart and Wellner (1996) requires G,, be deterministic).

Lemma I.4. Suppose that as n — oo,
Gp () = G ()
over any compact set in R™, where G (+) is a Gaussian process with continuous sample paths.

Let f, be a sequence of random functions from R¥ onto R™ and assume that

P

fn(2) — F(2),

uniformly, where f is a deterministic function, and that for any n > 0 there exists C) < 00
such that

P{‘fn fn (2 )| > C, ‘z z”Q for all z,2'} <,

for all n. Then,
Gn (fn(2) = G(f(2))

over any compact set.

I.1 Proofs of Lemmas

Proof of Lemma[I]]l In this proof, ¢, C' and so on denote generic constants. Let the dimension
of ¢; be denoted by df = d + 1 and partition v = (¢, ¢) and ¢ = (¢};, —1)" Also let

T
1
TZ (ze1e (V,7) — Ez1e (7,7)) -
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First, note that Lemma 3.6 of |Peligrad| (1982) implies that there is a universal constant C,
depending only on the p,,’s, such that for any v; and e,

4
T
Tl/ Z 21y (1,72) — Ez 1y (71, 72))

(L1)
1 4 2 2
SCO\T7Elz]" 1 (y1,7%) + <E|Zt! 1y (%,72)) :

Consider 1 = (¢',¢1)" and 3 = (¢, ¢c2)", which are identical other than the last elements.
Then,

L (y,y2) =1{e < gy < e}

and thus there is a universal constant C' such that

E|z/* 1t (71,72) E [E (|Zt\k ‘%) 1 (’71,72)}

< CEli(y1,72) < C'|ey — c2

for k = 2,4, as the densities of ¢,y are bounded uniformly. Thus, for any ¢, ¢y such that
‘01 — CQ| > Tﬁl,

4

supE 1/2 Z Ztlt Y1, ")/2) Eztlt (71,")/2)) S C ‘Cl — C2 2 . (12)

¥ =1

Here, recall that 1 is the common element between ~; and vs.
Next, by Bickel and Wichura| (1971)), their equation (1), that

sup |Jr ()] < d - M" + |Jr ()],
v

where 7 is the elementwise increament of ¥ by € and the supremum is taken over a hyper
cube {y:0<~v; —7; <¢,j=1,....,d} and an upper bound for M" is given by their Theorem
1. The precise definition of M" is referred to Bickel and Wichura. It is sufficient to show
that each of M"” and |Jr (7)| satisfies the conclusion of the lemma since |a| + [b] > 2¢ implies
that |a| > c or |b] > c.

To apply their Theorem 1, we need to consider the increment of the process Jr around a

blockﬁ B = (v1,72] = (m12,722] X -+ X (c1, c2] with each side of length greater than equal to

41t is sufficient to consider blocks with side length at least n~' for the same reason as the remarks in the
last paragraph in p. 1665.
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T—1, that is, consider

Jr(B) = D o Y ()T gn (i k(2 — i) s 01+ kg (2 — 1)
k1=0,1  kgs1=0,1

= Z Z (_1)d—k1—~~-—kd

k1=0.1  ky=0,1
X (Jr (yi1 + k1 (21 —711) 5 - c1) — I (v + k1 (21 — 711) 5 -0 2)) -

Then, it follows from the c,-inequality and that for some C,C’,C" < oo

E|Jr (B)[*
< C Z Z E|Jr (yi1 + k1 (321 = 711) 5 1) = Jr (i + k1 (a1 =) 5 s )|
k1=0,1 kq=0,1
T 4
< CsupE | 3 (5l (11,7) — el (11,79))| > for vy = (¢ ¢5) 15 = 1,2
> Sl;p T1/2 2tde (71, 72 2tde (71,72 , 10T 775 = yCi)y) = 1,
t=1
S C//‘Cl—CQ‘Q.

Now, without loss of generality we can assume that p(B) > C" |¢; — ca|?, where p denotes
the Lebesque measure in R?, since we can derive the same bound by choosing the smallest
side length of B as ¢y — ¢1. This implies by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality that their C (3, 7)
condition holds with 5 =4 and 7 = 2/d, and thus, by their Theorem 1, we conclude

for some C' < o0.
Furthermore, the Markov inequality, the moment bound in , the boundedness of the
density of ¢;y imply that
~ C
P{lJr ()| > K} < ﬁezv

for some C' < co. This completes the proof. I

Proof of Lemma[l[.3. Define Ar; ={0: (j — )T 1129 < |y — y|y < jT12¢} and

R} =T sup (D7 (7)| = 1T 2% |y — v0l,] »
T—1+20<|y—yo|<C
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where Dp () = ﬁ Zthl (zt (1t (v) — 1t (90)) — Ez: (14 (7) — 14 (70)))- Then, for any m > 0,

]P{RT > m}
- P{T D7 (7)] > 0y — 70|72 + m? for some v}
<ZP{T‘DT )| > n(¢ — 1) +m? for some v € Ay}

EQ
< :
gz; (n(t—1) +m?2)*

where the last equality is due to Lemma with K = T-1/2t¢ (n(¢—1)+m?) and € =
¢T~12¢_ The last term is finite for any 1 > 0 and can be made arbitrarily small by choosing

sufficiently large m, which completes the proof. I

Proof of Lemma|[[3, Define Ar; = {y: (j — 1) < #%/3|y = 70l < j} with 7 = NT'-2¢ and

_ 2
R2. = p?/3 sup Dz (V)| = nlv —l3]|
T=1420 <y —90|<C

where Dp (y) = W Zthl (ze (14 () = 1¢ (90)) — Ez¢ (14 () — 14 (70))). Then, for any
€ > 0, we can find m such that

P{Rr >m} = ]P’{ 23Dy (7)) > ni?3y — ~0l? + m? for some ’y}

< ZP{%2/3 D7 ()] > n(¢ — 1) +m? for some ~ € ATZ}

e ~2/3 Y]
Z n(l — 1) +m2)* n?/3

| /\

<e

where the first and second 1nequaht1es follow from the union bound and Lemma [[.1I] with
K =n"1/6 (n(f —1)+m ) and € = 4/ W’ respectively, and the third by choosing sufﬁmently
large m. This completes the proof. I

Proof of Lemmal[l.4 First, we show the stochastic equicontinuity of G, (f, (z)). For any
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positive € and 7, there exist > 0 and N such that for all n > N,

P{ sup ‘Gn(fn(z))—Gn(fn(z’))‘z>77}

|z—2z"|4<d

SP{ sup ’Gn(fn(z))_Gn (fn (Z/))’2 > n and ’fn(z)_fn (Z/)‘Z SC’Z_Z/E

|z—2'|, <6

and sup |fn (2)]; < C}
+P{|fu(2) = fu ()], > Clz = #],} +P{Sgpfn (2)], > C}
3
2

SIP’{ sup |Gy (z) — Gy (33/)’2 >77}+
|z—a’|4<6/C

<e

9

where the second inequality is due to the set inclusion and the given condition on f,, with
boundedness of z and the last one follows from the stochastic equicontinuity of G,,.
Second, for the fidi note that

Gn (fn (2)) = Gn (f (2)) =0

due to the stochastic equicontinuity of G,, as f, (z) — f (z). Therefore, for any finite collec-

tion (21,1, 2p)s (G (fa (21)) 3G (fa () = (G (£ (21)) 0, G (F (2))) + 0P (1) =

(G(f(21)),-,G(f (%)) due to the weak convergence of Gy,.

J Additional Tables of Simulation Results

In this part of the appendix, we collect the additional tables of the simulation results that

are omitted from the main text.
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Table 4: Simulation Results: Baseline Model (7" =
N = 200)

Mean Bias RMSE Coverage
Scenario (i): Oracle
B1 -0.0025 0.0427 0.948
B2 0.0015 0.0383 0.947
) 0.0012 0.0749 0.962
d2 -0.0039 0.0678 0.959

Scenario (ii): Observed Factors/No Selection on g¢;

581 -0.0033 0.0430 0.943
B2 0.0013 0.0385 0.942
W 0.0042 0.0759 0.956
d2 -0.0027 0.0684 0.954
$2 0.0002 0.0655

P4 -0.0011 0.0495

Ave. Cor. Regime Prediction: 0.9929 (0.0074)
Scenario (iii): Observed Factors/Selection on g¢

b1 -0.0034 0.0431 0.943
B2 0.0013 0.0385 0.940
01 0.0045 0.0759 0.959
d2 -0.0027 0.0685 0.954
D2 -0.0053 0.0646

®3 0.0010 0.0110

04 -0.0023 0.0526

Ave. Cor. Regime Prediction: 0.9925 (0.0080)
Correct Factor Selection: 0.985

Scenario (iv): Unobserved Factors

b1 -0.0002 0.0435 0.945
B2 0.0032 0.0391 0.940
0 -0.0062 0.0795 0.952
d2 -0.0085 0.0702 0.957
Y2 -0.0003 0.5098
V3 -0.0061 0.4977
Y4 -0.0061 0.3784
Ave. Cor. Regime Prediction: 0.9799 (0.0122)

Note: The average correct regime prediction (Ave. Cor. Regime
Prediction) measures the average proportion such that the pre-
dicted regime of 1{g;¢ > 0} (or 1{f{F > 0} in (iv)) is equal
to the true regime of 1{gi¢o > 0} (or 1{f{yo > 0} in (iv)):
E (% SEt {1{g£¢3 > 0} = 1{g1¢0 > O}}) , where the expec-

tation E is taken over simulation draws.
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Table 5: Unobserved Factors with Different N

Sizes

Mean Bias RMSE
N =100
b1 0.0097 0.0473
B2 0.0077 0.0407
01 -0.0397 0.1015
02 -0.0376 0.0939
Y2/ 0.0016 0.0802
Ave. Cor. Regime Prediction: 0.9741 (0.0133)
N =200
o3} 0.0067 0.0462
B2 0.0050 0.0386
01 -0.0252 0.0966
02 -0.0241 0.0850
Y2/ -0.0014 0.0629
Ave. Cor. Regime Prediction: 0.9821 (0.0107)
N =400
51 0.0038 0.0460
B2 0.0028 0.0379
01 -0.0129 0.0880
02 -0.0142 0.0795
Y2/ M -0.0010 0.0500
Ave. Cor. Regime Prediction: 0.9870 (0.0087)
N = 1600
B1 0.0010 0.0443
B2 0.0006 0.0373
01 -0.0029 0.0851
02 -0.0056 0.0759
Yo /M1 0.0011 0.0392

Ave. Cor. Regime Prediction:

0.9934 (0.0062)

Note: See the note under Table [] for the definition of Ave.

Cor. Regime Prediction.

142



Table 6: Computation Time for Different Sample Sizes
(unit=second)
Algorithm T=200 T=300 T=400 T=500

Min MIQP 1.87 2.85 3.97 5.23
Median MIQP 1.99 3.04 4.39 5.66
Mean MIQP 1.99 3.09 4.34 5.66
Max MIQP 2.21 3.69 4.73 6.07

Table 7: Computation Time for Different Sizes of xy
(unit=second)

Algorithm d,=1 d,=2 d,=3 d,=4

Min MIQP 1.87 2.16 2.39 2.46
Median MIQP 1.99 2.31 2.52 2.76
Mean MIQP 1.99 2.30 2.51 2.76
Max MIQP 2.21 2.54 2.85 3.06

Table 8: Computation Time for Different Sizes of g
(unit=second)

Algorithm dy =2 dy=3 dy=4 dg=5

Min MIQP 1.87 2.04 4.79 78.78
Median MIQP 1.99 2.17 6.42  410.35
Mean MIQP 1.99 2.18 6.56  445.15
Max MIQP 2.21 2.38 9.68 1389.86
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Table 9: Computation Time of Large Models: T" = 500

T = 500 Algorithm dy =6 dy;=8 dyz=10
d, =6

Min Time BCD 611.34  610.69 610.42

MIQP 1806.03 1806.08 1806.15

Median Time BCD 612.35  611.61 611.76

MIQP 1806.21 1806.18 1806.22

Max Time BCD 614.57 612.63 612.34

MIQP 1806.77 1807.28 1806.48

. . BCD 0.23 0.24 0.24

Median Obj.— yrop 0.25 0.3 0.29

C BCD 1 1 1

onvergence - QP 0 0 0
d; =8

Min Time BCD 611.70  611.75  611.97

MIQP 1806.58 1806.59 1806.7

Median Time BCD 613.49 612.03  640.21

MIQP 1806.74 1806.74 1806.78

Max Time BCD 614.59 612.69 1151.22

MIQP 1807.32 1807.38 1807.51

. . BCD 0.24 0.24 0.59

Median Obj. y rop 0.27 0.37 1.24

C BCD 1 1 1

onvergence  r QP 0 0 0

d, =10

Min Time BCD 613.51 612.74 612.84

MIQP 1807.77 1807.79 1807.77

Median Time BCD 614.69 613.14 614.23

MIQP 1807.84 1807.92 1807.84

Max Time BCD 616.05 613.66 1693.54

MIQP 1808.37 1808.32 1808.04

. . BCD 0.24 0.23 0.27

Median Obj. yrop 0.27 0.69 1.42

Convergence BCD 1 1 1

MIQP 0 0 0
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Table 10: Computation Time of Large Models: T = 1000

T = 1,000 Algorithm dy =6 dy;=8 d4z=10

dy =6

Min Time BCD 628.65  625.61  627.10
Median Time BCD 635.58  645.17  634.25
Max Time BCD 1344.56 1344.56 1163.16
Median Obj. BCD 0.25 0.26 0.24
Convergence  BCD 1.00 1.00 1.00
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