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Abstract

This paper makes a selective survey on the recent development of the factor model
and its application on statistical learnings. We focus on the perspective of the low-rank
structure of factor models, and particularly draws attentions to estimating the model
from the low-rank recovery point of view. The survey mainly consists of three parts:
the first part is a review on new factor estimations based on modern techniques on
recovering low-rank structures of high-dimensional models. The second part discusses
statistical inferences of several factor-augmented models and applications in econo-
metric learning models. The final part summarizes new developments dealing with
unbalanced panels from the matrix completion perspective.
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1 Introduction

The recent decade has witnessed a blossom of developments on statistical learning theories
and practice, embraced with the exciting progresses on large-scale optimizations and dimen-
sion reduction techniques. Factor models, as one of the central machinery on summarizing
and extracting information from large scale datasets, have received much attention in this
revolutionary era of data science, and many breakthrough methodologies and applications
have been developed in this exciting area.

This paper makes a selective overview on the recent developments of the factor model
and its applications on econometric learning. Our review focuses on the perspective of the
low-rank structure of factor models, and draws particular attentions to estimating the model
from the low-rank recovery point of view. A central focus in the progress of this literature is
the understanding and recovering low-rank structures of high-dimensional models. Many new
learning theories and methods have been developed, which have revolutionized the modern
understanding of econometric modeling. Meanwhile, the low-rank structure is one of the
key properties of factor models. While this structure has long been aware of by researchers,
studying the factor model from the perspective of low-rank matrix recovery is relatively new,
and has led to many exciting new discoveries and understanding.

The survey mainly consists of three parts: the first part is a review on new factor esti-
mation based on modern techniques on recovering low-rank structures of high-dimensional
models. The second part discusses statistical inferences of several factor-augmented models
and applications in statistical learning models. The final part summarizes new developments

dealing with unbalanced panels from the matrix completion perspective.



We concentrate on recent developments on methodologies and applications in economet-

ric learning. For a more comprehensive account on this topic, see Chapters 9-11 of the book

by [Fan 1) (2020d). Meanwhile, several important topics are not covered in this survey, but
have also generated extensive researches in the literature. Those include selecting the number
of factors, weak factors, identification, continuous-time and time-varying models, nonstation-
arity and structural breaks, Bayesian methods, bootstrap factors, as well as more sophisti-
cated panel data models. Several excellent reviews have been written with emphasis on these

topics. For those reviews, we refer to [S_t&ckjm_“&a&s&m' (IZQld) for dynamic factor models

with applications on macroeconomics, toBai and Wané 2016) for time series and panel data

models, and to iardini ) for a recent review on conditional factor models with

applications to finance. Another class of estimation is a hybrid of PCA-method and the state

space approach, see|Giannone et al. (M) and Doz et alJ 2011)) for more discussions. In ad-
dition, the generalized dynamic factor model is another important strand of literature, where
factors are often estimated using the dynamic principal components, the frequency domain

analog of principal components, developed by Brillinggﬂ (‘L9_6A|) Forni et alJ (‘ZOQ_d, llm_é) pro-

vided rates of convergence of the common component estimated by dynamic principal compo-

nents. Finally, we refer to the following pa oers for more detailed developments, among others:

|Ba1 and Ng (i_Oﬁ) Ahn and Horenstein ); [Onatski (Iﬂm Li et al. (imfl Bai and Lj
(ﬁoﬁ M) IQLZQSQ' (M) |Q hudik et al. (@M‘ |Cheng et al] (@)ﬁ (Il&?])
|Gaqhardm1 et alJ dZQld),lGiﬂl@Mﬁjnd_Eﬂmn' (IZQlé |Baltaq1 et alJ (IZQl_Z]),I]Eﬁu

bors), Ait-Sahalia and Xl (2017); (Chien et al] (20199); [Lino and Yang (2018); Li et all
(2019); Pelger (2019), Su and Wang (2017).

We use the following notation. For a matrix A, let \;(A) denote the i th largest sin-

gular value of A and use A\pin(A) and Apax(A) to denote its smallest and largest eigen-
values. We define the Frobenius norm ||A|r = +/tr(A’A), the operator norm [|A| =
vV Amax (A’A), the element-wise norm [|A||o, = max;; |A;], and the matrix £;-norm ||A ||, :=
max;<y Z;VZI |4;;]. In addition, define projection matrices Py = A(A’A)™'A and M =
I — P when A’A is invertible. Finally, for two (random) sequences ar and by, we write
ar < by (or by > ar) if ar = op(br).



2 Spiked Incoherent Low-Rank Models

2.1 The model

Modern high-dimensional factor models can be viewed as a type of spiked incoherent low-
rank model, a broad class of models that have drawn active research in the recent decade. A
spiked incoherent low-rank model typically refers to a large matrix 3 (either observable or

not), having the following decomposition:
¥=L+S. (2.1)
Such decomposition satisfies the following three properties:

(i) Low-rank. The rank of L is either bounded or grows very slowly compared to its di-

mensions.

(ii) Spikedness. The nonzero singular values of L grow fast, while the largest singular

value of S is either bounded or grows much slower.

(iii) Incoherence. (also known as “pervasiveness”) The left and right singular vectors of L,
corresponding to the nonzero singular values, should have diversified elements, which

means, elements of the rescaled singular vectors should be uniformly bounded.

The low-rank structure achieves dimension reductions: suppose the matrix ¥ is of N x N;
dimensions, while the rank of L is . Then the low-rank structure reduces the dimension
from O(NNy) to O(N + Ny)r; the latter is the magnitude of the number of parameters in L.
Meanwhile, the spikedness helps seperate L from S approximately, and ensures that the large
“signals” concentrate on L, the low rank component. Finally, the incoherence, a condition
that excludes matrices being low-rank and sparse simultaneously, enables us to estimate well
the singular eigenvectors.

We explain these three properties using the matrix form of factor models. Consider
Yir = b;ft + Uqt, { S N7 t S T7 (22>

where f; is a r-dimensional vector of factors; b; is the loading vector and u; is the idiosyn-

cratic noise. Specifically, (2]) applies to two decompositions of this model.



Factor Decomposition. The matrix form of the factor model gives
Y=M+U, M :=BF,

where Y and U are N x T matrices of y;; and u;; B is the NV x r matrix of b; while F is the
T x r matrix of f;. Then corresponding to the notation (2I), ¥ =Y, L =M and S = U.
In this decomposition, X is observable. Apparently, M is a low-rank matrix with rank 7.
The nonzero singular values of M, under the strong factor assumption, grows much faster
than those of U, which gives rise to the spikedness property. Now let & be the N x r matrix
whose columns are the left singular vectors of M, and let &; denote its 4 th row. Then under
the assumption that the nonzero eigenvalues of B'B grow fast with N, for some constant
C >0,

ma [ VVE, | < € max ] 23

which gives rise to the incoherent singular vectors. The right singular vectors can be bounded
similarly.
Covariance Decomposition. It is also well known from the factor model (2.2 that

the covariance matrix of y; = (y14,- -+, ynt)’, denoted by 3, can be decomposed as follows:
¥,=L+3%, L:=Bcov(fy)B (2.4)

where X, denotes the covariance matrix of u;. The above decomposition is well known for
portfolio allocations and risk managements, where the total volatility is decomposed into
the systematic risk L, plus the (sparse) idiosyncratic risk ¥,. It also leads to the spiked

incoherent low-rank model, but 3, is unknown and needs to be estimated.

2.2 Estimation

There are two general approaches to estimating model (2.1): (i) Principal Components
Analysis (PCA), and (ii) low-rank regularization. Here we present a general PCA estimation
setting, and defer the discussion of low-rank regularization to Section B2l We shall assume
rank(L) = r to be known.

For any matrix A, let A = U,D 4V, denote the singular value decomposition (SVD) of

A. Define the singular value hard thresholding operator as



where Dy is a diagonal matrix that keeps the top R diagonal elements of D4 and replaces
the remaining elements by zeros. So Hg(A) is the best rank R matrix approximation to A.

Suppose an estimator of X, denoted by f], is available, satisfying
IZ = 2| = Op(nw), 1% = Zllos = Op(cw) (2.6)

for some sequences ny and cy. We use > as the input matrix, which can be the sample

covariance matrix or its robustfied versions , ). The goal is to estimate L
in (2I)) and its N x r matrix of the left singular vectors, denoted by & (also let ¢ denote
its right singular vectors). We use respectively L.=H R(EA]) with R = r, which is the rank
r projection of f], and the N x r matrix /5\ whose columns are the left singular vectors of

> The following theorem, adapted from [&mﬁ&lj (IZDJ.§), provides deviation bounds of the

estimators. To make the paper self-contained, we also provide a simpler proof with slightly

different conditions.

Theorem 2.1. Consider the general model (211) with bounded r = rank(L). Suppose that
ming<i<, 41 [Ai1(L) — Ai(L)| < maxacicr i1 [Aic1 (L) — Ni(L)| := gn and ny + [|S|| = op(gn).
Then, under condition (2.4), we have (i)

L z + IS
IE- Ll = Op (v + ISID, € - €] = 0p (215,

N
(i) If additionally, ||S||e + [|L|lcc = Op(1), Nicny = 0p(gn), then

N
VN

Ny
+0p | en— + v/ Ny + [|SC|loo V [|S oo) o
P(N\/N N 1 H Cd” H €d“ dn

Proof. See the online supplement. O

HE—mwSOP( N M)@N+WW%2

This theorem is relatively general, and is applicable to low-rank models that are not
necessarily consequences from factor models. The proof relies on perturbation bounds for
singular vectors/values, and the achieved rates are sharp. Result (i) is simple and gives
asymptotic bounds under the operator norm. Result (ii) gives element-wise deviation bound

for the singular vectors, which requires more dedicated technical arguments.



3 Estimation under Factor Models

We observe an N x T data matrix Y, which can be decomposed as
Y=M+U=BF +U

where B is NV x r factor loadings matrix, F is T x r factors matrix and U is N x T idiosyn-
cratic errors, which are uncorrelated with M := BF’. All the three parts B, F and U are

unobserved. The t th column of this expression can be written as

y: = By +u,. (3.1)

3.1 PCA and MLE
3.1.1 PCA

Under the model’s specification, we have the covariance structure (Z4). One of the most
widely used estimation methods for the factor model is principal components analysis (PCA).
Define the sample covariance S, = %Zle iy, = %YY’ . Let Ej be the jth eigenvector
corresponding to the largest j th eigenvalues of S,. The PCA estimates B by taking B =
VN (El, e ,ER), which estimates B up to a diagonal transformation. Given ]§, the factors
can be estimated via the least squares:
F=YB([BB)' = _YB.
N

This also leads to the estimated low-rank component %ﬁf" FB’ for B cov(f,)B'.

PCA is equivalent to the singular value hard thresholding by taking the input matrix
S = S,. Then %ﬁf"f‘ﬁ’ = Hgr(S,). One can then apply Theorem [2Z1] to infer the rates
of codﬁence of the PCA estimators, which were obtained by [S_tmkj.ndw (IZDMal)

) proved the asymptotic normality of PCA estimators for the factors and loadings.
Results with general input 3 can be found in Chapter 10 of [Fan et al. (IZO;OA)

3.1.2 Maximum Likelihood Estimations

Another popular method to estimate a factor model is the maximum likelihood (ML) method

(see, e.g., Imuwmﬂ (L9_7j Bai and LJ (IZOQ |MI¢|D z (IZOQ Under the

independence and normality assumptions, the log-likelihood function based on y; is, for

8



some constant C,

T

T
. 1 _
log Ly (B, cov(fy), diag(3,)) = C — ) In|3,| — 3 ;y,’ny ly,.

The log-likelihood function is then maximized with respect to the matrix parameters (B, cov(f;), diag(%,))

under additional restrictions that X, is diagonal (IBﬁ,ijnd_li lZQli |2£)_1d) or sparse with regu-
larizations (Bai and Liad, 2{!1&; Wang et alJ, |ZOL9H) Recently Barigozzi and Luciani (2!!1d)

explicitly accounted for autocorrelations of the factors in the likelihood function.

The factors can be estimated by two methods, one of which is the projection method.

Under the joint normality assumptions of f; and u,, we have
E(fily:) = B'(BB' + Eu)_1Yt = (I + B/EJIB)_IB/EJI}%-

This provides the basis of estimating factors. The other approach is the generalized least

squares: for given B and X', the GLS estimator for f; is
f, = (B'S;'B)"'B'S]y,.

Replacing the unknown parameters with their ML estimators, one obtains two estimators
for the latent factors. Under large-NN setup, the difference of the two methods (PCA and
MLE) for estimating factors are asymptotically negligible.

3.2 Low rank estimation

Alternative to PCA, one can estimate M directly taking advantage of its low-rank structure,
based on the nuclear-norm regularization, the f1-norm of singular values, that encourages
the sparseness in singular values and hence low-rankness. For an n x m matrix A, let
A, := S2mmtmmd g (A) be its nuclear-norm, where ;(A) is the i th largest singular value
of A.



3.2.1 Singular value thresholding

Given the low-rank structure of M (sparsity in singular value of M), we can estimate the

model via solving the following penalized optimization:
—~ . 1 2
l\/I:argmA}n§||Y—MHF+I/||M||n (3.2)

for some tuning parameter v > 0. The solution is M = S,(Y), where S,(+) is the singular
value thresholding operator (Ma et alJ, M), defined as follows. Let Y = U,DV be its
SVD. Then S,(Y) := U,D,V;, where D, = diag({Dy; — v}) with D;; being the diagonal
entries of D. So S,(Y) applies “soft-thresholding” on the singular values of Y. One can

additionally estimate the factors and loadings using the singular vectors.

We note that this method is closely related to the PC-estimator, except the soft-thresholding
is replaced by hard-threshoding. Let R denote the “working number of factors”, which is
the number of principal components one takes when applying the PC-method. We note that
the PC-estimator for M with R factors is given by (see Section 2.2)):

Mpc = Hp(Y), Hg(Y):=U,DgV,.

This estimator is the solution to the penalized least squares problem (3.2)) except that the
nuclear norm is replaced by SN (4, (M), where p, (0) = v®—(v—10])2 is the harding
thresholding penalty and 1;(M) is the i** singular value of M.

Therefore the difference between (3.2) and PCA is more fundamentally about that of
hard- and soft- thresholding. Despite of many good properties, the soft-thresholding esti-
mator possesses shrinkage bias, while the hard-thresholding reduces the bias. As a matter
of fact, the shrinkage bias is on the singular values, rather than on the singular vectors.
Indeed, the singular vectors of the two estimators are the same, and equal to the top R
singular vectors of Y. An important implication is that the factor estimator building on M
is numerically equivalent to the PC-estimators for the factors, which does not suffer from

any shrinkage bias. A formal statement and proof of the unbiasedness of eigenvectors can

be found in |Ea.n_e:cjlj (IZDJ.BJJ)

10



3.2.2 Low-rank plus sparse decomposition

Recall that 3, and 3, denote the N x N covariance matrices of y;, and u, in model (B.1)),

and that we have the following decomposition
¥,=L+%, L:=Bcov(f)B (3.3)

We now demonstrate that this decomposition also provides a nice structure for estimating
the covariance components. A key assumption is conditionally sparsity, namely, X, is sparse.

While the definition of sparsity may differ in different contexts, here we mean

J = Z 1{E uitujt}
i#]
should not grow too fast as N — oo. This requirement can be weakened to approzrimate
sparsity. In addition, L is a low-rank matrix. Thus we can directly estimate the above

covariance decomposition via solving the following penalized optimization:

(E,2.) = arguin 218, = (L + 2) [ + 2Ll + w2l Sl (3.4)
where v and vy are tuning parameters. Note that here we use the notation [|All; =
> i1 Aij| as the matrix 1-norm, distinguished from the usual matrix (;-norm [|All,, :=
max; <y Zjvzl |A;;]. The above optimization has been employed by many authors to study
the low rank plus sparse decomposition, while some authors exclude the diagonal elements
of 3, from the penalization, and additionally impose positive-definite and other constraints
on L and 3, (Klopp et al., Iﬁlﬂ; Agarwal et all, Iﬂﬁ) Finally, given E, we can estimate

the factors and loadings by extracting its eigenvectors.

The above optimization can be solved by alternating the estimation of L and X, and
closed form solutions are available in both iterations. Given 3, solving for L leads to the
singular value soft-thresholding: L = S, (Sy — X,), and given L, solving for ¥, leads to
the element-wise soft-thresholding: 3, = §,,2(Sy — L). While both iterations solve convex
problems, standard convergence analysis can be applied to show that the iterative algorithm
converges in polynomial time.

(IZDJj) and hﬁ&ppﬁ&lj (lZD_lj) studied the statistical convergence prop-

erties of (3.4). Let columns of Uy 5 be the singular vectors of the true L corresponding to
the zero singular values. Define projections P(A) := U U} ,AUL U}, and M(A) =

11



A —P(A). In addition, let (A); and (A) . be the submatrices of A, whose elements respec-
tively correspond to Ewu;u;; # 0 and Ew;,uj, = 0. Additionally define

C(vr,1a) == {(A1, Az) : 1[|P(A1)[[n + 12| (A2) se[l1 < 3v1||M(AL) |0 + 32| (Az)sl1}-
A key quantity is the restricted strong convexity (RSC) constant, which is defined as follows:

k(v1,1v2) i=sup{c > 0: ||A; + Asl|F > ¢||AL||F + c||Az|)% for all (A, Ay) € C(vy, 1)}

We then have the following theorem, adapted from |Agarwal et alJ (2!!15). To make the

paper self-contained, we also provide a proof with slightly different conditions. See the online

supplement.

Theorem 3.1. Conditioning on events 4||S, — 3, || < vy and 4[]S, — Xy||cc < 12, there is
C > 0 that only depends on rank(L), so that

1 C (V24 (J + N)v2)

1 ~ .
N2H HF NQH HF — H2(V1,V2> N2

Proof. See the online supplement. O

The optimal tuning parameters can be set to satisfy vy < % and v < logTN , respec-

tively, accounting for estimating errors under two matrix norms:
1Sy = Zyll < v, ISy = Xy llee < 125

both can be shown to hold with high probability under weak serial dependence and sub-
Gaussian conditions. In additionally, if (4, 112) is bounded away from zero, with the choice
‘“]‘;%N )7, which is sufficient to
guarantee the convergence of the estimated factors and loadings. We refer to Lemma 2 of

|Ag.a,1m_e:cjlj (lZQlj) for more refined lower bound of k(vy,1vs).

The above problem is also called “robust PCA” (Candes et al.,; [2011). For recent advance
and references, see |Chen et alJ (IZLQOLJ) where factorization methods are also discussed.

of tunings, the convergence rate in Theorem Bl is Op(1 +

3.3 Covariance estimation

Fan et alJ (2!!15) proposed a nonparametric estimator of 3,, named POET (Principal Or-

thogonal complEment Thresholding), when the factors are unobservable. It is basically an

12



one-step solution to optimization (B4]) with initialization 3, = 0. To motivate the estimator,

suppose r = R. Then, heuristically
~ HR(E,), X.~3, - Hr(%5,),

Thus, one estimates L by Hg(S,) and sets S, := S, — Hr(S,). To account for the sparsity

assumption on 3, [Fan 1) (2013) estimates X, and X, as
3, = Hi(S,) + 20, Zu = (A(Suijs M) s (3.5)

where h(x, \;j) denotes the element-wise thresholding operator with thresholding value \;;.
Here, we emphasize element-dependent thresholding A;; to adapt to varying scales of covari-
ance. For correlation thresholding at level A, we take \;; = )x\/m with s, ;; a diagnonal
element of Sum, M), we can also take other form such as the adaptive threshold-
ing in |Cai i ). In general, the thresholding function should satisfy:
(i) h(z, A) = 0if |x] < A,
(ii) |h(x, A) —z| < A
(iii) there are constants a > 0 and b > 1 such that |h(z, \) — x| < aA? if |z]| > DA

Note that condition (iii) requires that the thresholding bias should be of higher order.

It is not necessary for consistent estimations, but we recommend using nearly unbiased

thresholding (IMMMM 2001) for inference applications. One such example is

known as SCAD. As noted in |&n_e:u.l,| ), the unbiased thresholding is required to
avoid size distortions in a large class of high-dimensional testing problems involving a “plug-
in” estimator of ¥,. In particular, this rules out the popular soft-thresholding function,

which does not satisfy (iii) due to its first-order shrinkage bias.

3.4 Projected PCA

In empirical asset pricing, factor loadings are known to depend on individual-specific observ-
ables X;, which represent a set of time-invariant characteristics such as individual stocks’
size, momentum, and values. To incorporate the information carried by the observed char-
acteristics, Mﬂ (IZOQj) and |Connor et _al. M) model explicitly the loading

matrix as a function of covariates X;. ) extended the model to allowing

13



components in factor loadings that are not explainable by characteristics:
b; =g(Xi) +7i, E(7:/X;) =0. (3.6)

Here g(-) is a vector of nonparametric functions. With this model, they introduced an
improved factor estimator, known as projected PCA.

The basic idea of projected PCA is to smooth the observations {y;;}X, for each given t
against their associated covariates {X;}¥, (cross-sectional smoothing), and apply PCA to
the smoothed data (fitted values). Let {¢;(x)}7_; be a set of basis functions. This can be
either unstructured, such as kernel machines, or structured such as a basis for additive models
(Fan et all, 2020d). Set 6(X,)' = (61(X), - ,65(X)) and @(X) = (B(Xu),++ (X)),
an N x J matrix. Then the projection matrix on characteristics can be taken as P =
O(X)(@(X)®(X))'®(X)". The projected data PY is the fitted value of regressing Y on to

the basis functions.

We make the following key assumptions:

Assumption 3.1. (i) Relevance: With probability approaching one, all the eigenvalues of
~(PB)'PB are bounded away from both zero and infinity as N — co.

(ii) Orthogonality: E(uy|X;) =0 for alli < N,t <T.

The above conditions require that the strengths of the loading matrix should remain
strong after the projection. Condition (ii) implies that if we apply P to both sides of
Y = BF' + U, then

PY ~ PBF' = GF'

where G = PB is the N x r matrix, which ~ (g(X;))n«, under additional assumption
E(4,/X;) =0 for all i < N. In other words, the noise U is suppressed, while signals remain.
Hence, the scaled sample covariance (PY)PY = Y'PY ~ FG'GF’. For identification

purpose, let us assume = := G’G is a diagonal matrix and F'F /T = I. Then from

1
—Y'PYF ~ FE
T )
we infer that the columns of F are approximately the eigenvectors of the Y'PY, scaled by
a factor v/T. This motivates estimating factors by using the top R eigenvectors of Y'PY.
Fan et alJ 12{!1&) derived the rates of convergence of the projected PCA method. A nice

feature is that the consistency of latent factors is achieved even when the sample size T

14



is finite so long as N goes to infinity. Intuitively, the idiosyncratic noise is removed from
cross-sectional projections, which does not require a long time series.

Similarly, in many applications, while we do not know the latent factors f;, we do know
that factors are related to some proxy variables W;. For example, the latent factors are

unknown for equity markets, but they are related to Fama-French factors (Fama and French,
); latent factors for disaggregated macroeconomics time series are unknown, but they

are related to aggregated ones , [ZQld) Switching the roles of rows and
columns, longitudinal regression of each series {y; }L_, on {W,}, vields the projected data
matrix, from which latent factors and loadings can be extracted similarly. See

) for details on how latent factor learning is augmented by instruments {W,}_ .

3.5 Diversified projection

In this section, we continue denoting by R as the number of factors we use, and by r

as the true number of factors. i ) proposed a simpler factor estimator
that does not rely on eigenvectors, by using cross-sectional diversified projections (DP). Let
W = (wy, -+ ,wg) be a given exogenous (or deterministic) N x R matrix, where each of
its R columns wy is an N X 1 vector of “diversified weights”, whose definition is to be clear

below. We estimate f; by simply taking

PO |
ft = NW'yt.

By substituting y; = Bf; 4+ u; into the definition, immediately we have

~ 1 1

f, = Hf, + —W’ H=_-W'B. 3.7

t t N uy, N (3.7)
Thus E (consistently) estimates f; up to an R X r affine transform H, with the estimation
error e; := %W’ u;. The assumption that W should be diversified ensures that as N — oo,
e, is “diversified away” (converging to zero in probability). More specifically, we impose the

following assumption.

Assumption 3.2. There is a constant ¢ > 0, so that as N — oo,

(i) The R x R matriz +-W'W satisfies Ayin(1x WW) > c.

(ii) W is independent of {u, : t < T'}.

(iti) Suppose R > r, rank(H) = r and ¢2;,(H) > %, where min(H) denotes the minimum

nonzero singular value of H = %W’B.
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Conditions (i) and (ii) define the “diversified weights” W. When (uy,--- ,un:) are
cross-sectionally weakly dependent, they ensure that e; is diversified away. Condition (iii)
of Assumption is a key condition, which requires that W should not diversify away the
factor components in the time series. Several choices of W can be recommended to satisfy
this condition. For instance, if factor loadings satisfy (B.6]), then fix R components of sieve

basis functions: (¢1(-),- -, ®r(+)), we can define
W = (wi,k)NxR, where Wik = ¢k(Xz>

Alternatively, we can also use transformations of the initial observation x; for t = 0, which
was considered by Lh@ngSﬁmﬁdlA (|202d) If yo is independent of {u; : ¢ > 1}, we can

apply w; . = ¢r(yi0) . These weights are correlated with B through y, = Bfj + u,.

An important benefit of the DP is that it is robust to over-estimating the number of
factors. Theoretical studies of factor models have been crucially depending on the assumption

that the number of factors, r, should be consistently estimated. This usually requires strong

conditions on the strength of factors and serial conditions. Recently, Barigozzi and Ch
) proposed a PCA-based method to estimate factors that are robust to over-estimated

r. They provided rates of convergence of the estimated common components when R > r.
Fan and LiaA M) applied DP to several inference problems in factor-augmented mod-

els, including the post-selection inference, high-dimensional covariance estimation, and factor

specification tests. They formally justified the robustness to over-estimating the number of
factors in these applications. In particular, DP admits » = 0 but R > 1 as a special case.
That is, the inference is still valid even if there are no common factors present, but factors

are nevertheless estimated for insurance. In addition, MM]SMLI (|2£)Jd) applied DP to

the context of panel data models in the presence of common factors.

3.6 Factor estimators robust to heavy tails

To apply either the PCA or the MLE to estimate the model, we need an initial covariance esti-
mator S,, whose application requires elements of y; have sufficient moments. Some technical
results of factor estimations even require sub-Gaussian conditions on data’s tail distributions.
However, heavy tailed data are not uncommon in economic applications. For instance, about

thirty percent of 131 disaggregated macroeconomic variables of hduiﬂ.gﬁgﬂjmm (|29J.d)

have excess kurtosis greater than six, so their distributions are fatter than the t-distribution

with degrees of freedom five. Indeed, heavy tails are a stylized feature of high-dimensional
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data, as it is unlikely that all variables have sub-Gaussian tails.

Because the presence of heavy-tailed data invalidates many conditions required for esti-
mating factor models, the recent literature has proposed several methods that are robust to
the tail distributions. Here we describe two of them: truncation and robust M-estimation.

In the high-dimensional setting, consider estimating multivariate means from an inde-

pendent triangular array variables y;1, ..., y;r With max;<y Var(y;;) < o?. Truncate the data

Vit := sgn(ys) min{|yq|, 7}

with predetermined 7; > 0. We then estimate Ey;; using the truncated-mean 7; := % Zle Vit
Theorem shows that the high-dimensional means can be estimated uniformly well if
Ely; |7 < M for some g > 2.

atoni ) constructed a robust M-estimator that shares the same Gaussian con-
centration. [&mﬁ&lj (lZQlLaL [29_19;1) used the adaptive Huber’s loss to define the mean
estimator:

T
J; = argmin Y r, (yi — 1)
“w
t=1
where 7; is a growing sequence, and

22172, lz| <7

%(Z) =

2zl77t =1, |zl > T

The following theorem shows that 7; also estimates Ey;; well provided that max; EyZ is
bounded.

Theorem 3.2. Suppose y;; is i.i.d. across t, and max;<y EyZ < 0.
(i) The truncation approach: Suppose max;<y Elyy|? < M for some ¢ > 2. In addition,

suppose log N < CT' for some C' > 0, and the truncation parameter is set to satisfy m; <

< T )1/(1+q/2)
log N

moments of yit, or (N, T), with probability at least 1 — 2N 3,

(0? max;<n E|yi|1)Y/ 9. Then there is ¢ > 0 which does not depend on any

~ log N
TRyl < 1/(2+q) )
max 7 — Eyu| < (cM +3)o\[ =

(ii) The robust M-estimation approach: Suppose log N = o(T), and the truncation pa-
rameter is set to satisfy 7; < ,/%. Then there is ¢ > 0 which does not depend on any
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moments of yit, or (N, T), with probability at least 1 — 4N~3,

~ log N
_ Fu.,l < )
Proof. See appendix. O

The robust mean estimation also applies to estimating covariance as its (7, ) element
is of form Ey;;y;;. When the high-dimensional data have heavy-tailed components, we can
replace the sample covariance by its robust version gy before estimating the factors. By the

Gaussian concentration inequality, the robustly estimated covariance §y satisfies

~ log N
||Sy - z3y||oo =Op < T ) )

so long as Ey?tyf-t is uniformly bounded (and serial independence is assumed).

Based on the above robust covariance inputs, we can create factor estimators and derive
their theoretical properties following the guidance of Section[2.21 See Chapter 10 of

) for further generalizations.

3.7 Use of cross-covariance

When factors are highly persistent but Eu,u’ , = 0, then the cross-covariance
3, = Ey.y; , = B(Efif,_,)B’, h>1

contains valuable information about B. This motivates to estimate loadings by applying
PCA to aggregated {X;, : h = 1,---}, and we studied by hJammd_ﬁA (IZQ].ﬂ A related

idea has been extended to matrix-variate PCA (Wang et al., 201 9a| Chen et al J 202 !!al

Fan and Zhgné (2!]1é) also provided a procedure to efficiently aggregate the cross-covariance
information with the covariance information when A = 0.

3.8 Which method to use?

Many references have documented the comparisons among various estimation methods.

) made a comparison between PCA and cross-sectional av-

erages in the panel data setting. Meanwhile, the PCA and low-rank penalized regressions
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are practically very similar. So we do not distinguish their use in practice. In general,
because of the simplicity for implementations and relatively weak required conditions, the
PCA still seems to be the most widely used method in applied research. Meanwhile, robust
covariance inputs can also be integrated with the surveyed low-rank recovery methods.

In addition, when either factors or loadings can be partially explained by observed char-
acteristics, the projected PCA is recommended. This is particularly useful in asset pricing
applications where the explanatory power of asset characteristics has been well documented

in the literature.

4 Factor-Augmented Inference and Econometric Learn-
ing
4.1 Forecasts

Forecasting in a data-rich environment has been an important research topic in economics
and finance. Typical examples include forecasts of the aggregate output or inflation rate
using a large number of the categorized macroeconomic variables.

Stock and Watson (2002a); [Bai and NQ (Iﬂﬁ) considered factor-augmented regression

model for h-step ahead forecast:

Yern = &'f, + B'wy + &4 (4.1)
Xy = Bft -+ uy. (42)

Here w; in (1)) is the observed predictors, which may include lagged dependent variables.
Equation (£2) is a high-dimensional factor model that includes a vector of latent factors
f,. The forecast can be implemented by regressing 1, onto w; and estimated factors. The

factor model (2] serves as an important dimension reduction tool.

4.1.1 Inverse regression

LEhn_eijJ (lZD_llﬂ) generalized (A1) to the nonlinear model with multi-indices. Consider the

following forecasting model:

Y1 = h(difs, . P ei1) (4.3)
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where h(-) is an unknown link function, and e, is the error independent of f; and wu,.
Vectors ¢, ..., ¢ are r-dimensional linear-indepencent prediction indices. In contrast with
linear forecasting, the above model specifies that the predicting function is nonlinear and
depends on multiple indices of extracted factors. If we specify R < r, further dimension
reductions are achieved.

A prominent result related to model (A3)) is given by (@), which shows that under

some regularity conditions such as f; is elliptically symmetric, we have

E(f|yi11) = ®a(y1), (4.4)

for a R-dimensional vector a(y,.1), where ® = [¢,, P, ..., Pg| is an r X R matrix. In other
words, the “inverse regression vector” E(fy|y,.1) falls in the column space spanned by ®,
which can be extracted by PCA. Indeed, since E(E(f;|y;+1)) = E(f;) = 0,

cov(E(fi|ye1)) = PE[a(yes1)a(ye1) ]’

The above matrix has R nonvanishing eigenvalues if Ela(y;41)a(y+1)] is non-degenerate.
Their corresponding eigenvectors have the same linear span as ¢,,..., ¢, do. If one can
consistently estimate cov(E(f;|y,+1)), then the subspace spanned by ¢y, ..., ¢p, which is of
our primary interests, can be obtained by extracting the top R eigenvectors of the estimated
covariance matrix that correspond to the R largest eigenvalues.

However, it is not an easy task to directly estimate the covariance of E(f;|y,11). Iﬂ M)
suggested the sliced covariance estimate, a widely used technique for dimension reductions:
The sliced covariance matrix also satisfies the fundamental property (4.4]), namely E(f;|y;1 €
I;) falls in the column space spanned by ® for any given partition of the range of y,,; into

H “slices” 1,1, ...,Iy. Correspondingly, let

Ll T
cov(E(fiyi11)) = — [ fi1(yq € Ih)}
H ; Sy Ly €Th) tz:;

T

X {ZT 1(; en) thl(yt—i-l € Ih)] ) (4.5)

which is a nonparametric covariance estimator. The above sliced covariance estimator is
based on the observable factors. If the factors are unknown, they are replaced by their

estimators, which leads to the following sufficient forecasting algorithm based on the factor
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models.

Algorithm 4.1. Sufficient forecasting algorithm based on the factor models.
Step 1 Estimate factors in model (£2)) fort =1,...,T;

Step 2 Construct the covariance estimator as in (£5]) with /ft in place of fi;

Step 3 Obtain a)l, $2, ce abR by the top R eigenvectors of the covariance in Step 2;

o~ o~

Step 4 Construct the predictive indices (?bll?t, RPN 7 5
Step 5 Nonparametrically estimate h(-) with indices from Step 4, and forecast y;. .

Implementing the above algorithm requires the number of slices H, the number of pre-
dictive indices R, and the number of factors r. In practice, H has little influence on the
estimated directions, as pointed out in Iﬂ M) and explained above that property ((4.4))
holds. As regard to the choice of R, the first R eigenvalues of cov(E(f;|y,+1)) must be sig-
nificantly different from zero compared to the estimation error. Several methods such as
Iﬂ (|19_9J.|) and |S£bmﬂ 41&9_1}]) have been proposed to determine R. For instance, the average

of the smallest r — L eigenvalues would follow y? distribution if the underlying factors are

normally distributed. The number of factors can be determined by a number of methods.

4.2 Factor-adjusted regularized model selection
Consider a high-dimensional regression model

ye = B'gi+Vxe+m,
g = O/Xt + €g,t (46)

where g; is a treatment variable whose effect 3 is of the main interest. The model contains
high-dimensional exogenous control variables x;, = (z14, -+ ,zx;) that determine both the
outcome and treatment variables. Having many control variables creates challenges for
statistical inferences, as such, we assume that (v, 0) are sparse vectors.

Control variables are often strongly correlated due to the presence of confounding factors

Xt = Bft ‘l— Ug. (47)
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This invalidates conditions of using penalized regressions to directly select among x;. Instead,

if we substitute (£7)) to (46]), we reach a factor-adjusted regression model:

Yy = Ot;ft + 'y/ut + Eyﬂg,
g = a;ft + Blut + Eg.t;
Eyt = Blsg,t + 0 (4.8)

where o = 0B, o, = Ba,+V'B, and ' = B0'+v'. Here (o, oy, B) are low -dimensional
coefficient vectors while (7, @) are high-dimensional sparse vectors. Importantly, the model
contains high-dimensional latent controls u;, which are weakly dependent due to the nature
of idiosyncratic noises. The use of u; instead of x; validates conditions for many high-
dimensional variable selection methods.

Fan et alJ @M) and [Hansen and LiaA M) showed that the penalized regression can
be successfully applied to ([L8) to select components in u;, which are cross-sectionally weakly
correlated. Motivated by |B_QllQm_e:cle ({20_1_4]), the algorithm can be summarized as follows.

For notational simplicity, we focus on the univariate case dim(83) = 1.

Algorithm 4.2. Estimate 3 as follows.

o~

Step 1 Estimate {(f;,w;) : t < T} from (@) to obtain {(f;,u;) : t < T'}.

Step 2 Run penalized variable selections on uy:

T

o 1 - ~
7, ay) = arg Iglgyl T ;(Z/t — a;ft — 41,2 + P(v),

T
~ . 1 I 7~
(97 ag) = arg 11’10111 T § (gt - a;ft -0 ut)2 + PT(0>

t=1
. . ~ PN PN PN ~ ~1p | Pl
Obtain residuals: €,; = y; — (a,f; +51;), and €, = g; — (o, f; + 0 Wy).
Step 3 Estimate 8 by residual-regression: 8 = L, E;t)_l S EgiCyu

Note that v :— P.(7) is a sparse-induced penalty function with a tuning parameter 7.
When 6 and = are sufficiently sparse, and the PC-estimator is used in step 1 with the correct

selection of the number of factors, the above procedure is asymptotically valid:

ol VT (B - B) —5 N(0,1), (4.9)

n?g
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2 2 . .
where o, and 0,4 Are the asymptotic variances of €, and n,e;.

More recently, [Fan and Liad (2020) showed that the assumption of correct selection of
the number of factors can be relaxed if we use the diversified projection in step 1 instead,
and (ZL9) is still valid as long as we select R > r factors (over selection). Importantly, this
admits r = 0, and R > 1 as a special case, i.e., there are no factors so that x; = u; itself is
cross-sectionally weakly dependent, but nevertheless we estimate R > 1 number of factors to
run post-selection inference to alleviate the dependence among x;. This setting is empirically

relevant as it allows to avoid pre-testing the presence of common factors for inference.

R=1 R=2 R=r R=r+1
04 04

R=4 double selection R=r+3 double selection
05 e 04 . 04 : 04 - -
04
03
02
01

o
4 3 2 a1 0 1 2 3

Figure 1: Histograms of the standardized estimates (4.9]) over 200 replications, superimposed
with the standard normal density. The panel of “double selection” corresponds to directly
selecting among x; (corresponding to R = 0, no factor adjustment), while all other panels
correspond to using diversified factor (DP) estimators with R number of working factors.
Top four figures correspond to r = 0 and bottom four figures correspond to » = 2. When

R > r, (£9) holds, whereas when R < r, (49) is violated. Figure source:

Figure [, taken from [Fan and Liad (iMj), plots the histograms of the t-statistics based
on estimated B over 200 simulations, superimposed with the standard normal density, where
R diversified projections are used to estimate factors in step 1. Here the weights are the
initial transformations (¢t = 0) so that the i row of W is (zy, 2%, - ,xf) at t = 0. The
“double selection” is the algorithm used inlBJlk_QMjJLlJ (M) that directly selecting among

x;, corresponding to the case R = 0. The factor-augmented algorithm works well even if

r = 0; but when r > 1 factors are present, “double selection” leads to severely biased
estimations.

Therefore as a practical guidance, we recommend that one should always run factor-
augmented post-selection inference, with R > 1, to guard against confounding factors among

the control variables.
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4.3 Factor-adjusted robust multiple testing
4.3.1 False discovery rate control

Controlling the false discovery proportion (FDP) in large-scale hypothesis testing based

on strongly dependent tests has been an important problem in many scientific discoveries

across disciplines. See |Ea.nﬁc@lj dZD.lejb and references therein, and |Bﬁ.1m‘s_e:cjlj ([Zflld)7

Harvey et al. 12{!15); Harvey and Liu (2!!1§); Giglio et al. 12{!2{]) for applications in empirical

asset pricing.
Suppose we observe realizations of a random vector {y; = (y1, - ,ynt) }iey. Let a =

(v, -+, ) denote its mean vector. We are interested in testing individual hypotheses:
Hi:o;=0, i=1,---,N.

Let p; denote the p-value for testing H{ based on a test statistic such as t-test, which
rejects if p; < x given some critical value x. Define the number of false discoveries (rejections)

and the total number of rejections as follows:

N N

Flx) = Z {i:p; <o and H{ is true}, V(z) = Z {i:p; <z}

i=1 i=1

In large-scale multiple testing problems, researchers often aim to control the false discovery
proportion (FDP) and the false discovery rate (FDR) defined by

F(x)

O a1

FDR(z) = E{FDP(z)}.

The goal is to find the critical value x so that FDR(z) < 7 for a desired level 7 (e.g., 0.10)
or more relevantly FDP(z) < 7 with high confidence. While V(z) is known, F(x) is not in

practice. A general principle of finding x proceeds as the following two steps.
Algorithm 4.3. General principle for FDP/FDR control.

Step 1. Find F(z) such that either it upper bounds F(z) for all z € (0, 1), or it estimates
F(z) uniformly well.

Step 2. Set the critical value to z* = sup{z € (0,1) : F(z) < 7max{V(x),1}}.

One of the most popular procedures, proposed by Benjamini and HQthQIQ (|L9_9_d), pro-

ceeds as follows. Denote p) < --- < p(v) as the sorted p-values for the individual tests.
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Then the critical value is set to
¥ = max{p(i) Zp(,') S TZ/N}

This method fits into Algorithm with F(x) = Nz, which is an asymptotic upper bound
for F(x) when the individual p-values are independent. One of the limitations of this upper
bound is that it is too conservative if the number of true negatives is small compared to
N. More fundamentally, it requires the test statistics be weakly dependent, a topic we shall
discuss in more detail next. Other methods, such as ISIm;zl M), IE_M_‘ULIJ M), etc.,

aim to directly estimate F(x) in step 1 in the presence of strong dependence among test

statistics, and are also adaptive to the unknown number of true negatives.

In addition, instead of Algorithm (.3 Emmwdj&kﬂi* (IZDQﬂ), IBQma.muLtﬁ.lJ (|ZD_O§)

provided alternative procedures for FDR control.

4.3.2 Removing dependence by factor adjustments

The key to the success of FDR control is that the individual test statistic should be either
weakly dependent or independent. This makes the FDR and FDP approximately the same
and easier to control. On the other hand, suppose the cross-sectional dependence of y; is

generated from a latent factor model:
Vi =& + Bft + U, E(utlft) = 0, (410)

where Ef;, = 0, and « is the mean vector. In empirical asset pricing, the model can be
used to identify nonzero alphas out of a large number of assets, and has been studied to

identify skilled mutual fund managers, e.g., [Barras et al. 62!]1!J) and [Harvey et alJ 12{!1é).

The presence of latent factors, however, leads to strong dependence among the t-statistics

based on the naive sample means of y;, which invalidates the weak dependence assumptions.
As well documented in the literature, strong dependence creates fundamental challenges to
multiple testing, including large standard errors among the estimated «;, unstable FDP’s,
and conservativeness of the test procedure. Learning dependence Bf; and removing it from
the model (4.10) make the data not only weakly dependent but also less noisy (from Bf;+u, to
u;). This is the basic idea in factor-adjusted robust multiple tests (FarmTest) by using factor-
adjusted data {y; — ﬁﬁ}le; see (LI0). Furthermore, [&mﬂ&lj ) makes adjustments

so that it is also robust to heavy tailed data.
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Figure 2: Comparison between the sample mean (omit factors) and the factor-adjusted
method, with T = 200 and N = 1000. The upper panels plot the histograms of estimated
individual alphas from a single simulation; the middle panels plot the individual FDP’s over
1000 simulations. The bottom left panel plots the cross-sectional histograms of standard
errors of the estimated alphas over 1000 simulations. The bottom right panel plots the

sorted p-values from a single simulation. The B-H procedure rejects all the hypotheses if p(;
is below the B-H threshold line f(i) := 7i/N.

To illustrate consequences of omitting adjusting latent factors as well as the effectiveness
of the use of the factor-adjusted method (to be detailed below), let us consider a numerical
example of a single factor model, where elements of u;, f; and B, are generated from the
standard normal distribution. We take the true means to be a; = 0.6 for 1 < i < N/4
and 0 otherwise, and compare two estimated «;: 1) the sample means of y;, without using

factor adjustments; 2) the factor-adjusted estimator based on PCA. We apply the method

of (‘19_9&) for multiple testing, setting 7 = 0.05.

The top panels of Figure 2 plot the histograms, from a single simulation, of the estimators
for «;, corresponding to those that satisfy the null hypotheses a; = 0 and those that satisfy
the alternatives «; = 0.6. Clearly, there is a large overlap (on the upper left panel) between
sample means from the null and alternative, making tests based on sample means difficult to
distinguish the alternatives from the nulls. In contrast, the PCA-based estimator can easily
separate the nulls and alternatives, as shown on the upper right panel in Figure 2.

The middle two panels of Figure [2 plot the histograms of the true FDP over 1000 simula-
tions based on the two estimators. It is evident that the distribution of the FDP correspond-
ing to the factor-adjusted estimator concentrates around the nominal level. In contrast,
the one based on the sample mean has a noticeable long tail as well as a larger mean and
variance, which demonstrate the challenge to control FPD in presence of common factors,

as explained above.
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Finally, omitting confounding factors would lead to larger standard errors and conser-
vative inference. The bottom two panels in Figure 2l plot the standard errors of individual
estimated alphas and the sorted p values for the two estimation methods. The sample-mean
estimator has much fewer sorted p-values below the B-H threshold line (i.e., fewer rejections),
compared to the factor-adjusted estimator.

Hence it is recommended to estimate and remove the latent factors before applying

standard FDR control algorithms.

4.3.3 Identifying skilled hedge funds

Giglio et al. (2!!2!J) studied the problem of identifying hedge funds that are able to produce
positive alphas (i.e., have “skill”), among thousands of existing funds. They considered a

linear pricing model, where hedge fund returns are:

In the model f; contains both observable and latent factors. The model allows nontradable
observable factors and A is the vector of factor risk premia.

At a broad level, their methodology proceeds as the Fama-MacBeth regression integrated
with the PCA to extract latent factors:

Algorithm 4.4. Estimating alphas in the presence of latent and nontradable factors.

Step 1. Run fund-by-fund time series regressions to estimate fund exposures (betas) to

observable factors.
Step 2. Apply PCA to the residuals to recover the latent factors and betas.

Step 3. Implement cross-sectional regressions like Fama-MacBeth to estimate the risk pre-

mia of the factors (including both observable and latent factors) and the alphas.

Because of many negative alphas from unskilled hund managers, the multiple testing

problem should be properly formulated as one-sided hypotheses:
H.:aq;<0, i=1,--- N.

Hence rejecting H{ indicates skilled fund manger i. On the other hand, the existence of

potentially a very large number of negative alphas gives rise to the issue of power loss, only

27



to add noises to the model. The loss of power associated with testing inequalities is well

known as the problem of “deep in the null”, and is often seen in the econometric literature. To

address this issue, b;gw 12{22{1) proposed to first screen off very bad funds, identified
as:
1= {Z < N, &Z/se(a,) < _CNT}

where cyr > 0 is a slowly growing sequence to ensure sure screening MLXI, [ZDij)
P(Z € Hy) — 1. They recommended to apply FDR control algorithms on funds outside
Z. Therefore, there are two ingredients that are recommended for identifying skilled fund
managers via multiple testing: (1) adjust the effect of latent factors, and (2) remove the
estimated alphas that are deep in the null. Both are playing essential roles of gaining good

testing power.

4.4 Instrumental variable regression

The issue of endogeneity is often encountered in real data applications. Consider the following

instrumental variable (IV) regression model
yo=w8° + e, = Wi,B) + Wy By + &y,

where wy; is a kj-dimensional vector of exogenous regressors and wy; is a ko-dimensional
vector of endogenous regressors. Meanwhile, we have an N-dimensional IV x; which admit
a factor structure:

Xt = Bft ‘l— Uyg.

Below we introduce four estimators for 3°, which differ on their choices of the instruments.

Use f, as the instruments. Project wy; on f;:
Wor = ¢/ft —+ Vi, E(Vt‘ft) =0

where ¢ is a ky X r matrix. We need r > ko for identification. Let z, = (w/,, /)’ be the set
of instruments. As f; is unobservable, we replace it with some factor estimator and apply
the two stage least squares estimator Bf with the feasible instruments.

Bai and Ngl (M) studied this estimator, and showed that the estimation errors of Bf

associated with the generated instruments (factor estimations) have no effect on the limiting

variance. When u, and ¢, are uncorrelated, this only requires (IV,T') — oo regardless of the
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relative growth rates. When some weak correlations are present but ||[Ee,w|; = O(1), we
would require v/T = o(N) to offset the effect of estimating factors.

Use x; as the instruments. Project wy; on x;:
Wor = 0Xt + €4, (411)

where 0 is a ky X N coefficient matrix. This projection motivates the use of x; directly as
a set of high-dimensional IV. Suppose that ¢, is an i.i.d process, then the two-stage least

squares estimator is efficient, and is given by

o~

~— -1 ~_
B, = (W’szlX’W) WXS, X'Y

where X is 7' x N matrix of x;; W and Y are matrices of w;, and y;. Note that f)m
is the estimated covariance of x;, which can be constructed using factor-based covariance
estimators as described in Section 3. It is interesting to compare the asymptotic behaviors of

B, with 3, E«\M (lZD_ld) showed when u; and w; are uncorrelated, they have the same
asymptotic variance, but 3, has a O(%) bias term. So B, is consistent only if N = o(T).

Use selected x; as the instruments. We still consider the projection (EII]), but
assume that rows of @ are sparse vectors so that we can apply penalized regression to select

among the components of x;:

T

~ 1

0, = arg min T Z(w%j —x10,)* + P.(0;), j < dim(wsy) (4.12)
t=1

QjERN

where P-(0;) is a sparse-induced penalty with tuning 7. Let X;sec be the vector of selected
comzonents corresponding to nonzero components of {5] 0 j < dim(wsy)}. Belloni et al

) used (Wi, Xy selec) as the instruments to compute B the two stage least squares

x,selecs
estimator. This method however, would not work well in the presence of common factors.
The strong dependence in x; invalidates the variable selection procedure (A.I12).

Use f; and selected u; as the instruments. We are not aware of any applications of
this method in the IV literature, but it is still well motivated. Substitute the factor structure

to (ELII]), we obtain

Wor = 6ft + Gut + e
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where § = OB. Hence we can carry out variable selections among w;:

T

)80 =ars, mip 7 Doy 0%~ 60 P8, < dim(wa).
Let U;gelec be the vector of selected components corresponding to nonzero components of
{5]- : j < dim(wgy)}. We then use (Wlta/ft’ﬁt,seloc) as the instruments to compute vau,
the two stage least squares estimator. This method is expected to work well because it
marginalizes out the strong factors in x;, leaving remaining components u; being weakly
dependent.

Let us conduct a simple simulation to study the finite sample behaviors of the afore-
mentioned four estimators. We consider a model y, = wétﬁo + &4, with a single endogenous
regressor wy; generated from ([L.I1) with e, = £,/2. Here 8 = (2,1, —1,0...,0) and x; admits
a two-factor structure. Variables (g, f;, B,u;) are independent standard normal. Finally,
variable selections are based on lasso with the oracle tuning parameter that controls the

score of the least squares function. For instance, for problem (£I2) we set P (0) = 7|0,
with 7 = 22“% Zt XtetHoo.

Table 1: Comparison among four IV methods

N T Bias Standard deviation

o~

ﬁf ﬁx ﬁx,seloc /Bf,u ﬁf /Bx /Bx,solec /Bf,u

50 100 | 0.004 -0.993 0.003 0.008 | 0.215 0.001 0.061  0.058
200 100 | 0.008 -0.996  0.007 0.009 | 0.143 8e-4  0.056  0.054

Reported is based on 1000 replications. ﬁf uses ?t as 1V; Bx uses x; as IV; ﬁ

lasso; By ,, uses (fi, Ut selec) as IV, where U; are selected using lasso.

x selec Selects x¢ as IV using

Table [ reports the bias and standard deviation of each estimator calculated from 1000
replications. First, using only estimated factors as the instruments (Bf) leads to the largest
standard error. This is not surprising because it excludes the relevant information from uy
while the latter is correlated with wy;, so this method is less efficient. Secondly, using x;
as instruments without variable selection (Bx) has the smallest standard deviation, but is
severely biased. Finally, the two instrumental selection based estimators (Bx’sdoc and Bf,u)

perform favorably and similarly. But B is not as stable, as it occasionally selects none

x,selec

of the instruments in our numerical experiments.
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4.5 Boosting

Consider the following factor-augmented regression
Yt+h = C + a(L)/Wt + "Y(L)yt + ,B(L)/ft + Ett+h- (413)

where a(L) = ag+o L+ -+, L?, (L) = v+, L+ - -+v,L? and B(L) = By+B, L+-- -+
B,L!, all are lag operator polynomials. Suppose that w; is a k-dimensional vector and f; is an
r-dimensional vector. The above predictive regression hasn = 1+ (p+1)k+(¢g+ 1)+ (I+1)r
parameters. It is likely that partial parameters are zero. So model selection devices can
be conducted to choose a parsimonious model. Here we briefly describe a model selection
method, known as boosting, which was proposed to use by [Bai and Né (M) in this context.

Boosting is an ensemble meta-algorithm, which sequentially finds a “committee” of

base learners and then makes a collective decisions by using a weighted linear combina-

tion of all base learners. The first successful and popular boosting algorithm is AdaBoost

; |19_9j) |Er_l_edmim| ) proposes a generic functional gradient de-
scent (FGD) algorithm, which views the boosting as a method for function estimation. If
the squared loss function is specified, the FGD algorithm reduces to the Lo-Boosting, which

is studied in|Erj_edmgm| (IZDQ]J) and|Biihlmannmd_Y11| (IZDDjﬂ) Suppose that (y;,z;)]_, are the

observed target and predictive regressors over the sample period. The Lo-Boosting algorithm

for estimating the conditional mean E(y;|z;) is given as follows.

Algorithm 4.5. Ly-Boosting algorithm

Step 1 Initialize f1%(-) an offset value. The default value is fl(-) = . Set m = 0.

Step 2 Increase m by 1. Compute the residuals e; = y; — J?[m_”(zt) fort=1,2,...,T.

Step 3 Fit the residual vector eqy,...,er to zy,...,z7 by the real-valued base procedure
(e.g., regression):

(Zt, et)z~:1 base procedure A[m}( )

Step 4 Update f[m}() = ﬁm_”(-) + v -g"™(+), where 0 < v < 1 is a step-length factor.
Step 5 Iterate steps 2 to 4 until m = mgp for some stopping iteration mgop.

One can apply the above Ly-Boosting to the factor-augmented predictive regression
(@13). As seen in Algorithm [, one needs to specify the base procedure in step 3.
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M_Né dZDD}j) suggest two methods depending on the way to deal with lags, which
leads to the component-wise Lo-Boosting and block-wise Lo-Boosting. In component-wise

Lo-Boosting, one treats each lag of each variable as an independent predictor and the base

procedure is a simple linear regression. Therefore, step 3 is given as follows.
Algorithm 4.6. Component-wise Ly-Boosting

Step 3.1 Let z;; denote a typical regressor in the regressors pool with j = 1,2,...,n.
Regress the current residual e, (the residual in the m-th repetition) on each z;; to

obtain the coefficient Bj. Compute the sum of squared residuals, denoted by SSR(7).

Step 3.2 Determine j,, by
Jm = argmax SSR(7).
1<j<n

Step 3.3 glM(x,) = Zt,ijjm if x, = 2z, ,,, and 0 otherwise.

Another way is to only differentiate the predictors in the current period and treat the
predictor and its multiple lags as a block. This gives rise to the block-wise Ly-Boosting. The

base procedure now is a multivariate regression with the regressors being one predictor and

its lags. See |lejﬂd_Né (IZDD_d) for details.

4.6 Threshold regression with mixed integer optimization

Threshold regressions have been used in economic applications to capture potential structural
changes on regression coefficients. The early literature models the threshold effect using some

observable scalar variable ¢; as in:
ye = wiB + wid1{q > 7} + &,

where w, and ¢, are adapted to the filtration F;_1; (3, 9d,) is a vector of unknown param-

eters, and ¢, satisfies the conditional mean restriction. Hence when ¢, > ~, the regression

function becomes w}(8 + d); when ¢ < 7, it reduces to w;3 (Chanl, [1993; [Hansen, IZOQ_d)
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.
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[Sﬂumd_[;imﬂd (IZDD_ﬂ) and h&eﬁ;«zﬂ (lZMd) extended the model to multivariate thresh-
old:
Y = wiB+ w0 1{~'f, > 0} + ¢,

where f; is a vector of “factors” and - is the corresponding unknown coefficients. So the
model introduces a regime change due to a single index of factors. Allowing multivariate
thresholding is important, because it permits the structural change to be governed by a
potentially much larger dataset: x;, = Bf; + u;, where dim(x;) = N — oo. So f; can
be unobserved factors that can be learned from x;. For the identification purpose, suppose
% > fif) =1 and B'B is diagonal, then « and f; are separately identified. This gives rise to
the factor-driven two-regime regression model.

A natural strategy to estimate the model is to rely on least squares:

T

min > (y, — wi8 — wie1{~'f, > 0})?,
POy

where /f\t is the plugged-in PC-estimator of factors. Because the least squares problem is

neither convex nor smooth in «, the computational task is demanding. ) rec-
ommended using algorithms based on mixed integer optimization (MIO). Introduce integers
dy = 1{7’}; > 0} € {0,1}. The goal is to introduce linear constraints with respect to vari-
ables of optimization. Suppose there are known upper and lower bounds for ¢;: L; < d; < Uj,
where d; denotes the jth element of §. Define M; = maxer \7@\, where I is the parameter
space for «v. Then it can be verified that the least squares problem is numerically equivalent

to the following constraint MIO problem:

T

: o A ! 2
,8,{5171;21,2 - (e — WiB — wily) (4.14)

subject to (for any € > 0), foreach t = 1,...,T and each j = 1,..., dim(wy),

~yeT, de{0,1}, L; <8; <Uj,
(dy — 1) (M, + ¢) < ~'%, < d, M,
d,L; <0, < dU;,

Li(1—d) <68 —t;, <U(1—dy).

(4.15)

Then, we can apply modern MIO packages (e.g., Gurobi) to solve for the optimal (3, 6,~).
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Finally, [Lee et al. ([Zfﬁd) also derived the asymptotic distribution of the estimated coef-
ficients and proposed inferences based on bootstraps. Under the condition that 7" = O(N),
they showed that the effect estimating factors is negligible on the asymptotic distribution
of the estimated (3,6), but would affect both the rate of convergence and the limiting
distribution of the estimated ~y.

4.7 Community detection

The stochastic block model has been a popular approach to modeling networks (see @

) for a recent review). We observe a graph of N nodes. Let A = (a;;) € RY*V be
the adjancy matrix of edges so that a;; = 1 if nodes ¢ and j are connected, and a;; = 0
otherwise. Suppose each node belongs to one of r communities, and the community that
node i belongs to is denoted by an unknown m; € {1,--- r}. In addition, elements of A are

random variables. Then stochastic block model assumes that
P(aij = 1‘71'Z = ]{I,ﬂ'j = l) = Wy,

where wy; is an unknown probability. We observe the matrix A and aim to recover the
membership 7; and the probabilities wy; for all k, I =1,--- 7.
Let eq,--- ,e, denote the canonical basis in R", and b; = e, where 6; = k. Then, b;

indicates the community membership of node i, and the membership matrix is
B=(by, - ,by), Nxr,

whose rows represent nodes and columns represent communities. Let W denote the r x r
matrix of (wg;) and let L := EA. It can easily be seen that L = BWB' is a low-rank

matrix, whose rank equals 7, leading to the following low-rank decomposition:
A=L+S, S=A-EA.

Therefore, A has the familiar decomposition (Z4]), with L being similar to the systematic
risk and B as a low-rank loading matrix. Since the elements in S are independent with mean-
zero (Wigner matrix), the operator norm ||S|| does not grow too fast, compared to that of
L. We can then apply PCA on A to estimate B. Suppose r is known, then the estimator B

is defined as v/ N times the eigenvectors of A, corresponding to the first r eigenvalues.
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Theorem 2. can be applied to obtain a deviation bound for the estimated loading matrix.
If there is a sequence gy — oo and constants c¢i,---,¢. > 0 such that the eigenvalues
Ni(W2B'BWY2) = ¢;gn(1 + 0p(1)) for all i < r, then there is an 7 x r matrix H, so that

|B — BH||.. = Op(95°N|S|| + g5'v/Nlog N).

Therefore, elements of a rotated B can be estimated uniformly well. Moreover, because
each community has many nodes belong to, BH has many identical rows, which makes the
cluster analysis as a natural method for community detections. For instance, we can apply
either the K-means cluster analysis, or the homogeneous pursuit of [Ke et alJ (M) on the

rows of B to consistently identify the communities.

4.8 Time varying models

So far we have been assuming that the factor loading and covariance matrices are time-
invariant. Research on conditional factor models has also grown rapidly in recent years.
Suppose

Yit = b;tft + Ut

where b;; is a time-varying vector of loadings. There have been several approaches to
addressing the issues of time-varying loadings. In this section we briefly review three of
the most commonly used ones: (1) time-varying characteristics, (2) time-smoothing and (3)

continuous-time models.

4.8.1 Time-varying characteristics

The first approach models b, ; using a function of observed characteristics z; ;—1:
bi,t = bi(zi,t—l)

where b,(+) is either a linear function or an unknown nonparametric function of the char-
acteristics. Therefore, the time-varyingness is mainly captured by the characteristics. An
advantage of this approach, over the other two approaches to be reviewed below, is that if
z; ;1 s correctly specified and indeed can fully capture the degree of time-varyingness of the
model, then b, allows a large degree of varyingness, and potentially, structural breaks. On

the other hand, the limitation of this approach is the potential misspecification of z;;—, and
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omitted variable problems. Above all, we refer to kﬁgll&ldlﬂlﬂjﬂ (|2£)Jd) for an excellent

review on conditional factor models using this approach, and their applications in empirical
asset pricing.
4.8.2 Time-smoothing

The second approach assumes that factor loadings change smoothly over time. Suppose b;(-)

is an unknown smooth function, we assume

t
b;; = b; <?) , Vt<T.

Then locally, b;; =~ b, for all t = r. So in a local window B(r) of each fixed r, the model

is approximately time invariant:

yi = b} £ +uy, te€B(r).

Motivated by this assumption, |Ang and Kristensen (2!!15) and Ma et alJ (2!!2!J) tested the

market mean-variance efficiency assumption in the case of known factor case. In the unknown

factor case, mm (lZD_lj) first applied local smoothing on y;; then employed PCA
on the smoothed data to estimate the factors and loadings. While this approach does not

require the specification of time-varying characteristics, it restricts to the smooth varying
scenario and thus rules out structural breaks. In addition, slow rates of convergence appear

near boundaries (that is, the beginning and the end of observing periods).

4.8.3 High-frequency factor models

Consider a continuous-time factor model
dyt = atdt + Btdft + dut

where y;, f;, u; are vectors of asset prices, factors and idiosyncratic risks; oy is a drift term.
The time-varying loading matrix B; is an N X r matrix that is assumed to be continuous

and locally bounded It6 semimartingale of the form:

t t
B, =B)+ / ods + / o, dW,,
0 0
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where a; and o, are optional processes and locally bounded; W, is a Brownian mo-

tion. Roughly speaking, by the Burkholder-Davis-Grundy inequality (cf. chapter 2 of

nd Pr 2011)), By is also locally time-invariant, which is similar to the treat-
ment of the time-smoothing approach. The major difference though, is that the use of high-

frequency data has automatically “smoothed” the data. We refer to the following papers for

recent developments on high-frequency factor models, among others: [Ait-Sahalia and Xi

(2017); (Chen et all (20194); [Liao and Yang (2018); ILi et all (2019); [Pelger (2019).

5 Unbalanced Panels

Missing data and unbalanced panels are not uncommon in economic and financial studies.
Addressing the missing data issue in statistical modeling belongs to a larger category of
problems, known as matriz completion. Low-rank matrix completion refers to the problem
of recovering missing entries from low-rank matrices. It is particularly relevant to empirical
asset pricing factor models, because many time series of returns have short histories or miss-
ing records. In this section we review several methods for matrix completions, which assume
that the missing is at random, except for |(Cai et al. (IZOLdL Bai and NQ md) Besides,

the EM algorithm is also a classical approach to dealing with unbalanced panels. We refer

to ); ) ) for detailed discussions on

related issues.

5.1 Inverse probability weighting

Recall that the covariance matrix of y,;, under the factor model ([BI]), has the following
decomposition, 3, = B cov(f;)B’ + X,,, where columns of B are approximately equal to the
eigenvectors of ¥, corresponding to the first r eigenvalues. As such, let f]y be an input
matrix, serving as an estimator for 3,. Then as described in Section [2.2] we can estimate
the space spanned by B using the leading eigenvectors of fly.

In the presence of missing data with exogenous missing, let z;; = 1{y;; is observed} and
we only observe y;;z;; for all (7,t), in which unobserved data is set to zero. Suppose for now

w; = P(xy = 1) is known. We can construct an unbiased estimator f]y = (0,;) with

E YitYjtLit T ji-
Cw; sw; T
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In the matrix form, let Y and X be the N x T matrices of y;; and z;;. So we only observe
Y o X, where o represents the element-wise matrix product, the Hadamard product. Also

let W be the diagonal matrix with w; being its ¢ th diagonal entry. Then

N 1

3, = Tzz’, Z:=W'YoX.
Therefore, columns of the loading matrix estimator B equal to v/N times the top right
singular vectors of Z. This method simply replaces the missing entries of Y by zero, and

apply the inverse probability weighting (IPW) before applying PCA. The IPW has been

popularly used in the causal inference literature (e.g., M@ (M)) Here the
same idea is applied to create an unbiased estimator for the covariance matrix.

In practice, we shall replace w; by its consistent estimators, such as w; := %Z; T
But in the case of homogeneous missing, that is, w; = --- = wy, the IPW is not needed,
because W equals the identity matrix up to a constant, which does not affect the PCA on
Y o X. In addition, factors can be further estimated using least squares by regressing v;;
on the estimated loadings.

Theoretical properties were studied by |Abbe et al. (2!!2!;); Su et alJ 12{!1d) under the

assumption of homogenous missing. [Su et alJ 2019) used this estimator as their initial

value for the EM algorithm. [Xi ) allowed heterogenous missing and
proved that the estimators are also asymptotically normal (they estimated w;w; directly by
% Zle xixj). We can also quickly derive the rate of convergence by applying Theorem 2.11
However, the IPW is the least efficient approach among all the methods to be discussed in

this section. We shall verify this in a simulation study in Section

5.2 Regularized matrix completion

Regularized matrix completion is a powerful technique to recover missing entries from low-
rank matrices. This approach is also much faster than the EM algorithm in handling large

panels. Due to these nice properties, it has also attracted much attention in the recent

econometrics literature, e.g., LALb_egLe:cjiJ (129_154)7 M_NQ (IZQlj), Mﬂﬁ]ﬁl
(2018); Giglio et al. (2020).

In the matrix form Y = M + U, the goal is to recover the factor component M = BF’

when Y has missing elements. The nuclear-norm regularization is directly applicable:
M := argmin || (Y — M) o X3 + A[M]], (5.1)
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with tuning parameter A. The factors and loadings can be estimated by taking the singular
vectors of M. Negahban and Wainwrighd (2011) and [Koltchinskii 1) (2011) derived the

rate of convergence under the Frobenius norm. Under suitable conditions (e.g., missing at

random, restricted strong convexity, sufficiently large noise) it can be proved that

R 11
—||M - M|% = —+— .
el 7 = Op (T+ N)

Chen et &lJ (IM) certifies further that the convex optimization (5. is optimal for all noise

levels under Frobenius norm, operator norm, and elementwise-infinity norm. The proof is

based on a novel technical device that bridges the convex optimization with a nonconvex
optimization problem. However, this estimator is not asymptotically normal due to the

presence of shrinkage bias, so is not suitable for statistical inferences.

5.3 Debiased estimators

Several recent progress in this literature focuses on debiasing the regularized regression in

order to have valid confidence intervals, e.g., |Chen et alJ m% Xia and Yuan 12{!1&);
Chernozhukov et alJ 12{!1&). When the missing is homogeneous, P(x; = 1) = p for all (i,1),

klhﬁn_e:uzﬂ ([ZQIQH) proposed the following simple debiased estimator

M’ = Hy(M + p (Y — M) 0 X), (5.2)

where Hp(-) is the best rank R approximation in (2.1, M is given by (E1), p is the sample
proportion of missing data. The idea is very intuitive. Ignoring the weak-dependence between

M and X and estimating error in p, we have
EM+75 (Y —M)oX)~EM +E(Y - M) = M,

which is approximately unbiased. However, the estimator M +p 1Y — Mo X)) is no longer
of rank R, which increases the variances. This leads to use the projection as in (.2]), which
is asymptotically efficient in terms of both rate and pre-constant.

Alternatively, the debiasing can be achieved through the iterative least squares (Chernozhukov et alJ,

). Suppose the true number of factors, r, is known.

Algorithm 5.1. Debias using iterative least squares.

Step 1. Obtain M as in (T).
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Step 2. Let the columns of \/—%ﬁ be the left singular vectors of K/I\, corresponding to the

first r singular values.

- PN -1 ~
Step 3. Estimate the latent factors at time ¢ by f; := (Zf\il bib;xit> Zf\il b;y;iz; and
let ﬁ‘ = (’fl, s ,’fTT)/.

Step 4. Update loading estimates by B = (gl, e ,EN)’, where
b; := (Z ftft/SCz't) Z fryirzi.
t=1 t=1
Step 5. The asymptotically unbiased estimator for M is M := BF'".

A key technical argument is to ensure that the estimation error in B (step 2) has no

impact on the factor estimator (step 3); this is achieved by ) using an
“auxiliary leave-one-out” argument.

When the missing probability P(x;; = 1) varies across i, there are two ways to revise the
previous algorithm to achieve the asymptotic normality. One way is to replace (5.1]) with a

weighted regularization:
min [[(W/2Y = WM) o X[} + A[M], (5:3)

where W is a diagonal matrix, whose 7 th diagonal entry equals w; := % Zthl 2. This debi-
ases the least squares part of the loss function, adopting the same idea of inverse probability
weighting. The remaining steps of Algorithm [G.1] are the same. Then the same “auxiliary
leave-one-out” technical argument of I(Chen et al. (lZD.lQH) still goes through. The other way

is to apply “sample splitting”, which evenly split the columns of Y into two parts: on one

part we run the penalized regression as in (G5.) and obtain ]§, on the other part we run
iterative least squares. Then exchange the two parts and re-do the estimations. The final
estimator is taken as the average of the two. Suppose u;; is serially independent, the sample
splitting then artificially creates independences among various statistics from the splitting
sample. See bhﬂngzhu]ﬁnui&lj (IZDjd) for detailed descriptions of this approach.
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5.4 Block-rearrangements

In an attempt to handle endogenous missing, EJ@.U&LNQ (lZD_lfj) proposed a block-rearrangement
method. At the cost of this generality, they require that the data matrix Y should have a

sufficiently large balanced sub-block after elementary rearrangements. See |Cm_e:uzlj (lZD_ld)7

) for related ideas.
Specifically, a preliminary step of their estimation is to rearrange the data in a shape
that all the factor loadings can be estimated in one sub-block and all the factors can be
estimated in another sub-block. The following example is adapted from |Bﬁﬁumd_NQ (lZD_L(J),

which gives a good illustration on this manipulation: example of the N x T matrix for y;:

Yir Yi2 Y13 Y4 Yis Yi3 Y15 Yuu Yi2 Yu
Yoi Y22 Y23 Y24 Y25 Y53 Y55 Ys1 Y52 Ys4
Y31 Y32 Y33 Va4 Y35| = |Y23 Y25 Y21 Yoo Y
Y Ya2 Y43 Yaa Va5 Y33 Y35 Y31 Y32 Y
Y51 Y52 Y53 Y54 Y55 | V43 Yas Vi1 Y42 Yaa]

The left matrix is the originally collected data and the right is the rearranged one. The
symbols with asterisk denote the missing data. From the column perspective, the 1st, 2nd
and 4th columns have missing values and therefore are rearranged as the last three columns

in the right panel; from the row perspective, the 2nd, 3rd and 4th rows have missing values

and therefore are rearranged as the last three rows in the right panel. i )
name the black block “bal”, name the black plus the red blocks “tall”, and name the black
plus the blue block “wide”.

Consider the missing value y3,. We want to replace it with its expected value E(y?,) =
b,f;. Note that y3, shares the same factor loadings by with data points yo3 and yo5 in the
wide block; and shares the same factors f; with data points y;o and ys2 in the tall block.
Meanwhile, by can be estimated using data in the“tall” block; f; can be estimated using
data in the “wide” block. As a result, one might expect to recover E(y3,) with these two
estimators. However, we must take into account the rotational indeterminacy inherent with
the factor models. For a generic missing value y;,

bean; = Hybi + 0p(1),  fuiger = HoL £ + 0p(1).

wide

Therefore
bif, = bl Afider +0p(1), A = Hy | Hyie.
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To estimate A, by ?Wido,t = Hv_vildeft +op(1) and /f\tall,t = Ht_ahft + op(1), we have
ftall,t - Afwide,t + OP(l)'

So one can run the regression of /ftall,t on ?Wido,t to consistently estimate A. This leads to the

following estimation procedure.

Algorithm 5.2. Block-rearrangement algorithm

~ A~

Step 1 Obtain estimators (byige, Fyide) using the tall block of Y.
Step 2 Obtain estimators (Btau, f‘tall) using the wide block of Y.

Step 3 Compute émiss = ﬁtallAf" where A is obtained by regressing /f\talLt on /f\widei

wide
Step 4 Output 3?, where y;; = y; if y;; is observable; Uiy = Ciss it if ¥4 1s missing.

Once Y is obtained, we apply the PCA again to the imputed data Y to get more efficient
estimates of B and F. Suppose the size of the “tall” block is N x Ty and the size of the
“wide” block is Ny x T'. So the size of the “bal” block is Ny x Ty. The whole sample size
(including missing data points) is N x T'. Bai and Ng require that

max{VN,VT} =o(Ny), and max{VN,VT}=o(Tp).

An implication of the above condition is that the missing data points should not be too
frequent in the sense that the balanced subblock is large enough. Though this condition
rules out the case of random missing (e.g., missing occurs as outcomes of Bernoulli trials),

it is not stringent given the nature of endogenous missing.

5.5 A simulation study

We conduct a simulation study to compare six matrix completion approaches, namely:
IPW. The inverse probability weighting.
ReUW. Unweighted regularization. The eigenvectors of the estimator (G.1I).
ReW. Weighted regularization. The eigenvectors of the estimator (5.3)).
ReDebias. The debiased regularized estimator from Algorithm [B.1]
EM. The EM algorithm.
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We generate a two-factor model where loadings, factors and w; are independent stan-
dard normal. Under the homogeneous missing we generate x;; ~ Bernoulli(0.5); under the
heterogeneous missing we generate x;|w; ~ Bernoulli(w;), and w; ~Uniform[0.1,1]. The
three regularized methods require choosing A, the tuning parameter. Write the penalized
loss function to be [|[(W=2Y — W=Y2M) o X||2 + A|[M||,, where W is a diagonal weighting
matrix. The theory requires that with a high probability, there is ¢ > 0,

(24 0)[[Uo (WX)| < A

So we set A to be the 0.95 quantile of 2.2||Z o (W™!X)|| where Z is an N x T matrix
of standard normal variables. In practice, one can also simulate Z using the estimated

idiosyncratic covariance matrix.

Table 2: Comparison among five matrix completion methods

N T IPW ReUW ReW ReDebias2 EM

Homogeneous missing
100 200 | 0.176  0.116  0.114 0.109 0.109
200 100 | 0.252  0.171  0.169 0.161 0.161

Heterogeneous missing
100 200 | 0.263  0.211  0.131 0.119 0.119
200 100 | 0.369  0.304  0.222 0.204 0.203

Reported is [|[Pg — Pg|| averaged over 100 replications.

We compare the performance of estimating the loading space, measured by Pg = B(B'B)~'B'.
Table 2 reports ||Pg — Pg|| averaged over 100 replications for each method. In all scenarios,
the IPW performs the worst among all estimators. Under the homogeneous missing, all the
other four methods perform similarly, but the difference is much more noticeable under the

heterogeneous missing. The general ranking is that
IPW < ReUW < ReW < ReDebias ~ EM.

This ranking is as expected: IPW is the least efficient method among the five; ReUW uses
the nuclear-norm regularized estimation that does not take into account the heterogeneous

missing or debias; ReW accounts for the heterogeneous missing probabilities, and ReDebias
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further removes the regularization bias.

Finally, it is not surprising to see that ReDebias and EM perform similarly because both
start with an initial low-rank estimator (ReDebias initializes from ReW while EM initializes
from TPW), then proceed via iterative least squares. But we note that ReDebias operates
much faster because it only iterates once, so is more attractive than EM in handling large
scale problems. We also implemented the “early-stop-EM” (which only iterates twice), it
performs only slightly better than IPW and is worse than all the other estimators. Therefore
we conclude that the ReDebias is a recommended method for handling large scale low-rank

matrix completion problems.

6 Conclusion

We have conducted a selective overview on the recent developments of the factor model and
its application on statistical learning. We focus on the perspective of the low-rank structure
of factor models, and particularly draws attentions to estimating the model from the low-
rank recovery point of view. New estimation and inference methods, and matrix completion

problems have been discussed.

A Technical details

A.1 Proof of Theorem [2.1]

Proof. (i) The proof is an exercise of applying the eigen-perturbation theorem. First, by the
triangular inequality, for ay := 2nx/||L|| + 1% + 3||L||||S]|,

IS —LU|| < |=% — S| + |= — LL|| < Op(ay).

So by Weyl’s theorem (cited in Theorem [A2), max;<,+1 [A2(2) — A2(L)| < Op(aw).
Also, g3 := ming<;<, 11 |Ai—1(L) — X\i(L)[? > ay implies A2(L) > ax and

min  |A? (L) — A}(L)| > 2\.(L) min |\ (L) — \(L)| > an.

2<i<r+1 2<i<r+1
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So with probability approaching one,

max;<, |\2(2) — A2(L)| an
max [ () — L(L)] < : — Op (A1)
= min; <, \/2)\2 L) - |)\2( ) — A?(L” ()\T(L))
min | X24() (L) 2 min P2 (L) - ML) — X, (8) — A2, (L)
> L 22,(1) - A2W)] (A2)

2 2<i<r

A (L)|. Now for

Similarly, for all i < r — 1, [A?(L) — )‘?4—1( )] > 3 minoc<, [\ 1( ) —
| > $A%(L). Hence by

i =7 AL, (3) < A2, (L) + Oplan) = Op(ay)- So |>\?( ) = A (2)
the sing-theta theorem (cited in Theorem [A.2]),

i _el—on(™
max € - &l = 0r (%), (A3)

The right singular vectors have the same bound. Then (A]) (A3) together imply

~ L
£ -1 =0 (20,
In

Finally, we note that |[L|| = Y2775 Ai1(L) — M(L) < rgn. So ay = op(g%) is satisfied as
long as |[S[| + ny = op(gn) and an = Op(gnny + gn[|S]])-

(ii) The element-wise bound is a corollary from the more general bound in Theorem
[A.3l Using the notation of Theorem [A.3] under the assumptions that | X]. = Op(1),
sy = Op(yv/Ny). Also, my = Op(ﬁ + ﬁ)’ |L||c = Op(1), Nicy = op(gn). Hence

N N
by < (\/—% + Nl) gx" (v + [IS]) + (cN\/—% +ony/ N+ ||SCd||oo) 9N

A.2 Proof of Theorem [3.1]

Proof. Let Q(L,%,) denote the loss function. Note that

1Sy =L =Sulf = ISy = Syll + 1L+ B0 = L= Bullf + My + My
M, = 2tr((S, —%,)(L-L))
My, = 2tr((S, — Z,)(Z, — Z.)").
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We now use two types of inequalities to bound M; and M,. As for M;, note that L is a
low-rank matrix, we use the inequality |tr(AB’)| < || A]|||B||.. We thus have

[My| < 2[ISy = %y [T = Ll < 0.501[[L = L.
As for My, note that X, is a sparse matrix, we use the inequality |tr(AB’)| < [|All~||B]1,

M| < 2[S, — Zylloo | — Bulli < 0.5 2, — 1.

From Lemma 2.3 of [Recht et al. (IM), IL+ P(A) |, = ||L|l» + [|P(A1)|,, where A; =
L - L. Also using the standard sparse argument, [[X, + (Ag)selli = [|[Zulli + [[(A2)se|lx
where A, = f)u — X,. In addition, Lemma 1 of i ight] ) shows
0.5rank(M(A;)) < r :=rank(L). Hence

@Hn = [[L+P(A1) + M(A1)[[n > [|L][n + [|P(AL)[[n — [[M(AL)]]n
[Zulli = 12+ (Az)se + (A2)slle > [IBulls + [I(Az) sells = [[(A2)s]1,
[ M(AL)]] |M(A1)||7y/rank(M (A1) < V2r[| Ay 5

<
1(A2)sli < ||Ag|lpVJ + N.
Thus Q(i iu) < Q(L, X,) implies

A1+ As||% + 0.5 |[P(A1)|5 + 0.50s|(As) e

1 < L5 |M(AY) | + 15| (Az) 5|1
As such, (A1, As) € C(v1, 1), and thus ||A; + Asl|% > k(vi, o) ([JA1]|% + || Asl%).

k(ve, vo) (| A5 + [ A2]l) Lowy | M(A1)[[n + 1502 (Az) sl

<
S V 4.57”I/1||A1||F + 1.51/2\/ J + N||A2||F

The last inequality then implies ||Aq||r + [|Az||r < ﬁ(\/élﬁrul + 1.5v5v/J + N).

1,02

A.3 Proof of Theorem
A.3.1 Proof of Theorem (i)
Proof. First, we have |Ey; —Eyy| < E(|yi| —7)1{|yi| > 7} < 20\/E|yit|q7'i_q/2 for any ¢ > 2.

Meanwhile, E|7;|? < 77 202, As such we can apply the Bernstein’s inequality (Theorem [A)
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to reach:
20222 T2?

%%(P(WZ Ey;| > T + T ) < 2exp(—z7).

Then take x = /41log N, by union bound, with probability at least 1 — 2N 3,

~ ~ 8c2log N 4max;<y 7;log N
max [§; — Bj| < | —F—+ T :

The rest of the proof is conditioning on this event. Together we have

~ 8c2log N drlog N 20V M
%%(‘yi_Eyit|§\/T+%%{f(Ti)7 fr)=—F—+—pn

1/(1+q/2)
— 2 1 2 . . . . . . ._ T
Set 7; < r(0>M)'/ 2+ which is proportional to the minimizer of f(7). Here k := (logN> .
Because log N < C'T, we have k 1°§N < (4 for some constant Cy as long as ¢ > 2. So

log N log N log N
Ig%{@i—EyMS (\/§+M1/(2+q)/€\/ ogT )a\/ ogT < (MYCHICy + V8)o O? :

A.3.2 Proof of Theorem (ii)

Proof. Let ;. = argmin, E, (y; — ). We separately consider the “variance” y; — p; -
and the “bias” A; := p;, —Ey;. We denote by

212, x| <71

2sgn(x)7'_1, |x| > T,

9rl0) = e (a) =

which is well defined because v, is first-order differentiable (but not twice).
bias. Bounding bias requires 7; cannot grow too slowly. Let g,(z) := 2% — 72¢,(z) and
d%gT(z) =2z — Tzle(z). Hence for z; = y; — pti » and 2o = y;; — Ey;;. There is v in between

i r and Eyit> for 2 = Yir — ZZ’ and q>1,

E(Z% - ZS) = Egn(zl) - Egn(z2) + Ti2E¢Ti(Z1> - T12E¢Ti(z2) < Egn(’zl) - Egn(’z2)

- E digT(E)(Eyit — pir) < 2IAE1{|Z] > 7}[Z] < 2/A|E |3 7Y
z
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< 2/ E|es + Byir — )97 Y < 77 CTUCIAE |eq] + A9

On the other hand, E(22 — 22) = A2 Hence |A;| < 7, T VC[E |ex|? + |A;]9]). Now consider
two cases.

Case 1: |A;|9 > E |ey|?, then E(2 — 22) = A?. Hence |A;] < 20T, (=D |A |7. This implies
7, < ClA;| < Clpi+ + Eyir| which contradicts with 7; — oo.

Case 2: |A;]7 < E |e|?, then |A;]| < C1 "V E |eg]? — 0 if E |es]? < oo.

Variance. Bounding variance requires 7; cannot grow too fast. Denote the loss function
Qi(p) == 7 ST b (i — ). Fix myp = \/@ We aim to show there is § > 0, so that

P (mf min Q;(pir +mrv) — Qi(iir) > 0) >1—4N"3 (A.4)

lv|=6 i<N

which then implies with probability at least 1 — 4N "3 max;<y |g; — pi-| < mzd. To prove
(M)a note EQ%- (eit,r) = 0 where Cit,r = Yit— i,r- NOW let e;y = yi—E y, then e, = 6it,’r+Aia
where A; = i, » — Ey;. It can be verified that for any x, 21, 2o,
U (Citr + ) — Py (€nrr) = 227+ ait(I)git(I)
¢T(eit,7' + ,’L’) - wﬂ'(eit,ﬂ') = ¢T(eit,T>x + / I:QLT(eZ't,T + Z) - QLT(eit,T)]dZ
. ) 0
[ (1) — U (z0)] < 27722y — 29,

where ay(z) = U, (er + ) — Ur,(eir) — 207,72 and by(z) = Hlewr + 2| V |ens] > 7}
aV b= max{a,b}. Also, |ay(z)| < 4|z|7; 2. Applying these results with 2 = —mgv, we have

Qi (,ui,ﬂ— + mTV) QZ i, T = Z 1% €it,r 1 LL’ 1%- (eitﬂ')
T z T
= — Z@Dﬂ (€itr)r + = ;/ 227 2dz + — Z/ ait(2)by(2)dz1{x > 0} — % ; /xo a;t(2)by(2)dz1{x
||
%Zwri(eit,r) - %%(8 Z/ zt

> (. J/

II

!

:5%‘[2 — T 2 7'2 max
i<N

v

~q T It

To bound I, we apply the Bernstein inequality. [t (exr,)| < 2min{(|ex| + |A:|)772, 771}
Hence E )., (e;r.,)? < 87, (02 4+ 1) and E |¢),, (eir.)|F < 87,74 (02 + 1)(2)"? where we used
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|A;| < 1, and E |2|* <E2?C*2if || < C. Hence by Theorem [AT]

T
1 .
mZaXP ( T ;wn(eit,r)

Take h? = 4log N, by the union bound, with probability at least 1 — 2N =3,

N \/ 167, 4(02 + 1)h2 2h?

g2
T + TiT> < 2exp(—h).

2 .
IS\/64(U +1)1ogN+8nlogN _

T T < C(o+ )myp

where C' does not depend on i. The last inequality holds for 7; < mz'.

To bound 1, note b;(z) < 2 x I{|ey| > 7/4} +2 x 1{|A;| > 7,/4} + 1{|z| > 7;/2}. Also,
when |z| < |z| < |v|mr — 0, we have 1{|z| > 7;/2} = 0 and 1{|A;| > 7;/4} = 0 because
my — 0. We apply Hoeffding inequality, with probability at least 1 — 2N 3,

T
1 log N
IT < I%%(Sx E H{lei| > mi/4} < I%%(Sx <2 + P(leit| > 72/4))

2
< max32z2< log N o ) < Lo
i<N

Together, Q;(1i,r + mrv) — Qi(pir) = 77 °ma|v|(2|v| — C(o + 1)) > 0. This inequality holds
uniformly for all |v| = 4C(0 + 1) and @ < N. Hence with probabiliy at least 1 — 4N 3,
max;<y |Ui — pir| < mpdC(o + 1).

Combine both the bias and variance parts, for ¢ > 2 and E |e;|? < C,

max |7 — Eyie| < m7dC(0 + 1) + CEleq|'m} " < 8Cmy(o +1).

A.4 Some inequalities

The following theorem is adapted from Theorem 2.10 of |&nmb.&mn_eiuzﬂ (lZD_lj)

Theorem A.1 (Bernstein inequality). Let X, ..., X7 be an independent sequence with % Zthl EX? <

% and %23:1 E| X7 < %’ach_Z for all integers q > 2, with constants (02, c). Then for all

x>0,
P(

20222 cx?

+ —) < 2exp(—a?).

>

> (X, —EX))

1
T T T
t=1

T
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Theorem A.2 (Eigen-purturbation bounds). Let A\; > ...\g and Xl > ...XR respectively be
the eigenvectors of N X N semi-positive definite matrices A and K, where R < N. Also, let
(&, .., &R) and (El, ...,/E\R) be corresponding eigenvectors. Then

(i) Sin-theta theorem:

|A — Al

min;<p min{| A1 — |, | A — )\i+1|}'

£ _¢ell<
max [|§; — &l <
(i) Weyl’s theorem:
max ||A; — Al < A - A
i<R

Next, we prove a general element-wise deviation bound for singular vectors. We consider
the model as described in Theorem .11 Let E and ¢ be the Ny x r matrices of right singular
vector of 3 and L, and let /f\ and & be the left singular vectors.

Theorem A.3. Let cy = ||& — o, 7y = ||= = 2, SN = MAXi<N Y oy, Sy MN =
1€ loo V |€lloe and gy = mino<;<p11 [Ni—1(L) — Ni(L)|. Suppose Nicx = op(gn). Then for
by = (sn + Ni[[Lllswma)gn’(n + [IS]) + (Nrewmy + [18¢4lloo)gn

1€ = &l + 1€ = Clloo < Op(by).-

Proof. Let Ed and ¢, be the N1 x 1 vector of the d th right singular vector of 3 and L, for some

d < r. By definition, £, = ( )L, and €d = ( )Ecd So ||€d Eillo < T+ IT+ 111,
where
o= SIS Gl
II = ||\ (EA)( — L)l
I = [(0GH(E) = A7 (L)L g o

We shall use ||Ab|ls < min{||Al|s|/bllocNi, max;<y [[AL|[||b]l, |Al[b]|} for b € R . Also,

part (i) shows ||Ed — ¢4l = OP(%I\IJS”), the same bound as the left singular vectors.

I < NG E)E = Bl Ca = Calloo + 1IN (B)B(Ca = Ca)lloe < Op(Migy'en)lICs — Calloe
+0p (95" )1€a = Cal max Z 52, = Op(Nigy'en)[€a = Calloe + Or(gn*sn(ny + ISI1))-

N in
IT < AN A) ||fl llcoll€alloo + A7 (E)ISCalloe < Op(gn' Nien|€alloo) + Or(gn'11SCall)
1 < H)\ HE) = A @) INIL] o€ alloe < Op(gn*(nn + 1IS]1)) Ni || Ll sl 4]l oo-

20



Together, [[€; = &illoe < Op(N1gy'en)[[Cq — Calloo + Op(by). Similarly, [|¢; = Callo <
Op(Nigy'en)ll€s = &alloo + Op(by). Hence for A = [[€; — &ylloo + €4 = Calloos We have
A < Op(Nigy'en)A + Op(by). Because Nigy'en = op(1), we have A = Op(by).

]
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