arXiv:2212.12845v2 [stat.ME] 3 Jan 2023

Mining the Factor Zoo:

Estimation of Latent Factor Models with Sufficient Proxies

Runzhe Wan^∗ , Yingying Li^† , Wenbin Lu^‡ and Rui Song^{§ ¶}

Abstract Latent factor model estimation typically relies on either using domain knowledge to manually pick several observed covariates as factor proxies, or purely conducting multivariate analysis such as principal component analysis. However, the former approach may suffer from the bias while the latter can not incorporate additional information. We propose to bridge these two approaches while allowing the number of factor proxies to diverge, and hence make the latent factor model estimation robust, flexible, and statistically more accurate. As a bonus, the number of factors is also allowed to grow. At the heart of our method is a penalized reduced rank regression to combine information. To further deal with heavy-tailed data, a computationally attractive penalized robust reduced rank regression method is proposed. We establish faster rates of convergence compared with the benchmark. Extensive simulations and real examples are used to illustrate the advantages.

Keywords: Low Rank, Heavy Tails, High Dimensionality, Reduced-rank Regression. JEL Codes: C13, C55, C58, C38

∗Department of Statistics, North Carolina State University, Raleigh, NC, USA. Email: rwan@ncsu.edu. †Department of ISOM and Department of Finance, Hong Kong University of Science and Technology, Clear Water Bay, Kowloon, Hong Kong. Email: yyli@ust.hk. Research is supported in part by grants NSFC71922902(NSFC19BM03), RGC GRF16503419, T31-604/18-N and T31-603/21-N.

‡Department of Statistics, North Carolina State University, Raleigh, NC, USA. Email: wlu4@ncsu.edu. §Department of Statistics, North Carolina State University, Raleigh, NC, USA. Email: rsong@ncsu.edu. ¶Rui Song is the Corresponding Author. Runzhe Wan was a Graduate Student when the paper was finished. Author names for Professors Yingying Li, Wenbin Lu, and Rui Song are listed in alphabetical order. We thank the guest editor and two anonymous referees for their thoughtful and constructive suggestions. Preprint submitted to Elsevier January 5, 2023

1. Introduction

Factor model is a useful tool for modeling common dependence among multivariate outputs and it is gaining popularity with the emergence of high-dimensional data. Suppose we observe a sample of N-dimensional multivariate data {y_t}^T_{t=1}, where y_t = (y_{1,t}, ..., y_{N,t})^T . Assume the covariance structure of y_t is largely driven by a small number of common factors f_t = (f_{t,1}, ..., f_{t,K} )^T . The factor model is

y_t = Af_t + ϵ_t, t = 1, ..., T, (1)

where A is an N × K loading matrix and ϵ_t is the idiosyncratic error.

Since the true factors are typically unknown, there are two approaches being commonly adopted. One is to use domain knowledge to manually pick several observed covariates as factor proxies, treat them as f_t in model (1), and then estimate A and ϵ_t. We refer to this approach as the factor proxy approach. A well-known example is the Fama-French threefactor model (Fama & French, 1993) in finance. However, the subjective and static nature of this approach raises many concerns. For example, in finance, there is a long-lasting debate on which covariates are the best set of factor proxies (Harvey & Liu, 2019), and emerging evidence shows that some commonly used proxies are only weakly correlated with stock returns (Anatolyev & Mikusheva, 2021; Gospodinov et al., 2019), part of the factor structure remains unexplained (Kleibergen & Zhan, 2015; Fan et al., 2020), and the true factors change over time and across different markets (Li et al., 2017).

The second approach is to treat the factors as latent and estimate the whole model via statistical methods, such as principal components-based methods (Stock & Watson, 2002) or maximum likelihood estimation (Doz et al., 2012). We refer to this approach as the proxy-agnostic approach. Such an approach only utilizes the information in y_t and cannot incorporate information from other variables, and hence may lead to loss of efficiency when there is useful auxiliary information, such as the factor proxies.

To combine the merits of these two approaches and mitigate their drawbacks, Fan et al. (2020) took the first step and proposed to bridge them by approximating the latent factors with the nonlinear transformation of several observed covariates x^∗_t . Specifically, they 2 consider the model f_t = g(x^∗_t ) + γ^∗_t , where g(x^∗_t ) = E (f_t |x^∗_t ) is a nonlinear function and γ^∗_t represents the approximation error. To (implicitly) utilize this model, they first run non-parametric regression of {y_{i,t}}^T_{t=1} onto {x^∗_t }^T_{t=1} to obtain fitted values {ŷ_{i,t}}^T_{t=1}, for each i ∈ {1, . . . , N} separately, then apply principal component analysis (PCA) to {(ŷ_{1,t}, . . . , ŷ_{N,t})^′}^T_{t=1} to estimate A as Â, and finally estimate f_t as N^{−1}Â^′y_t. The approximation power of the covariates plays a vital role in their method. Let || · || denote the matrix operator norm. When || cov(γ^∗_t )|| → 0 as N or T goes to infinity, that is, when the approximation error becomes negligible, we can establish improved convergence rates for Â and {f̂_t} over PCA; while when the explanatory power of x^∗_t on f_t is weak, the convergence rates can be slower than PCA. Therefore, it shares similar limitations with the factor proxy approach as it is not easy to guarantee the approximation quality with only several manually picked covariates. In addition, the condition || cov(γ^∗_t )|| → 0 naturally requires the approximation power of x^∗_t to increase, which may not hold when the dimension of x^∗_t is fixed as in Fan et al. (2020). Therefore, restricting x^∗_t to be low-dimensional can be risky and may cause loss of efficiency. In this paper, we aim to relax this restriction by allowing the number of covariates to grow.

One specific motivating example of this work is the “factor zoo” problem arising in finance. As summarized in Harvey & Liu (2019), over 400 covariates have been proposed in the literature and claimed to have approximation power on the latent factors of stock returns. This chaos raises a lot of concerns and discussions. The existing works mainly focus on the factor selection problem (Feng et al., 2017; Hwang & Rubesam, 2020). Instead, we approach the problem from a different angle, by considering directly improving the latent factor model estimation accuracy via utilizing the information contained in these covariates. Motivated by this example, in this paper, we refer to the observed covariates x_t as factor proxies to emphasize their explanatory power on f_t. However, the scope of our method is not limited to this application. Some other examples of such factor proxies include the numerous macroeconomic variables recorded in econometrics and the covariates collected for each individual in health studies.

Our target is to utilize the information from both the multivariate observations of main 3 interest y_t and a large set of factor proxies x_t to improve the estimation accuracy of the latent factor model. Specifically, we consider approximating the latent factors by some linear transformation of x_t and regard the following model as our working model:

f_t = B^′x_t + u_t, (2)

where B is a p×K matrix and u_t is the mean-zero approximation error. The effect of potential misspecification of the linear form will be analyzed both theoretically and numerically. We assume K < min(T, N, p) throughout this paper.

To combine information by integrating model (1) and (2), we propose to fit a reduced rank regression (RRR) with y_t onto x_t to estimate the loading matrix, and then recover the latent factors by projecting y_t onto the estimated loadings. The RRR model is a multivariate regression model with a low-rank coefficient matrix (Velu & Reinsel, 2013), which naturally links model (1) and (2) together. Suppose the information provided by x_t is useful, that is, the variance of u_t is relatively small, the RRR step can be regarded as a denoising procedure with the guidance of x_t and with the low-rank structure in mind. We can expect that, compared with the noisy data y_t, the fitted value ŷ_t can help us recover the latent factor structure more accurately. In addition, such a procedure allows our estimator to yield the desired “exact identification” property, that is, the loading matrix is identifiable and can be consistently estimated even when N is fixed. To guarantee the approximation power, we allow the number of proxies p to increase so that one can incorporate a large number of proxies, and we replace the vanilla RRR with a penalized variant to handle the high dimensionality. As a bonus, the number of factors K is then naturally allowed to grow. The resulting method is named as Factor Model estimation with Sufficient Proxies (FMSP). Finally, in some applications of factor models, the error terms usually have heavy-tailed distributions and hence non-robust procedures may fail (Calzolari & Halbleib, 2018). To accommodate these scenarios, we further propose a novel penalized robust RRR method as a subroutine to extend FMSP to the heavy-tailed situations.

1.1. Related literature

There is a rich literature on the estimation of latent factor models. For the proxyagnostic approach, some popular methods include the principal components-based methods (Stock & Watson, 2002; Bai & Ng, 2017), the generalized principal components-based methods (Choi, 2012; Bai & Liao, 2013), and the maximum likelihood-based methods (Bai et al., 2012; Bai & Liao, 2016). The factor proxy approach is also widely used in finance (Fama & French, 1993), economics (Cox et al., 1985) and other areas (Mulaik, 2009). Our work bridges these two approaches and we generalize the method proposed in Fan et al. (2020). Compared with Fan et al. (2020), our approach has advantages in three aspects: (i) our approach allows the number of covariates to diverge, and hence can better ensure the approximation power from these covariates and the resulting estimation accuracy; (ii) their method requires fitting N separate non-parametric regressions and hence could be computationally intense, while our estimator yields a quasi-closed form; (iii) our approach allows the number of factors K to increase, a feature receiving increasing attention in recent years in order to accommodate the growing data size and potential structural breaks (Jurado et al., 2015; Li et al., 2017; Luo et al., 2017; Yu et al., 2020).

With the emergence of high-dimensional and complex datasets, in recent years, a lot of works focus on the low-rank structure (Bickel et al., 2008; Negahban et al., 2011), the penalization methods (Fan & Li, 2001; Zou & Hastie, 2005), the heavy-tailed problem (Fan et al., 2021; Sun et al., 2019), and their combinations (Candès et al., 2011; Chen et al., 2018). Our approach contributes to their intersection area. Specifically, our regression step is closely related to the literature on RRR, especially the penalized and robust variants (e.g., Chen & Huang (2012), She & Chen (2017), and Tan et al. (2018)). We note that some RRR literature refers to the transformed predictors as factors, in a way to offer certain interpretability (Bernardini & Cubadda, 2015; Kargin, 2015; She, 2017). However, both the setting and the results of this paper differ from those in the RRR literature. A RRR model is a regression model, hence the focus is typically on the accuracy of the coefficient matrix estimation or the prediction. It is also typically assumed that the error term has independent entries. In contrast, we use RRR as an intermediate step to facilitate the factor model 5 estimation, and the focus is on the latent factor structure recovery. Besides, our problem is formulated under the general factor model setup, and hence in the RRR step, we allow the residuals to have correlated entries or even some factor structures. The estimation procedure as well as the theoretical and numerical results are developed accordingly and are different from the RRR literature. As a by-product, a computationally efficient penalized robust RRR method is proposed as a subroutine of our robust extension. Finally, Freyberger et al. (2020) considers using high-dimensional stock-specific characteristics to predict the expected excess return, while we aim to describe the covariance structure of stock returns using a set of shared risk factors.

Our work is also related to research on supervised dimension reduction, which studies the dimension reduction for one dataset with the help of auxiliary information. Popular methods include supervised principal components (Bair et al., 2006), principal fitted components (Cook et al., 2008), and sufficient dimension reduction (Adragni & Cook, 2009). See Chao et al. (2019) for a recent survey. Most methods study the regression problem and seek the best dimension reduction for the regressors so as to better predict the responses. In contrast, our paper focuses on recovering the low-dimensional structure of the multivariate data with the guidance of some covariates, which are used as regressors in our first step. Therefore, the objectives are totally different. The most related works are Huang et al. (2019) and Li et al. (2016). Huang et al. (2019) empirically studies the performance of the vanilla RRR model in asset pricing, while our work focuses on the latent factor model estimation problem itself. To better suit this problem, we extend the RRR model by introducing an unexplained factor term, studying its penalized version, and also proposing a robust extension. In addition, we provide systematic simulation experiments and theoretical analysis, while Huang et al. (2019) do not. Li et al. (2016) also studies better recovering the low-rank structure of y_t with auxiliary information x_t. However, their work is motivated by a problem different from the factor model estimation and hence has fundamental differences with ours in many aspects. For example, they consider the setup where x_t is low-dimensional, variables have normal distributions, and noise entries are independent. Their likelihood-based estimator and its theoretical property are also both developed under these conditions, which 6 do not hold in our setting.

In the asset pricing literature, there is a surge of interest in the “factor zoo” problem. To address the high dimensionality issue, existing efforts can be roughly divided as the selection approaches and the aggregation approaches. Among the selection approaches, Feng et al. (2017) designs a model selection procedure to estimate the incremental contribution of a newly proposed factor, and Hwang & Rubesam (2020) applies Bayesian variable selection to choose among many candidate pricing factors. Among the aggregation approaches, Kozak et al. (2020) and Bryzgalova et al. (2019) aim to aggregate information from the factor zoo to learn a better factor pricing model, with either a ridge-like prior or a “spike-and-slab” prior. The empirical findings suggest that the aggregation approach seems to outperform the selection approach (Bryzgalova et al., 2019), and that the true model seems to be sparse in the linear span of the observable proxies instead of in the raw proxies. These findings are consistent with our approach. Instead of targeting asset pricing and risk premia estimation, our work is the first paper to leverage the rich information in the factor zoo to improve the estimation of the latent factor model. Finally, to handle the high dimensionality issue or to incorporate side information, various shrinkage methods (such as the L1 penalty, the L2 penalty and their Bayesian counterparts) are commonly adopted in the aforementioned large factor model literature or factor zoo literature. Our work contributes to this line of research.

In asset pricing, one possible issue of using manually picked observable factors is that some true pricing factors might be omitted in the manually specified model, which belongs to model misspecification (Bryzgalova, 2015; Gospodinov et al., 2014) and may lead to invalid estimation. For example, Giglio & Xiu (2021) studies how to obtain an valid risk premia estimation even in this case. Although our objective is not the inference tasks in asset pricing, the similar consideration motivates us to incorporate a sufficient pool of factor proxies and to explicitly model the unexplained factor component. A reduced rank representation is also commonly adopted in the linear asset pricing literature (Adrian et al., 2015), where the assumption of no arbitrage leads to that the cross-sectional expected excess return and the time-series variations can be explained by the same loadings, which induces a reduced rank 7 structure in the whole model. This is different from our approach of using RRR to aggregate information in a large number of factor proxies.

1.2. Contributions

The main contributions of this paper can be summarized as follows. Methodologically, we propose a novel latent factor model estimation approach to bridge the factor proxy approach and the proxy-agnostic approach, and it allows incorporating a large number of factor proxies. As such, the proposed estimator FMSP is robust, flexible, and statistically more accurate: it is robust as it avoids the factor selection task and hence mitigates the potential resulting bias, compared with the factor proxy approach and SPCA; it is flexible as it can adapt to different datasets and dimensionality, and also allows the number of factors to diverge; it is more accurate as it yields improved convergence rates compared with baselines such as PCA, and can even achieve the “oracle” rate for the loading matrix estimation as if we can observe the true factors.

Theoretically, we establish convergence rates for both the estimator of the loading matrix and that of the latent factors. The asymptotic results are established under a general setting: N and K can either grow or stay fixed, and mild model misspecification is allowed. The convergence rates under different conditions are discussed and also compared with those of several baselines, which provides insights into the expected performance of the proposed method.

Empirically, we conduct extensive simulations to study the finite-sample performance of the proposed method under different conditions. Two real applications on estimating the factor structure of monthly stock returns are also presented. The numerical performance supports our theoretical findings and illustrates the advantages of FMSP.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we discuss and formally define our estimation procedure. The rates of convergence are presented and discussed in Section 3. In Section 4 and 5, we illustrate the performance of our method using simulated datasets and real data examples, respectively. An extension for handling heavy-tailed data is introduced in Section 6. Technical details, proofs, and additional numerical results can be found in the appendix.

In the paper, for a matrix A, we denote its minimum, maximum and i-th largest singular value as σ_{min}(A), σ_{max}(A) and σ_i(A), respectively. The rank of A is denoted as r(A). We define ||A||_F = tr^{1/2}(A^T A) and ||A|| = σ^{1/2}max(A^T A). Let A^+ represent the Moore–Penrose inverse of A and A^′ be the transpose of A. For a vector v, we define ||v|| to be its ℓ_2 norm and denote the set of p-dimensional vector v satisfying ||v|| = 1 as S^{p−1}. For a p-dimensional random vector x, define its sub-Gaussian norm ||x||_{ψ2} := sup_{v∈S}p−1_{,s≥1}(E|v^T x_t|^s)^1s / √ s. We use I to denote an identity matrix and 1 to denote an all-one vector, the dimensions of which can be inferred from the context. For two variables a and b, we denote the smaller one as a ∧ b and the larger one as a ∨ b. For two sequences {a_i} and {b_i}, we write a_i ≍ b_i if a_i = O(b_i) and b_i = O(a_i).

2. Methodology

Combining model (1) and (2), we are considering the following working model: y_t = Af_t + ϵ_t = A(B^′x_t + u_t) + ϵ_t. (3) It is well known that additional identification conditions are needed for latent factor models: for any K × K invertible matrix H, (3) is unchanged when we replace (A, B^′, {f_t}) with (AH, H^{−1}B^′, {H^{−1}f_t}). For ease of presentation, we assume A^′A = NK^{−1}I throught this paper.

The first and most crucial question is how to utilize information from both y_t and x_t to estimate the factor model. Suppose the variance of u_t is small. We can expect that, by regressing y_t onto x_t, the fitted value ŷ_t can be regarded as a denoised version of y_t with the guidance of x_t, and compared with the noisy data y_t, ŷ_t can help us recover the latent factor structure more accurately. We formalize this property with convergence rates in Section 3. In addition, similar to Theorem 2.1 in Fan et al. (2020), we can establish the following desired “exact identification” property for the loading matrix. Proposition 1 (Exact identification). Suppose σ_{min}(E(E(f_t|x_t)E^′(f_t|x_t))/K) > 0 and E(ϵ_t|x_t) = 0. There is an invertible K × K matrix H such that: E(E(y_t|x_t)E^′(y_t|x_t)) 9 has rank K, and the eigenvectors of E(E(y_t|x_t)E^′(y_t|x_t)) corresponding to its non-zero eigenvalues are the columns of AH.

The condition σ_{min}(E(E(f_t|x_t)E^′(f_t|x_t))/K) > 0 implies that x_t is correlated with every factor. Proposition 1 states that, by incorporating the covariates x_t, the loading matrix is identifiable even when N is fixed. In contrast, for the proxy-agnostic approach, N → ∞ is generally required. A similar consistency result is established in Theorem 1.

Motivated by the above discussion, we consider the following regression problem to estimate the loading matrix min A^T A=NK^{−1}I, B T∑ t=1 L(y_t, AB^′x_t), (4)

where L is some loss function. We set L as the least square loss in this section. The heavy-tailed scenario and the corresponding robust loss functions are considered in Section 6.1.

Problem (4) shares a similar form with the reduced rank regression (RRR) problem (Velu & Reinsel, 2013) y_t = Θ^′x_t + ϵ̃_t, r(Θ) ≤ K, where Θ is a low-rank coefficient matrix and ϵ̃_t is the error term which is typically assumed to have independent entries. Our formulation is different from the standard RRR model as we allow ϵ̃_t to have correlated entries or even some factor structures (note that ϵ̃_t = Au_t +ϵ_t). In addition, the regression is only used as an intermediate step in our procedure to facilitate the factor model estimation.

In the aforementioned approach, what plays a vital role is the signal quality of x_t, which may not be easy to guarantee when p is small. As an extreme example, when p = K, the method reduces to the factor proxy approach. Luckily, as introduced in Section 1, nowadays, we usually have a large number of auxiliary variables which are believed to have explanatory power on the latent factors. By allowing incorporating a large number of factor proxies, it is expected that the potential bias (and the resulting efficiency loss) from manually selecting proxies can be mitigated. As a bonus, the number of factors K is allowed to grow.

Based on the above discussion, in this paper, we allow the number of proxies p to grow with T . To account for the high dimensionality of x_t, we focus on a penalized version of (4) as the first step of our estimation method: min A^T A=NK^{−1}I, B T∑ t=1 L(y_t, AB^′x_t) + J (B; λ). (5)

Here, J (·; λ) is some penalization function with a positive penalty parameter λ.

For a general penalty function J , even with the condition AA^′ = NK^{−1}I, the optimization problem (5) may still be ill-posed: for an arbitrary rotation matrix Q satisfying QQ^′ = I, model (3) is unchanged when we replace (A, B, {f_t}) with (AQ, BQ, {Q^{−1}f_t}), while it is not necessary that J (B, λ) and J (BQ, λ) are equal. Among commonly used penalty functions, the group lasso (Friedman et al., 2010) and ridge-type penalty both can avoid this issue, while lasso (Tibshirani, 1996), elastic net (Zou & Hastie, 2005), and SCAD (Fan & Li, 2001) cannot.

In this paper, we focus on the ridge-type penalty J (B, λ) = λ||B||^2_F given that the resulting estimator is generally computationally efficient and that the estimator is less sensitive to multicollinearity, which usually exists in a large pool of factor proxies. In particular, with J (B, λ) = λ||B||^2_F , we can obtain a quasi-closed-form solution of (5). Specifically, let Y = (y_1, ..., y_T )^′, X = (x_1, ..., x_T )^′, and Ŷ^∗ = (X^′, √ λ/NI)^′(X^′X + λ/NI)^{−1}X^′Y. Let ∑_{N∧p} i=1 σ_iu_iv^′_i be the singular value decomposition of Ŷ^∗. Then, up to a rotation, we have that the loading matrix estimator obtained by solving (5) is

Â = √ N/K(v_1, ..., v_K ). (6) Formally, we have the following result.

Proposition 2 (Quasi-closed form of the loading matrix estimator). Suppose J (B, λ) = λ||B||^2_F and the largest K singular values of Ŷ^∗ are non-zero and distinct. Let Â = √ N/K(v_1, ..., v_K ), then there is a matrix B̂ such that (Â, B̂) is a solution of (5). Conversely, for any solution of (5) denoted by (Â_1, B̂_1), there exists an orthonormal matrix Q such that Â = Â_1Q and B̂ = B̂_1Q. 11

The derivation for ridge RRR has been studied in Mukherjee & Zhu (2011), under the regression setting. We note that the proposed factor model estimation framework can be extended to other penalty function options. For example, when explicit factor proxy selection is preferred, the group lasso penalty can be adopted and the iterative algorithm developed in Chen & Huang (2012) can be used to solve (5).

Once we solve the optimization problem (5) and obtain (Â, B̂) following Proposition 2, it remains to estimate the latent factors. When u_t can be ignored, that is, when the linear form is correctly specified and the approximation power of x_t is sufficient, B̂^′x_t seems to be a straightforward estimator. However, when either of these two conditions does not hold, there could be a significant bias and the estimator may not be consistent. Instead, motivated by the relationship f_t = N^{−1}KA^′(y_t − ϵ_t), we propose to estimate the latent factors by f̂_t = N^{−1}KÂ^′y_t, which is robust to either model misspecification or insufficiency of x_t’s approximation power.

The proposed estimation procedure, FMSP, can be summarized as the following two steps:

1. Solve the penalized reduced rank regression problem to estimate the loading matrix: Â, B̂ = arg min A∈R^{N×K} ,B∈R^{p×K} ,A^′A=NK^{−1}I ||Y − XBA^′||^2_F + λ||B||^2_F .

The quasi-closed form of the final estimator Â is given in (6).

2. Project y_t on the estimated loading matrix to recover the latent factors: f̂_t = N^{−1}KÂ^′y_t, t = 1, . . . , T.

In this paper, we focus on the factor model estimation problem and treat the number of factors K as pre-specified. In practice, K can be consistently estimated by many methods in the literature, such as the eigenvalue-ratio method proposed in Lam et al. (2012) when K is fixed or the information criteria-based method studied in Li et al. (2017) when K diverges. Alternatively, we can consider utilizing the information in both y_t and x_t to select K, via using either cross-validation or certain information criteria in step 1. Such a supervised estimation is expected to be more accurate and is left for future investigation. 12

3. Asymptotic Properties

In this section, we present and discuss the convergence rates of the proposed estimators. Recall that, so far, we are dealing with the working model f_t = B^′x_t +u_t, where E(u_t|x_t) = 0. To understand how the potential misspecification of the linear form affects the estimation, in this section, we consider a general form of the data generation model as f_t = g(x_t) + u_t, where g(x_t) = E(f_t|x_t) and g(·) is some nonparametric function. To ensure identifiability, we define B = arg min~_B ||f_t −B̃^′x_t||. In such a setup, E(u_t|x_t) = 0 may not hold any longer, hence u_t and x_t can be correlated.

3.1. Assumptions

We first state some assumptions. For simplicity of notations, denote f_{x,t} = B^′x_t.

Assumption 1 (Tail distributions). There are constants M_0, M_1, M_2 > 0, such that ||f_{x,t}||_{ψ2} ≤ M_0, ||x_t||_{ψ2} ≤ √ pM_1, and ||ϵ_t||_{ψ2} ≤ M_2.

We assume f_{x,t} and x_t have sub-Gaussian tails and allow the factor proxies in x_t to have correlations. The sub-Gaussian condition on ϵ_t is required for our analysis of RRR with random matrix tools. Roughly speaking, it suffices for ϵ_t to have entry-wise sub-Gaussian tails and weak dependency among entries, which is typically imposed in the approximate factor model literature (Fan et al., 2011; Bai & Liao, 2016). For example, the condition that ϵ_t follows a multivariate normal distribution with ||E(ϵ_tϵ^′_t)||_1 ≤ M^′_2 can lead to ||ϵ_t||_{ψ2} ≤ √ M^′_2/2.

Assumption 2 (Signal strengths and dimensions).

i. 0 < m_3 ≤ σ_{min}(E(f_tf^′_t )/K) ≤ σ_{max}(E(f_tf^′_t )/K) ≤ M_3 < ∞ for some positive constants m_3 and M_3;

ii. σ_{min}(E(f_{x,t}f^′_{x,t})/K) ≥ m_4, σ_{min}(E(x_tx^′_t)) ≥ m_5 and u_2 := ||u_t||_{ψ2} ≤ K^{1/2}M_4, where m_4, M_4, and m_5 are all positive constants;

iii. K = o(T ) and p = O(T^{1−η}) for some η ∈ (0, 1].

When K is fixed, the first condition is standard in the factor model literature (Fan et al., 2011; Bai & Liao, 2016). It assumes that each factor impacts a non-negligible portion of y_t with non-degenerating strength. The additional dependency on K is because we allow K to diverge, and it ensures that ||N^{−1}AE(f_tf^′_t )A^′||, the magnitude of the systematic part, is bounded as K → ∞. The second condition implies two things: the unexplained part u_t has sub-Gaussian tails and the magnitude of the approximation error is bounded. The latter is a reasonable assumption under Condition i. The large pool of factor proxies usually comes with a strong multicollinearity, given that some of them have been observed as explaining almost the same exposures. In practice, we assume some preprocessing procedures have been applied to avoid a nearly perfect multicollinearity, and hence we can assume the least eigenvalue is bounded away from 0. The condition K = o(T ) is standard in the literature (Li et al., 2017).

Assumption 3 (Weak dependences).

i. ||E(x_tϵ^′_t)|| = 0 and ||E(u_tϵ^′_t)|| = 0;

ii. u_3 := max(||E(||x_t||^{−1}_{ψ2} x_tu^′_t)||, ||E(f_{x,t}u^′_t)||) = o(K^{1/2});

iii. {(x_t, u_t, ϵ_t)}_{1≤t≤T} are independent and identically distributed.

The first condition is standard in the literature. For the second condition, when the linear form of (2) is correctly specified, or at least when u_t and x_t are uncorrelated, we have ||E(u_tx^′_t)|| = 0 and then the condition is automatically satisfied. In general, we do not require u_t and x_t to be uncorrelated and hence leave room for mild misspecification of the linear form. To achieve consistency, it suffices to have K^{−1}u^2_3 to degenerate. Note that u_3 depends on both u_2, the magnitude of the unexplained part, and ||E(^{xt}_{||xt||ψ2}^{u′t}_{||ut||ψ2} )||, the strength of correlation between u_t and x_t. Under Assumption 2.ii that u_2 = O(K^{1/2}), it suffices to have ||E(^{xt}_{||xt||ψ2}^{u′t}_{||ut||ψ2} )|| = o(1) and ||E(^{fx,t}_{||fx,t||ψ2}^{u′t}_{||ut||ψ2} )|| = o(1), that is, the correlation degenerates. The last condition requires serial independence. We admit that this might be restrictive in some applications. Our proof relies on several random matrix results, for which the series-dependent versions have not been established in the literature yet. 14

However, the idea of approximating latent factors with observed proxies is still applicable, and our numerical results support the proposed method in the presence of serial correlations. Similar conditions are also imposed in the literature (Fan et al., 2020).

3.2. Rates of convergence

We are now ready to present the rates of convergence for our estimators. Let (Â, {f̂_t}) be the estimates obtained with FMSP. For the loading matrix estimation, we have the following result.

Theorem 1 (Loadings). Under Assumptions 1-3, when we choose λ = O(N/ √ T + N), there is an invertible matrix H, such that as T → ∞, and N and K either grow or stay fixed, we have 1 N ||Â − AH||^2_F = O_p ( 1 T + 1 T^{2η}N^2 + u^2 T + u^4_2 K^2T^{2η} + u^2_3 K ) . (7)

Remark 1. In Theorem 1, we can see that the first term T^{−1} is the unavoidable variance caused by the error term, the second term T^{−2η}N^{−2} is mainly concerned with the number of covariates p relative to N and T , the third and the fourth terms are about the relative magnitude of the unexplained part, and the last term describes the impact of misspecification of the linear form. When there is no misspecification, the last term automatically disappears.

As for the estimation of latent factors, we have the following rate.

Theorem 2 (Factors). Suppose Assumptions 1-3 hold. By choosing λ = O(N/ √ T + N), for the same matrix H in Theorem 1, as T → ∞, and N and K either grow or stay fixed, we have 1 K 1 T T∑ t=1 ||f̂_t − H^{−1}f_t||^2 = O_p (K N + 1 T^2 + 1 T^{2η}N^2 + u^2 T + u^4_2 K^2T^{2η} + u^2_3 K ) . (8)

Remark 2. Reviewing our proof of Theorem 2, the O_p(KN^{−1}) term in (8) comes from the unavoidable variance caused by the error term ϵ_t; the O_p(T^{−2}) term is caused by the estimation error of A; the remaining terms mainly depend on the dimension of x_t, the decay rate of ||u_t||_{ψ2} , and the decay rate of the correlation between u_t and x_t. We require N grows 15 and K = o(N) for the estimator to be consistent. The same condition is also assumed in the literature (Li et al., 2017).

3.3. Discussions on the convergence rates

In this section, we compare the convergence rates of FMSP with two baselines. We first review the asymptotic properties of PCA and SPCA. According to Stock & Watson (2002), when K is fixed, for the PCA-based factor model estimator (Â_{P CA}, {f̂_{t,P CA}}), there is a rotation matrix H_{P CA} such that 1 N ||Â_{P CA} − AH_{P CA}||^2_F = O_p ( 1 T + 1 N ) , 1 T T∑ t=1 ||f̂_{t,P CA} − H^{−1}_{P CA}f_t||^2 = O_p ( 1 T + 1 N ) . (9)

For SPCA, recall the model is f_t = g(x^∗_t ) + γ^∗_t , where g(·) is a nonlinear function and γ^∗_t is the approximation error. Let χ_N = ||Ef_tf^′_t − cov(γ^∗_t )||, which represents the approximation power of x_t. χ_N is bounded from above. According to Fan et al. (2020), when K is fixed, for the SPCA-based factor model estimator (Â_{SP CA}, {f̂_{t,SP CA}}), there is a rotation matrix H_{SP CA}, such that under certain assumptions, when T → ∞ and N is either fixed or diverging, it (approximately) holds that 1 N ||Â_{SP CA} − AH_{SP CA}||^2_F = O_p ( 1 T χ^{−1}_N ) , 1 T T∑ t=1 ||f̂_{t,SP CA} − H^{−1}_{SP CA}f_t||^2 = O_p (|| cov(γ^∗_t )|| + χ^{−1}_N T + 1 N + log^2N T^2 ) . (10)

We first remark two desired properties of FMSP. First, our loading matrix estimator is consistent even when N is fixed, while PCA requires both N and T to go to infinity. Such a property is consistent with the exact identification property discussed in Proposition 1. Besides, different from competing methods such as SPCA, FMSP allows K to grow, and the estimator is consistent as long as K = o(N).

In terms of convergence rates, similar to SPCA, the approximation power of x_t on f_t is central to the performance of FMSP. Below, we make comparisons under various regimes. We first note that, when K is fixed, the convergence rate of our loading matrix estimator and that of the latent factor estimator can be bounded as O_p(T^{−1} + N^{−2} + u^4_2T^{−2η} + u^2_3) and

O_p(N^{−1} + u^2T^{−1} + u^4_2T^{−2η} + u^2_3), respectively. Therefore, our estimators converge at least as fast as PCA when u^4_2 = O ( N^{−1}T^{2η} + T^{2η−1} ) and μ_3 = O ( N^{−1/2} + T^{−1/2} ) , according to (9).

In addition, when the approximation error decreases at a faster rate, FMSP can achieve improved convergence rates. To formalize this statement, we introduce the following two sets of conditions.

Condition 1 (Approximation errors).

i. u^2 = O(1 ∧ T^{η−1/2}K) and K^{−1}u^2_3 = O(T^{−1}).

ii. u^2 = o(1 ∧ T^{η−1/2}K) and K^{−1}u^2_3 = o(T^{−1}).

We first focus on discussing Condition 1.i, and discussion for Condition 1.ii is similar. The condition u^2 = O(1∧T^{η−1/2}K) essentially requires the approximation errors to diminish at a moderate speed with p, relative to T and K. When K is fixed, under Assumption 2, u_2 = O(p^{−1/4}) or p = O(T^{1/2}) is sufficient; when K is diverging, we provide two sufficient conditions below as examples:

i. u_t follows a multivariate normal distribution with || cov(u_t)|| = O(Kp^{−1/2} ∧ 1), then u_2 = ||u_t||_{ψ2} = || cov(u_t)|| = O(Kp^{−1/2} ∧ 1) = O(1 ∧ T^{η−1/2}K);

ii. Let u_t = (u_{1,t}, . . . , u_{K,t})^′ with independent coordinates and max_{1≤i≤K} ||u_{i,t}||_{ψ2} = O(Kp^{−1/2} ∧ 1), then according to Lemma 3.4.2 in Vershynin (2018), we have u_2 ≤ c_1 max_{i≤K} ||u_{i,t}||_{ψ2} , where c_1 is some absolute constant.

For the second condition in Assumption 1, note that we have u_3 ≤ ||E(^{ut}_{||ut||}^{xTt}_{||xt||} )||u_2. Therefore, given the decay rate of u_2, a mild degeneration rate of the correlation between x_t and u_t would be sufficient to guarantee u^2_3 = O(K/T ). Again, u_3 is zero when E(f_t|x_t = x) is a linear function of x.

Under Condition 1.i, when p = O( √ T N), the convergence rate of the loading matrix estimator (7) reduces to 1 N ||Â − AH||^2_F = O( 1 T ). 17

Therefore, when N = o(T ), we get a faster convergence rate compared with PCA. Moreover, note that based on the classical least square theory, the "oracle" rate one can achieve when the true latent factors f_t are observable is N^{−1}||Â − AH||^2_F = O_p(T^{−1}). This implied that, by incorporating a large number of factor proxies of satisfactory qualities, we can achieve the same rate as if we can observe the true factors. Finally, SPCA achieves the same rate when the explanatory power of g(x^∗_t ) is strong, in the sense that χ_N is bounded away from zero. Compared with SPCA, although the condition for either method essentially requires a desired approximation power of the covariates, by incorporating an increasing number of factor proxies, FMSP is expected to provide additional protection for this condition and hence for the resulting convergence rate.

As for the estimation of latent factors, to make comparisons with PCA and SPCA, we focus on the case where K is fixed. Then, the rate (2) becomes 1 T T∑ t=1 ||f̂_t − H^{−1}f_t||^2 = O_p( 1 N + 1 T^2 + u^2 T + u^4_2 T^{2η} + u^2_3). (11)

Compared with SPCA, the term O(N^{−1} + T^{−2}) is shared, and the remaining terms in either (10) or (11) essentially depend on the approximation power of the covariates. Note that in SPCA, the number of covariates is fixed, hence it is generally reasonable to consider that || cov(γ^∗_t )|| does not decrease (i.e., the approximation does not improve without more covariates), which (approximately) implies that N^{−1}||Â_{SP CA} − AH_{SP CA}||^2_F = O_p(T^{−1} + N^{−1}). In this case, under Condition 1.ii, our convergence rate is faster than SPCA when T = o(N). Our convergence rate is also faster than PCA under the same conditions.

To conclude, when the approximation error of x_t on f_t is small, FMSP can achieve improved convergence rates compared with baselines such as PCA under appropriate regimes. Compared with SPCA, by incorporating a sufficient number of factor proxies, FMSP provides additional protection for the required regime and hence the desired rates.

3.4. Extension to accommodate weak factors

In observable factor-based pricing model, it is noticed that some observable factors might be weakly related to the returns and hence the risk premium inference might be invalid 18

(Gospodinov et al., 2019). In contrast, our method aims to aggregate information from observable proxies to approximate latent factors, and hence we need no assumption on how strong every single proxy needs to be.

However, to focus on our main contribution, we have assumed that the latent factors are strong. There is empirical evidence (Uematsu & Yamagata, 2022) that suggests that some latent factors might be weak, in the sense that the number of affected assets scales with rate N^α where α ∈ (0, 1). For simplicity, by replacing the condition A^′A = NK^{−1}I with A^′A = N^αK^{−1}I and closely following our proof, we can similarly derive the following results. When N^{1−α} = o(T ), we have 1 N^α ||Â − AH||^2_F = O_p ( 1 T N^{1−α} + 1 T^{2η}N^2

N^{2−2α} + u^2 T + u^4_2 K^2T^{2η} + u^2_3 K ) , 1 K 1 T T∑ t=1 ||f̂_t − H^{−1}f_t||^2 = O_p (K N N^{1−α} + 1 T^2

N^{2−2α} + 1 T^{2η}N^2

N^{2−2α} + u^4_2 T^2 + u^4_2 K^2T^{2η} + u^2_3 K N^{1−α} + N^{2−2α} T K × ( N^{1−α} T + p^2 T^2

N^{−2α} + p^2u^4_2 T^2K^2 ) + u^2 T N^{1−α} + u^4_3 K^2 ) . Compared with the rates for PCA with weak factors derived in Uematsu & Yamagata (2022), our main advantages still hold, such as that the loading matrix estimator is consistent with a fixed N and that the rates are faster when the approximation error is relatively low (and α is not too small).

4. Simulation

In this section, we use simulated datasets to compare our proposed method FMSP with the principle component-based estimator (PCA), the smoothed PCA (SPCA) proposed in Fan et al. (2020), and factor models with observed proxies (OP). Recall that, with x^∗_t as a low-dimensional vector of manually picked proxies, OP assumes f_t = x^∗_t and runs a regression to estimate A. In addition to these methods, we also would like to investigate the role of our RRR component. Towards this end, we replace the RRR step in FMSP with two other regression methods which are commonly compared with RRR: principal component regression (PCR) and partial least squares (PLS). Both of these two estimators utilize the information in x_t and y_t, but do not directly utilize the structure of (3). Throughout this paper, the tuning parameters for all these methods are chosen by 5-fold cross-validation. For SPCA, following Fan et al. (2020), we use additive polynomial basis as the sieve basis for its non-parametric regressions step and use the least square version.

We design a general data generation process in a similar way with Fan et al. (2020) to investigate the performance of different methods under various conditions:

y_t = Af_t + ϵ_t and f_t = √ w_2 c_1g(B^′x_t) + √ 1 − w_2u_t,

where A is the N × K loading matrix, x_t is the p-dimensional vector of factor proxies, and the other terms are specified below. Our parameter specifications largely follow Fan et al. (2020), except for B and x_t since we have a large number of factor proxies. Specifically, we generate the entries of A and u_t independently from N (0, 1). The entries of ϵ_t are independently drawn from N (0, 3K).

The factor proxy part is calibrated from the real dataset that we study in Section 5. In that dataset, we have 99 factor proxies, and hence p is set as 99 in our simulation study. For x_t, we consider both the independent setting, which is consistent with the theory established in Section 3, as well as the serially dependent setting, which further supports the validity of FMSP when serial dependence is present. In the independent setting, {x_t}^T_{t=1} are generated independently from a mean-zero multivariate normal distribution, the covariance matrix of which is fitted from the real data; in the serially dependent setting, {x_t}^T_{t=1} are generated from a vector autoregression model of lag 1, the parameters of which are estimated from the real dataset via the penalized vector autoregression (Basu et al., 2015).

Our specification of the matrix B is motivated by the following two points. First, to allow a fair comparison with SPCA and OP, we need to make sure there are several factor proxies in x_t yielding relatively strong approximation power, which is difficult to ensure by fitting the noisy real data. Second, as found in the literature (Gu et al., 2018), usually only a proportion of the factor proxies are strongly correlated with y_t. Therefore, we specify B in the following manner: we first set B_{ii} = w_1 > 0 for i = 1, ..., K, then for each column of B, we randomly choose s other entries to have values independently sampled from N (0, 1), and 20 finally set the remaining entries of B as zero. In our experiment, we set x^∗_t as (x_{t1}, ..., x_{tK} )^′ for OP and SPCA. In the real dataset, these factor proxies correspond to the Fama-French factors. The hyper-parameter w_1 controls the relative importance of x^∗_t in x_t.

We consider two forms of g(·): g(z_t) = z_t and g(z_t) = 0.5(sin(^1_2 πz_t)+z_t). The latter one corresponds to the situation where there exists mild model misspecification. The constant c_1 is chosen such that c_1g(B^′x_t) has unit variance. Finally, we introduce the hyperparameter w_2 ∈ [0, 1] to control the ratio between the explained and unexplained parts.

In this section, we present our results under the setting where N = 100, T = 90, and K = 5. This is consistent with our real data experiments. s is set as 5. Additional results for other combinations can be found in the appendix and the findings are similar. For each setting, 200 replications are conducted. Since the factors and loadings are only identifiable up to a rotation, following Bai & Liao (2016), for both the factors and the loadings, we compare the performance by the average of the smallest canonical coefficient between the estimated values and the true ones. A larger canonical coefficient implies a more accurate estimation, up to a rotation. We report the relative accuracy of the other methods with FMSP as the denominator, so that it is easier the see the trends.

Results for g(z_t) = z_t and g(z_t) = 0.5(sin(^1_2 πz_t) + z_t) under the i.i.d. setting are shown in Table 1 and 2, respectively. Results under the serially dependent setting are shown in Table 3 and 4. The proposed approach FMSP shows superior performance under various settings. We summarize our findings as the following aspects:

i. Compared with PCA, when x_t yields good approximation power (w_2 is large), the performance of FMSP is significantly better; when w_2 is small, the performance is comparable.

ii. FMSP is more robust than SPCA and OP, which rely on several manually picked proxies x^∗_t . Only when x^∗_t provides an almost perfect approximation to the latent factors (w_1 = 5 and w_2 = 0.95), their performance becomes comparable.

iii. FMSP shows robustness to mild model misspecification. Comparing Table 1 and 2, as expected, the performance improvement of FMSP over the other methods slightly 21

Table 1: Relative values of the smallest canonical correlations with FMSP as the denominator, when g(z_t) = z_t and under the i.i.d. setting. A value lower than 1 implies the estimation is less accurate than FMSP.

Factors Loading ω_2 ω_1 PLS PCR PCA SPCA OP PLS PCR PCA SPCA OP

0.7 1 0.66 0.55 1.01 0.56 0.11 0.49 0.38 1.02 0.46 0.21 2 0.38 0.33 1.00 0.63 0.20 0.29 0.23 1.01 0.54 0.36 5 0.67 0.51 1.00 0.85 0.54 0.51 0.36 1.00 0.74 0.74

0.95

1 1.21 1.00 0.66 0.53 0.22 1.01 0.80 0.72 0.50 0.37 2 0.44 0.40 0.71 0.67 0.43 0.38 0.33 0.75 0.64 0.67 5 0.85 0.63 0.76 1.02 0.97 0.72 0.50 0.80 0.95 1.04

Table 2: Relative values of the smallest canonical correlations with FMSP as the denominator, when g(z_t) = 0.5(sin(^1_2 z_t) + z_t) and under the i.i.d. setting. A value lower than 1 implies the estimation is less accurate than FMSP.

Factors Loading ω_2 ω_1 PLS PCR PCA SPCA OP PLS PCR PCA SPCA OP

0.7 1 0.50 0.43 1.01 0.47 0.10 0.37 0.29 1.02 0.39 0.19 2 0.38 0.32 1.01 0.52 0.16 0.27 0.22 1.02 0.44 0.28 5 0.52 0.41 1.01 0.72 0.41 0.38 0.29 1.02 0.61 0.58

0.95

1 1.54 1.31 0.81 0.67 0.34 1.19 0.97 0.89 0.63 0.50 2 0.55 0.52 0.82 0.72 0.55 0.48 0.43 0.87 0.68 0.75 5 0.86 0.68 0.75 1.03 1.11 0.70 0.54 0.79 0.96 1.16

decreases under most settings when there exists model misspecification. Nevertheless, FMSP generally still shows the highest accuracy and the findings above continue to hold.

iv. When there exists serial dependency in the factor proxies, the performance improvement of FMSP over the other methods slightly decreases. However, FMSP generally still outperforms the other methods and shows robustness.

Table 3: Relative values of the smallest canonical correlations with FMSP as the denominator, when g(z_t) = z_t and under the serially dependent setting. A value lower than 1 implies the estimation is less accurate than FMSP.

Factors Loading ω_2 ω_1 PLS PCR PCA SPCA OP PLS PCR PCA SPCA OP

0.7 1 0.69 0.50 1.01 0.58 0.13 0.51 0.34 1.01 0.47 0.23 2 0.50 0.39 0.99 0.68 0.23 0.37 0.27 1.00 0.57 0.39 5 0.56 0.42 0.99 0.90 0.64 0.42 0.28 0.99 0.81 0.81

0.95

1 1.00 0.69 0.77 0.56 0.18 0.82 0.53 0.82 0.50 0.32 2 0.57 0.47 0.81 0.71 0.43 0.47 0.36 0.84 0.64 0.62 5 0.69 0.51 0.85 1.10 1.06 0.55 0.38 0.87 1.02 1.06

Table 4: Relative values of the smallest canonical correlations with FMSP as the denominator, when g(z_t) = 0.5(sin(^1_2 z_t) + z_t) and under the serially dependent setting. A value lower than 1 implies the estimation is less accurate than FMSP.

Factors Loading ω_2 ω_1 PLS PCR PCA SPCA OP PLS PCR PCA SPCA OP

0.7 1 0.51 0.41 1.01 0.43 0.12 0.38 0.26 1.01 0.35 0.21 2 0.47 0.32 0.99 0.56 0.19 0.34 0.23 1.00 0.47 0.31 5 0.45 0.34 1.00 0.81 0.51 0.35 0.24 1.01 0.71 0.66

0.95

1 1.12 0.83 0.80 0.53 0.25 0.88 0.60 0.81 0.45 0.40 2 0.65 0.52 0.80 0.65 0.53 0.53 0.39 0.81 0.58 0.65 5 0.67 0.54 0.85 1.20 1.23 0.53 0.41 0.88 1.07 1.20

v. In general, replacing the RRR step of FMSP with either PLS or PCR significantly affects the accuracy. This is due to that PLS and PCR do not appropriately utilize the structural information between x_t and y_t.

5. Real Data

Factor models have broad applications in finance, including asset pricing, portfolio allocation, and risk assessment. In this section, we apply the proposed method to estimate the factor structure of monthly stock returns. We first introduce the datasets in Section 5.1. The estimation accuracy is evaluated in Section 5.2 and an application to optimal portfolio allocation is presented in Section 5.3.

5.1. Datasets

We use the dataset created in Feng et al. (2017) as our factor proxies. The dataset consists of the monthly values of 99 proxies from July 1980 to December 2016. These factor proxies are all proposed in the literature and claimed to have approximation power on the latent factors of stock returns. The list of proxies contains 17 publicly available factors, including the Fama-French factors (Fama & French, 2015), the q-factors (Hou et al., 2015), the liquidity risk (Pástor & Stambaugh, 2003), and 82 long-short factors using firm characteristics (Green et al., 2017). The set of proxies covers many risk sources, including Momentum, Value-versus-Growth, Investment, Profitability, Intangibles, and Trading Frictions. Among these proxies, we use the Fama-French three (Fama & French, 1993) or five (Fama & French, 2015) factors as x^∗_t for OP and SPCA when K is 3 or 5, respectively. We use the 567 stocks in the U.S. market with less than 5 missing records from July 1980 to December 2016 in the CRSP (The Center for Research in Security Prices) database as our stock universe, and the sample mean of each is used to impute the missing records. The total number of months is 438.

The datasets have two features that may need attention when applying our estimators. First, there exists serial dependency. For example, based on the partial autocorrelation function, at the significance level of 0.05, among the 99 factor proxies, we observe that 23 have lag 1, 1 has lag 2, and 1 has lag 3. Higher-order dependence (such as conditional heteroskedasticity) may also be present. Our method can still apply to this case, however our theory is established under the i.i.d. case due to the lack of appropriate technical tools. We validate our estimators via numerical experiments, and leave the theoretical extension 24 and possible methodology improvement for future study. Second, as in most factor model applications, certain homogeneity conditions may not hold. For example, even in a fixed time window, the loadings may not be static. Therefore, extensions such as dynamic factor models that aim to handle the heterogeneity would be a meaningful future direction.

5.2. Estimation accuracy

We evaluate the estimation accuracy based on a rolling-window scheme. Let y_t be the vector of stock returns at month t and Â_t be the estimated loading matrix using all available data from month t − 89 to t, for t = 90, . . . , 426. Following Wang et al. (2019), we evaluate the accuracy of an estimated factor model by the out-of-sample residual sum of squares for stock returns from t + 1 to t + 12, defined as SSE_t = 12∑ i=1 ||y_{t+i} − K N Â_tÂ^′_ty_{t+i}||^2.

Besides conducting experiments with all the 567 stocks, we also randomly sample N = 50 and 300 stocks from the universe and repeat the same experiment, to investigate the effect of the dimension N. The average of SSE_t from t = 90 to 426 is reported in Table 5, for K = 3, 5, and 7. In addition, we test the statistical significance of the differences in prediction accuracy between FMSP and the other methods by applying the Diebold-Mariano test (Diebold & Mariano, 2002; Harvey et al., 1997) to the hypotheses

H_0 : E ( SSE^0_t − SSE^1_t ) ≥ 0 v.s. H_1 : E ( SSE^0_t − SSE^1_t ) < 0, (12) where SSE^0_t and SSE^1_t correspond to the residual sum of squares of FMSP and an alternative method, respectively.

In all situations, FMSP shows higher accuracy than the competing methods, and in most cases, this finding is statistically significant. The results demonstrate the efficiency and robustness of FMSP in loading matrix estimation. Consistent with our theoretical results in Section 3, we notice the advantage of FMSP, in terms of the loading matrix estimation, is more significant when N is moderate. We can also find that, consistent with our simulation results, replacing the RRR step of FMSP with either PLS or PCR harms the accuracy. 25

Finally, when K = 7, there is no standard choice of factor proxies and hence we do not evaluate OP and SPCA. In contrast, FMSP naturally allows K to grow.

Table 5: Estimation accuracy: average out-of-sample SSEs for different factor model estimators. No experiment results for OP and SPCA when K = 7 due to the lack of a standard choice of proxies. SST stands for the total sum of squares for the evaluation periods. Bold indicates the best. The symbols^{∗∗∗},^{∗∗}, and^∗ indicate statistical significance for testing (12) at levels 0.01, 0.05, and 0.1, respectively.

N 50 300 567 K 3 5 7 3 5 7 3 5 7 SST 6.50^{∗∗∗} 6.50^{∗∗∗} 6.50^{∗∗∗} 36.41^{∗∗∗} 36.41^{∗∗∗} 36.41^{∗∗∗} 67.71^{∗∗∗} 67.71^{∗∗∗} 67.71^{∗∗∗} PCA 4.98^{∗∗∗} 4.26 3.83^{∗∗} 31.28^{∗∗∗} 30.13^{∗∗∗} 29.46^{∗∗∗} 58.77^{∗∗∗} 57.30^{∗∗∗} 56.29^{∗∗∗} OP 5.22^∗ 4.74^{∗∗} \ 30.87^{∗∗∗} 30.17^{∗∗∗} \ 58.39^{∗∗∗} 57.39^{∗∗∗} \ SPCA 5.12^∗ 4.45^{∗∗∗} \ 30.94^{∗∗∗} 30.13^{∗∗∗} \ 58.56^{∗∗∗} 57.38^{∗∗∗} \ PCR 5.26^∗ 4.80^{∗∗} 4.36^{∗∗} 31.46^{∗∗∗} 30.33^{∗∗∗} 29.61^{∗∗∗} 59.44^{∗∗∗} 57.75^{∗∗∗} 56.63^{∗∗∗} PLS 5.14 4.72^{∗∗} 4.23^{∗∗} 30.88^{∗∗∗} 30.00^{∗∗∗} 29.39^{∗∗∗} 58.47^{∗∗∗} 57.10^{∗∗∗} 56.20^{∗∗∗} FMSP 4.81 4.24 3.74 30.57 29.67 29.02 57.84 56.50 55.66

5.3. Optimal portfolio allocation

One important application of factor models is portfolio optimization. For a set of N stocks, we denote the covariance matrix of their returns as Σ. The global minimum variance portfolio (GMV) w_{GMV} is defined as

w_{GMV} = arg min_w w^′Σw, s.t. w^′1 = 1. (13)

The GMV yields the lowest risk among all portfolios and it is widely used in portfolio management because of its good finite-sample performance (Ding et al., 2020). To estimate the GMV with data, we need to replace Σ in (13) with a covariance matrix estimator, denote as ^Σ. As widely acknowledged (Fan et al., 2012; Ding et al., 2020), when N is relatively large, the sample covariance matrix leads to poor portfolio performance due to error accumulation. Instead, the factor model-based covariance matrix estimator is popular.

Suppose we have an estimated factor model (Â, {f̂_t}) and denote the sample covariance matrix of the residuals {y_t − Âf̂_t} as ^Σ_ϵ. Existing methods (Fan et al., 2013, 2011) first threshold ^Σ_ϵ in a certain way with some threshold hyperparameter η to obtain ^Σ_{ϵ,η}, and then construct the covariance matrix estimator as ^Σ_η = Â ^cov(f_t)Â^′ + ^Σ_{ϵ,η} (refer to page 295, Fan & Yao (2017) for the detailed description). Under appropriate sparsity and low-rank assumptions, ^Σ_η has been shown to be consistent even when N ≍ T (Fan et al., 2013, 2011). The superior performance of plugging in such a covariance estimator in GMV estimation has been illustrated in Fan et al. (2013), and in general, the performance should rely on the quality of the estimated factor structures. In this section, we show that, by capturing the factor structure more accurately and hence getting better covariance matrix estimation, FMSP can improve the performance of the estimated GMVs in terms of yielding lower out-of-sample variances.

We construct portfolios based on a rolling-window scheme. At the beginning of month t, for t = 91, . . . , 438, we use the data of the 90 preceding months to estimate a covariance matrix, and then calculate the estimated GMV as ^w_{GMV,t}. We measure the performance of the estimated GMVs by the out-of-sample variance

σ̂^2 = 1 347 438∑

t=91 ( ^w^′_{GMV,t}y_t − μ̂)^2, where μ̂ =^1_{347}

∑_{438}

t=91 ^w ′ GMV,tyt is the sample mean.

In addition to the sample covariance matrix S, we also consider the factor model-based covariance matrix estimators with the factor structure estimated via methods introduced in Section 4. Specifically, we consider OP, PCA, SPCA, PLS, PCR, and FMSP. The threshold η is tuned separately for the best performance of each estimator. As a baseline, we also compare with the performance of the equally weighted portfolio (EW) ^w_{EW,t} = N^{−1}1.

In Table 6, we report the out-of-sample variances of GMVs estimated using different covariance matrix estimators, with various combinations of N and K. As expected, the sample covariance matrix yields the worst performance due to the error accumulation and the singularity of the covariance estimator. Consistent with the literature (Ding et al., 2020), we find the factor model-based GMV estimators generally perform better. Among 27 the factor model-based GMV estimators, FMSP performs favorably in most cases. Compared with PCA, we again observe the advantage of FMSP is particularly significant when N is moderate, which is also consistent with our theoretical results in Section 3. As K grows, we can observe a lower out-of-sample variance for most estimators (especially when N is larger), which indicates the need for a larger number of factors to explain the more complex factor structure. Besides, we can also find that the relative advantage of FMSP is more significant when K is larger, which can be interpreted as the ability of FMSP to approximate more complex latent factors. In contrast, OP and SPCA rely on several manually picked proxies, and they both show larger out-of-sample variances in these cases.

In Table 7, we further demonstrate that, naively applying SPCA with a large number of covariates makes the performance deteriorate, as it is not designed for the high-dimensional setting. Specifically, we rerun the experiment under the same settings as above, but with an increasing number of covariates, from K (3 or 5) to 99. For fairness, the Fama-French factors are always included, and the others are randomly chosen. As expected, when p is large, SPCA over-fits the training data and hence the fitted values ŷ_t degenerates to y_t, which makes the performance of SPCA degenerate to that of the vanilla PCA. In contrast, when p = K, the performance of FMSP is close to that of OP as expected, since both estimators rely on linear transformation of the observed factors; while when p increases, FMSP demonstrates the ability of utilizing additional approximation information contained in the pool of factor proxies. In general, except when p = K, FMSP performs better than SPCA.

6. Extension to Heavy-tailed Data

In some applications of factor models, for example, analysis of daily stock returns, the errors may exhibit heavy tails and hence non-robust procedures may fail (Calzolari & Halbleib, 2018). In this section, we extend FMSP to accommodate these scenarios by proposing a novel penalized robust RRR method as a subroutine.

Table 6: The out-of-sample variance for returns (in %) of GMVs estimated with different estimators. No experiment results for OP and SPCA with K = 7 due to the lack of a standard choice of proxies. The variance of the sample covariance matrix based estimator is higher than the others for orders of magnitude. Bold indicates the best.

N 50 300 567 K 3 5 7 3 5 7 3 5 7 S(×10^3) 0.01 0.01 0.01 20.09 20.09 20.09 18.45 18.45 18.45 EW 19.00 19.00 19.00 17.52 17.52 17.52 17.54 17.54 17.54 PCA 7.88 7.88 7.78 5.14 4.92 4.84 5.45 4.77 4.48 OP 5.81 5.72 \ 5.11 4.81 \ 5.18 4.80 \ PCR 6.78 6.51 6.39 7.10 6.60 6.40 7.36 6.94 6.76 PLS 6.35 6.25 6.17 6.42 6.11 6.00 6.72 6.49 6.42 SPCA 5.75 5.97 \ 5.14 5.02 \ 4.97 4.96 \ FMSP 5.54 5.69 5.89 5.04 4.66 4.41 5.14 4.59 4.12

Table 7: The out-of-sample variance of returns (in %) of GMVs estimated with different covariance estimators. We focus on comparing FMSP and SPCA with different number of covariates. The lower the better.

Estimator SPCA FMSP PCA OP p K 10 20 99 K 10 20 99 \ \ N = 50, K = 3 5.75 6.12 6.45 6.45 5.89 5.86 5.71 5.54 6.45 5.81 N = 50, K = 5 5.97 6.01 6.37 6.37 5.78 5.73 5.58 5.69 6.37 5.73 N = 300, K = 3 5.14 5.17 5.44 5.44 5.19 4.80 4.78 5.04 5.44 5.10 N = 300, K = 5 5.02 4.87 5.20 5.13 4.81 3.92 4.01 4.66 5.13 4.81

6.1. Robust factor model estimation

For heavy-tailed data, the least square loss used in (5) is not appropriate and a more robust loss function is needed. Some common choices include the Huber loss (Huber, 1992) and Tukey’s Biweight loss (Ziegel, 2001). However, as discussed in Tan et al. (2018) and She & Chen (2017), it is computationally infeasible to directly apply these robust loss functions in RRR due to the non-convexity caused by the low-rank constraint. Tan et al. (2018) proposes to solve a convex relaxation with the nuclear norm penalty, which is only an approximate solution, is still computationally expensive, and loses the explicit control of the number of factors.

Instead, inspired by recent developments on robust structural learning (Fan et al., 2021; Zhu & Zhou, 2021), we propose a simple robust RRR method to use as a subroutine in our factor model estimation procedure: we first shrink the raw data adaptively to handle the heavy tails, and then apply square loss on the shrunk data. Specifically, with a given hyperparameter τ, we define the shrinkage factor τ_t = (||y_t|| ∧ τ)/||y_t||, and then replace y_t and x_t in the step 1 with ỹ_t = τ_ty_t and x̃_t = τ_tx_t, respectively. This approach is a modification of the method proposed in Fan et al. (2021) to deal with the factor model structure in our setting. This robust RRR estimator can also be understood as the minimizer of the weighted square loss

||ỹ_t − AB^′x̃_t||^2 = ( ||y_t|| ∧ τ ||y_t|| )^2||y_t − AB^′x_t||^2.

Some additional insights about how the shrinkage mitigates the heavy-tailed issue in factor model estimation can be gained from the following proposition, which implies that the adaptive shrinkage can force the idiosyncratic errors to behave like sub-Gaussian.

Proposition 3. Suppose the eigenvalues of N^{−1}KA^′A are bounded away from zero and infinity, and that ||f_t||_{ψ2} ≤ M^′_0 for some M^′_0 > 0. Then when we choose τ ≍ √ N, there is a positive constant M_ϵ depending on N, such that τ_tϵ_t is a sub-Gaussian vector: ||τ_tϵ_t||_{ψ2} ≤ M_ϵ. To construct a robust factor model estimator, we simply replace step 1 of FMSP with the proposed robust RRR method, and keep step 2 the same. Unlike using other robust RRR estimators, with this estimator as a subroutine, the factor model estimators can still be explicitly solved, in the same manner as in Proposition 2. We refer to this variant as FMSP-R.

6.2. Simulation results

The theoretical property of FMSP-R relies on the novel robust RRR method. In the standard RRR literature, it is commonly assumed that the error term has independent entries (Chen & Huang, 2012; She & Chen, 2017; Tan et al., 2018), which may not hold under the general factor model setting considered in this paper. This poses additional technical challenges to our proof. We leave the theoretical analysis of FMSP-R for future investigation and conduct simulation studies in this section to support its effectiveness.

Specifically, we repeat the experiments in Section 4, except that ϵ_t is now generated from the re-scaled log-normal distribution c_1exp(1 + 1.2ξ) − c_2, where ξ follows N(0, 1) and c_1 and c_2 are constants such that each entry of ϵ_t has mean 0 and variance 3K. The robust version of SPCA proposed in Fan et al. (2020) is used for comparison. Results under the serially dependent setting are presented in Tables 8 and 9. Results for the i.i.d. setting are deferred to the appendix and the findings are similar. Compared with the competing methods, FMSP-R still generally outperforms. In particular, compared with Tables 3 and 4, the relative performance of the non-robust baselines (PCA and OP) deteriorates significantly. The simulation results support the usefulness of the proposed robust extension. The other findings are similar to Section 4.

7. Discussion

Motivated by the "factor zoo" problem in finance, in this paper, we consider improving the accuracy and robustness of latent factor model estimation by combining information in both the target multivariate data y_t and a large pool of factor proxies x_t. Towards this end, a two-step procedure based on penalized reduced rank regression and projection is designed. The proposed factor model estimator, FMSP, is statistically more accurate, is robust to the bias in the factor proxy selection, and is flexible to be applied across various datasets, dimensions, as well as the number of factors. We establish improved rates of convergence compared with PCA, and show superior numerical performance compared with competing methods.

Table 8: Relative values of the smallest canonical correlations with FMSP-R as the denominator, when the noises are heavy-tailed, g(z_t) = z_t, and under the serially dependent setting. A value below 1 implies the estimation is less accurate than FMSP-R.

Factors Loading ω_2 ω_1 PLS PCR PCA SPCA OP PLS PCR PCA SPCA OP

0.7 1 0.73 0.53 0.21 0.69 0.12 0.54 0.36 0.20 0.60 0.22 2 0.54 0.42 0.23 0.83 0.23 0.40 0.29 0.22 0.74 0.38 5 0.62 0.45 0.25 1.05 0.64 0.47 0.30 0.24 1.08 0.77

0.95

1 1.08 0.76 0.18 0.74 0.18 0.90 0.58 0.16 0.74 0.31 2 0.62 0.51 0.19 1.00 0.44 0.51 0.39 0.20 1.02 0.60 5 0.76 0.55 0.18 1.17 1.06 0.62 0.40 0.17 1.34 1.01

Table 9: Relative values of the smallest canonical correlations with FMSP-R as the denominator, when the noises are heavy-tailed, g(z_t) = 0.5(sin(^1_2 z_t) + z_t), and under the serially dependent setting. A value below 1 implies the estimation is less accurate than FMSP-R.

Factors Loading ω_2 ω_1 PLS PCR PCA SPCA OP PLS PCR PCA SPCA OP

0.7 1 0.53 0.43 0.20 0.57 0.11 0.38 0.27 0.18 0.50 0.19 2 0.46 0.35 0.20 0.71 0.18 0.32 0.24 0.19 0.64 0.29 5 0.50 0.35 0.22 0.96 0.48 0.38 0.24 0.20 0.97 0.61

0.95

1 1.06 0.78 0.19 0.65 0.20 0.83 0.57 0.18 0.67 0.31 2 0.65 0.53 0.18 0.87 0.46 0.50 0.39 0.20 0.92 0.57 5 0.69 0.55 0.18 1.27 1.08 0.57 0.42 0.19 1.50 1.04

There are several meaningful future directions worthy of investigation. First, this paper focuses on the accurate estimation of latent factor models. Another desired property is the interpretability, which seems achievable with the large pool of factor proxies. Variable selection or group-wise transformation can be considered for extensions in this direction.

Secondly, compared with the existing methods, the novel robust reduced rank regression proposed in Section 6.1 is computationally more efficient and is able to utilize explicit knowledge of both the low-rank structure as well as the rank K. We provide some numerical guarantee on its finite-sample performance. The theoretical analysis of this method is a meaningful future direction.

Third, in this paper, we focus on aggregating information in observed factor proxies to approximate the latent factors that drive the covariance structure. An accurate estimation of latent factor models has broad applications including risk management, portfolio optimization, portfolio hedging, etc. Another related topic is estimating the risk premia of observed factor proxies and accurate asset pricing under the factor pricing model induced by the arbitrage-pricing theory (Ross, 2013). Given that our methodology design is for estimating latent factor models, it is not straightforward to directly extend it to estimating the risk premia of observed factors. However, similar to Kozak et al. (2020) and Lettau & Pelger (2020), we can consider a variant of the proposed procedure that incorporates the first moment information of the data via an additional squared loss term, and hence make sure the learned latent factors can explain the expected excess returns well (referred to as latent asset-pricing factors in Lettau & Pelger (2020)). The problem can be solved following a similar procedure as introduced in Section 2. We leave this extension for future research.

Fourth, the high dimensionality is one of the major challenges to utilizing the large pool of factor proxies. In this paper, we choose not to assume a sparsity structure, mainly due to two reasons: (i) the sparsity-induced estimator (e.g., Lasso) has been observed to perform not well when the regressors are correlated (as in our dataset) (Zou & Hastie, 2005; Kozak et al., 2020), and (ii) other empirical studies have found that the stochastic discount factor has a dense dependency on observed factor proxies (Bryzgalova et al., 2019; Kozak et al., 2020), which has similar implications in our case. Without the sparsity assumption, it is generally challenging to establish the theory under p ≍ T . Extensions along this direction would be meaningful.

References

Adragni, K. P., & Cook, R. D. (2009). Sufficient dimension reduction and prediction in regression. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society A: Mathematical, Physical and Engineering Sciences, 367 , 4385–4405.

Adrian, T., Crump, R. K., & Moench, E. (2015). Regression-based estimation of dynamic asset pricing models. Journal of Financial Economics, 118 , 211–244.

Anatolyev, S., & Mikusheva, A. (2021). Factor models with many assets: strong factors, weak factors, and the two-pass procedure. Journal of Econometrics, .

Bai, J., Li, K. et al. (2012). Statistical analysis of factor models of high dimension. The Annals of Statistics, 40 , 436–465.

Bai, J., & Liao, Y. (2013). Statistical inferences using large estimated covariances for panel data and factor models. arXiv preprint arXiv:1307.2662 , .

Bai, J., & Liao, Y. (2016). Efficient estimation of approximate factor models via penalized maximum likelihood. Journal of econometrics, 191 , 1–18.

Bai, J., & Ng, S. (2017). Principal components and regularized estimation of factor models. arXiv preprint arXiv:1708.08137 , .

Bair, E., Hastie, T., Paul, D., & Tibshirani, R. (2006). Prediction by supervised principal components.

Journal of the American Statistical Association, 101 , 119–137.

Basu, S., Michailidis, G. et al. (2015). Regularized estimation in sparse high-dimensional time series models.

The Annals of Statistics, 43 , 1535–1567.

Bernardini, E., & Cubadda, G. (2015). Macroeconomic forecasting and structural analysis through regularized reduced-rank regression. International Journal of Forecasting, 31 , 682–691.

Bickel, P. J., Levina, E. et al. (2008). Regularized estimation of large covariance matrices. The Annals of Statistics, 36 , 199–227.

Bryzgalova, S. (2015). Spurious factors in linear asset pricing models. LSE manuscript, 1 . Bryzgalova, S., Huang, J., & Julliard, C. (2019). Bayesian solutions for the factor zoo: We just ran two quadrillion models. Available at SSRN 3481736 , .

Calzolari, G., & Halbleib, R. (2018). Estimating stable latent factor models by indirect inference. Journal of econometrics, 205 , 280–301.

Candès, E. J., Li, X., Ma, Y., & Wright, J. (2011). Robust principal component analysis? Journal of the ACM (JACM), 58 , 11.

Chao, G., Luo, Y., & Ding, W. (2019). Recent advances in supervised dimension reduction: A survey.

Machine learning and knowledge extraction, 1 , 341–358.

Chen, L., & Huang, J. Z. (2012). Sparse reduced-rank regression for simultaneous dimension reduction and variable selection. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 107 , 1533–1545.

Chen, M., Gao, C., Ren, Z. et al. (2018). Robust covariance and scatter matrix estimation under huber’s contamination model. The Annals of Statistics, 46 , 1932–1960.

Choi, I. (2012). Efficient estimation of factor models. Econometric Theory, (pp. 274–308). Cook, R. D., Forzani, L. et al. (2008). Principal fitted components for dimension reduction in regression.

Statistical Science, 23 , 485–501.

Cox, J. C., Ingersoll Jr, J. E., & Ross, S. A. (1985). An intertemporal general equilibrium model of asset prices. Econometrica: Journal of the Econometric Society, (pp. 363–384).

Diebold, F. X., & Mariano, R. S. (2002). Comparing predictive accuracy. Journal of Business & economic statistics, 20 , 134–144.

Ding, Y., Li, Y., & Zheng, X. (2020). High dimensional minimum variance portfolio estimation under statistical factor models. Journal of Econometrics, .

Doz, C., Giannone, D., & Reichlin, L. (2012). A quasi–maximum likelihood approach for large, approximate dynamic factor models. Review of economics and statistics, 94 , 1014–1024.

Fama, E. F., & French, K. R. (1993). Common risk factors in the returns on stocks and bonds. Journal of financial economics, 33 , 3–56.

Fama, E. F., & French, K. R. (2015). A five-factor asset pricing model. Journal of financial economics, 116 , 1–22.

Fan, J., Ke, Y., & Liao, Y. (2020). Augmented factor models with applications to validating market risk factors and forecasting bond risk premia. Journal of Econometrics, .

Fan, J., & Li, R. (2001). Variable selection via nonconcave penalized likelihood and its oracle properties.

Journal of the American statistical Association, 96 , 1348–1360.

Fan, J., Liao, Y., & Mincheva, M. (2011). High dimensional covariance matrix estimation in approximate factor models. Annals of statistics, 39 , 3320.

Fan, J., Liao, Y., & Mincheva, M. (2013). Large covariance estimation by thresholding principal orthogonal complements. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B (Statistical Methodology), 75 , 603–680.

Fan, J., Wang, W., & Zhu, Z. (2021). A shrinkage principle for heavy-tailed data: High-dimensional robust low-rank matrix recovery. Annals of statistics, 49 , 1239.

Fan, J., & Yao, Q. (2017). The elements of financial econometrics. Cambridge University Press. Fan, J., Zhang, J., & Yu, K. (2012). Vast portfolio selection with gross-exposure constraints. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 107 , 592–606.

Feng, G., Giglio, S., & Xiu, D. (2017). Taming the factor zoo. Fama-Miller Working Paper, 24070 . Freyberger, J., Neuhierl, A., & Weber, M. (2020). Dissecting characteristics nonparametrically. The Review of Financial Studies, 33 , 2326–2377.

Friedman, J., Hastie, T., & Tibshirani, R. (2010). A note on the group lasso and a sparse group lasso. arXiv preprint arXiv:1001.0736 , .

Giglio, S., & Xiu, D. (2021). Asset pricing with omitted factors. Journal of Political Economy, 129 , 1947–1990.

Gospodinov, N., Kan, R., & Robotti, C. (2014). Misspecification-robust inference in linear asset-pricing models with irrelevant risk factors. The Review of Financial Studies, 27 , 2139–2170.

Gospodinov, N., Kan, R., & Robotti, C. (2019). Too good to be true? fallacies in evaluating risk factor models. Journal of Financial Economics, 132 , 451–471.

Green, J., Hand, J. R., & Zhang, X. F. (2017). The characteristics that provide independent information about average us monthly stock returns. The Review of Financial Studies, 30 , 4389–4436.

Gu, S., Kelly, B., & Xiu, D. (2018). Empirical asset pricing via machine learning. Technical Report National bureau of economic research.

Harvey, C. R., & Liu, Y. (2019). A census of the factor zoo. Available at SSRN 3341728 , . Harvey, D., Leybourne, S., & Newbold, P. (1997). Testing the equality of prediction mean squared errors.

International Journal of forecasting, 13 , 281–291.

Hou, K., Xue, C., & Zhang, L. (2015). Digesting anomalies: An investment approach. The Review of Financial Studies, 28 , 650–705.

Huang, D., Li, J., & Zhou, G. (2019). Shrinking factor dimension: A reduced-rank approach. Available at SSRN 3205697 , .

Huber, P. J. (1992). Robust estimation of a location parameter. In Breakthroughs in statistics (pp. 492–518).

Springer.

Hwang, S., & Rubesam, A. (2020). Bayesian selection of asset pricing factors using individual stocks. Journal of Financial Econometrics, .

Jurado, K., Ludvigson, S. C., & Ng, S. (2015). Measuring uncertainty. American Economic Review, 105 , 1177–1216.

Kargin, V. (2015). On estimation in the reduced-rank regression with a large number of responses and predictors. Journal of Multivariate Analysis, 140 , 377–394.

Kleibergen, F., & Zhan, Z. (2015). Unexplained factors and their effects on second pass r-squared’s. Journal of Econometrics, 189 , 101–116.

Kozak, S., Nagel, S., & Santosh, S. (2020). Shrinking the cross-section. Journal of Financial Economics, 135 , 271–292.

Lam, C., Yao, Q. et al. (2012). Factor modeling for high-dimensional time series: inference for the number of factors. The Annals of Statistics, 40 , 694–726.

Lettau, M., & Pelger, M. (2020). Estimating latent asset-pricing factors. Journal of Econometrics, 218 ,

1–31.

Li, G., Yang, D., Nobel, A. B., & Shen, H. (2016). Supervised singular value decomposition and its asymptotic properties. Journal of Multivariate Analysis, 146 , 7–17.

Li, H., Li, Q., & Shi, Y. (2017). Determining the number of factors when the number of factors can increase with sample size. Journal of Econometrics, 197 , 76–86.

Luo, W., Xue, L., & Yao, J. (2017). Inverse moment methods for sufficient forecasting using high-dimensional predictors. arXiv preprint arXiv:1705.00395 , .

Mukherjee, A., & Zhu, J. (2011). Reduced rank ridge regression and its kernel extensions. Statistical analysis and data mining: the ASA data science journal, 4 , 612–622.

Mulaik, S. A. (2009). Foundations of factor analysis. CRC press.

Negahban, S., Wainwright, M. J. et al. (2011). Estimation of (near) low-rank matrices with noise and high-dimensional scaling. The Annals of Statistics, 39 , 1069–1097.

Pástor, L., & Stambaugh, R. F. (2003). Liquidity risk and expected stock returns. Journal of Political economy, 111 , 642–685.

Ross, S. A. (2013). The arbitrage theory of capital asset pricing. In Handbook of the fundamentals of financial decision making: Part I (pp. 11–30). World Scientific.

She, Y. (2017). Selective factor extraction in high dimensions. Biometrika, 104 , 97–110. She, Y., & Chen, K. (2017). Robust reduced-rank regression. Biometrika, 104 , 633–647. Stock, J. H., & Watson, M. W. (2002). Forecasting using principal components from a large number of predictors. Journal of the American statistical association, 97 , 1167–1179.

Sun, Q., Zhou, W.-X., & Fan, J. (2019). Adaptive huber regression. Journal of the American Statistical Association, (pp. 1–24).

Tan, K. M., Sun, Q., & Witten, D. (2018). Distributionally robust reduced rank regression and principal component analysis in high dimensions. CoRR, .

Tibshirani, R. (1996). Regression shrinkage and selection via the lasso. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B (Methodological), 58 , 267–288.

Uematsu, Y., & Yamagata, T. (2022). Estimation of sparsity-induced weak factor models. Journal of Business & Economic Statistics, (pp. 1–15).

Velu, R., & Reinsel, G. C. (2013). Multivariate reduced-rank regression: theory and applications volume 136.

Springer Science & Business Media.

Vershynin, R. (2018). High-dimensional probability: An introduction with applications in data science volume 47. Cambridge university press.

Wang, D., Liu, X., & Chen, R. (2019). Factor models for matrix-valued high-dimensional time series. Journal of econometrics, 208 , 231–248.

Yu, X., Yao, J., & Xue, L. (2020). Nonparametric estimation and conformal inference of the sufficient forecasting with a diverging number of factors. Journal of Business & Economic Statistics, (pp. 1–13).

Zhu, Z., & Zhou, W. (2021). Taming heavy-tailed features by shrinkage. In International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics (pp. 3268–3276). PMLR.

Ziegel, E. R. (2001). Understanding robust and exploratory data analysis.

Zou, H., & Hastie, T. (2005). Regularization and variable selection via the elastic net. Journal of the royal statistical society: series B (statistical methodology), 67 , 301–320.