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Abstract

This paper studies panel data models with unobserved group factor structures. The
group membership of each unit and the number of groups are left unspecified. The
number of explanatory variables can be large. We estimate the model by minimizing
the sum of least squared errors with a shrinkage penalty. The regressions coefficients
can be homogeneous or group specific. The consistency and asymptotic normality of
the estimator are established. We also introduce new C,-type criteria for selecting
the number of groups, the numbers of group-specific common factors and relevant re-
gressors. Monte Carlo results show that the proposed method works well. We apply
the method to the study of US mutual fund returns under homogeneous regression
coefficients, and the China mainland stock market under group-specific regression co-
efficients.
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1 Introduction

Individual heterogeneity is an important issue in panel data analysis. The degree of
heterogeneity increases with larger data sets (more individuals or more time periods).
The latter are increasingly available with the advancement in information technology.
There are already many studies devoted to large NV and large T settings, for example,
Arellano and Hahn (2005), Bester and Hansen (2012), Hahn and Kuersteiner (2004),
Hahn and Newey (2004), Kapetanios et al. (2011), Moon and Weidner (2009), Pesaran
(2006), Pesaran and Tosetti (2011). For panel data textbooks, we refer to Arellano
(2003), Baltagi (2008), Hsiao (2003), and Wooldridge (2010).

This paper considers estimation of grouped panel data models with unobserved het-
erogeneity, which has many attractive features. First, we allow time varying individual
effects (factor error structure) as opposed to the usual individual fixed effects. Second,
our method allows a large number of explanatory variables. The relevant variables are
selected through a lasso approach. Third, the explanatory variables are allowed to be
correlated with factors or factor loadings or both. Fourth, the group membership of
each unit is unknown, and will be estimated along with other parameters of the model.
Finally, the number of groups is unknown and is to be determined. There are a small
number of papers that study panel data models with unobserved heterogeneity when
group membership is unknown. Bonhomme and Manresa (2012), Lin and Ng (2012)
and Sun (2005) investigated this challenging problem. In contrast to previous models,
there is a factor structure in each group.

Bai (2009) estimated panel data models with interactive effects, permitting the
predictor to be correlated with unobserved heterogeneity. Incorporating this idea, we
model time-varying grouped patterns of heterogeneity in panel data by assuming a
group-specific pervasive factor structure. Grouped factor structures have been consid-
ered in a number of economic studies (Moench et al. (2012), Diebold et al. (2008),
Kose et al. (2008), Wang (2010), Moench and Ng (2011)).

We allow the error term to be weakly correlated across units and over time; het-
eroskedasticity is also allowed in both dimensions. A distinctive feature of the model
is that group membership is not specified. Our method jointly estimates the optimal
grouping of the N cross-sectional units, the regression coefficients and grouped patterns
of heterogeneity. To improve the speed of computation, the lasso method (Tibshirani
(1996)) is incorporated in the estimation algorithm. As the lasso method provides es-
timates of zero for redundant parameters, the computational cost is considerably lower
than that of traditional variable selection methods. Although the lasso method is
widely used, the shrinkage introduced by the lasso results in bias toward zero for large
regression coefficients. To diminish this bias, we use the smoothly clipped absolute
deviation (SCAD) penalty approach (Fan and Li (2001)).

We derive the asymptotic properties of the proposed estimator and show that the
proposed estimator is consistent as N and T go to infinity simultaneously. The proof
of parameter consistency with unknown group membership is enormous difficult, we



provide a novel argument for consistency. Given consistency, we further establish that
the proposed estimator is asymptotically equivalent to the infeasible version of the
estimator in which the population groups are known. This latter result is similar to
that of Bonhomme and Manresa (2012), who deal with special known loadings (0 or 1
values). We also develop the asymptotic distribution of the proposed estimator for the
regression coefficients. We show that asymptotic bias arises under interactive effects,
leading to nonzero-centered limiting distributions. However, the asymptotic bias of
the limiting distribution is zero for some cases, including: Case 1: where the error
terms are independently, identically distributed, or Case 2: where there is an absence
of serial correlation and heteroskedasticity and where T/N — 0 (N,T — o), and Case
3: where there is an absence of cross-sectional correlation and heteroskedasticity and
where N/T — 0 (N, T — o0). In such cases, there is no need to perform higher-order
bias correction.

In panel data modeling, an important issue is the selection of a proper model from
among many candidates or, equivalently, determination of the number of group-specific
pervasive factors, determination of the magnitude of the regularization parameter for
implementing the SCAD approach (to be introduced), and determination of the number
of groups. We develop a new C,-type criteria for selecting a proper model from a
predictive perspective. Specifically, the panel data model is evaluated from a predictive
point of view, and we propose an estimator of the expected mean squared error (MSE).
The criterion is developed by correcting the asymptotic bias in the MSE as an estimate
of the expected MSE. To prove the consistency of the selection of the number of group-
specific pervasive factors, we extend the analysis of Bai (2009). There exist several
references concerning model selection of panel data models with factor structures. Ando
and Tsay (2013) investigated the model selection problem for large panel data models
with the interactive fixed effects of Bai (2009), where the slope coefficients are common
to each unit. Ando and Bai (2013) studied the panel data model selection problem
under heterogeneous slopes and hierarchical factor error structures. These results are
for panel data models where group membership is known. Therefore, our problem is
different, as we need to further develop the criterion for selecting the number of groups.

Panel data models with homogeneous regression coefficients between the groups
involve parsimonious specifications that may be suitable for some applications. How-
ever, there is evidence that homogeneity of the parameters is rejected (see for example
Hsiao and Tahmiscioglu (1997), Lin and Ng (2012)). To deal with the presence of
unobserved heterogeneity, we therefore extend the proposed model to the flexible yet
parsimonious approach. This approach delivers estimates of group-specific regression
parameters, together with interpretable estimates of unit-specific time patterns and
group membership. After we describe the model estimation procedure, the consistency
and asymptotic distribution of the proposed estimator are established. To determine
the number of group-specific pervasive factors, the magnitude of the regularization
parameter and the number of groups, we again develop a new C,-type criterion for
selecting these quantities. The proposed panel data modeling procedures under ho-



mogeneous regression coefficients are applied to the analysis of the US mutual fund
styles. It is common that the financial institutions manage clients’ assets according
to the investment style that defines the nature of the fund. We aim at grouping mu-
tual funds and identifying their styles by analyzing the time series of past returns of
individual mutual funds. The proposed panel data modeling procedures under hetero-
geneous regression coefficients are applied to the analysis of the two Chinese mainland
stock markets, the Shanghai and Shenzhen stock exchanges. We address the following
questions. How many groups exist in the stock markets in mainland China? How
many group-specific pervasive factors exist in the stock markets in mainland China?
What type of observable risk factors explains the stocks in each group? Furthermore,
how can the unobservable factors be understood in terms of observable variables in the
economy? A number of interesting findings are reported.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 describes the model
assumptions and Section 3 develops the estimation procedure. Section 4 investigates
the consistency of the proposed estimator. Its asymptotic behaviors are also investi-
gated. Section 5 develops the model selection criterion from a predictive point of view.
Section 6 reports the results of a Monte Carlo analysis. The Monte Carlo simulations
confirm that the proposed criterion performs well. Applications to US mutual fund
data are described in Section 7. Section 8 extends the developed results to the panel
data models with heterogeneous regression coefficients. Section 9 applies the procedure
to the analysis of Chinese mainland stock markets. Concluding remarks are provided
in Section 10.

Notation. Let ||A| = [tr(A’A)]'/? be the norm of matrix A, where “tr” denotes
the trace of a square matrix. The equation a, = O(b,) states that the deterministic
sequence a,, is at most of order b, ¢, = O,(d,,) states that the random variable ¢, is at
most of order d,, in probability, and ¢, = 0,(d,) is of smaller order in probability. All
asymptotic results are obtained under N,T" — co. Restrictions on the relative rates of
convergence of N and T are specified in later sections.

2 Model

Let t = 1,...,7 be an index for time, ¢ = 1,..., N be an index for units. Let S
be the number of groups (which is unknown and fixed), and let G = {g1,...,gn} be
any grouping of the cross-sectional units into S groups. Therefore, for each 7, we
have ¢g; € {1,...,S}. Let N; be the number of cross-sectional units within the group j,
j =1,..., 5 and thus the sum of them will equal the total number of units N = Zle N;.

In this section, we assume that the response variable of the i-th unit, observed at
time ¢, y;, is expressed as

Y = TyB+ fo  Agi +eip i=1,...,N, t=1,....T, (1)

where x;; is a p x 1 vector of observable vectors, and f  ; is an r; X 1 vector of
unobservable group-specific pervasive factors that affect the units only in group g;.
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The p x 1 vector 3 is the unknown regression coefficients, Ay, ; is the factor loadings,
and g; is the unit specific error. Our approach is useful in applications where time
invariance of the fixed effects is a problematic assumption. Furthermore, the factor
structure has been used frequently in recent studies. In Section 8, we extend the model
(1) to the heterogeneous regression coefficients, which vary over the groups.

In vector form, the model (1) can be expressed as y, = X;8 + Fy, A, +€;, i =
1,...,N, where (for g; = j, F,, = F})

/ /
Yi1 T fj,l &1
Yi2 x; f/ €42
i i2 3,2 i
Y, = : , Xi = : , By = : , i =
/ /
Yir Lir Fir €iT

Depending on the researcher’s view, each of the unobserved heterogeneity compo-
nents may be specified as a dynamic exact factor model (Geweke, 1977; Sargent and
Sims, 1977), a static approximate factor model (Chamberlain and Rothschild, 1983),
or a special model of the generalized dynamic factor model (Forni et al., 2000), also see,
Forni and Lippi, 2001; Amengual and Watson, 2007; Hallin and Liska, 2007. Details
of £ i Ag.i will be specified in the next section.

2.1 Assumptions

We first state the assumptions and then provide comments concerning these assump-
tions below.

Assumption A: Group-specific pervasive factors

The group-specific pervasive factors satisfy E||f j,t||4 < o0 j=1,...,5. Furthermore,

T

-1 /

T E Fiufis = Xr as T — oo,
t=1

where ¥p, is an r; X r; positive definite matrix. Although correlations between f;,
and f,, (j # k) are allowed, they are not correlated perfectly.

Assumption B: Factor loadings

(B1): The factor loading matrix for the group-specific pervasive factors Aj = [A;1,..., Ajn,]’
satisfies E||Aj;|| < oo and HNJ-_lA;Aj —Ypll — 0 as N; — oo, where ¥y, is
an r; X r; positive definite matrix, j = 1,...,.5. We also assume that ||X;;|| > 0.
(B2): For each i and j, f;‘,tAj,i is strongly mixing processes with mixing coefficients
that satisfy r(t) < exp(—ait™) and with tail probability P(|f} A;i| > z) <
exp{l — (2/by)*2}, where aq, as, by and by are positive constants.



Assumption C: Error terms

The error terms &; of the model in (1) have zero mean, but may have cross-sectional
dependence and heteroskedasticity. Furthermore, there exists a positive constant C' <
oo such that for all N and T,

(C1): Eley] =0 for all ¢ and ¢;

(C2): Eleuejs| = Tijus With |Tij4s| < |75| for some 7;; for all (¢, s), and N1 ijzl |75 <
C; and |754s| < |mus| for some n,s for all (4,7), and T_lzgszl Ims| < C. In
addition, (T'N)™' 37, o, 1 |Tijusl < C.

(C3): For every (s,t), E[|[N"Y2 SN (ciei — Elessea))|*] < C.

(C4): TANTES2, w2y lcov(€isein, €s€e)| < Cand TTINT230, 57, o0 [cov(eie e, ensern) | <
C.

(C5): For all i, g; is strongly mixing processes with mixing coefficients that satisfy
r(t) < exp(—a;t*) and with tail probability P(|e;| > z) < exp{l — (2/by)*},
where ay, as, by and by are positive constants.

(C6): g4 is independent of x;s, Aj; and f;  for all 4, j, ¢, 5.

Assumption D: Observable predictors

(D]) Define Dj = ﬁ Zi;gi:j XZ/MF]Xz, Ej = diag{Eﬂ, ...,Ejs}, Lj = (L;-l, ey ;S)I,
where Ejk7 and ij are Ejk = % Zi;gi:j,gg:k(Ag,iAg,i,)®IT’ ij = Zi;gizj,g?:k ﬁkg,z(}@
MF, X; with g? denoting the true membership and >\2,Z~ the true factor loadings.
Let A= {F;: FjF;/T =1,j=1,..,5}. We assume the matrix

S
> (D; — LiE; L))

J=1

is positive definite for all (F}, ..., Fs) € A and for all groupings with a positive
fraction of membership for each group (Assumption E below), where E; is a
generalized inverse of £;. Note that if some components of E; are zero, then the
corresponding components of L; are also zero so that L;Ej_le is well defined.
Further comments on this assumption is given below.

(D2): The vector of predictor @;; satisfies max;<;<y T X;[]* = O,(N®) with o < 1/8.
We also assume N/T? — 0.

Assumption E: Number of units in each group

All units are divided into a finite number of groups S, each of them containing NN, units
such that 0 < @ < N;/N < a < 1, which implies that the number of units in the S;-th
group increases as the total number of units N grows.

Some comments on the assumptions are in order. Assumptions A and B imply the
existence of r; group-specific pervasive factors, 7 = 1,...,.5. Assumption C imposes



weak serial and cross-sectional correlations on ;. Heteroskedasticity is allowed. These
assumptions are made in Bai (2009) except C5. Assumption C5 assumes that the error
term is strongly mixing with a faster than polynomial decay rate and restricts the tail
property. This condition is used to bound misclassification probabilities, and is used
in Bonhomme and Manresa (2012).

Assumption D1 is similar to a condition used in Bai (2009), where only a single
group exists. The assumption is used for proof of consistency. Assumption D1 is anal-
ogous to the full rank condition in standard linear regression models, but it is stronger
than that due to the unobservableness of factors and the membership groupings. An
alternative and weaker assumption is that Zf:1(Dj — Lj’E~Lj) is positive definite
when evaluated at the true factors and true groupings. This will correspond to the
usual full rank condition. This alternative assumption is discussed in Bai (2009) and is
also used by Ando and Bai (2013), in which group memberships are known. Under this
assumption, one first proves the consistency of the estimated factors and membership
groupings, and then proves the consistency of the estimated beta coefficient (the factor
and membership grouping can be treated as known). This argument of consistency
is more involved. The current assumption allows a simpler proof of consistency of ﬁ
Assumption D2 is a weaker condition than the assumption that x; has exponentially
decaying tails. The regressors can be correlated with factors, factor loadings or both.
This correlation is controlled for by treating both factors and factor loadings as pa-
rameters. As in usual panel data analysis, the number of cross-sectional units N can
be much greater than the number of time periods 7. In this paper, the true number of
groups, S, is kept fixed. Bester and Hansen (2012) allowed the true number of groups
in both dimensions of the panel to tend to infinity. In their setup, there are individual
effects but no factor structure, and the group membership is assumed known.

3 Estimation

3.1 Estimation procedure

Under a given number of groups S, number of factors 7y, ..., g, and size of the penalty
K in py~ (|8]), the estimator {3, G, Fi, ..., Fg, A1, ..., Ag} is defined as the minimizer of

s
Lvt(8, G, Faso Fs, Ay o As) = 37 37 Nl = XiB = Fy il + NT - pis (18
J=1 i;9;=j
subject to the constraints F/F; /T = I, (j = 1,...,5), AjA; (j = 1,...,S) being diago-
nal. Here, A; = (Aj1,...., A\jn,) is the 7; X Nj factor loading matrix (j = 1,...,S) for

the group-specific factors. These restrictions are needed to avoid the model identifica-

tion problem and are commonly used in the literature (Connor and Korajzcyk (1986),
Stock and Watson (2002), Bai and Ng (2002)).

For the penalty function, p, - (|3|) is designed to identify the significant components
of the regression coefficients. This is important when the number of regressors (p) is
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large and some regressors may be irrelevant. In this paper we use the SCAD penalty,
which is formally given as p,(|8]) = > r_; Pr~(10k]) with

|ﬁ | ﬁ(|)ﬁ5k(|ﬁ2 2) (Wk‘ < H)

VR|Pk| — V. + K

Pro(18k]) = e 11’“ (k < |8yl < 78)
o) (v < I5)

for kK > 0 and v > 2. This penalty first applies the same rate of penalization as the
lasso method and then reduces the rate to zero as it moves further away from zero.
Fan and Li (2001) showed that the value v = 3.7 minimizes a Bayesian risk criteria for
the regression coefficients. We also used the SCAD penalty with v = 3.7.

Given the group membership G and the value of the regression coefficient 3, we
define the variable W; = (w1, ..., w; ;) with w;; = y; — X;8 for g; = j. Then the
original model (1) reduces to w;; = FjA;; + €;, which implies that matrix W; has a
pure factor structure. The least squares objective function with the penalty is

S
th{(Wj = FjA) (W - FJA})/} +NT - pey (18) -

j=1

From the analysis of pure factor models estimated by the method of least squares
(i.e., principal components; see Connor and Korajzcyk (1986) and Stock and Watson
(2002)), by concentrating out A; = W/F;(F/F;)~" = W/F;/T, the objective function
becomes

S S
Dot {WiW, =Yt {FJWWiE} /T + NT - pey (18]) - (2)

j=1 7=1

Noting that only N; units are related to the factor structure Fj of the j-th group 5,
and that the penalty term is not related to Fj, minimizing the objective function with
respect to Fj is equivalent to maximizing tr {FJ’I/VJVVJ’FJ} The principal components
estimate of Fj subject to the constraint, Fj, is v/T times the eigenvectors corresponding
to the r; largest eigenvaluesi of thAe T x T matrix W;WI. Given Fj, the factor loading
matrix can be obtained as A; = F;W,/T. See also Bai and Ng (2002, pp197~198).

It is easy to see that, for any given values of 8 and F;A;; (j = 1,...,5), the optimal
assignment for each individual unit is

gr = argminje{l,,,_,s}”yi - XiB — Fj)‘j,i”Q-

In this paper, the group membership of each unit is estimated through the observed
panel data information only. We mention that some prior information can be incorpo-
rated by using the Bayesian procedure (not considered in this paper). The estimates
of B, {F;,A\;; =1,..,5}, and G € {g1, ..., gv} depend on each other. The estimators
are obtained by using the following iterative algorithm.
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Estimation algorithm

Step 1. Fix k and {rq,...,rs}. Initialize the unknown parameters 3, {Fj(o), A§0); j =
1,...8}, GO e {9 . a1

Step 2. Given the values of 8 and {F;,A;; j=1,...,S}, update G.

Step 3. Given the values of 8 and G, update {F;,A;} for j =1,...,S.

Step 4. Given the values of G and {Fj, A;; j =1,..., 5}, update 8.

Step 5. Repeat Steps 2 and 4 until convergence.

In Step 1, starting values for 3, G, and {F;,A;; j =1,...,S} are needed. In the
next section, we discuss how to prepare initial values for these parameters.

3.2 Initial parameter values

First, we refer to the clustering literature in order to achieve fast initialization of group
membership G. For this purpose, the well-known K-means algorithm (Forgy (1965)) is
used. Given the number of groups .S, the algorithm finds a collection of centers of each
group such that the sum of the Euclidean distances between each unit and the closest
center is minimized. The K-means algorithm divides the data set {y,; i = 1,..., N}
into S clusters that correspond to the number of groups. Thus an initial estimate of
the group membership G ¢ {g§0), e g](\(,))} is obtained this way. Second, given the
values of G, an initial estimate of 3% is obtained by the SCAD approach by ignoring
the group-specific factor structures {F;,A;; j =1,...,S}. Finally, given the values of
B and G, we obtain the starting values {F]-(O),Ago)} forj=1,...,5.

It is known that the least squares objective function is not globally convex (Bai
2009). In other words, an arbitrary starting value will not necessarily provide the global
optimal solution. To maximize the chance of obtaining the global maximum, one may
prepare several starting values. After convergence, one may choose the estimators that
give a smaller value of the objective function. If the converged values are different, we
select the one that minimizes the objective function.

4 Asymptotic properties

In Sections 2 and 3, we described the assumptions imposed on the model and proposed
an estimation procedure. This section investigates some asymptotic properties of the
parameter estimates. All proofs of the theorems, described below, are given in the
Appendix. We use {FJQ, j =1,...,5} to denote the true parameter values of the group-
specific factors Fj obtained from the true data-generating process. As T" increases, the
number of elements of Fj (j = 1,...,.5) are also increasing. We claim that the estimated
factors are consistent in the sense of some averaged norm, which will be specified below.
We have the following theorem.



Theorem 1 : Consistency. Under Assumptions A-E, k — 0 and min{N,T} x k —
oo as Ty, N — oo, and the estimator (3 is consistent

18 = B°ll = 0,(1),

where B° denotes the true parameter value. In addition, {ﬁ’], j=1,...,8} are consis-
tent in the sense of the following norm

TYE; — FPHj|> = 0,(1), j=1,...5, (3)

where H;' =V np(FOF;/T) Y (AYAY/N;)™Y, and Vjn,r satisfies

N;
1 & . A P
o O = Xy, — XiB) | By = FyVisr.
I iigi=g

The estimated individual membership satisfies g; = argmin;eq; o lly; — X3 —
Fjjxjﬂ‘HZ. The estimates of 3, {F},A;; j =1,...,5}, and G € {g1,...,9n} deRenfl on
each other, and we therefore denote the estimator of group membership g; as g;(3, ', A)
in the following theorem. Here, F' = {Fl, s FS} and A = {Al, - AS} Although the
group indicator is unknown in practice and needs to be estimated, the following theorem
shows that the estimated group membership converges to the true group membership
as T and N goes to infinity.

Theorem 2 : Consistency of the estimator of group membership. Suppose
that the assumptions in Theorem 1 hold. Then, for all T >0 and T, N — oo, we have

P sup
ie{1,...,N}

The result of Theorems 2 shows that if for some b > 0, N/T® — 0 as both N and T
tend to infinity simultaneously, the true group membership ¢? and the proposed group

> O) =o(1) +o(N/T7).

membership estimator g; are asymptotically equivalent. This holds because N/T7™ — 0
for 7 > b. Theorem 2 is similar to a result obtained by Bonhomme and Manresa (2012).
Our proof for this result relies on the assumption that factor loadings A;; cannot be very
small or zero. If individual ¢’s factor loading is zero, then obviously this individual does
not belong to any group. The uniform result holds over all individuals whose factor
loadings are bounded away from zero. That is, we can always replace sup;c(; 5 ny in
Theorem 2 over the set of individuals satisfying ||/\2?’z.|| > a > 0. Theorem 2 is a very
strong result.

Let us define 3, F1, ..., Fs, Ay, ..., Ag as the infeasible version of our estimator where
group membership G is fixed to its population G°. It is defined as the minimum of
Lnr(B,G° F, ..., Fs, Ay, ..., Ag) subject to the constraints FiF;/T =1, (j =1,...,5),
and AJA; (j =1,...,5) being diagonal.

10



Theorem 2 implies that our estimator {B, G, F, ..., FS, Aq, e AS} is asymptotically
equivalent to the infeasible estimates {B,F], o Fg Ay, .. Ag} as N and T tend to
infinity. More precisely, if for some b > 0, NV, / T® — 0 as both N and 7T tend to infinity
51multaneously, the proposed estimator B, 5 (j =1,...,5) and the infeasible estimator
B, F 5 (7 =1,...,8) with known population groups are asymptotically equivalent.

Our proposed method can identify the set of explanatory variables with nonzero
coefficients. Let 8° = (B(l)l, 3’)' be the true parameter value, and 3 = (ﬁi,,@;)’ be the
corresponding parameter estimate. Without loss of generality, assume that 33 = 0.
We show that the estimator must possess the sparsity property, ,62 = 0. We denote
,81 as the parameter estimate of non-zero true coefficients B1 To show the asymptotic
normality of v NT (ﬁl ) we impose the following assumption.

Assumption F

Let X; 340 be the submatrix of X; corresponding to columns of nonzero elements of
the parameter vector 3°, and ¢ be the number of nonzero elements of 3. For the
nonrandom positive definite matrix Jo(FY, ..., F9),

\/_Z Z i) €i —d N(()’JU(FI()?"'vFg))v

J=14:g0=j

where Jo(FP, ..., FQ) is the probability limit of

s S
A 1
J(F?, ... F} —N—ZZ Y >Y 7 Elei€}) Zyo(FY)
J=1 k=1 i:g0=j £:g%=k
with
ZJJ(F’]O) = Ay ﬂ#OMFO - Z Cj, ksz; ﬁ;&OMFO
kg
where ¢;; = )\gig,k(A?/A?/Nj)_l)\go,i-

The notation Jo(FY, FY, ..., FQ) does not mean it still depends on (FY, ..., F2), but
rather the limit is taken under the true factors. We could have used the notation Jy in
place of Jo(FY, FY, ..., FQ). The same comments apply to Dy(F?, ..., FQ) (the notation
Dq could be used).

Then we have the following theorem. Here, we emphasize that the regularization
parameter x depends on 7T, and thus denote it as k.

Theorem 3 : Asymptotic normality and variable selection consistency. Sup-
pose that the assumptions of Theorem 1 hold, and T/N — p > 0. Let Bl as the
parameter estimate of non-zero true coefficients Y. Then, \/W(ﬁl — BY) is asymp-
totically normal with mean vy and variance—covariance matriz Vz(FY, ..., F), i.e.,
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VNT(B, — 8Y) —4 N(vo, V3(F?, ..., FQ)). Moreover, the following variable selection
consistency holds:

P(B,=0)—1, N, T — cc.

Here, vg is the probability limit of

S S
T a 0 0 -1 N a 0 0 -1
— ’/N X ;D(Fl,...,FS,n) n; + \/? X ;D(Fl,...,FS,/-@) ¢

, -1 , -1
o (ELE7) (A (Eleted
si) T N, gk \ )¢
%go—ykgo—y !

FOFO\ T (AYA0)
7 N, Agois (5)
iig=j kigp=j

with

fNT

j N T
S
D(F107 . FS? KJT) NT Z Z Xz‘/,ﬁ;«éOMF]QXiﬁ7é0
j=1 i:g?:j
1 S 1
NT Z Z Z zﬁ#oMFka,ﬁ;éocj,ki + WE(RT),
J=1 zgl =j k:gQ=j

where V;; = Nj’1 Zk;ggzj CikiXk, Xipzo @5 the submatriz X; corresponding to the
columns of the nonzero element of 3°, Ciki s defined in Assumption F, and X(kr)

is defined as

S(kr) = diag {py, (1B10])/1Bsol - - Py (1Ba0l) /1 Bgol } -

where q is the number of nonzero elements of B°, and O = Elere}]. The asymptotic
covariance matriz Vz(FY, ..., FQ) is given by

Va(FY, ... F) = Do(FY, ..., F)  Jo(FY, ..., FQ) Do (FY, ..., FO) ™,

where Do(FY, ..., F9) is the probability limit of D(FY, ..., F9, k).

This indicates that we can perform statistical significance tests. Notice that the
bias vy can be consistently estimated as in Bai (2009), Hahn and Kuersteiner (2002),
and Hahn and Newey (2004) so bias correction can be performed. Also, the bias vy
will become zero in the absence of correlations and heteroskedasticity. In particular,
1; = 0 when cross-sectional correlation and heteroskedasticity are absent in €;, and
similarly ¢; = 0 when serial correlation and heteroskedasticity are absent in £;. There
will be no bias if ¢;; are i.i.d. over t and over 7. Thus bias correction can be simplified
depending on the assumptions made on €;.
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The estimation algorithm requires knowledge of the number of groups, the number
of group-specific factors, and the size of the regularization parameter . In practice,
however, we have to select these quantities. An informal but frequently used approach
is to plot the value of the sum of squared errors for each S, and then try to find the
“screen point” at which the objective function starts to flatten. However, the sum of
squared errors depends also on the number of group-specific factors, and the size of
the regularization parameter x. Thus, the determination of these quantities is not a
straightforward task. In the next section, we propose a new criterion to select these
parameters.

5 A new (C),-type criterion for model selection

5.1 Development of a new model selection criterion

Suppose that zi,...,zy are replicates of the response variables y,, ...,y given true
values of the factors Fj, factor loadings A; and the design matrices X; (i =1,...,N).
To assess the predictive ability of the estimated model, we consider the expected MSE

S N;
77(5',]{:1,...,/{35,/{) =FE, Z Z ‘

2

, (6)

A A~

— F, A

i 7\Gist

where ki, ..., ks are the number of group-specific factors, s is the regularization pa-
rameter and the expectation F,[-] is taken with respect to the joint distribution of
z1,...,zy conditional on the true factor structure and the set of predictors X;. The
best model is chosen by minimizing the expected MSE.

A natural estimator of the expected MSE in (6) is the sample-based MSE

1
(S, ks ks, i .—N—ZZ’

This quantity is formally calculated by replacing the replicates z; with an observed

2

F)\

Gist

value y,. This sample-based MSE generally has some bias with respect to the expected
MSE because, among other reasons, the same data are used to estimate the parameters
of the model. We therefore consider a bias-corrected version of the measure.

The bias b of the sample-based MSE 7 with respect to the expected MSE 7 is given
by

b:= Ey [77(5, kla ooy kSa ’V”') - ﬁ(S’ kl’ ""ks’ K/)] ’ (7)

where the expectation E,[-] is taken with respect to the joint distribution of y,(i =
1,...,N) conditional on the true factor structure and the set of predictors X;. We
discuss how to estimate b below. Let b(S, ky, ..., ks, k) be an estimate of b. Taking
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into account the consistency of the proposed model selection criterion, we suggest
minimization of the predictive measure

A(S kl,.. kg, k) + b(S, kl,...,ks,n)

— Ey N, b(S, k1, ... ks, k).

J 14;9;=

The first term on the right-hand side measures the goodness of fit of the model whereas
the second term is a penalty that depends on the complexity of the model. It remains
to construct a proper estimator of the penalty term. Another contribution of this paper
is the following theorem.

Theorem 4 Under the assumptions of Theorem 3, the penalty term is

S
b(S, Ky, ... ks, K) = %tr (K, V(FY, ... Fa,k)] + ij x g;(T, Ny, ..., Ng),
j=1
where K, = 2(NT)~ ZZ 1 267&0
that the corresponding columns contain a nonvanishing component of the parame-
ter estimate, and Vy(F?,...,F, k) = D(F?, ..., FO, k)" J(F?, ..., FQ)D(F?, ..., F9, k)~
Here, j(Flo, ., FQ) and ﬁ(Ff’, ., F& k) are defined in Assumption F and Theorem 3.
The function g;(T, Ny, ..., Ng) satisfies (a) g;(T, N1, ...,Ng) — 0 and (b) min{N, T} x
g;(T, Ny, ..., Ng) — 00 as T, N — oo. Under the criterion, the numbers of factors are

X, ppo with X, 5,4 being the submatriz of X; such

consistently estimated.

An example of the function g;(T', Ny, ..., Ng) that satisfies conditions (a) and (b) of
the theorem is
N, T+N;

gj(TaNlaaNS>:WX TN, 10g<TN)
J

Note that N;/N = O(1) from the assumption E. Substituting g;(T’, Ny, ..., Ng) into
the criterion function, we have the following criterion

s
1 .
Cp(ki, ..., ks, k) = ﬁz Z ly; — XiB — Fy N,

i=1 i3gi=j
1 . . A2 T+ N;
+ﬁt1‘ [KzVﬂ(Fl, ety Fs, } + Zk (W) 10g (TN ) (8)

A . . . _ S A A A
where 62 is a consistent estimator of (NT)~' 377, > g0 lyi — XiB — Fodgo I,
We can regard the proposed criterion as a generalization of the C, criterion of
Mallows (1973) for selecting panel data models with unobservable interactive effects in a
data-rich environment. Like the C), criterion, 62 provides proper scaling for the penalty
term. In applications, it can be replaced by (NT)™! 25:1 D iy 1Yi = XiB—F3 Ag il

gu
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which is obtained under the maximum possible dimension of X, the maximum possible
number of groups S,,,, and the maximum possible number of group-specific factors
Tjmaz, J = 1,...,S. Finally, we provide the following theorem.

Theorem 5 Let S be the minimizer of the proposed Cy(ky, ..., ks, k) criterion. Under
the assumptions in Theorem 4, the determined number of groups, S, will converge to
the true number of groups Sy as Ty, N — oo.

Thus, the value of S can also be identified as the minimizer of our C), criterion.
The following is a procedure for selecting the value of the regularization parameter x,
the number of factors and the groups S.

5.2 Model selection algorithm

Step 1. Prepare a set of candidate values of the regularization parameter x, the num-
ber of groups S = {1,2...,Snax}, and the number of group-specific factors
{kl, ceny kg}

Step 2. Fix the value of the number of groups S.

Step 3. Fix the value of the regularization parameter x.

Step 4. Given the number of groups S and the regularization parameter x, we optimize
the number of group-specific factors {ky, ..., ks}.

Step 5. Repeat Steps 3 and 4 under the different values of k.

Step 6. Repeat Steps 2 ~ 5 under the different number of groups S. Then select the
combination of the regularization parameter x, the number of group-specific
factors {ki, ..., ks} and the number of groups S that minimize the C, score.

6 Simulation study

6.1 Data-generating processes

The first data-generating model considered is y, = X;8 + Fy, Ay, i + €;, where the
rj-dimensional group-specific pervasive factor f,, (j = 1,..,.5) is a vector of N(j,1)
variables, and each element of the factor loading matrix A; follows N(0,7). The N-
dimensional vector €; has a multivariate normal distribution with mean 0 and covari-
ance matrix Iy. The number of columns of X; is set to p = 80, while the true number
of predictors is ¢ = 3. Each of the elements of X; is generated from the uniform dis-
tribution over [—2,2]. The nonzero true parameter values of 3 are set to be (1,2, 3).
These nonzero elements are put into the first three elements of 3, and thus the true
parameter vector is 3 = (1,2,3,0,0,...,0). We set the number of groups S = 3, and
the true numbers of group-specific pervasive factors are r;1 = 3 ro = 3, r3 = 3. Set-
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ting the number of units in each group as N; = Ny = N3, we generated a set of T'
observations. The variables N; (j = 1,2, 3) and T take various values.

We next investigate the case in which the noise term is nonhomoscedastic. The
second data-generating model considered is y; = X;8 + Fy, Ay, i +€; and € = O.9e}t +
6:0.9¢%, where §; = 1 if ¢ is odd and is zero if ¢ is even, and the N-dimensional vectors
e; = (el;...,en,) and €7 = (e},,...,€e%,) follow multivariate normal distributions
with mean 0 and covariance matrix S = (s;;), with s;; = 0.3 and e} and e? are
independent. The noise terms are not serially correlated. The group-specific pervasive
factors and the loading matrices, the design matrix X; and the true parameter vector
3 are generated by the same method as before. The key feature of the model is that
the noise terms are not homoscedastic.

As a third example, we investigate the performance of the proposed method when
the idiosyncratic errors have some serial and cross-sectional correlations. The model is
Y, = XiB+Fy, N, i +€ with e, = 0.2¢;,_1 +e;, wheret = 1,..., T, the N-dimensional
vector e; = (eyy, ..., ent) follows multivariate normal distributions with mean 0 and
covariance matrix S = (s;;), where s;; = 0.3, The other variables are defined as
before.

6.2 Results

We generated 1,000 replications using each of the three data-generating models. We
then applied the proposed model selection criterion, C,, to select simultaneously the
number of groups, the number of group-specific pervasive factors and the size of the
regularization parameter. We set the possible numbers of group-specific pervasive
factors to range from zero to eight. Thus, the maximum number of group-specific
pervasive factors was set to eight. The number of groups ranges from two to four.
Possible candidates for the regularization parameter x are k = {10,1,0.1,0.01,0.001}.

Table 1 reports the percentage of under-, correct, and overidentified values for the
proposed C), criterion under the three data-generating models. With respect to the
number of groups, we can easily calculate the percentages of under- (U), correct (C),
and overidentified (O) values. The percentages with respect to the number of group-
specific factors are calculated under the condition that the number of groups is correctly
selected. This is because of the difficulty of the matching between the true number
of group-specific factors and the selected number of group-specific factors when the
selected number of groups and true number of groups are different. As shown in the
tables, the proposed C), criterion is capable of selecting the true number of groups as
well as the true number of group-specific pervasive factors.

Finally, we discuss the regression coefficient estimation results. The simulation re-
sults for the parameter estimates of B are reported in Table 2. Because the length of
3 is very long, we report the estimation results for the true predictors (Bl, Bo, Bg)’ , and
that for the first three wrong predictors (B4, B5, Bﬁ). We point out that the remain-
ing elements of 3 (i.e., By, Bs, ...,) are similar to the estimation results of (34, Bs, Bﬁ).
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As shown in Table 2, the parameters are well estimated in the simulation studies.
Furthermore, the accuracy improves as the size of the panel increases.

We point out that the proposed method implicitly assumes that each group should
not be completely overlapped. Additional experiments that we have performed suggest
that group separation, coming from the observable parts of X;3, or coming from the
group-specific factor structures f, Ay, or both, is important. In summary, our simu-
lation results show that the proposed C, criterion works well in selecting the number of
groups and the number of group-specific pervasive factors. Furthermore, the regression
coefficients 3 are estimated very well.

7 Analysis of US mutual fund styles

A mutual fund is a portfolio of financial assets managed by a professional institution
on behalf of its clients. It is common that the professional institutions manage clients’
assets according to a particular investment style, which defines the nature of the fund.
There are well known criteria that define the investment styles, for example, “Value”
and “Growth”, “Large Cap” and “Small Cap”, etc. To provide investors with a guide to
the mutual funds market, some professional institutions issue classifications of existing
mutual funds according to the investment objectives stated by the funds. Practically,
one may rely on the institutional classification scheme; however, it does not always
provide consistent and representative peer groups of fund styles. In this section, we
aim at grouping mutual funds and identifying their styles by analyzing the time series
of past returns of each mutual fund.

7.1 Data and model

We analyze T' = 85 monthly returns y;; for N = 536 US mutual funds, collected from
Thomson Financial Datastream database for October 2003 to October 2010. Here we
focus mainly on the four mutual fund styles: Small Capital & Growth, Large Capital
& Growth, Small Capital & Value, and Large Capital & Value.

The specified model is

7 7
Yie = 60 + Z yi,t—sﬁs + Z ui,twﬁw + MkttﬁMkt + HMLtﬁHML + SMBtﬂSMB

s=1 w=1

+LTRBrrr + STRBsrr + MomyBurom + f;i,t)\gi,i + €it,

i=1,...,N, t =1,...,T, where wjp, = > ;_oI(yir—x > 0) is the number of past
months such that a positive return is realized, and I(-) is an indicator function that
takes the values 1 or 0. Therefore u; 4, is the cumulative sum of the months with
positive monthly returns. Fama and French (1993) suggested that an asset return
model on a stock index can be constructed using three different weighted averages of
the portfolio values: one based on size (SMB), another based on the book-to-market
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ratio (HML), and the third based on excess return (Mkt) on the market. We also
used the long-term return reversal factor (RTR), the short-term return reversal factor
(STR), and the momentum factor (Mom). These factors are obtained from the Fama
and French database.

7.2 Results

We applied the proposed model selection criterion, C),, to select simultaneously the
number of groups, the number of group-specific pervasive factors and the size of the
regularization parameter. We set the possible numbers of group-specific pervasive fac-
tors to range from zero to eight. Thus, the maximum number of group-specific pervasive
factors was set to eight. The number of groups ranges from one to nine, i.e., Spax = 9.
Possible candidates for the regularization parameter x are k = {10,1,0.1,0.01,0.001}.

As a result, the selected number of groups is S = 6. A two-way table of the grouping
output against the four mutual fund styles is provided in Table 3. The two classification
schemes appear to be similar in several respects, although the classification based on
the mutual fund names is more parsimonious than in our grouping. Memberships
overlap considerably for the constructed groups and the classification by name. The
distribution of the funds’ memberships is easy to interpret according to mutual fund
names. For example, the constructed group 6 (G6) corresponds to Small Capital
& Growth. However, Small Capital & Growth mutual funds are divided into other
groups. Group 1 contains 64 Small Capital & Growth mutual funds and the “Growth”
factor plays a main role. Groups 2 and 4 contain 19 and 14 Small Capital & Growth
mutual funds and the “Small” factor is the most important characteristic. Group 3
mostly contains Large Capital & Growth mutual funds. Therefore, both “Large” and
“Growth” factors may characterize the fund returns. Group 5 is the group in which
“Large” and “Value” factors might be related. The comparisons in Table 3 show the
potential of the proposed method. The agreements between the two schemes suggest
that our procedure succeeds in recognizing the fundamental differences among funds.

The selected numbers of group-specific pervasive factors are ry =4, ro = 3, r3 = 3,
ry = 3, r5 = 2, rg = 3, respectively. Therefore, there are group-specific pervasive fac-
tors that explain the mutual fund returns within the groups. The estimated regression
coefficients {Bs, Bw|s,w = 1,...,7} are estimated as zero, which partially implies that
the return prediction from the historical information is difficult. We found that the
estimated regression coefficients on the style factors {@Mkt, BHML, - BMom} are also
zero. This result makes sense because the investment styles (i.e., a sensitivity to the
set of investment style factors {Mkt,, HM Ly, SM B;, LT Ry, ST Ry, Mom,}) are differ-
ent among the set of 536 mutual funds. In Section 8, we introduce the model with
heterogeneous regression coefficients that vary over the groups.

Table 4 provides the correlations between the estimated group-specific pervasive fac-
tors and the Fama and French (1993) factors (Mkt, HML, SMB), Short-Term Reversal
Factor (STR), Long-Term Reversal Factor (LTR), and Momentum Factor (Mom). If
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the absolute value of the correlations are larger than 0.18, 0.22, and 0.29, the corre-
sponding significance levels are 10%, 5% and 1%, respectively. From the table, we
make the following observations. First, the Mkt factors are mainly related to the first
group-specific pervasive factor for all six groups. In particular, the magnitude of the
correlation is the highest among those with other styles. Second, the SMB factor is
highly related to the first group-specific pervasive factor of group 1, while it has a
very low correlation with the factors of other groups. Third, the HML factor has high
correlations with the group-specific pervasive factors of groups 1 and 2. Fourth, the
momentum factor, short-term return reversal factor, and long-term return reversal fac-
tor also play an important role as the high-level correlations show. Fifth, some of the
estimated group-specific pervasive factors have low correlations with the six observable
investment styles (Mkt, HML, SMB, STR, LTR, and Mom). For example, the second
group-specific pervasive factor of group 5 has very low correlation with these variables.
It would be interesting to explore some possible investment styles that have a large
correlation with such factors. Overall, the estimated group-specific pervasive factors
vary over the groups.

8 Heterogeneous group-specific coeflicients

The model (1) can be extended to the heterogeneous group-specific coefficients
Y = By, + fo Agi+eip, i=1,... N, t=1...T, (9)

where the p; x 1 vector 3, contains the unknown regression coefficients for each group.
The regression coefficient is group-specific, but not individual-specific. It may be of
interest to extend the model to individual-dependent coefficients, which is not studied
in this paper. The model assumptions are the same as in Section 2.1, except we need
to modify Assumption D as follows.

Assumption D’: Observable predictors

(D1') For the matrices D;, E; and L; defined in Assumption D of Section 2.1, we
assume
D;— L\E;'L;
is positive definite for all Fj such that FjF;/T = I and for all groupings with a
positive fraction of membership. Assumption D2 is maintained.
(D2 ): The vector of predictor @; satisfies max;<;<y T X;[|? = O,(N?®) with a <
1/16. We also assume N/T? — 0.

In D2'; we now require o < 1/16 instead of a < 1/8. Again, this is much weaker
than assuming x;; has exponential tails. Assumption D’ ensures the existence of the
asymptotic variance matrix of the estimated regression coefficients. This condition is
used for the proof of consistency.
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8.1 Estimation procedure

Under a given number of groups S, number of factors rq, ..., rg, and size of the SCAD
penalty s, our estimator {3, ..., Bg, G, F1, ..., Fs, A1, ..., Ag} is defined as the minimizer
of

Lnt(By, .., Bs, G, F1, ..., Fs, Ay, ..., Ag)

s s
- Z Z ||y1 - X“Bsh - ngAgi,i

|2+ZNT-p,W (|’8]|)7

J=1149i=j J=1

subject to the constraints on the factor and factor loading matrix imposed in Section
2.

Given the group membership G and the values of regression coefficient 3;, the
factor structures are estimated as described in Section 2. Given the group membership
G and the factor structures, the regression coefficients 3; can be updated. It is easy
to see that, for any given values of B, and FjA;; (j = 1,...,S), the optimal assignment
for each individual unit is: gf = argmin;c, 77|y, — XiB; — FiNiill® + peq(1851)-
The estimates of 3, {F;,A;; j=1,...,S}, and G = {g1, ..., gn } depend on each other,
the estimators are obtained by almost the same procedures as in Section 2.

8.2 Asymptotic results

Here, we use {FJQ, j =1,...,5} to denote the true parameter values of the group-specific
factors F; that satisfies Assumptions A, B, C, D’ and E. As N and T increase, we
claim that the estimated factors are consistent in the sense of some averaged norm,
which will be specified below. We have the following theorem.

Theorem 6 : Consistency. Under Assumptions A, B, C, D' and E, kK — 0 and
min{N;, T} X k — 00 as T, N — o0, the estimators 3; are consistent

HB]_/B(J)H :Op(1)7 for j: 17"'757
In addition, {Fj, j=1,...,8} are consistent in the sense of
T2\ Fy — FYHj|| = 0,(1),
where H;' =V np(FOF;/T) Y (AYAY/N;) ™Y, and Vjn,r satisfies

N
1 . N P
J

49i=J

The estimates of B,..,8s, {Fj,A;; 7 = 1,..,5}, and G € {g1,...,gn} depend
on each other, and we therefore denote the estimator of group membership g; as
gi(Bl, ...,BS, F ,A) in the following theorem. The following theorem shows that the
estimated group membership converges to the true group membership as 7" and N
goes to infinity.
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Theorem 7 : Consistency of the estimator of group membership. Suppose
that the assumptions in Theorem 6 hold. Then, for all T >0 and T, N — oo, we have

P ( b [s(Brsn Bes P ) — ] > o) 1) o(N/T,

€{1,...,N}

where F = {Fy, ..., Fs} and A = {A;, ..., Ag}.

Let us define Bl, ceey BS, Fi, ..., Fg, Ay, ..., Ag as the infeasible version of our estimator
where group membership is fixed to its population G°. It is defined as the minimizer
of Ly7r(By...,B4,G°, Fy, ..., Fs, Ay, ..., Ag) subject to the usual constraints. Theorem 7
shows that, under a certain condition, our estimator {Bl, . BS, Fi, ... Fg, A, ..., AS} is
asymptotically equivalent to the infeasible estimates Bl, ey BS, Fi,..,Fs,Ay, ..., Ag as
N and T tend to infinity. If for some b > 0, N/T® — 0 as both N and T tend to infinity
simultaneously, the proposed estimator Bj, FJ ( =1,...,5) and the infeasible estimator
B, Fj (7 =1,...,5) with known population groups are asymptotically equivalent.

In the next theorem, we provide the asymptotic normality and the variable selection
consistency. Let ,8? = (B] 1 ,B] 9 ) be the true parameter vector such that 632 =0. We
denote the corresponding estimate as ,@j = (B;J, 632) We show that P(ﬁ 2 =0) will

converges to 1 as N, T — oo. Also, the parameter estimate ,6j71 is the asymptotically
normal.

Assumption F’

Let X; 5,40 be the submatrix of X corresponding to columns of the nonzero elements of
the parameter vector 3;. Let ¢; be the number of nonzero elements of 3; (j = 1, ..., 5).
For the nonrandom positive definite matrix JO(F]Q),

Z )ei —a N(0, Jo(FY)),

i:gd=j

m

where Z;,(Ff) = X[ 5 oMpo—N;" 305 00 ¢10i X, g Mpo, with ¢ = AOO KAFAY/N) TN,
and Jo(F}) is the probability hmlt of

F}) T Z Z Z;i(F}) Elei€l) Z(F)-

Then, we have the following theorem.

Theorem 8 : Asymptotic normality and variable selection consistency As-
sume that the assumptions in Theorems 6 and 7 and F' hold. Then, \/N; T(,B o)

g1 gl
15 asymptotically normal with mean ’U? and variance—covariance matrix Vg(FJO), i.€.,
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\ /N]-T(BL1 — ,3?’1) —q N (v}, V5(F})). Moreover, the following variable selection con-
sistency holds:

~

for g =1,.... 5. Here, the variance—covariance matrix ng(FjQ) 18
VB(FJQ) = DO(Ejo)il‘]O(Fj?)DO(FjO)il
where DO(FJQ) is the probability limit of

1 1
N]T ](RT%

D(F?° —
(F3, k) TNT

lngFJQXi - — > uX] Mo X,

N k:g)=j

ig)=j

with 3j(kr) = diag {ple, (181 )/1Bjals -+ Doy r(Bj.a; 1)/ Bj.q; |} where g; is the number
of nonzero elements of ,32, and v}, is the probability limit of

T - _ N; - _
N, X DU )7y 4o x DU mr) 6,

where

S (FUEON T AN
(= NTZ > XIMp QF; —=+ N Ago.is

J

irgd=j kigd=j
FYF? AN Eleley]
— 7777 7 k
n; = NTZZX V}’ (T) (Nl))\gg’k(T)7
i:gd=j k:gd=j J
with ¢jps = N (AYAY/N;) T N0 5, and Vig = N7' 304 0 €5 X

The proof of the theorem is given in the Appendix.

8.3 Determining the number of groups/factors

Taking into account the consistency of the proposed model selection criterion, we again
suggest minimization of the predictive measure

A

Fg}\gz b(ky, ..., ks, k).

]f i35, =7

The first term on the right-hand side measures the goodness of fit of the model whereas
the second term is a penalty that depends on the complexity of the model. It remains
to construct a proper estimator of the penalty term. We have the following result.
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Theorem 9 Under the assumptions of Theorems 6-8, the penalty term is

S S
. 1
b(kl,...,ks, Zﬁ (F /€ +Zk] ng(T,Nl,...,NS),
j=1 j=1
where Kj, =23, ,Bﬂéo/(]\f T) with X, i,9,20 being the submatriz of X; such

that the corresponding cofumns contain a nonvamshmg component of the parameter
estimate, and Vs(F}, k) = D(F]Q, k)~ 1J(P}Q)D(F}Q, k)~1. Here J(FJQ) and D(FJQ, K) are
defined in Assumption F' and Theorem 8. The function g;(T, Ny, ..., Ng) satisfies (a)
g;(T, Ny, ..., Ng) — 0 and (b) min{N, T} x g;(T, N1, ..., Ng) — 00 as T, N — oc.

Using the same investigations in Section 4, we have the following criterion:

Cp<k17“'7k55 = NTZ Z Hyz Xﬁgl gz gz» |
7=14;G,=j
S
N; (T + N;
52200
+ZNT K Val K)}+;/€]O' -~ ( T )lg(TN) (10)

A . . . _ S ~ A A
where 62 is a consistent estimate of (NT') ™' 327, 3% o_; [y, —XiBgo— Fyo Ago,[|*. Under
the criterion, the numbers of factors are consistently estimated.

Similar to the C), criterion, 6% provides proper scaling for the penalty term. In
applications, it can be replaced by its consistent estimator. Finally, we provide the fol-
lowing theorem, which states that the value of S can also be identified as the minimizer
of the preceding information criterion.

Theorem 10 Let S be the minimizer of the proposed Cp(k1, ..., ks, k) criterion in (10).
The determined number of groups, S, converges in probability to the true number of
groups So as T, N — oc.

9 Analysis of China’s mainland stock markets

The relative strengths of industry versus exchange-listed effects can be of major impor-
tance for equity portfolio managers. If market-listed effects dominate, then primary
consideration can be given to the market allocation decision. In contrast, if China’s
mainland stock market integration is reducing the distinction between markets, then
an industry-first investment process may be more appropriate.

There are two stock exchange markets in mainland China: the Shanghai and Shen-
zhen stock exchanges. Because of the location of the markets, the underlying asset
return structure of the Shanghai stock exchange may be different from that of the
Shenzhen stock exchange.
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In these markets, two types of shares are traded, namely A- and B-shares. Al-
though A- and B-shares are listed and traded in the mainland market, the former are
denominated in RMB and were originally traded only among Chinese citizens, whereas
the latter are denominated in foreign currencies and were originally traded among non-
Chinese citizens or among Chinese residing overseas. The Chinese government launched
the qualified foreign institutional investors (QFII) policy in 2003 and introduced for-
eign investors into the domestic A-share market. Although Chinese mainlanders have
been eligible to trade B-shares with legal foreign currency accounts since March 2001,
the mainlanders may prefer to trade only in A-shares because of the currency barrier.
It therefore seems plausible that the underlying asset return structure of A-shares is
different from that of B-shares.

This paper investigates empirical questions such as the following: How many groups
exist in the stock markets in mainland China? How many group-specific pervasive
factors exist in the stock markets in mainland China? What types of observable risk
factors explain the stocks in each group? Finally, how can the unobservable factors be
understood in terms of observable variables in the economy?

9.1 Data

We use monthly excess returns of the Shanghai and Shenzhen stock exchanges from
Standard & Poor (S&P)’s Datastream Database. We consider an approximately eight-
year sample, covering March 2002 to October 2010, and systematically exclude stocks
with missing returns data. We calculate excess returns by subtracting the interest
rate on the one-month interbank offer rate from the individual stock returns. The
above filtering procedure yields 1,039 A-share firms and 102 B-share firms, listed on
the Shanghai stock exchange and the Shenzhen stock exchange respectively.

Numerous studies have analyzed the stock market reaction of developed countries
to changes in macroeconomic variables (Fama (1981), Chen et al. (1986), Fama and
French (1989)). Therefore, for the observable risk factors, we use two macroeconomic
variables: macroeconomic climate leading index and the money supply. We also use
commodity prices because they are a major cost factor for various economic activities in
China. Therefore, commodity prices include the prices of industrial metal, aluminum,
copper, crude oil, natural gas and nickel. In addition to these, we use the gold price
and the silver price, which affect the price of alternatives to these financial instruments.
Currency movements directly affect the earnings of Chinese firms. In this paper, we
use the Chinese yuan to US dollar exchange rate, the Chinese yuan to Japanese yen
exchange rate, the Chinese yuan to euro exchange rate, and the Chinese yuan to HK
dollar exchange rate. Finally, international stock market conditions may affect China’s
mainland stock markets. Therefore, we use the S&P 500 index, the MSCI World index,
the MSCI Europe index, TOPIX, the Hang Seng index, as well as the MSCI China
index.
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9.2 Result

We fit the model (9) by minimizing the objective function. Then, we applied the
proposed model-selection criterion, C), to select simultaneously the number of groups
S, the number of group-specific pervasive factors, and the size of the regularization
parameter k. We set the maximum number of groups to Spn.x = 20. The possible
number of group-specific pervasive factors r; range from 0 to 20. Although we set the
maximum number of possible factors more than 20, this number may be enough based
on the stock market analysis of other countries (see for e.g., Fama and French (1993)).
Possible candidates for the regularization parameter x are k = {10,1,0.1,0.01,0.001}.

The estimated number of groups is S = 6 because this achieved the smallest value of
the proposed model-selection criterion, C),. This suggests that there are approximately
six groups in the Chinese mainland stock markets. Hereafter we denote each of these
six groups as G1~G6. As the market/industry classifications are known, a two-way
table of the estimated group membership g; against these classifications is provided
in Table 5. The nominal classification schemes are based on: 1. Location of stock
exchanges, 2. Types of share (A-share or B-share), and 3. Industry. The estimated
group memberships appear to be more related to the A-share/B-share classification
rather than to the other two factors. Group G5 is comprised of almost exclusively
(approximately 90%) B-shares. Although group G3 also contains A-shares, we suspect
that the international investors are also buying the A-shares included in group G3.
This indicates that the investors may first consider the types of share (A-share/B-
share) rather than the industry or stock exchanges.

The estimated number of group-specific pervasive factors is: 3 group-specific perva-
sive factors with respect to groups G3 and G5, 2 group-specific pervasive factors with
respect to groups G2, G4 and G5, and 1 group-specific pervasive factor with respect
to group G1. Although the group G1 is a mix of A-shares and B-shares, the number
of group-specific pervasive factors of this group is smaller than that of group G5.

The estimated group-specific pervasive factors do not have an immediate economic
interpretation. We therefore further explore the economic meanings of the estimated
factors in each group. In this paper, we regress the estimated group-specific pervasive
factors fjk,t (j=1,...,8k=1,...,r;) on some economic factors z; fjk’t = 2k T €k
and then conduct statistical significance tests of the least squares estimate ;.

To make a link between the estimated group-specific pervasive factors, we consider
the following four observable market variables: the Chicago Board Options Exchange
(CBOE) volatility index, market excess returns of A-shares, market excess returns of
B-shares, and two factors considered by Fama and French (1993), HML and SMB. We
calculated the market excess returns of A-shares by subtracting the interest rate on
the one-month interbank offered rate from the average return of the Shanghai stock
exchange A-share price index and the Shenzhen stock exchange A-share price index.
The market excess returns of B-shares are calculated in the same way. The HML factor
accounts for the spread in returns between value and growth stocks, and thus shows
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the value premium. SMB measures the historic excess returns of small caps over big
caps. These variables are computed using Chinese data.

Table 6 summarizes the results. In Table 6, for each factor, the first row corre-
sponds to the estimated regression coefficients, whereas the second row corresponds to
the standard deviations. In the table, stars (***) (**) and (*) mean that the estimated
regression coefficient is statistically significant at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, respec-
tively. We can see from Table 6 that for the first group-specific pervasive factor, the
first element of f, , relates to the market excess returns of A-shares. This is expected
because all groups contain many A-shares, and even for group G5, the number of A-
shares exceeds the number of B-shares. Furthermore, the size factor SMB also relates
to the first group-specific pervasive factor. Contrary to findings for the US market, the
book-to-market ratio factor (HML) is weakly related to the estimated factors. As we
expected, the group-specific factors of group G1 relate strongly to the market excess
returns of B-shares as well as A-shares. With respect to VIX, the group-specific fac-
tors of group G1 an G3 are weakly related. We suspect that the investors in B-shares
are monitoring the volatility index. Overall, we can see some differences among the
group-specific pervasive factors.

From Theorem 8, we can implement a statistical significance test for the estimated
regression coefficients Bk k=1,...,6. Thus, we can check whether the regression coef-
ficients Bk for each security are statistically significant. Table 7 shows the statistically
significant observable risk factors for each group. In the table, stars (***), (**) and
(*) mean that the observable risk factor is statistically significant at the 1%, 5%, and
10% levels, respectively.

Table 7 presents the following results. First, together with the results of Table
6, market excess returns of A-shares, and size factor SMB exist in each group. This
indicates that although the set of observable risk factors listed in the table may affect
the shares in all groups, the major factors are these two extracted factors. Second,
groups G2~G6 are partially explained by the money supply. Furthermore, a leading
indicator of the macroeconomic climate index is one of the risk factors for groups
G4~G6. Thus, Chinese macroeconomic variables are important for explaining asset
returns. The exchange rate of the Chinese yuan to the U.S. dollar has a large impact
on the excess returns of groups G1~G4. Third, table 7 shows that the S&P 500 and
TOPIX are important factors for the group G5. Although other stock market indexes
are not included, this does not indicate that the other markets are completely ignored.
This is because these five stock market indexes are highly correlated and, thus, some
of the indexes are sufficient for explaining the fluctuations of individual stock returns.

The empirical results show that the number of unobservable and observable factors
varies across groups. Group GbH is subject to a total of ten factors, including three
group-specific pervasive factors and seven observable risk factors. In contrast, group
G1 is subject to two group-specific pervasive factors and three observable risk factors.
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10 Conclusion

The proposed panel data modeling procedures provide a flexible yet parsimonious ap-
proach to capturing unobserved heterogeneity. The regression parameters, unobserv-
able factor structure, and group membership were all estimated jointly. The lasso
approach allows us to implement the model estimation procedure easily. We provided
a novel argument of consistency, which is the most difficult part to obtain. We also
proposed a Cj,-type model selection criterion. The Monte Carlo results showed that
the proposed procedure performed well. The proposed procedure is then applied to
the study of US mutual fund style analysis. A two-way table of the grouping output
against the four mutual fund styles showed that our procedure succeeds in recognizing
the fundamental differences among funds.

We also consider heterogeneous regression coefficients that varies over the groups.
Asymptotic normality and the variable selection consistency of the estimated hetero-
geneous coefficients were again obtained. To determine the number of group-specific
factors, the magnitude of the regularization parameter and the number of groups, we
again developed a C)-type model selection criterion for selecting these quantities.

The proposed modeling procedure was then applied to the analysis of the two Chi-
nese mainland stock markets, the Shanghai and Shenzhen stock exchanges. The em-
pirical result showed that there are approximately six groups in the Chinese mainland
stock markets. Using the proposed variable selection procedure, the set of important
predictors for each group were determined. We also found that the set of relevant pre-
dictors varied over the groups. Moreover, we provided a partial solution to the issue of
how to interpret the constructed unobservable factors from an economic perspective.
Again, the number of group-specific factors and their interpretations varied over the
groups.
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Appendix

We first introduce some notations to be used. Let G° = {¢?, ..., g%} and G = {g1, ..., gn }
denote, respectively, the population grouping and any grouping of the cross-sectional
units into S groups. Thus for each i, we have g; € {1,...,5}. Let G be the collec-
tion of all such groupings. That is, G = {(91,92,--,9n); ¢; € (1,2,....,.5)}. Define
Fo = {(Fyy, s Fyp)i (91,92, -,98) € G, FIF; /T = 1,,,1 < j < S}. The element of G
is denoted by G and the element of Fg is denoted by Fg. Each G = (g1, ...,9n) € G is
associated with an element Fi; = (Fy,, ..., F,,) in Fg. The true regression coefficient is
denoted by 3% Fgb and )\2?71. are the true factor and factor loading of individual .

Lemma A1l

Under the Assumptions of Theorem 1,

EZXMFmv-<T”ﬂ+@wH®,
Geg FGE]’—Q

1 ;o
su — A% TFY M ell=0 T-1/4 +0 N-L/A4 ’
Geg,Fge]:g ||NT ; g%,i £ gy, | o( ) ( )

N
! : —-1/2 -1/2
GeG,FgeFg H NT ; Fy, H p( ) p( )

where Mg, =1 —Fy,F, /T and Pr, = F, F, |T;
Proof of Lemma A1. The proof of Lemma Al is similar to that of Lemma A1 of Bai
(2009), also see Bonhomme and Manresa (2012). Lemma Al is due to the boundedness
of S. If S is allowed to increase, the right hand side of the equations should be multiplied
by S. Because S is fixed, it is absorbed into the O, term. First note that 77| F,, ||> = r;
if g; = j. Thus T-Y2||F,| < \/7“_] < /r, where r = max{ry,r2,...,7s}. In addition,
THX{F, || < r'PT12YIXG]| = Oy(1).

Consider the first clalm in the lemma. From = N Xle; = O, (NT)™V/?), it is

sufficient to consider SN X|Pr, ei = 52 Zl | XiFy Fye;. Its norm is bounded

by

1 N
NZ 17
i=1

Next,

N
_ 1 - 1/2
N el < Vi S Imexg?) (5 EMTm 2)"
=1

N 1 N S 1 1 N S 1
! 2 _ - / 2 / 2
; TFgﬁzH —NZHZN%—J)?FJ‘&H SN;;HTFJ&H

i=1  j=1

<S sup Z ||—F’52||2
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where the supremum with respect to F' is taken over F' such that F'F/T = I.. The
latter was shown to be O,(N~/2) +0,(T~/?) by Bai (2009). Taking the squared-root
gives the desired result. The proofs for the remaining two claims are similar. [J

Proof of Theorem 1

Here, we will prove |3 — B°> = O,(T~"*) + O,(N~Y*) and X||Fy) — FII? =
O,(T~Y8) + O, (N~V/®), where (0(1),0(2)...,0(S)) is a permutation of (1,2, ..., S). The
result ||B — B°||2 = O,(T~*) + O,(N~/*) will be used in the proof of Lemma A.2.

Let G = {g1, ..., gn} denote an arbitrarily given grouping of the N cross-sectional
units (¢; € {1,2,...,5}). Let N; denote the number of cross-sectional units within the
jth group (j =1, 2,. S) with N = Ny + Ny +---+ Ng. The true population grouping
is denoted by G° = e G%)-

/\

(
The estimator {[‘3 G Fl, o Fo Ay, AS} is defined as the minimizer of

LNT(/67 G7 Fl? "'7FS7A17 "'7AS>
N
D o llyi = XiB— FyAy,
=1

subject to the constraints F/F;/T = I (j = 1,...,5), AjA; (j = 1,...,S) being diag-
onal. Here A; = (A1, ..., Ajn;) is the 7; x N; factor loading matrix (j = 1,...,5) for
the group-specific factors.

il + NT - pry (18])

We first show that 3 is consistent for B°. Without loss of generality, we assume
B° = 0 for notational simplicity and we concentrate out the factor loadings through
Aj = WIF;(F[F;)™" = W/F;/T where W; = (w1, ..., w; n,) such that w;; =y, — X3
for g; = j. Note that the set of estimates {3,G, I, ..., Fs, A1, ..., Ag} that jointly
minimizes the objective function Lyr(8,G, Fi, ..., Fs, A1, ..., Ag), and the set of esti-
mates {,@, G, Fy, ... F s} that jointly minimizes the following concentrated and centered
objective function

UNT(/37G7 Fla ---vFS)

N
= o | XBY M, (y, — XiB) | + 1 (1)) ZeMFo ‘.
=1

are the same. The term —= NT Z elM oo ,€i is for the purpose of centering. It does not
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depend on unknown parameters.
Noting that the true data generating process is y, = F;o)\go,i + & (X;8° = 0), the
objective function Uynr(3, G, F1, ..., Fg) is further expressed as

UNT(BvGaF17"'7FS)
N
/ 1 / 0
—- 38 <—NT;XiMFg )B+—Z>\ M, FoALo
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N
1
28" N7 Z XiMr, FoXrg,

N
1
/ !
+20 (WZ&M%%)
—1—2—2)\ MFQ €z+—Z€ PFO _PFg )€2+pnv<|5|)

Lemma A1l implies that the fourth to the sixth terms are bounded by O,(T~/*) +
O,(N~Y4) (assuming B3 is bounded) uniformly over the parameter space. By choosing
k to be small, we make the last penalty term also this order of magnitude. Thus we
have

Unt(B,G, Fy, ..., Fs) = Un1(B,G, Fy, ..., Fs) + O, (T7*) + O, (N4, (11)
uniformly over the parameter space, where

Unr(B,G, Fy, ..., Fs)

S
B (TZZXMF" ) B+ 57 2 3 X P M, Xy,
Jj=1igi=j

J=1 i;g;
0
+28' | 7 ;gz X Mp, FpAj (12)
We rewrite U NT as
) s
Unr(8,G, Fy, ... Fs) = Y [BD;B+ (SE;C; +26'L¢,]

j=1

where D;, Ej, L; and ¢; are
1 .
Dj = ﬁ Z X{MpyXZ, Ej = dlag{Ejl, . Ejg},
4.9i=J
L (L;l’ 7L_/]S)/ C] - (C;l”C;S)/7
with Ejy., L, and €, (k= 1,...,S) being
1
Ejk = N Z (A2,2A2,1/> ® ]Tv Cjk = VeC(MFjFIS)7
7‘791:]ag?:k
1
Lik = wp | Z Abi @ Mp, X
i:9i=5,90=
Completing the square of Unr(8,G, Fy, ..., Fs), we have
0NT(/87G7F17" 7FS) (13)

S
%[ﬂ’ (ZD ZL 1L)ﬁ+z ¢i+ BLE)E;(¢; + Ef ' L;B)
j=1
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By Assumption D, the matrix Z i Dj — Z i L 1L is positive definite. Also, E;
is semi-positive definite, so UNT(,B, G,F,...,Fs ) Z 0 for all (8,G, Fy, ..., Fs). Further
note that

Unr(B°,GO FY, ..., F3) =0

This can be easily seen from (12) by replacing 3 by 8% = 0 and M FoF = 0 for
g =6 =7 (=12,..8). Note that we use the notation 5° = 0. Otherw1se I}
should be replaced by 3 — 3°.

Evaluate (11) at (3°, GO, F?, ..., F9), and noting Unp(8°, GO, F?, ..., F2) = 0,

Op(T V) + O)(N"VY) = Unp(8°,G°, FY, ..., FQ)
> UNT(ﬁ G ﬁl,.. FS)
= UNT(ﬁ G Fl, ...,F )+Op(T*1/4) +Op(N*1/4),

The last equality follows from by evaluating (11) at (B, G, Fi, .. FS) Combined with
Unr(8, G, Fy, .. FS) > 0, it must be

UNT(B) é? Fl? RS FS) = OP(T_1/4) + OP(N_1/4)' (14)

Because the two terms in Uy (see equation (13)) are both non-negative, so each term
must be O,(T~Y*4) + O,(N~Y4). Thus (note we used the notation 3° = 0),

1B = BI* = O,(T~*) + O, (N4, (15)

which implies that 3 is consistent for 8°. As discussed in Bai (2009), we cannot
deduce that Fj is consistent for F]QH]-. This is because the number of elements of
FJQ goes to infinity, so the usual consistency is not well defined. However, because
18 — B°| = O,(T~'/8) + O,(N~"/#), the expressions in (12) together with (14) imply
that

S
1
-7 Z Z [Aggﬁi'FgéijFgg)\ggﬁi] — 0,(T%) + O,(N5). (16)
J=1 4;9,=3

We can rewrite (16) as the trace of the following matrix

N N
1 1 R 1 1 N
FEYME P [ D0 1 = DALY o [ EM FP] | D0 10 = A AT
i=1 =1
1 1 & 1 1 &
M ][5 16 = DX AL o [T B M B [ 30 166 = SN ]

N N
1 1 R 1 .
+ [ng,Mﬁng} [N > g = 1)>\%,i>\g,z} +-F [nglMﬁng} [N > (g = S))‘g‘,iAOS/,i]’
i=1 i=1

31



The first line involves distributing the true group 1 individuals over S different esti-
mated groups, the second line involves distributing true group 2 individuals into S
estimated groups, and so on. Because the trace of each term is non-negative and the
sum of the traces is bounded by O,(T~Y/8) + O,(N~'/8), the trace of each term cannot
exceed O, (T~Y%) + O,(N~1/¥).

For ease of exposition and to be concrete, consider the case of S = 3. Then the
above becomes

- 1 - -
_TFP,MﬁlFlo_ All + T
- 1 - - 1 -
+ |G My Fy | Aoy + | By My, Fy | Aso +
- 1 - - 1 -
+ | F My | Ag + | By M, Y| Ago +

1

: 1
—F'Mpg FY | A +

:?F{)’Mﬁg FP: Ay
- 1 -
Ty My, Fy | Asy
- 1 -
T Q’MFBF??_ Ass

where

N
1
Av =5 S UG =AU, hk=1,2,..8.
i=1
The earlier argument shows that
1
tr([fF,S’MFhF,?} Akh) = 0, (T3 + O,(N"3), k,h=1,2,..,8

Let A denote the matrix A = (A4;;). In the following discussion, the first row of A
refers to Ay; (j=1,2,3), and the first column of A refers to A;; (j=1,2,3), etc. Each
row sum of the A;; matrices converges to a positive definite matrix by Assumption, for
example, Ajj 4+ Ajp + Az = S AYAY, where AY is the factor loading matrix associated
with true group 1 individuals. Because we require that each estimated group have a
positive fraction of individuals, each column sum of these matrices also converges to a
positive definite matrix. For example, the first estimated group contains the fraction
of individuals SV 1(g = 1) — ¢; > 0. This implies

A+ Aoy + Az =

N N N
10 = XA [ D016 = DAL+ [ D10 = DAY — w0
(note that the limit is not required to exist, but the lim inf ; being positive is sufficient.
For notational simplicity, we assume the limit exists). From Ay + Ao + Az — ¥y > 0,
one of the three matrices will have a non-zero limit. Suppose the first matrix A;; has

a non-zero limit, so that A;; — Af; > 0, then from tr(FFY Mg FY A1) = O, (T7V%) +
O,(N~Y/8), we must have

1
SFU M Y = Oy(T71%) 4 0, (N 1) (17

because Aj; is positive definite. This implies that

T Fy = FYHL® = Op(T %) + Oy (N71F) (18)
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for some rotation matrix H;.®> Once A;; is assumed to have a non-zero limit, then the
limits of Ag; and Az; must be zero. Otherwise, the same reasoning implies that F 1 will
also be consistent for Fy and FY. This is impossible since a limit is unique.

The preceding argument assumes A;; has a non-zero limit. In case that A,; has a
non-zero limit, then Fl is consistent for FY (and in this case, A;; and As; will have a
zero limit because the limit of F is unique). But this is just a matter of re-labeling (a
permutation). So without loss of generality, we assume the limit of Ay; is nonzero so
that the limits of Ay; and As; are zero.

Next consider the second column of the A matrices. Given that A;; has non-
zero limit, we argue that either Ay or Ass has a non-zero limit. We show this by
a contradiction argument. If not, suppose that both A, and Az, have zero limit.
Then Asz will have a non-zero limit because the row sum for the second row has a
nonzero limit (as argued earlier, each row sum has a positive definite limiting matrix).
Similarly, A3z will also have a nonzero limit because the row sum for the third row
has a nonzero limit (we already know Ag; and Asy have zero limit). This implies that
T I Mg I = Oy(T7 %) + Oy (N~V%) and 7. F5' M, Y = Op(T /%) + O, (N~"/%). This
further implies that Fj is consistent for both FY and FY. This is a contradiction since
the limit is unique. So without loss of generality, we assume Ay has a nonzero limit.
Then we have £ F§'Mp FY = O,(T~'/%) + O,(N~'/%), or equivalently,

J _ _
Iy — PRI = O(T1) + O, (N 1)

for some notational matrix Hs. Since each column can only have a single matrix to
possess a nonzero limit, this implies that A5 and Ay have zero limit.
Next consider the third column (or the third row) of the A matrices. Since we

already obtain that As; and Ass in the third row have zero limit, then As3 must have
a nonzero limit. This implies that +F§' My, F§ = Oy (T7/8) + O,(N~'/%), or

T Ey = F{Hs|* = Op(T %) + O,(N7Y%),

for some Hjs. Again, each column can only have a single matrix with a nonzero limit
by the uniqueness of a limit so that the limits of A;3 and As3 are zero.

The preceding analysis shows that there is a permutation o(-) of {1,2,3} with
o({1,2,3}) = {o(1),0(2),0(3)} such that for each j, we have X||F,;) — FYH||* =
O, (T1/5) + O,(N-1/5),

Using the same argument, in the general case, we can show that for each j €
{1,2,..., S}, there is a permutation of {o(1),...,(5)} such that

J _ _
FllFot) = FJH,|[* = Op(T71%) + Op(N7H).

#To be exact, (17) implies || Py, _PF{JH2 = 0,(T~V/®)+0,(N~1/#), where Pp = Ip—Fy(F1F) = F]
and Ppo is similarly defined (see Bai, 2009, page 1265). That is, the space spanned by Fy and FY
are asymptotically the same. In fact, [Pz — Ppoll* = O,(T~V/®) + O,(N~1/8) is sufficient for our
purpose, and this result is used in the proof of Lemma A2 below. A direct proof of (18) requires
additional argument.
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This result is similar to that of Bonhomme and Manresa (2012, p.51). By simple
re-labeling of the elements of o(j), we take o(j) = j so that

1, - _ _ .
=IE - FOH;|? = Op(T7V®) + O,(N7V®) |j=1,2,..,8 (19)
This proves Theorem 1. [J

To proof Theorem 2, we use the following lemma.

Lemma A2

Under the Assumptions of Theorem 1, for all j € {1,2,...,S}, we have

~

1 .
(@) max (B — B) XiMp Xi(B — B) = 0p(1),

1 ~
(%) iegl.é?{N} T(BO B 5)/X£ij Ff??)‘ggzi = 0,(1),

A

()  max (8, —BYXIMp e = o,(1)

ie{l,.,.N} T
1 - ! .
@ s 1 (X080 )+ RN+ o) oy~ M) (X080 — B) + EN + ) = (1),

Proof of Lemma A2. Consider (a). Note that XMy X; < X;X;, thus

~

1 A~
HIZ?LX T('BO - ﬁ)/Xz(Mﬁ‘in(/BO - /3)
< max %(ﬂo — B)/XgXi(,@o - B)
< 18- BIP x (sl Xif?)

From Assumption (D2), maxj<;<y T X;[|? = O(N®). Together with |3, — B|* =
O,(T~Y*) + O,(N~/4), we have

1 A - N® —1
m?“f(ﬁo - B) XiMFin(/BO -B8)<0, (77/4) + 0, <N1/4—a> '

(2

From Assumption D2 on «, both terms are o,(1). This proves part (a).
Next, consider (b). Similar to the proof of (a), we have

1 N
max ?(BO - B) XM, Fgo?)\ggyi

A 1 1/2
< 18- Bl x (max Xy )

IN

A 1 1/2 1 1/2
10— Bl x (FIFRIE)  x (FmaxX?) 0,01
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Ne/? 1
= 0O (Tl/B) +0p (Nl/Ba/Z) ’

by Assumption D2, where we assume max; ||’\2?,i||2 < C < oo and T*1||X{Fé%)|| <
THX - I1Fpl = T2 X;|| x Oy(1). The two terms in the last line are o,(1) and
thus part (b) is proved. It is easy to relax the assumption max; ||/\29,7;||2 <(C < o0
by allowing the upper bound to be increasing with N, or by considering the product
max; (|| X;| - H}\S?JH) to be increasing with N.

Part (c) is proved in a similar manner. For part (d), note that M i — Mpo =
PF]Q — ij. We have

1 A ! A
= (X8 = B) + Fop, +&:) (Mg, — Myo) (Xi(By — B) + Fp Mo, + &)

T

= By~ BYXIM X,(Bo — B) + (B — BY X{Myo Xi(8, — B)
P2\ FY M, X8y — B) + 20 N F My X,(8, — B)
28y — BY XM+ 278, — BY X Mpge
+%}\2£)7iFg()§§(PF]{J — Pp)Fp Ao, +
+2%A2§7iF§§(PFJo — Pp)ei + %sg(PFJO — Pp e

=ni+ I+ + Iy

Parts (a)-(c) of Lemma A2 imply that the first six terms are o0,(1) uniformly in ¢. Using
HPF]Q — PFjH < T2 F) — EyH;|| = O,(T~Y19) + O,(N~1/19), we have

1. / 1
A i Fgh (Pro = Pe ) EpXNG | < 1Py — Proll - [ Fb1* - A il

But max; 7 [| F[|* < maxj<s [[F7[|* = O,(1) and max; [A) [|* < C' < oo by assump-
tion, the 7th term is shown to be O,(T~/16) + O,(N~1/16) = 0,(1). The proof of the
last two term being 0,(1) is similar. For example,

1 1
|7&i(Pry — Pr)eill < |1Ps, = Proll - lleal”
The assumption of exponential tails on &; implies that |je;[|> = 4| 3/_ cuf® is a

smaller order than O,(T%/1%) + O,(N'/16) for large T, uniformly in . Thus its product
with HPF]Q — Py, || is 0,(1) uniformly in ¢. This proves Lemma A2. [

Proof of Theorem 2

Note that g; satisfies



Using y, = X;8° + F;QASQ’Z- + g;, we have

Y~ XB) My (v~ XiP)
= 2 (X8~ B + FNy + ) My, (X(By — B) + F9 MY +e.)
= % (Xi(ﬁO - B)+ Fgog))‘S%i + Ei)l Mo (Xi(ﬁo —B) + ng}*?g,i + gi)
+% <X¢(ﬁo ~B)+ FgO?Aggﬁ + a)l (M, — Myo) (XZ-(BO ~B)+ Fgogkgg’i n €i> ‘

By Lemma A2, the last expression is o,(1) uniformly in ¢. The terms involves (B - 3%
are also 0,(1) uniformly in 4, again by Lemma A2. Thus

%(y - Xiﬁ)/MFj(y ~ X,8) = % <F90?)\2?7i + €i>/ Mo (F;?)\S?’i + €¢> + 0,(1)
Expanding the right hand side, we rewrite the above as
=y~ XY M (y — X.5)
%Ag?,i/F%/MFngog’)‘g?,i + %)‘(g}?,i/FgglMFfsi + %‘SQMFJO& +op(1) (g7 #J)
- %EQMF;)?& +0,(1) (g0 =)

where 0,(1) is uniform in i. We have used the fact that M F]QF;)Q =0if ¢ = .

To compare =(y — XiB)/ij(y — XiB) for j # ¢° and j = ¢, define the event A,
such that

1 I o 2 I ol 1
Aij = {TAE?’Z F;)? MFJOF;)?)‘S?J + T)\S?ﬂ F;? MFJQEi + TE;MFJQEi < EQMFgO?Ei + Op<1)} .
Then
S
g #g) = Y 1(Ay).
J=Lj#g}

Now, we can show ,

1 1
TEiMpoei — —€‘MF°g€i = eg(PFSg — Pro)ei = 0p(1)

T

where 0,(1) is uniformly over i. This means for any small 6 > 0 and 1 > 0, under large
N and T,

1 1
P (ie{r{{?{m ?€§ijo€i — ?€§MF;?’3¢ > (5)
< P| ma g Proe >5 +P| ma 1€’P € >5 <
X - i — X —E&; i -
- ie{1,..,N} it £} 2 ic{1,..N} | T F909 2 K
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In addition, for the o,(1) term inside A;;, which is uniform in i, P(|o,(1)] > 6) < 7.
Thus,

/

T g;

2
P(Aj) <2+ P (—A% 7

0’/ 1 0 'm0’ 0 30
Fg? MF]QEZ' < __Ag?,i Fg? MF]QFg?)\g?,i + 2(5> .

Suppose ¢ = k. For j # ¢? = k, the minimum eigenvalue of %F;Q/MF]QF;Q =

%F,?’MFJQF,S is positive. So for individuals with H)\S?J.HQ > a > 0, we have

1
)\Sg,il(fFHOOIMFng%))\S?’i >ca>0

for some ¢ > 0. Choose 0 small enough such that 20 < ca/2, then

1o,

2
P (—}\00 -/FgO?IMF]Qei < T A

=y iy My PNy + 20

0
gi g

2
S P <TASQ7Z-/F;Q/MF]Q€Z‘ < —CCL/Q) = O(T_T)

for any given 7 > 0, for j # ¢°. The last equality follows from the assumption of
tail probability for €; and the same argument of Bonhomme and Manresa (2012). In
summary, we have for j # ¢?,

Since S is finite, this implies that
P(g; # g7) <250+ O(T™7),

where the right hand side is uniform in 7. It follows that the average over ¢ is also
bounded by the above, that is

N
PG # 6 = o(1) +O(T 7).
i=1
We next further show that
P ( sup  1(g:; # g)) > 0) =o(1)+ NO(T™).
Let us define
A = 1(4Ay),
B, =1

]

<

—eMpog; — —agMFooei
J o

+ Jop(1)] > 26) :
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Then, A;“j < B;; + Cj; and thus

sup A;; < sup B+ sup Gy
e{1,..,N} ie{1,...,N} ie{1,...,N}

.....

is bounded so by the dominated convergence theorem,

E| sup Cy| =o(1).
€{1,...,N}
However, for j # ¢?,
E| sup Bj| < NE[B;]=NO(T™T)
ie{1,...,N}

In summary,

which implies

P ( sup  1(g; # g)) > 0) =o(1)+ NO(T™7).
This completed the proof of Theorem 2. [

Let B, Fy,...Fs, Ay, ...,Ag be the infeasible version of our estimator where group
membership is fixed to its population G. It is defined as the minimizer of the objective
function Lyp(8,G°, Fy, ..., Fs, A1, ..., Ag) subject to the constraints FJF;/T = I, (j =
1,...,S), NjA; (j =1,...,S) being diagonal. Bec~au§e the group membership is known,
a special case prior proof shows consistency of 3, Fi, ..., Fs. For completeness and for
useful notation introduced, we state additional intermediate result.

Lemma A3

Under Assumptions A-E, k — 0 and min{N, T} x k — oo as T, N — oo, the infeasible
estimator (3 is consistent B —, B°. Also,

T2\ = FH | = 0p(1),5 = 1,..., S,

where H; ' = ‘G’NjT(FJQFj/T)_l(AglA?/Nj)_l, and Vj y,7 salisfies

N.
1 < . N
7 O Wi = XiB)(yi = XiB)' | By = FVynr.
I7 iig0=j
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Proof of Lemma A3. If G° is known, the proof is similar to that of Bai (2009). With-
out loss of generality, we here assume that 8° = 0 (for notational simplicity). We also
concentrate out the factor loadings as we can express them as A; = I/[/j’Fj(l‘7’]’l‘7’])_1 =
WiF;/T where W; = (wj1,...,w;y;) such that w;; = y; — X;8 and g{ = j. Noting
that the true data generating process is y, = Fgog)‘gg,i +e (XiB°=0), {B,F,.., Fs}
is also expressed as the minimizer of

—SNT(B Fi,...,Fs)

NT
1 1 S /
- o S Y (- x) My (g, XB)| 4o (1) — 1= D0 D lye,
Jj= 17,90—] j=1 i;g?:‘j %
s S 0/ 0 0/ 0
1 FO Mg FO\ [ AYA
— ,@/ _ZZXZ{MFOXZ- /B+Ztr{< J J J) g Yy
NT J=1izg)=j K j=1 T N

S
1
126’ | 55 > D XiMi, FpXp | +0,(1)

J=1 i;99=j
S S S
= B AB+ ) miBm; 28"y Cin;+op(1)
j=1 j=1 j=1

S S
=ﬂ’<ZAj—Z le)B+ZnJ+BO’ YB;(n; + B;'CiB) + 0,(1)
j=1 j=1

1 =
= WSNT(BaFla“wFS)—i_OP(l)a

where the 0,(1) term follows from Lemma A.1 and A;, B;, C; and n); are defined as

1 0’ A0
B p ‘ Y
Aj = W .;'XiMFg’E)XZJ BJ - N ® ]T
49, =J
1
C=N7 D A ® Mo Xi, m; = vee(Mp, F}).
i;90=j

Similar to the discussion in Bai (2009), the leading term in the last equation achieves
unique minimum at 3, (where 8, = 0) and {F?, ..., F9}. Clearly, Syr(8, Fi, ..., Fs) = 0
at By and {F7, ..., Fg}. On the other hand, for ||B8] > 0, Snr(B, Fi, ..., Fs) > 0. This
implies that B is consistent for 8%, i.e., ||@ — 8°|] = 0,(1). Using Proposition A.1 of
Bai (2009), we can also show that 7~ 1||FJQH]- — Ej|I> = 0,(1), for j = 1,...,5. The
remaining claim also follows from Bai (2009). This completes the proof. O

Proof of Theorem 3

By Theorem 2, P(sup;|gi — ¢°] > 0) = o(1) when N/T7™ — 0. This implies that
P(gr = ¢%,Go = ¢9,...,98 = g%) — 1. Thus to prove Theorem 3, it is sufficient to
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assume that the group membership is known. We first investigate the convergence rate
for the estimated factors ﬁ’ under the true group membership We use the following
facts. T*1||X 1> = 121: lzal? = 0,(1), or T2 X4|| = O,(1). Averaging over i,
(N SN X2 = 0,(1). Similarly, T2 By = 0,(1), T~V |X/F}l| = O,(1), and
so forth.

Using

o S - XYy~ XB) | F = FVinr

399 =j

and y; = X;8° + F9% A% . + &;, we have

9191

FiVinr = NT D X8 = BB~ BYXIE; + 7 NT D X8 = BNy

’ng—] lg,*]
/ 0 n
NT ek, +— > FIN, B) X!F;
’Lgl_J 192_1
1 0 0 1 0" 0! -
i399=7j Z 190=3 i99=j
040 o’ 0’
NT Z eielF) +—ZF Ao Ago FY'E
i399=j
= O+ +1.

Multiplying (FY'F;/T) " (AYA9/N;)~! on each side of the prior formula, and then using
the results of Bai (2009, Equation (43)) and Assumption (E) we have

T2 EV; nr(FY Fy )T (AYAY /Ny~ — FY||

J

= 0,18 — B°|) + 0,(1/ min{V'N, VT}),

which implies

- ~ 1
~12\|f. _ ORI — 0_
TNE — FH | = Oy (H'B 'BH) 0 (min{Nl/Q,Tlﬂ}) ’

where H:' =V, np(FPE;/T)7 (AYAY/N;)~. Here we used the property that Vjnr
invertible (See Bai (2009)).
The proof for the variable selection consistency P(By = 0) — 1 as N,T — oo,

is provided later. We next prove the asymptotic normality of ,310. For notational
simplicity, we denote the non-zero true coefficient 3% as 8°, and denote X; as the
corresponding columns of design matrix.

We again consider the estimator where group membership is fixed to its population
G°, in view of Theorem 2. We denote B3 as the parameter estimate of the non-zero
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clement of the true parameter 3° and the corresponding sub-matrix Xipzo of X; as
X;. An alternative expression for the solution of the non-zero component of regression
coefficients of 3 is

1
s s
D> XiMpXi+X() | Do ) XiMpy.,
J=1isg0=j =1 i590=j
where My = Iy — FF'/T, and %(x) = diag{p], ,(16:1)/|51, ---, e, (1541) /5]
Noting that y; = X;8" + Fgoo)\go,i + &;, we have

1

= ;WZXM 7, X+ 2(0) | (B B°) + 55 5(k)8°
ZZXM F0A0+—ZZXM €.
leg =1 9=

Using F;V; vt = I{ + -+ + I}, we have

1 S 1 S 8 '
99D IR TV EIEEES 9D DT oY
k=1

J=1i;99=j J=1 i399=j

(F}'E3/T) " (AYAY/N;) A

gyt

where we used M, EH j_l = 0 and I} is defined earlier. Each of the components in the

right hand side of equation above are evaluated. For term involving [ f ,

S
> > XMy L (F)E;T) " (AYAG/N;) I,

J=1i;99=j

1
NT

S
1 1 ~ ~ ~ ~ _ _
= D0 Y XMy | D X8 = B)(B — BYXLE; | (B Ey/T) T AYAY/N,) TN,
J=1 i;99=j k:92=j

= 0y(1) x (B - /80)'

Next, we have

S
1 ol _
_T§ > XIM I (F)'F;/T) " (AYA)/N;) A,

7=l i;g)=j

1 & 1
_ I 0 AV\0 (A0AO /A7 \=1] 0
= NT;;XZ-MFJ. 7 k;w BIATLATAG/NG) T A

—tug9;=J 9,=J

1o N; 0/ A 0 140 0z
SRS SRR R T R CA TV ARE )

J=1 zgl—JkgﬁJ
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The third term can be evaluated as

S
1 . ~
N2 D XIMp B(EFy/T) 7 AYAY/N) TN,

J=1i:g0=j

S ) DE I N 3 X8 BleiFy | (AT AN N,

J Li:gd=j g0=j

= 0p(1) x (130 _B>
The next two terms are also

S
1 / j r- — / — A
o D0 ST XM I(FY B T) T AYAY/N,) AL, = 0,(1) % (8° - B)
J=14:g0=j
1< o i
o D0 ST XM B(EYFT) T AYAY/N,) TN, = 0,(1) x (8= B)

j=1 i:gi =j

Next, using the result of Bai (2009), we have

Z Z XIMp I(FYEy/T) ™ (AYAY/N,) XY,

J 1 zg
NTZ Z 7 D B = BHTON el By | () F[T) 7 (ATAS/N;) TG,
Jj=1 zg kgk:j
Using
1 0 - 0 0 0 0
k:g2=j k:g)=j k:gp=j
1 1
= 0 O, N0, [ ————
i (JA@T) * (N) * min{N, T’}
and

> XM (Fy — FYH)(F)'F;/T)™ (AYA)/N;) 7' A,

kigp=j

=0,(8"~8) + 0, (i)

which can be derived from Lemma A3 and Lemma A4 of Bai (2009). We have

J

S
1 ol E B
—T§ > 'X;Mﬁjfg(FjOFj/T) YAYAY/N) TN,

Jj=1 i:g?:]
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~ 1 1 1 1 1
_ _ 30 -
=olB=F) o (\/NT> T NO (min{N, T}> N (min{N2,T2}> '
Next, we have

S
1 , -
NT 2 O XMy B(EYFT) T AYAY/N,) TN,

J=14:g0=j

1 - -
Z > XIMg, 5 NT > @ EYFy | (FYE/T) 7 (AYAY/NG) TN,

J 1igd=j k:gd=j

S
N, ,
ZW NQT DD ATUAYAY/N) TN X M g .

T iigl=j kigd=3

Defining Elexel] = Q, we have

S
1 . ~ _ —_
S O D XIM REY B /1) (AYAS/N) XS,

Jj=1 19, =]
1 S
- WZ > XM, NT > ewsl By | (F)'Fy/T) " (AYAS/N) A,
J=14:g0=j k:gp=j
N 1
j ~ ! = _ _
= Y R w2 O XMy (e — QOB (E)F/T) T (AYAY/N) N,
i=1 I ig)=j kig)=j
+Z ¥ N2T2 SN XMy F(FYFy/T)  (AYAS/N;) I,
i:g)=7 k:gf=j4
° N,
/ _
- ZW 2T2 > D XIMp O F(F)Fy/T) 7 (AYAY/N;) A,
Jj=1 iigd=j kigd=j

~ 1 1 1 1
1 0_ A2
+0u1)x 0, (18° = BIP) + =0 (ot )+ 200 (i )
which follows from Bai (2009). Then, we have

S S
T2 X XM X, - —2%7 S S XMy Xy + 2500 | (B )

Jj=1i:gi=j J i:g?:j k:ggzj
S
NN e o8 XM
- N N.T CjkiNg F €;
j=1 igd=j 7 N k:g)=j

! —140
+Z -~ N2T2 ST XM QFy(FY Fy/T) ™ (AYAY/N;) TN,

i:g0=j k:g)=j
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1 1
PO (NT) ) + 220, (),

where ¢; ;= Ag:g,k(AglA?/Nj)_l)\gg,i- Using the Lemmas A.8 and A.9 of Bai (2009), we
have the following expression

1
L UNT 2=

isg9=j

1
NT 2

isg9=

T ] 1 (X —V'Ey (VNS ce
W mEZ 2T () () dae(F)[ o0

i:g0=j k:gh=j
/T
€; + N’r)j + 0,(1)

1 1
= \/ﬁ Z [X{MFJQ - F Z Cj,kin/gMFJQ
J
CjkiXg, and m; is defined in Theorem 3. Also,

1
[XZ{MFJQ N Z Cj,k:iX]/gMFJQ] €i

j .
k:gp=j

1
[XQMFJ- - > cmXiMp,
J

k:gp=j

i:g0=j k:g)=j

. -1
with Vi; = N7' 0,

NlT 2 XiMp X — %% > XiMp Xicjpi

z:g?ZJ J i:g?:j k:ggzj
1 : 11 ,
N N;T .Z,XiMFJ()Xi T T N2 Z Z ‘XiMF;JXij,m + 0,(1).
z:Q?ZJ J z:g?:g k:gﬁ:g

Then, we have

D(F?, ..., F2, ) [\/W(B _ 50)]

S
::7%Q:§3FW@—%§:%““@

1 . . J .
Jj=1 z:g?:j k:gp=j

€;

s o5\ "L s A0rp0y L
&N, 1 (FYEN\ T/ AvA
+ NTZ W]N.QTQ Z Z Xl{MﬁijFj( JT ) ( ;Vj) Agg,ﬁ%(l)
j=1 J

i:99=j kig)=j !
S S S
1 T N
= =Y ZiFEYei+ [ =D miH )= D€+ op(L),
VNT 53 s N =

where Z; ;(F}), D(F?,...,F9, k), n; and ¢; are defined in Theorem 3. This leads to the
limit of covariance matrix of vV NT(8 — 8") as

Va(FY, ., FQ) = Do(FY, ..., FO) 7V Jo(FY, ..., FQ)Do(FY, ..., FO) ™1,

where Do(F?, ..., F9) is the probability limit of D(F?, ..., F9) and Jo(F?, ..., F9) is de-
fined in Assumption F. By the preceding asymptotic representation and Assumption
F, we have

\/ﬁ(ﬂ — /80) — N ('Uo, Vﬂ(Fl()a 7Fg)) )
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where v is defined in Theorem 3.

Finally, we prove the variable selection consistency P(B2 =0)— 1las N,T — oc.
This part is almost identical to the proof of Fan and Li (2001). It is sufficient to show
that with probability tending to 1 as N,T" — oo, for some small ox 7 = C/ V' NT with
a constant C, and for each element of B, = (fa1, ..., B2,p—q), We have

OLnT(B,G, Fy,...,Fs, Ay, ..., Ag)
OB,
OLnT(B,G, F1, ..., Fs, Ay, ..., Ag)
OBk
for k =1,...,p—q. Let X, be the set of p— ¢ columns of X, corresponding to 3,. So,
X218 T'x (p—q) dimensional matrix. By the first derivative of Lyr (8, G, F1, ..., Fs)/(NT)
with respect to By = (Ba1, ..., f2p—q), We have

1 ) 8LNT(B, é, Fl, ceny FS7A17 ...,As)
NT 98,

N B 3
92 R A Pk <| 2|>
= N Xy - XiB - Py )+
NT p Z,Q(y’b gi 917) 8,62

>0 (0< B <dnr),

<0 (=0nr < P <0),

- ¥ iXZ{Q <Xi(ﬁo = B) + (FpAg s — Fy X + si) + M

NT &7 5 gk 9By
2 2 &
. / 0 e ! 0 40
= 7 ;XZ ,Xi(B8°—B) — T ;XM(FQO)\ 0, — EFyXg0)
N o %
2 P (18.])
R X! i
+NT ZZI i0€i + 5,
apn,'y <’B2’>
= ]1+[2+13+T-
2

The third term I3 is O,((NT)~/2). Together with the result of Theorem 1, we know
that B — B° = O,((NT)~'/2). Thus, the first term I; is O,((NT)~'/?). The second
term is

N
1 A
NT > Xia(FpXg i — FjXg.i)
=1

A~

N N
1 . 1 .
= NT E Xz{,Q(FgO? - FQi)Agg,i + NT E :X£,2F§i(}‘2?,i - )‘§i7i)>
=1 =1

which is Op(1/ min{N,T}). Each element of the first derivative dp,, , <]B2|> /0B, is

Drery <|ng|> sign(fox) for k =1, ...,p — q. Finally, we have

A

aLNT(Ba é? 1y ooy FSaAla "'7]\5')
8ﬁ2k
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= NT-& Ep’m (\sz!) sign(fBor) + O, (1/(min{ N, T} - £))

Thus the sign of ng determines the sign of GLNT(B, G’, Fl,...,FS,Al,...,As)/aﬁ%.
Hence, this result implies the sign claim. This completes the proof. [J

Proof of Theorem 4

We divide the proof of Theorem 4 into two steps. In step 1, we develop an estimator of
the expected mean squared error, which can be used to select the number of predictors
x under no factor structure. In step 2, we derive an additional penalty term that
penalizes the model complexity caused by the factor structures.

Step 1: We decompose the bias b as

b= By, + By + By + By + Bs,

where
1 N
Bleyﬁ;H% XiB = FypXgl? Znyz XiB - |]
1 - - -
By = B, NTZHm Xift" = Fydgpll* - Zuyi—xiﬂ—FggAgg,ilP],
0 o\ 2
By = E, Ez{ﬁgnzi—xiﬂ FypXgoall’} - NTZH% X8~ Fggxgg,m]
L : 4
P nINEY 2 0 IS 2
B4:Ey Ez ﬁ;"zi_XiB_Fgg)‘g?,i| _Ez ﬁ;HZZ_Xz/B _Fg?)‘g?JH )

1 ~ A A
B5:Ey E, WZHZi—XiB_FmAémP

N
1 3 I\ 2
_EZ ﬁ;”zi_XiIB_Fg?Ag?,iH s

where the expectations E,[-] and E,[-] are taken with respect to the joint distribution
of {yy,...,yn} and {21, ..., 2y} given the predictors and factor structures. Define

gy(/BaFla"wFS;Ala-“ S NTZ Z Hyz X/B

J=1 49i=

%Z Z ||zl - XZIB - ng’)‘gi,i||2] .

Jj=149:=J

(B, Fy,....Fs, Ay, ..., Ag)

It can be shown that By, Bs, and B; are dominated by B, and By, thus can be
ignored. We next evaluate B,;. Noting that

0

0,8{ (ﬁ Fl?"WFS:Ala“wAS)+pn,"1<|/8|)}‘ :O,

46



the Taylor expansion of £,(3°, Fi,..,Fs, Ay, ..., Ag) around B gives

£y</307 Fla "'7FS7A17 "'7/~\S> = ‘gy(/éa Fla "'7F37A17 "'7[\5> - apﬂ,’Y(|BD/aIB,(B - /60)

by VNT(B — B KVNT(B — ) + 0, (N7,

where K, = ﬁzl]\il X!/X;. For small s, dp.~(18])/08' (8 — B°) = 0,(1/(NT). The
covariance matrix of vV NT(B — 3°) is V3(F?, ..., F2, k). Thus, we can write By as

By

0 0 —1mp—1
= gt (K Va(FY, ..., F, k)] + o(N~'T7).

Using the same augment for B,

By

_ 0 0 11
= 2NTtr [vaﬂ(Fl,...,FS,/ﬂ)} +o(NTT™).

Finally, summing up all terms B; ~ Bjs, the bias, contributed by the estimated observ-
able structure X;3 (the penalty on the estimated factor structures will be investigated
in Step 2), becomes

1 I
ST (K V3(FY, .., FQ, k)] + o(NT'T).

Therefore, in the first step, the expected mean squared error can be approximated as

2 1
+ —tr [K,V3(FY, ..., Fo, k)] . (20)

Y, — XiB — Fy g, NT

which is bias-corrected only for the estimated structure of XiB.

Step 2: Under no factor structure, (20) can be used for selecting the regularization
parameter k. We need an additional penalty term that penalizes the model complexity
caused by the factor structures. The overall criterion for selecting ~ and k; group-
specific factors (j =1, ...,.5) has the form

1 S
OIDM
=1 isgi=j

and we will determine g(N;,7T') such that this criterion can consistently estimate the

A ~

y, — XiB — Fy A

Gi?NGist

2 1 0 0 >
+ St (KL Va(FY, . FS k)] + Y kig(N;, T)
j=1

factor structure.

The proof of this step for selecting the number of factors consistently uses the
similar augment as that employed in Bai (2009). We focus on the selection of the true
number of group-specific factors r;. We first assume that r; < k;, where k; is the given
number of group-specific factors in the estimation process. Under r; < k;, we have
B(k;) — B = O(1/v/NT), where the script k; indicates k; factor models are estimated.
Then it is shown that, for the data within the j-th group,

v, = XiBlky) = Fylky) g+ i + O, (1/VNT).
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Thus, O,(1/V NT) error term will not affect the analysis of Bai and Ng (2002), as
mentioned in Bai (2009). This indicates that

2

gi=J)
! ‘ XB(ry) -yl !
_NTZ Yi 7 (TJ — 4y T] 5t p mln{N T}
I gi=j ’

If k; < rj, it is then, for some ¢ > 0, not depending on N; and 7', we have

1

NjTgZZj‘
1

_NjT;‘

This implies that any penalty function that converges to zero but is of greater magni-

2

v, — XiB(k;) — Fi(k;) s

2

v, — XiB(rj) — Fj(r)X|| >c

tude than O,(1/ min{N, T'}) will lead to consistent estimation of the number of factors.
The term (T'+ N;) /TN, xlog (T'N;) satisfies these conditions. This completes the proof
of Theorem 4. [J

Proof of Theorem 5

We first assume that Sy < S, where S is the true number of groups and S is the
number of groups set by researcher. Under Sy < S, at least for one particular group,
say the group j, the set of units within the j-th group will be divided into two (or
more) sub-groups, while they are within the same group. Suppose that the data within
the j-th group are divided into two-groups, j; and j,. Depending upon the setting of
the number of groups S, the data within the j-th group may be divided into more than
two sub-groups. Or, in addition to the j-th group, some other groups may be divided
into several sub-groups. Even for such cases, the argument below applies in the same
manner.

Let N;, and Nj, be the number of units that belong to the sub-groups j; and j.
First, if N;,/N = o(1) for one of j,, the model can not be estimable and such model
setting will be deleted automatically. Next, consider the case: N; /N = O(1) for
a = 1,2. Although the j-th group is divided two sub-groups j; and j», we have

. 1
Yy, — XiB(r;) — Fj,(rj)Nj,i —€i = O, (ﬁ) ;

for a = 1,2, which implies that

1
NT > Ny = XiB(rj) — Fi(r) Al
1,9i=]
1 .
—W I(Z € jl)

19:i=J3

2

A
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y; — XiB(r;) — Fi(rj) N,

Z[ZE]Q

791

=0 (amv)

where I() is the indicator function. To avoid over identification, we need a penalty
function that is of greater magnitude than O,(1/(min{N,T})).

If S < Sp, it is then, some different group(s), 7 and k are merged into one group,
say ¢, while they are originally not in the same group. Then, for a positive constant
¢ > 0, which does not depend on N and T', we have

2

A

y; — XiB(r) — Fiu(ri) Ar

Fip 2 v = XiB) — By
49i=J
1 . JTY
“NT Zg‘ Y; — XiB(re) — Fu(ro)Ae|| > ¢
19i=

To avoid under identification, we need a penalty function that converges to zero.
Applying the above argument to each group, any penalty function that converges to

zero but is of greater magnitude than O,(1/(min{/N,7T})) will lead to consistent esti-
mation of the number of groups S. The penalty term ZS k; AQJ]VV <T+N > log (I'N;) in

the proposed criterion Cy(ky, ..., ks, k) in (8) satisfies these conditions. This completes
the proof. [J

Proofs of Theorem 6

Let G° = {¢?,....,9%} and G = {g1,...,gn} denote the population grouping and any
grouplng of the cross-sectional units into S groups. First, we note that the estimator
{ﬁl ,,BS, G Fy, ... Fs, Ay, ... AS} is defined as the minimizer of

Lnt(By, .., Bs, G, F1,y ..., Fs, Ay, ..., Ag)

N s
Z ly; — Xi/Bgi — Fy g ’2 + NTZP'M ("B]D
i=1 Jj=1

subject to the constraints imposed in Section 8.1.

Consistency of ,@j can be obtained by modifying the proof of Theorem 1. With-
out loss of generality, we again assume that ,3? = 0 and concentrate out the factor
loadings as we can express them as A; = W/F;(FjF;)~" = W/F;/T where W; =
(wj1,..., wjN, ) such that wj; = — XiB; and g; = j. Note again that the set of esti-
mates {,31, .. ,BS, G, Fy, ..., Fs, Al, ..., Ag} that jointly minimizes the objective function
Lyr(By,....Bs, G, Fi, ..., Fs, Ay, ..., Ag), and the set of estimates {3, ..., B¢, G, F\, ..., Fs}
that jointly minimizes the following concentrated and centered objective function

Unt(By, .., Bs, G, Fi, ..., Fs)
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>y, — XiB,) Mg, (y; — X

S N
1
+ ) pen (185) — 7 > &iMpo i
j=1 i=1

are equal. Note that the group membership is not fixed to its population.
Noting that the true data generating process is y, = F y )\0 e (X, ﬁ 0), the
estimator, the objective function Un7(By, ..., B¢, G, F1, .. Fs) is further expressed as

Unt(By,...,Bs,G, F1, ..., Fs)

S S
1 1
- (ﬁz > B X, ) + 3 3 X Fpb,

i=1 i-gz:j =1 isgi=j

( ZZQXMFQE,>

NT Z Z ﬁ X MFg FS(V)?)\S?,Z

j=114;g;= =1 sy
2 & .
I 0!
o D D M Fp M, €+ o Z ei(Mp,, — Mpo,)ei + me (181)
Jj=1 t;9;=j i—1 —
> |
j=1 i9i=J j i
S
+2 5; NT Z X/ iMrp, F§ o)\ + OP(T71/4> + Op(N*1/4)
: /ng—j
S
S R SRT USRS

— WUNT(ﬁl; ..,7,BS,G, Fl, ’Fs> —|— Op(T*l/éL) + OP(N71/4)7

where we have used Lemma A.1, and D;, Ej, L; and ¢; are defined in the proof of
Theorem 1.

Completing the square of UNT(,Bl, .., Bg, G, I, ..., Fg) in terms of 3; and then using
Assumption D' and the argument in the proof of Theorem 1, we obtain

||B] - ﬂ?||2 = OP(T_1/4> + OP(N_1/4)'
The argument for 77" || F —FYH;||* = O,(T~'/%)40,(N~'/%) is the same as in Theorem
1. The details are omitted. This proves Theorem 6. [
Proof of Theorem 7

Note that g; satisfies

1 .
..... | 7w = XiB)Y M (y = X)) + pes (1B,

gi = argmin; g
Using y, = XZ-,BSQ + Ff_o)\go,i + g;, we have

Hy = XB) My (5~ X
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N / R
= T (Xz(ﬁgf - IB]) + F%Agf,i + €i> Mﬁ’j <Xl<,32? — ﬁj) + F%AB?A + 51‘)
1 R , R
— T <Xi(ﬂ(g)? - :83) + F;?)\ngi + €i> MFJO <Xi<,82? — ,3]) + F%Agg,i + 51’)
1 R , )
7 (XilBl = B) + Fg N, + &) (M = Mpo) (Xi(BY — By) + Fp X, + i)

= al +a2

We first show a2 = 0,(1) uniformly in i whether g9 = j or g; # j. From T*1||f7j—1‘7j0||2 =
OpT=%) + Oy(N-%) (j = 1,...,8), we have | My, — Myol? = | Py, — Prall® =
Op(T_l/g) + Op(N_1/8>- If g? = J, then ”ﬁj - ﬁ?”2 = Op<T_1/4> + Op(N_1/4)a and
a2 = o0,(1) follows from Lemma A2. Suppose ¢! = k # j, then ||, — B%|> = O,(1)
(k # j), we need a different argument. Consider the term

1 Y A '
7 (X85 = 8)) (M, = M) (Xu(8 = B))) | < Op(DI1 P, = Pry P 71Xl
By Assumption D2’, max; %HXZH2 = O,(N?), the above is bounded by

[OP(T_I/S) + Op(N_l/s)}Op(Na) = Op(l)

because o < 1/16 and N/T? — 0. The remaining terms in a2 are all 0,(1) by similar
argument (some are already covered by Lemma A2(d)). Thus

(X8 My (y — XiB)) = al +0,(1)

The behavior of al is different for ¢ = j and ¢? # j. If ¢0 # j

(y — XiB;) My (y — XiB))

(B = By) + FNy, ) My (X8 — B)) + F )
Xi(ﬁgg - B+ FgO?)‘g?,i>/ Mpoei + %EQMFJOQ +0p(1).
(Bl — BY) + FOX, ) Mo (Xi(8 — 89) + FjNY )

! 1
(Xi(ﬁgg - ﬁ?) + Fgog>>‘2?,i> MF;.)E«"@' + fngF;.’Ei + op(1).

>
et
|

>

o — Nl —
—

e e i

T

In the last equality, we replace Bj by ,6?. This is permissible because Bj is for ﬁ? and
because 89— ;1241 X[ = o, (1), 1828 HIXl | EG A% 12 = 0p(1), ete, with o,(1)
being uniform in i.

On the other and, if ¢ = 7,

1 - - 1
T(y - Xiﬂj)/MF‘j (y — XiB;) = fegMF;QEi + 0p(1),

which follows by noting that M FJQF;Q =0 and Bj is consistent for BSQ for ¢¥ = j

o1



Similar to the proof of Theorem 2, let us define the event A;; such that
1 /
Ay = {f <Xi(,82? - ﬁ?) + F%)\S%) MFJO (Xi(ﬁgg - B?) + F%A2?7i>
+2 (X-(BO — %) + FON° >/Z\/[ €1+ ~e! Myosi < & Mpo &1 + 0,(1)
T i\MFg0 J g0 N0 FP&i T FP&i i Fgogz p )

where 0,(1) is uniform in ¢ and j, we have also used p,w(|Bj]) = 0,(1). Thus

g #9)= > 1(Ay)

J=L;j#g9

From the proof of Theorem 1, we also know that

P( max
ie{1,...,N}

Now suppose that g) = k, as long as [X;, F}] has full column rank, which is necessary
for identification of 3} anyway, then X (ﬁgg — 59) —i—FgOQ )\Sg’i # 0. Given the assumption
of tail probability for &;, and using the same argument in Theorem 2, we have for j # g7,

/
—€~MFOE'—
T i T g

—€iMpo €
T

>5><n.

P(Ay) <n+0(177).
Since S is finite, this implies that
P(gi # ¢}) < Sn+O(T™7),

where the right hand side is uniform in ¢. It follows that the average over ¢ is also
bounded by the above, that is

N
1 ~ —T
PG # 9 = o) + O(T).
i=1
Using the same argument as in Theorem 2, we can further show that

P ( sup  1(g; # g)) > 0) =o(1) + NO(T™).
This completes the proof of Theorem 7. [J

Proof of Theorem 8

The proof of Theorem 8 is almost same as that of Theorem 3. By Theorem 7,
P(sup; |g; — ¢?| > 0) = o(1) when N/T™ — 0. This implies that P(g; = ¢, 92 =
9%, ....gn = g%) — 1. Thus to prove Theorem 8, it is sufficient to assume that the
group membership is known.
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First, similar to the proof of Theorem 3, we can show

S
) _ 1
T2||F - FPH,| = O, ( > _1IB) =Bl | +0 :
I J J JH P p I J J” p min{le/Q,Tl/2}

where Bj is the infeasible version of our estimator where group membership is fixed to
its population G, H;l = Vino(F)F;/T) " (AYAY/N;)~!
We can prove the variable selection consistency by using the same argument in

the proof of Theorem 3. For a simplicity of notation, we denote the non-zero true
coefficient of j-th group as ?, and denote X; as the corresponding columns of design
matrix. Then the asymptotic normality part is proved as follows. We have

1

XMz X, + 3, 3. — 3° Y, 0
N]T ’L;J F; + J(’i) (Bj /8])+ N]T ](’i)ﬁj
S XMy N+ 5 3 Kbl
NngO—] lgo_J

where ¥;(k) is defined in Theorem 8. Using the same argument of Theorem 3, it then
follows

NTZXM X; — TN > ZXM XkchF;Z() B, - BY)

irgd=j I iig9=j kig0=

lgO*J

T g0=j

NT2 3 Z XIM s Q5 (FOFy /T) ™ (AYAY/N) I A

i:g¥=j k:gp=
+o ((N<T)*1/2)+LO L
P VN, " \min{N;, T} )

Similar to the proof of Theorem 3, replacing the F] by F]‘-J in the above formula leads

. - 1
D(F]Q,,{) [ /N;T(B; _5?)} = Z XMFO — F Z cjvkiX,’CMF]o €;

z g0=j I kigd=j

T N,
+\/ Fj’r’j +/ ?]C] + 0p(1)

where ¢; and 7; are defined in Theorem 8. This leads to the limit of covariance matrix
of \/N,T(B; — B8)) given as V3(F?) = Do(F?)~ Jo(F)Do(F?)~!, where Do(F?) and
Jo(F}) are defined in Theorem 8. [J
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Proofs of Theorems 9 and 10

The proof of Theorem 9 is similar to that of Theorem 4. There are two steps. In step
1, we decompose the bias b as b = By + By + B3 + B, + Bs, where

Z ly; — XiB,, — Fy A,

AguilP.
it

NTZH% XY — Fyphp.l?]

B, = E, [NTZ”% XByo — Fyphgp,l

N
1
BQ:Ey[ﬁZ\|yi—Xiﬁo — Ephgol? - NTZ”yZ XiBy — FpAg
=1

N
1 0
Bngy[Ez[ﬁ;Hzi—Xzﬂ — Fodyg
1 & .
By = By [B.[ 5 3 llzim Xy~ FpAp ] - B [ Zuzz Xl Fodg ]
=1

N N
1 - Ao 9 1 ~ - 9

where the expectations E,[-] and E,[-] are taken with respect to the joint distribution
of {yy,...,yy} and {z1,...,zy} conditioned on the design matrix X; and the factor
structure. Also, we denote

’ 2

)

N
1
0,(By, .., Bg, Fiy ooy Fo, Ay, oy Ag ——Z ly; — — Fy i
=1

NT
= B[ Zua XiBy, = Fyguall?]

The same argument as in the proof of Theorem 4 applies. This gives Theorem 9. The

62(/81,...,ﬁ57F1,.. FS,AI,...,

proof of Theorem 10 is almost identical to that of Theorem 5. The details are omitted.
This completes the proof. [J
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Table 1: The percentages of under- (U), correct (C), and overidentification (O) of
the various factor selections over 1,000 replicates for the data generated by the three
data-generating processes considered in the text. The data shown are the number of
selected groups S and the number of selected group-specific factors (r;, j = 1, .., 3).
The number of units in each group is Ny = Ny = N3 = N/3.

Data 1
S 1 T2 T3
T N u C O U C O U C O u C O
100 300 0 9% 4 0 91 9 0 89 11 0 92 8
200 300 1 95 4 0 90 10 0 90 10 1 84 15
100 600 0 8 15 0 93 7 0 91 9 0 94 6
200 600 0 89 11 0 92 8 0 8 15 0 89 11
Data 2
S 1 T9 r3
T N u C O Uu C O U C O u C O
100 300 0 87 13 0 89 11 0 86 14 0 87 13
200 300 0 8 15 0 84 16 0 84 16 0 8 15
100 600 0 83 17 0 87 13 0 88 12 0 8 15
200 600 0 84 16 0 85 15 0 8 15 0 87 13
Data 3
S 8 T9 r3
T N u C O Uu C O Uu C O u C O
100 300 0 9 4 0 91 9 0 92 8 0 92 8
200 300 0 95 5 0 92 8 0 90 10 0 92 8
100 600 0 83 17 0 92 8 0 93 7 0 91 9
200 600 0 92 8 0 8 14 0 91 9 0 89 11
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Table 2: Simulation results of the parameter estimates for B based on 1,000 repetitions.
We report the mean and standard deviation (Std.Dev.) of the parameter estimates.
Because ,B is a long vector (80 x 1), we report the estimation results only for the true
predictors (31,32,33)’ with true value (0, 52, 33) = (1,2,3), and for the first three
irrelevant predictors, which are (34, Bs, Bﬁ)’ with true value (04, 5, 3s) = (0,0,0)". The
remaining elements of 3 are similar to (34, Bs, B(j)/ )

Data 1

r N A G2 s Ba s Bs
100 300 Mean 0.98 1.980 2.970 0.000 0.000 0.000
Std.Dev. 0.024 0.024 0.025 0.005 0.005 0.004

200 300 Mean 0.989 1.985 2.973 0.000 0.000 0.000
Std.Dev. 0.016 0.017 0.017 0.003 0.003 0.004

100 600 Mean 0.995 1.990 2.984 0.000 0.000 0.000
Std.Dev. 0.017 0.016 0.016 0.003 0.002 0.003

200 600 Mean 0.996 1.992 2.986 0.000 0.000 0.000
Std.Dev. 0.012 0.011 0.011 0.002 0.001 0.001

Data 2

T N I3 o 33 B4 Bs Bs
100 300 Mean 0.991 1.979 2.969 0.000 0.000 0.000
Std.Dev. 0.024 0.023 0.024 0.006 0.004 0.005

200 300 Mean 0.991 1.980 2.970 0.000 0.000 0.000
Std.Dev. 0.018 0.017 0.016 0.005 0.004 0.003

100 600 Mean 0.992 1.987 2.984 0.000 0.000 0.000
Std.Dev. 0.017 0.016 0.016 0.004 0.005 0.004

200 600 Mean 0.994 1.989 2.985 0.000 0.000 0.000
Std.Dev. 0.011 0.011 0.012 0.002 0.003 0.002

Data 3

T N B B B Be B B
100 300 Mean 0.988 1.980 2.967 0.000 0.000 0.000

Std.Dev. 0.023 0.023 0.023 0.005 0.004 0.004
200 300 Mean 0.989 1.986 2.969 0.000 0.000 0.000
Std.Dev. 0.016 0.017 0.016 0.004 0.003 0.003
100 600 Mean 0.990 1.987 2.980 0.000 0.000 0.000
Std.Dev. 0.017 0.016 0.017 0.003 0.002 0.003
200 600 Mean 0.995 1.991 2.985 0.000 0.000 0.000
Std.Dev. 0.011 0.012 0.011 0.001 0.001 0.001
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Table 3: Scatter matrix of our grouping vs. the classification by mutual fund names
(Small Capital & Growth, Large Capital & Growth, Small Capital & Value, and Large
Capital & Value. )

Our grouping
Classification by names Gl G2 G3 G4 Gb5 G6
Small Capital & Growth 64 19 0 14 0 50

Large Capital & Growth 68 7 42 5 0 0
Small Capital & Value 2 95 1 49 1 0
Large Capital & Value 1 0 b5 5 108 0
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Table 4: The correlations between the estimated group-specific pervasive factors and
the Fama and French (1993) factors (Mkt, HML, SMB), Short-Term Reversal Factor
(STR), Long-Term Reversal Factor (LTR), and Momentum Factor (Mom). If the ab-
solute values of the correlations are larger than 0.18, 0.22, and 0.29, the corresponding
significance levels are 10%, 5% and 1%, respectively.

Observable 6 styles

Group Estimated factor Mkt, SMB, HML, LTR, STR, Mom,
G, First 0.43 -0.22 -0.28 -0.15 -0.17 0.20
Second -0.16  -0.07 0.07  0.19 0.18 0.02
Third 0.10  -0.03 -0.14  -0.04 -0.07 0.15
Fourth -0.24 0.04 0.23 -0.21 0.19 -0.02
Ga First 0.37  -0.08 -0.29  -0.08 0.39 0.11
Second 0.05 -0.19 0.01 0.11 0.09 -0.08
Third -0.15 0.01 -0.15  0.16 -0.32 -0.17
Gs First 0.46 -0.01 0.04 -0.18 0.02 -0.01
Second 0.03 0.08 -0.03 0.13 0.10 -0.04
Third -0.11  -0.03 0.00 0.20 0.02 0.04
Gy First 0.36  -0.09 0.18 -0.06 0.1 -0.26
Second 0.07 0.03 -0.11 0.11 0.04 0.09
Third -0.13 0.16 -0.07  0.18 -0.16 0.17
Gs First 0.46  -0.01 -0.02  0.06 0.02 -0.06
Second 0.14 0.06 -0.13 0.04 0.13 0.14
Ge First 0.33 0.14 -0.05 -0.19 -0.02 0.21
Second 0.11 0.07 0.07  0.07 -0.11 0.00
Third -0.09  -0.03 0.00 0.26 0.01 0.10
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Table 5: Scatter matrices of the estimated group membership g; against nominal clas-
sification schemes based on 1. Location of stock exchanges, 2. Types of share, and 3.

Industry.
Classification Gl G2 G3 G4 G5 G6
1 Location of stock exchanges
Shanghai stock exchange 179 67 132 77 105 81
Shenzhen stock exchange 125 29 94 64 95 93
2 Types of share
A-shares 211 95 224 141 196 172
B-shares 93 1 2 0 4 2

3 Category based on Industry
Chemicals, Construction, Manufacturing 76 15 70 36 53 49

Food, Beverages, Personal Goods 40 14 24 21 25 13
Gas, Metals, Mining, Oil 42 16 16 17 17 26
Banks, Financial Services, Real Estate 30 6 25 15 23 17
Retails 29 18 26 19 19 21
Utilities 17 8 16 6 19 9
Pharmaceuticals, Health 24 6 21 10 16 12
Information Technology 2t 8 21 9 19 11
Others 11 4 4 5) 7 13
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Table 6: The results of regression of group-specific pervasive factors fjkyt (j =
1,..,8k = 1,...,r;) on some economic factors z; fjk7t = 2Vjx T €jrs, and then
conduct the statistical significance test of the least squared estimate ;. The four ob-
servable market risk factors z; are market excess returns of A-shares (ER-A), market
excess returns of B-shares (ER-B), the book-to-market ratio (HML), and the market
capitalization (SMB). These variables are computed with Chinese data. For each fac-
tor, the first row corresponds to the estimated regression coefficients 4., whereas the
second row is the corresponding standard deviations. (***) (**) and (*) means that
the estimated regression coefficient is statistically significant at the 1%, 5%, and 10%

levels, respectively.

VIX ER-A ER-B HML SMB

Group 1 First 0.516 7.8727  -1.275 -2.819 7.518*
SD 0.318 1.454 1.347 1.865 1.543
Second 0.676™ -13.321*"* 14.922**  (.449 -1.438
SD 0.300 1.370 1.269 1.757 1.454

Group 2 First 0.469 10.151™*  -4.056™* -2.205 6.444**
SD 0.349 1.596 1.478 2.047 1.694

Group 3 First 0.599* 11.995*  -4.409** -1.627 4.992**
SD 0.305 1.394 1.291 1.788 1.480
Second (.464 -2.366 -0.618 -2.555 2.597
SD 0.469 2.145 1.987 2.752 2.277

Group 4 First 0.105 10.20*  -3.737*  -1.960 6.618*
SD 0.338 1.545 1.431 1.982 1.640

Group 5 First 0.425 11.039™*  -4.428™* -3.519* 6.115
SD 0.331 1.513 1.402 1.941 1.606
Second  0.550 0.534 0.139 1.464 -0.134
SD 0.482 2.201 2.039 2.824 2.337

Third  0.178 -3.424 -0.547 -5.126* 5.907**
SD 0.453 2.071 1.918 2.657 2.199

Group 6 First 0.369 9.322**  -2.896™  -3.560" 7.086**
SD 0.331 1.514 1.403 1.943 1.608
Second  0.062 -3.076 1.514 -4.188 0.003
SD 0.476 2.176 2.016 2.792 2.311
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Table 7: Statistically significant regressors @, for each group. (***), (**) and (*) means that the estimated regression coefficient is
statistically significant at 1%, 5%, and 10% level, respectively.

Variables Gl G2 G3 G4 G5 G6
China macroeconomic variables
MACROECONOMIC 0.975**  0.000 0.160 0.679**  0.936*** 0.447***
INDEX (LEADING)
MONEY SUPPLY - M2 1.022 1.158**  0.370** 0.927**  2.021™* 2.110***
Exchange rates
CHINESE YUAN to US 0.872**  0.557**  0.284* 1.296**  0.103 0.000

CHINESE YUAN to YEN 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.018 0.043**
CHINESE YUAN to EURO  0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
CHINESE YUAN to HK 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

Commodity price index (Spot)
S&P GSCI Industrial Metals  0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

S&P GSCI Aluminum 0.000 -0.027**  0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
S&P GSCI Copper 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
S&P GSCI Crude Oil 0.000 -0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
S&P GSCI Gold 0.141 0.152**  0.150™* 0.241**  0.073** 0.000
S&P GSCI Natural Gas -0.007 -0.024**  -0.020™*  0.000 -0.021***  0.000
S&P GSCI Nickel 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.008 0.000 0.014**
S&P GSCI Silver 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Major stock market indexes
S&P 500 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.092***  0.000
MSCI WORLD 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
MSCI EUROPE 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
TOPIX 0.000 0.000 -0.019 0.000 -0.048***  0.000
HANG SENG 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

MSCI CHINA 0.291*  0.304™*  0.398"* 0.242**  0.390** 0.240™




