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Abstract

This paper considers the estimation and testing of a class of locally stationary time
series factor models with evolutionary temporal dynamics. In particular, the entries and
the dimension of the factor loading matrix are allowed to vary with time while the factors
and the idiosyncratic noise components are locally stationary. We propose an adaptive
sieve estimator for the span of the varying loading matrix and the locally stationary
factor processes. A uniformly consistent estimator of the effective number of factors is
investigated via eigenanalysis of a non-negative definite time-varying matrix. A possibly
high-dimensional bootstrap-assisted test for the hypothesis of static factor loadings is
proposed by comparing the kernels of the covariance matrices of the whole time series
with their local counterparts. We examine our estimator and test via simulation studies
and real data analysis. Finally, all our results hold at the following popular but distinct
assumptions: (a) the white noise idiosyncratic errors with either fixed or diverging
dimension, and (b) the correlated idiosyncratic errors with diverging dimension.

Keywords: Time series factor model, local stationarity, high dimensional time series, test
of static factor loadings, adaptive estimation

1 Introduction

Technology advancement has made it easy to record simultaneously a large number of
stochastic processes of interest over a relatively long period of time where the underlying
data generating mechanisms of the processes are likely to evolve over the long observation
time span. As a result both high dimensional time series analysis ([38]) and locally station-
ary time series analysis ([16]) have undergone unprecedented developments over the last
two decades. This paper focuses on the following evolutionary linear factor model for a
multivariate locally stationary time series:

xi,n = A(i/n)zi,n + ei,n, (1.1)

where {xi,n}ni=1 is a p-dimensional observed time series, A(t): [0, 1] → R
p×d(t) is a matrix-

valued function of possibly time-varying factor loadings and the number of factors d(t)
is assumed to be a piecewise constant function of time, {zi,n}ni=1 is a d(i/n)-dimensional
unobserved sequence of common factors and {ei,n}ni=1 are the idiosyncratic components.
Here p = pn may diverge to infinity with the time series length n and d(t) is typically
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much smaller than p uniformly over t. Note that xi,n, zi,n and ei,n are allowed to be
locally-stationary processes for which the generating mechanism varies with time, see (3.1)
for detailed formulation. Throughout the article we assume that {ei,n} and {zi,n} are
centered.

The version of model (1.1) with constant loadings is among the most popular dimen-
sion reduction tools for the analysis of multivariate stationary time series ([32], [35], [38]).
According to the model assumptions adapted and estimation methods used, it seems that
recent literature on linear time series factor models mainly falls into two types. The cross-
sectional averaging method (summarized in [32]) which is popular in the econometric lit-
erature of linear factor models, exploits the assumption of weak dependence among the
vector components of ei,n and hence achieves de-noising via cross-sectional averaging. See
for instance [33], [5], [4] and [20] among many others. One advantage of the cross-sectional
averaging method is that it allows for a very high dimensionality. In general the method
requires that p diverges to achieve consistency and the estimation accuracy improves as
p gets larger under the corresponding model assumptions. On the other hand, the linear
factor model can also be fitted by exploring the relationship between the factor loading
space and the auto-covariance or the spectral density matrices of the time series under
appropriate assumptions. This method dates back at least to the works of [3], [10] and [30]
among others for fixed dimensional multivariate time series and is extended to the high
dimensional setting by the recent works of [26], [25], [36] and others. The latter method
allows for stronger contemporary dependence among the vector components and is consis-
tent when p is fixed under the requirement that the idiosyncratic components form a white
noise.

To date, the literature on non-stationary linear factor models is relatively scarce and
most existing results are focused on extensions of the cross-sectional averaging method.
Among others, [29] [27] and [34] considered evolutionary model (1.1) using the cross-
sectional averaging method. [19] and [7] studied non-stationary dynamic factor models. See
also [20] for the first use of Brillinger’s spectral PCA approach to the analysis of dynamic
factor models. Non-stationary factor models with time-varying loadings and diemionsality
have also drawn some attention in Bayesian analysis. Prominent examples inculde [1] and
[28], among others. In this paper, we shall extend the second estimation method mentioned
in the last paragraph to the case of evolutionary factor loadings with locally stationary fac-
tor and idiosyncratic component time series whose data generating mechanisms change
smoothly over time while allowing for weakly correlated idiosyncratic components. Using
this framework, our approach to the factor model estimation and the corresponding theory
contribute to the literature mainly in the following three aspects.

(a) Our proposed adaptive estimator is proven to be consistent under two sets of assump-
tions. The first set allows for the dimension p to be either fixed or diverging, with the
requirement that the noises ei form white noise. This assumption is commonly posited
by most approaches that explore factor loading space through the structure of au-
tocovariance or spectral density matrices. Meanwhile, the second set of assumptions
permits weak correlation among the ei’s, accommodating many classic time series
models, while requiring that the dimension p diverges. This set of conditions has
been adopted by most literature that utilizes the cross-sectional averaging method.
To the best of our knowledge, our method is the first to demonstrate consistency under
both sets of popular conditions for locally stationary factor models with time-varying
factor loadings, thereby offering a broad application scope.

(b) To estimate the time-varying loading matrix, the prevailing approach in the literature
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is the local-constant kernel estimator, see for example [27], [34]. It seems that it is
difficult to extend the local-constant method to general local polynomial methods for
factor models under the cross-sectional averaging set-up and therefore the estimation
accuracy of the existing methods is not adaptive to the smoothness (with respect to
time) of the factor loading matrix function. In this paper, we propose an alternative
adaptive estimation method based on the method of sieves ( [13]). The sieve method
is computationally simple to implement and has the advantage of being adaptive to the
unknown smoothness of the target function if certain linear sieves such as the Fourier
basis (for periodic functions), the Legendre polynomials or the orthogonal wavelets
are used ([13], [37]). Specifically, we adapt the method of sieves to estimate the high-
dimensional auto-covariance matrices of xi,n at each time point and subsequently
estimate the space spanned by the loadings A(t) at each t exploiting the relationship
between A(·) and the kernel of the latter local auto-covariance matrices. We use
”span” for ”space spanned” in the remaining of the article for short. We will show
that the span of A(·) can be estimated at a rate independent of p uniformly over time
provided that all factors are strong with order p1/2 Euclidean norms, extending the
corresponding result for factor models with static loadings established in [26].

(c) In most literature for time-varying factor models such as [27], [34], to estimate the
time-varying loading matrix, it is assumed that the number of factors is constant over
time. Typically further assumptions on the factor process such as independence or
time-invariance of its covariance matrix were required. In this paper, we model the
factor process as general locally stationary time series and allow the number of factors
to be time-varying. Uniform consistency of the estimated span of the loading matrix
as well as the number of factors will be established without assuming that the positive
eigenvalues of the corresponding matrices are distinct which is commonly posited in
the literature of factor models.

Testing whether A(·) is constant over time is important in the application of (1.1). In
the literature, among others [9] proposed LR, LM and Wald statistics for testing static
factor model against an alternative of piece-wise constant loadings, and [40] improved the
power of [9] by maximizing the test statistic over possible numbers of the original factors.
Assuming piece-wise stationarity, [6] estimated the change points of a factor model via
wavelet transformations. [34] considered an L2 test of static factor loadings under the
cross-sectional averaging framework assuming that each component of ei,n is a martingale
difference sequence. To the best of our knowledge, this paper is the first to propose a high-
dimensional L∞ or maximum deviation test on the time-invariance of the span ofA(·) which
utilizes the observation that the kernel of the full-sample auto-covariance matrices coincides
with all of its local counterparts under the null hypothesis of static span of loadings while
the latter observation is likely to fail when the span of A(·) is time-varying. Using the
uniform convergence rates of the estimated factor loadings established in this paper, the
test statistic will be shown to be asymptotically equivalent to the maximum deviation of
the sum of a high-dimensional locally stationary time series under some mild conditions.
A multiplier bootstrap procedure with overlapping blocks is adapted to approximate the
critical values of the test. The bootstrap will be shown to be asymptotically correct under
the null and powerful under a large class of local alternatives. The theory and methodology
of our testing procedure contribute to the literature mainly in the following two aspects.

(i) Under the null hypothesis of constant A(·), the common components of the time series,
i.e. A(i/n)zi,n, considered in the above-mentioned works are stationary or have time-
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invariant variance-covariance. Since zi,n is assumed to be locally stationary in this
paper, under the null hypothesis, the common components are allowed to be locally
stationary where their variance-covariance matrices can be smoothly time-varying.

(ii) The validity of the tests of the above works was built on the divergence of both the
length of time series n and the dimension of the time series p. In contrast, our
proposed tests is proved to be asymptotically correct under two sets of assumptions.
The first set of assumption is that p is fixed or diverging slowly with n while the
idiosyncratic errors are white nose, and the second set of assumption is that both
p and n diverge while idiosyncratic errors can be correlated. Our estimation is also
shown to be consistent under both sets of assumptions. Hence our results have a wide
application scope.

Other methodological and theoretical innovations include the following. 1) We introduce
a penalized eigen-ratio estimator for the dimension of the locally stationary low-dimensional
common factors. We combine techniques from [8] and [41] to establish and justify a sieve
estimator for the factor loadings under the two sets of assumptions mentioned in (a) above.
2) We introduce a state-of-the-art high-dimensional Gaussian approximation technique to
construct a test for static factor loading. Notably, the test involves the estimated idiosyn-
cratic errors. Although the convergence rate of these estimated idiosyncratic errors is not
sufficiently fast for a direct plug-in, we demonstrate that when combined with the eigen-
vectors of the null space of the loading matrix, the approximation error can be controlled.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces some notation. Sections 3
and 4 discuss the estimation of the evolutionary factor loading matrices and the test of
static factor loadings, respectively. Section 5 contains some technical assumptions while
Section 6 presents the theoretical results of estimation. Section 7 investigates the theoretical
properties of test of the static factor loading. Section 8 discusses the time varying dimension.
Section 9 gives out methods for tuning parameter selection. Simulation studies are displayed
in Section 10, and a real data analysis is in Section 11. Section 12 provides the proofs of
Theorem 6.1, Theorem 6.2 (i) as well as some important preliminary assumptions on locally
stationary multivariate time series. A class of high dimensional locally stationary time series
examples, the proofs of the remaining theorems, propositions, lemmas and corollaries are
relegated to the online supplemental material.

2 Notation

For two series an and bn, write an ≍ bn if the exists 0 < m1 < m2 < ∞ such that
m1 ≤ lim inf |an|

|bn| ≤ lim sup |an|
|bn| ≤ m2 < ∞. Write an / bn (an ' bn) if there exists a

uniform constantM such that an ≤Mbn (an ≥Mbn). Let A := B represent ”A is define as
B”. For any p dimensional (random) vector v = (v1, ..., vp)

⊤, write ‖v‖u = (
∑p

s=1 |vs|u)1/u,
and the corresponding Lv norm ‖v‖Lv = (E(‖v‖v2))1/v for v ≥ 1. For any real symmetric
matrix F let λmax(F) be its largest eigenvalue, λmin(F) be its smallest eigenvalue, and λk(F)
be its kth largest eigenvalue. For any matrix F let σk(F) be F’s kth largest singular value.
Let ‖F‖F = (trace(F⊤F))1/2 denote the Frobenius norm, and ‖F‖m be the positive square
root of the minimum eigenvalue of FF⊤ or F⊤F, whichever is a smaller matrix. Denote by
vec(F) the vector obtained by stacking the columns of F. Let ‖F‖2 =

√

λmax(FF⊤). In
particular, if F is a vector, then ‖F‖2 = ‖F‖F . We also write |F| for ‖F‖2 if F is a vector.
For any vector or matrix A = (aij) let |A|∞ = maxi,j |aij |. For any integer v let Iv denote
the v× v identity matrix. Write |I| for the length of the interval I. Let CK(M̃)[0, 1] be the
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collection of functions f defined on [0, 1] such that the Kth order derivative of f is Lipschitz
continuous with Lipschitz constant M̃ , M̃ > 0.

3 Model Estimation

Adapting the formulation in [45], we model the p, d, q dimensional locally stationary time
series xi,n, zi,n and ei,n, 1 ≤ i ≤ n as follows:

xi,n = G(i/n,Fi), zi,n = Q(i/n,Fi), ei,n = H(i/n,Fi) (3.1)

where the filtration Fi = (..., ǫi−1, ǫi) with {ǫi}i∈Z i.i.d. random elements in some measur-
able space S, and G : [0, 1] × SZ → R

p, Q : [0, 1] × SZ → R
d and H : [0, 1] × SZ → R

p

are p, d and p dimensional measurable nonlinear filters. Write jth entry of the time series
xi,n, zi,n and ei,n as xi,j,n = Gj(i/n,Fi), zi,j,n = Qj(i/n,Fi) and ei,j,n = Hj(i/n,Fi). Let

{ǫ′i}i∈Z be an independent copy of {ǫi}i∈Z and let F (h)
i = (ǫ−∞, ...ǫh−1, ǫ

′
h, ǫh+1, ..., ǫi) for

h ≤ i, and F (h)
i = Fi otherwise. The dependence measures for zi,n and ei,n in Ll norm are

defined as

δzl (k) := max
1≤j≤d

δzl,j(k) := max
1≤j≤d

sup
t∈[0,1],i∈Z

E
1/l(|Qj(t,Fi)−Qj(t,F (i−k)

i )|l),

δel (k) := max
1≤j≤p

δel,j(k) := max
1≤j≤p

sup
t∈[0,1],i∈Z

E
1/l(|Hj(t,Fi)−Hj(t,F (i−k)

i )|l),

which quantify the magnitude of change of systems Q,H in Ll norm when the inputs of
the systems k steps ahead are replaced by their i.i.d. copies. We also refer to [42] for the
definition of local stationarity and functional dependence for high dimensional time series.
Due to the page limit, we move the regularity conditions for Q,H, and G as well as an
example of a high dimensional moving average process to the Section 12 and the online
supplemental material, respectively. Observe from equation (1.1) that for k ≥ 1

xi+k,nx
⊤
i,n = A( i+kn )zi+k,nz

⊤
i,nA

⊤( in) +A( i+kn )zi+k,ne
⊤
i,n + ei+k,nz

⊤
i,nA

⊤( in ) + ei+k,ne
⊤
i,n.

In this paper we consider two set of assumptions. The first is that the idiosyncratic com-
ponent are uncorrelated with past common factors and past idiosyncratic component as
assumed by [25], i.e., E(ei+k,ne

⊤
i,n) = 0 and E(ei+k,nz

⊤
i,n) = 0. The dimension p can

be either diverging or fixed. The second set of assumptions allows E(ei+k,ne
⊤
i,n) 6= 0,

instead assuming p → ∞, and ‖Σe(t, k)‖2 := ‖E(H(t,Fi+k)H⊤(t,Fi))‖2 is bounded.
Denote the kth order auto-(cross)covariance by Σz(t, k) = E(Q(t,Fi+k)Q⊤(t,Fi)) and
Σze(t, k) = E(Q(t,Fi+k)H⊤(t,Fi)), Σx(t, k) = E(G(t,Fi+k)G⊤(t,Fi)). Under the first
assumption, taking expectation on both sides of the above equation will yield for k ≥ 1,

Σx(i/n, k) ≈ E(xi+k,nx
⊤
i,n) = A( i+kn )E(zi+k,nz

⊤
i,n)A

⊤( in) +A( i+kn )E(zi+k,ne
⊤
i,n)

≈ A(i/n)Σz(i/n, k)A
⊤(i/n) +A(i/n)Σze(i/n, k). (3.2)

Further define Λ(t) =
∑k0

k=1Σx(t, k)Σ
⊤
x (t, k) for some pre-specified integer k0 and we have

Λ(t) ≈ Λ1(t) where the positive semidefinite matrix Λ1(t) is defined as

Λ1(t) = A(t)
[

k0
∑

k=1

(Σz(t, k)A
⊤(t) +Σze(t, k))(A(t)Σ⊤

z (t, k) +Σ⊤
ze(t, k))

]

A⊤(t). (3.3)
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Therefore in principle the span of A(t) can be identified by the null space of Λ(t). Under
the second set of assumptions, since E(ei+k,ne

⊤
i,n) 6= 0 we can write Λ(t) by Λ(t) = Λ1(t)+

Λ(t) − Λ1(t), where Λ(t) − Λ1(t) is a symmetric matrix. The boundedness of ‖Σe(t, k)‖2
will lead to ‖Λ(t)−Λ1(t)‖2 = o(inft λd(t)(Λ1(t))). Therefore, an application of Davis-Khan

theorem shows that the eigenvectors of null space of A⊤(t) will be close to the eigenvectors
of Λ(t) with respect to its (d + 1)th, ...pth eigenvalue (in descending order). The use of
Λ(t) was advocated in [26] under the first set of assumptions, and not considered under
the second set of assumptions to the best of the authors’ knowledge. In this paper we
aim at estimating a set of time-varying orthonormal basis of this time-varying null space,
which is identifiable up to rotation, to characterize A(t). The identification of factors and
factor numbers has drawn considerable research attention in the literature of factor models.
[26] proposes conditions that the loading matrix is normalized for identification. For sparse
factor models, [21] develops a counting rule on the number of nonzero factor loadings as well
as generalised lower triangular representation to resolve rotational invariance. For locally
stationary factor models, the direct extension of the existing methods as above are not
straightforward since the identification conditions should be also time-varying. Therefore
we leave the identification of the factor loadings as a rewarding future work, and focus on
the span of the factor loadings that does not rely on identification conditions in this paper.
As we discussed in the introduction, fitting factor models using relationships between the
factor space and the null space of the auto-covariance matrices has a long history. In the
following we shall propose a nonparametric sieve-based method for time-varying loading
matrix estimation which is adaptive to the smoothness (with respect to t) of the covariance
function Σx(t, k). For a pre-selected set of orthonormal basis functions {Bj(t)}∞j=1 we shall
approximate Σx(t, k) by a finite but diverging order basis expansion

Σx(t, k) ≈
Jn
∑

j=1

(∫ 1

0
Σx(u, k)Bj(u)du

)

Bj(t), (3.4)

where the order Jn diverges to infinity. The speed of divergence is determined by the
smoothness of Σx(t, k) with respect to t. Motivated by (3.4) we propose to estimate Λ(t)
by the following Λ̂(t):

Λ̂(t) =

k0
∑

k=1

M̂(Jn, t, k)M̂
⊤(Jn, t, k), where M̂(Jn, t, k) =

Jn
∑

j=1

Σ̃x,j,kBj(t), (3.5)

Σ̃x,j,k =
1

n

n−k
∑

i=1

xi+kx
⊤
i Bj(

i

n
). (3.6)

In order to help the readers understand our main ideas better, we shall first assume that
the number of factors d(t) is constant over time, that is, d(t) = d, ∀t ∈ [0, 1]. The
more complicated case where d(t) is time-varying will be discussed in Section 8. Let
¯̂
Λ =

∑n
i=1 Λ̂(i/n)/n. Then we estimate d by d̂n defined as

d̂n = argmin
1≤i≤p

λi+1(
¯̂
Λ+ qn)/(λi(

¯̂
Λ) + qn). (3.7)

where qn is the penalty which will be discussed in detail in Section 6. The eigenvalue
ratio has been considered in the literature of econometrics, see for example [2]. In fact,
d̂n is a penalized version of the eigen-ratio statistics advocated by [25] which assumes that
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E(ei,ne
⊤
j,n) = 0. The introducing of the penalization extend the applicability of [25] to the

model satisfying our second set of assumptions. Further define V̂(t) = (v̂1(t), ..., v̂d̂n (t))

where v̂i(t)
′s are the eigenvectors of Λ̂(t) corresponding to λ1(Λ̂(t)),...,λd̂n (Λ̂(t)). Then we

estimate the column space of A(t) by

Span(v̂1(t), ..., v̂d̂n (t)). (3.8)

4 Test for Static Factor Loadings

It is of practical interest to test H0 : span(A(t)) = span(A), where A is a p× d matrix. In
other words, one can find a time-invariant matrix A to represent the factor loading matrices
throughout time. Without loss of generality, we shall assume that A(t) = A under the null
hypothesis throughout the rest of the paper if no confusions will arise.

Observe that testing H0 is more subtle than testing covariance stationarity of xi,n as
both zi,n and ei,n can be locally stationary under the null. By equation (1.1), assuming
Σez(t, k) = 0 as in Section 3,

∫ 1

0
Σx(t, k) dt =

∫ 1

0
A(t)(Σz(t, k)A

⊤(t) +Σze(t, k)) dt +

∫

Σe(t, k)dt, k > 0

:=

∫

Σ̃x(t, k)dt +

∫

Σe(t, k)dt, k > 0

where Σ̃x(t, k) = A(t)(Σz(t, k)A
⊤(t)+Σze(t, k)). As in Section 3, we consider (i) Σe(t, k) =

0 and (ii)‖Σe(t, k)‖2 is bounded as p→ ∞. Under both cases, it can be shown that the null
space of (

∫ 1
0 Σx(t, k))(

∫ 1
0 Σx(t, k))

⊤ is close to the null space of (
∫

Σ̃x(t, k)dt)(
∫

Σ̃x(t, k)dt)
⊤.

Furthermore, under null hypothesis it’s obvious that the null space of A⊤ is the same as
the null space of (

∫

Σ̃x(t, k)dt)(
∫

Σ̃x(t, k)dt)
⊤.

Consider the following quantity Γk and its estimate Γ̂k:

Γk =

∫ 1

0
Σx(t, k) dt

∫ 1

0
Σ⊤
x (t, k) dt, Γ̂k = (

n−k
∑

i=1

xi+k,nx
⊤
i,n/n)(

n−k
∑

i=1

xi+kx
⊤
i,n/n)

⊤.

Let Γ̂ =
∑k0

k=1 Γ̂k. Then the kernel space of A⊤ can be estimated by the kernel of Γ̂
under H0. Let d̃n be an estimate of d which will be described at the end of this section. Let
f̂i be the orthonormal eigenvectors of Γ̂ w.r.t. (λd̃n+1(Γ̂),...,λp(Γ̂)). Write F̂ = (f̂1, ..., f̂p−d̃n).
The test is then constructed by segmenting the time series into non-overlapping equal-sized
blocks of size mn. Without loss of generality, consider n = mnNn for integers mn and Nn.
Define for 1 ≤ h ≤ Nn the index set bh = ((h− 1)mn + 1, ..., hmn). The test statistics is

T̂n =
√
mn max

1≤h≤Nn

max
1≤i≤p−d̃n

|f̂⊤i SXh | (4.1)

where SXh =
∑

i∈bh xi,n/mn. Then under the null hypothesis, f⊤i SXh = f⊤i Seh where Seh =
∑

i∈bh ei,n/mn. Notice that under alternative, f⊤i SXh = m−1
n

∑

s∈bh(f
⊤
i A(s/n)zs,n + f⊤i Seh)

which will be large if the exists an eigenvector fq such that f⊤q
∑

s∈bhA(s/n)zs,n/mn is large

for some h. Let êi = (Ip − V̂(i/n)V̂⊤(i/n))xi,n where V̂(i/n) is the eigenvector used to
estimate the column space of A(t) in Section 3. To implement the test, we propose the
following bootstrap procedure. Notice that Theorem 3 of [4] specified the optimal rate of
êi−ei, which is Op(T

−1/2+p−1/2), is too slow for proving c⊤êi well approximate c⊤ei with
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any |c| via plugging in this rate. Nevertheless, using the property of null space we shall
show in the online supplement that f̂⊤s êi is a good proxy of f⊤s ei for any 1 ≤ s ≤ p − d,
which motives us to develop the bootstrap procedure based on f̂⊤s êi as follows. Define for
1 ≤ s ≤ Nn and 1 ≤ j ≤ mn,

l̂j,s =
(

f̂⊤1 êj+(s−1)mn
, ..., f̂⊤

p−d̃n êj+(s−1)mn

)⊤
. (4.2)

Further define

l̂i = (̂l
⊤
i,1, ..., l̂

⊤
i,Nn

)⊤ (4.3)

for 1 ≤ i ≤ mn. Let ŝj,wn =
∑j+wn−1

r=j l̂r and ŝmn =
∑mn

r=1 l̂r for 1 ≤ j ≤ mn where
wn = o(mn) and wn → ∞ is the window size. Define

κn =
1

√

wn(mn − wn + 1)

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

(ŝj,wn − wn
mn

ŝmn)Rj (4.4)

where {Ri}i∈Z are i.i.d. N(0, 1) independent of {xi,n, 1 ≤ i ≤ n}. Then we have the follow-
ing algorithm for testing static factor loadings:

Algorithm for implementing the multiplier bootstrap:

(1) Select mn and wn by the Minimal Volatility (MV) method that will be described in
Section 9.2.

(2) Generate B (say 2000) conditionally i.i.d. copies of Kr = |κ(r)
n |∞, r = 1, ...B, where

κ
(r)
n is obtained by (4.4) via the rth copy of i.i.d. standard normal random variables

{R(r)
i }i∈Z.

(3) Let K(r), 1 ≤ r ≤ B be the order statistics for Kr, 1 ≤ r ≤ B. Then we reject H0 at

level α if T̂n ≥ K(⌊(1−α)B⌋). Let B∗ = min{r : K(r) ≥ T̂n} and the corresponding p
value of the test can be approximated by 1−B∗/B.

To implement our test, d will be estimated by

d̃n = mode(d̃∗i )1≤i≤T ,

where d̃∗i = argmax
1≤j≤p

(λj+1(Λ̂(i/n)) + qn)/(λj(Λ̂(i/n)) + qn)). (4.5)

where qn is the penalty which will be discussed later.

Remark 4.1. In this paper, we test whether the span of the factor loading matrix, denoted
by span, is time-varying. At each time t, this span is uniquely determined by the matrix
Λ1(t) defined in equation (3.3), which can be uniquely determined without identification
issues. A static matrix A can represent this span when it is time-invariant. Once the loading
matrix A is determined to be static, the factors are then determined up to time-invariant
rotation and dilation. Hence, in this scenario the factors should be modelled as locally
stationary processes if the covariance structure of the time seires {Azi,n} is time-varying.
It is important to note that a model with time-varying factor loadings and stationary low-
dimensional vectors is similar to, yet distinct from, the model with static factor loadings
and locally stationary low-dimensional factors considered in the null hypothesis of our tests.
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The time-varying second-order structure of the latter model is determined by that of the low-
dimensional common factors, whereas in the former model, the time-varying covariance
structure is determined by the p × d components of factor loading matrix, and the model
complexity becomes large when p is high. As pointed out by a referee, besides testing static
factor loading as considered in our paper, testing constancy of the auto-covariance strucuture
of the factor process is also very important, especially for predicting the low-dimensional
common factors. We leave this test as a promising direction for future work.

5 Technical Assumptions

We first discuss the conditions for the loading matrix of model (1.1), which relates G to Q
and H.

(A1) Let aij(t), 1 ≤ i ≤ p, 1 ≤ j ≤ d be the (i, j)th element of A(t). We assume there
exists a sufficiently large constant M such that

sup
t∈[0,1]

|aij(t)| ≤M. (5.6)

(A2) A(t) is full rank. Write A(t) = (a1(t), ....,ad(t)) where as(t), 1 ≤ s ≤ d are p
dimensional vectors. Then supt∈[0,1] ‖as(t)‖22 ≍ p for 1 ≤ s ≤ d. Besides, the matrix
norm of A(t) satisfies

inf
t∈[0,1]

‖A(t)‖F ≍ p
1

2 , sup
t∈[0,1]

‖A(t)‖F ≍ p
1

2 , inf
t∈[0,1]

‖A(t)‖m ≥ η1/2n p
1

2 (5.7)

for a positive sequence ηn = O(1). Note that ηn is allowed to converge to 0.

Condition (A1) concerns the boundedness of the loading matrix, while condition (A2)
assume strong factor strength ( c.f. Section 2.3 of [26]) for the ease of reading. We discuss
weak factor strength in the proofs. Since we are only interested in identifying the linear
span of A(t) in this paper, there is no need to assume that the matrix A(t) is standardized.
Notice that we identify the column space (3.8) via estimated dimensions and eigenvectors.
Larger ‖A(t)‖m will yield better separation of null space and kernel which enables us to
correctly identify the number of factors, as well as more accurate estimation of eigenvectors
via the well-known Davis Kahan Theorem [17]. Here we allow the sequence ηn → 0, and the
theoretical results will rest on the magnitude of order of ηn. Such formulation is convenient
for us to further discuss the model (1.1) with time-varying d = d(t) in detail, in Section 8.

We then postulate the following assumptions on the covariance matrices of the common
factors zi,n and the idiosyncratic components ei,n, which are needed for spectral decompo-
sition. Let Σez(t, k) = E(H(t,Fi+k)Q⊤(t,Fi)) and Σe(t, k) = E(H(t,Fi+k)H⊤(t,Fi)).

(S0) Let σx,u,v(t, k) be the (u, v)th element of Σx(t, k). Assume σx,i,j(t, k), 1 ≤ i ≤ p and
1 ≤ j ≤ p, 1 ≤ k ≤ k0 belongs to a common functional space Ω which is equipped
with an orthonormal basis Bj(t), i.e.

∫ 1
0 Bm(t)Bn(t)dt = 1(m = n), where 1(·) is

the indicator function. Assume Ω ∈ CK(M̃ )[0, 1] for some K ≥ 2. Moreover for
1 ≤ k ≤ k0,

max
1≤i≤p,1≤j≤p

sup
t∈[0,1]

|σx,i,j(t, k)−
Jn
∑

u=1

σ̃x,i,j,u(k)Bu(t)| = O(gJn,K,M̃), (5.8)

where σ̃x,i,j,u(k) =
∫ 1
0 σx,i,j(t, k)Bu(t)dt, and gJn,K,M̃ → 0 as Jn → ∞.
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(S1) For t ∈ [0, 1] and k = 1, ..., k0, all components of Σe(t, k) are 0.

(S1’) p→ ∞, ‖Σe(t, k)‖2 ≤M for some constant M for k = 1, ..., k0.

(S2) For k = 0, 1, ..., k0 , Σz(t, k) is full ranked such that inf0≤k≤k0 σd(Σz(t, k)) > 0.

(S3) For t ∈ [0, 1] and k = 1, ..., k0, all components of Σez(t, k)A
⊤(t) are 0.

(S4) For t ∈ [0, 1] and 1 ≤ k ≤ k0, ‖Σze(t, k)‖F = o(η
1/2
n p

1

2 ).

(S0) means Σx(t, k) can be approximated by the basis expansion. The approximation error
rate gJn,K,M̃ diminishes as Jn increases. Often higher differentiability yields more accurate
approximation rate. We refer to [37] and [13] for evaluating gJn,K,M̃ when normalized
Legendre polynomial, trigonometric polynomials or orthogonal wavelets are used for basis.
Condition (S1) indicates that (ei,n) does not have auto-covariance up to order k0 which
is slightly weaker than the requirement that (ei,n) is a white noise process used in the
literature. In (S1) p can either be fixed or divergent. Condition (S1’) allows (ei,n) to
have non-zero autocovariance but requires p diverge while avoiding strong cross-sectional
dependence among ei,n and ej,n which is satisfied by many dynamic factor models, see for
example [32]. In this paper, we assume either (S1) or (S1’). Condition (S2) implies that for
1 ≤ i ≤ n, no linear combination of components of zi,n is white noise that can be absorbed
into ei,n. (S3) can be implied by Σez(t, k) ≡ 0, i.e., zi,n and ei+k,n are uncorrelated for any
k ≥ 0. Condition (S4) requires a weak correlation between zi+k,n and ei,n. In fact, it is
the locally stationary extension of Condition (i) in Theorem 1 of [26] and condition (C6)
of [25]. Though (C6) of [25] assumes a rate of o(p1−δ), it requires standardization of the
factor loading matrix.

6 Asymptotic Results for Model Estimation

Theorem 6.1 provides the estimation accuracy of Λ̂(t) by the sieve method. Due to the
page limit, we move conditions (M1)-(M3) to Section 12, which are standard assumptions
for multivariate locally stationary time series.

Theorem 6.1. Assume conditions (A1), (A2), (M1), (M2) ,(M3) and (S0), (S2)–(S4)
hold. Define ιn = sup1≤j≤Jn Lipj+supt,1≤j≤Jn |Bj(t)|, where Lipj is the Lipschitz constant

of basis function Bj(t). Write νn =
Jn supt,1≤j≤Jn

|Bj(t)|2√
n

+
Jn supt,1≤j≤Jn

|Bj(t)|ιn
n + gJn,K,M̃ ,

where the quantity gJn,K,M̃ is defined in condition (A2). Then we have if (S1) hold

∥

∥

∥ sup
t∈[0,1]

∥

∥

∥Λ̂(t)−Λ1(t)
∥

∥

∥

2

∥

∥

∥

L1
= O(p2νn).

and if (S1’) hold, the rate will be O(p2νn + p).

From the proof, we shall see that ‖Λ1(t)‖F is of the order p2 uniformly for t ∈ [0, 1].
Hence under (S1) the approximation error of Λ̂(t) is negligible compared with the magnitude
of Λ1(t). Under (S1’) to achieve negligible approximation error we additionally require that
p → ∞. For orthnormal Legendre polynomials and trigonometric polynomials it is easy
to derive that Lipj = O(j2). Similar calculations can be performed for a large class of
frequently-used basis functions. The first term of νn is due to the stochastic variation of
M̂(Jn, t, k) (see (3.5)), while the second and last terms are due to the basis approximation.
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We now discuss the validity of estimator (3.8). Write B̂(t) = (b̂d+1(t), ..., b̂p(t)) where

b̂s(t), d + 1 ≤ s ≤ p are orthonormal eigenvectors of Λ̂(t) corresponding to λd+1(Λ̂(t)),...
,λp(Λ̂(t)), and Ṽ(t) = (v̂1(t), ..., v̂d(t)) where v̂s(t), 1 ≤ s ≤ d are orthonormal eigenvectors

of Λ̂(t) corresponding to λs(Λ̂(t)), 1 ≤ s ≤ d. Hence (v̂1(t), ..., v̂d(t), b̂d+1(t), ..., b̂p(t))
form a set of orthonormal basis of Rp. Define V(t) = (v1(t), ...,vd(t)) where vi(t)s are
the orthonormal eigenvectors of Λ1(t) corresponding to λs(Λ1(t)), 1 ≤ s ≤ d, and B(t) =
(bd+1(t), ...,bp(t)) with bs(t), d+1 ≤ s ≤ p being a set of orthonormal eigenvectors of Λ(t)
corresponding to λd+1(Λ(t)),... ,λp(Λ(t)). Therefore (v1(t), ...,vd(t),bd+1(t), ...,bp(t)) also

form a set of orthonormal basis of Rp. Notice that Ṽ(t) will coincide with V̂(t) if d̂n = d.

Theorem 6.2. Under conditions of Theorem 6.1, we have

(i) For each t ∈ [0, 1] there exist orthogonal matrices Ô1(t) ∈ R
d×d and Ô2(t) ∈ R

(p−d)×(p−d)

such that if (S1’) holds,

‖ sup
t∈[0,1]

‖Ṽ(t)Ô1(t)−V(t)‖F ‖L1 = O(η−1
n νn + η−1

n p−1),

‖ sup
t∈[0,1]

‖B̂(t)Ô2(t)−B(t)‖F ‖L1 = O(η−1
n νn + η−1

n p−1).

If (S1) holds then the rate will be reduced to O(η−1
n νn).

(ii) Furthermore, if (S1’) holds. lim supp supt∈[0,1] λmax(E(H(t,Fi)H⊤(t,Fi))) < ∞ we
have that for i/n ∈ [0, 1], 1 ≤ i ≤ n,

p−1/2‖Ṽ(i/n)Ṽ⊤(i/n)xi,n −A(i/n)zi,n‖2 = Op(η
−1
n νn + p−1/2 + η−1

n p−1).

If (S1) holds then the rate will be reduced to Op(η
−1
n νn + p−1/2).

Assertion (i) follows from Theorem 6.1 and a variant of Davis Kahan Theorem ([41])
which does not require the separation of all non-zero eigenvalues. (i) involves orthogonal
matrices Ô1(t) and Ô2(t) since it allows multiple eigenvalues at certain time points, which
yields the non-uniqueness of the eigen-decomposition. Moreover, under either (S1) or (S1’),
if ηn ' 1, the rate in (i) will not increase as p, and reduces to the uniform nonparametric
sieve estimation rate for univariate smooth functions if (S1) holds, which coincides with
the well-known ”blessing of dimension” phenomenon for stationary factor models, see for
example [26].

The sieve approximation rates νn will be adaptive to the smoothness and will be slower
when σx,i,j(t, k)

′s are less smooth in which case gJn,K,M̃ converges to zero at an adaptive but
slower rate as Jn increases. If we assume that σx,i,j(t, k)

′s are real analytic and normalized
Legendre polynomials or trigonometric polynomials (when all σx,i,j(t, k) can be extended
to periodic functions) are used as basis, we shall take Jn =M log n for some large constant
M to yield νn = logn√

n
.

The next proposition states that with high probability d̂n = d if the penalization qn =
c(p1−δ + νnp

2) log p for some constant c > 0.

Proposition 6.1. Assume conditions (A1), (A2), (M1)-(M3), (S0)-(S4) (either (S1) or
(S1’) holds) hold, and that ηn ' 1. Furthermore, under (S1), suppose that c is a sufficiently

small and positive constant and that νn log n→ 0. Under (S1’), assume that p2

(p2νn+p) logn
→

∞, and that na / p / nb for some a < b. Then

P(d̂n 6= d) = O(η−1
n θ(n, p)) +O(log−1/2 n) = o(1). (6.1)

where θ(n, p) = νn under (S1) and νn + p−1 under (S1’).
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7 Theoretical Results for Testing Static Factor Loadings

We discuss the limiting behavior of T̂n of (4.1) under H0 in this section. Notice that under
H0 the dimension of the loading matrix A(t) ≡ A is fixed. Therefore for simplicity in this
section we assume ηn ≡ 1 for ηn in conditions (A2), (S3) and (S4). First, the following
proposition indicates that with probability tending to one d̃n equals d under H0.

Proposition 7.1. Assume conditions of Proposition 6.1 hold. Then we have, under H0,

P(d̃n 6= d) = O(θ(n, p)) +O(log−1/2 n) = o(1)

as n→ ∞.

By construction, Proposition 7.1 is an immediate consequence of Proposition 6.1. To
derive the asymptotic correctness of our bootstrap-assisted testing procedure, we further
assume condition (M2’) to replace (M2).

(M2’) There exists constants l ≥ 4 and M , such that max1≤j≤d
∑∞

k=1 δ
z
l,j(k) < ∞,

max1≤j≤p
∑∞

k=1 δ
e
l,j(k) <∞ and

sup
t∈[0,1]

max
1≤u≤d

E|Qu(t,F0)|l ≤M, sup
t∈[0,1]

max
1≤v≤p

E|Hv(t,F0)|l ≤M.

Define ΣH(t) as ΣH(t) =
∑

k∈ZCov(H(t,Fi),H(t,Fi+k)) =
∑

k∈ZΣe(t, k), which is the
long-run covariance matrix of H. We then have the following condition (M4)-(M8).

(M4) There exists a constant Ml depending on l such that for 1 ≤ i ≤ n, and for all p
dimensional vector c such that |c|2 = 1, the inequality ‖c⊤ei,n‖Ll ≤ Ml‖c⊤ei,n‖L2

holds. Also max1≤i≤n λmax(E(ei,ne
⊤
i,n)) is uniformly bounded as n and p diverges.

(M5) There exist constants c and C such that

c ≤ λmin(ΣH(t)) ≤ λmax(ΣH(t)) ≤ C.

(M6) Write ∂
∂tH(t,Fi) = ( ∂∂tH1(t,Fi), ..., ∂∂tHp(t,Fi))⊤ where Hs(t,Fi) is the sth entry of

H(t,Fi), and H′(s,Fi) = ∂
∂tH(t,Fi)|t=s. Assume that for all t, s ∈ (0, 1) and u, v ∈ Z,

‖E(H(t,Fu)(H′(s,Fv))⊤)‖2 = O
(

|(u− v)−2 log−2 |u− v|| ∧ 1
)

(7.2)

(M7) For all t ∈ [0, 1],
∑

k∈Z k‖Σe(t, k)‖2 <∞.

(M8) There exists a q ≥ 3, s.t. max|c|=1 ‖c⊤(ei−e∗i )‖Lq = O(∆q(i)) with
∑

j∈Z,j≥0 j∆q(j) <
∞. To save notation we assume q = l.

Condition (M4) controls the magnitude of the Ll norm of projections of ei,n by their L2

norm which essentially requires that the dependence among the components of ei,n cannot
be too strong. (M4) is mild in general and is satisfied, for instance, if a bounded number of
components of ei,n are dependent, or ei,n has the form of Mεi,n for a p× p matrix M and
a random vector εi,n where ‖M‖2 is bounded, and the component of εi,n are independent
sub-Gaussians with bounded variance proxy. Suppose that δe2(k) + δe

′

2 (k) = o(k−2 log−2 k)
where δe

′

2 is the dependence measure of ∂
∂tH(t,Fi), then by Lemma 5 of [46] (M6) will hold

for fixed p. When p diverges, (M6) will be satisfied if H is stationary.For nonstationary
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H, (M6) means weak cross-sectional dependence among components of H, for example
it holds if there are at most a bounded number of components of H(·,Fi) and H′(·,Fj)
that are correlated. Moreover, it can be verified for a general class of locally stationary
high dimensional moving average models. See Section A in the supplemental material for
more detailed examples. (M7) posits a weak cross-sectional correlation for idiosyncratic
error. If the idiosyncratic error is white noise, then our theoretical results will hold without
assuming (M6) and (M7). (M8) will be fulfilled if p is fixed or if the components of ei are
independent.(M8) can be easily checked for high dimensional linear process. We refer to
Proposition A.1 in the supplemental material for verifying (M8) for a large class of high
dimensional moving average process.

Write F = (f1, ..., fp−d). Define li by replacing F̂ with F and ei with êi in the definition

of l̂i (c.f. (4.3)) with its jth element denoted by li,j. Then straightforward calculations

indicate that T̂ ≈ |
∑mn

i=1
li√

mn
|∞ under null hypothesis. Therefore we can approximate T̂

by the L∞ norm of a certain mean zero Gaussian process via the recent development
in high dimensional Gaussian approximation theory, see for instance [15] and [43]. Let
yi = (yi1, ...yi(Nn(p−d))) be a centered Nn(p− d) dimensional Gaussian random vectors that
preserved the auto-covariance structure of li for 1 ≤ i ≤ mn and write y =

∑mn
i=1 yi/

√
mn.

Theorem 7.1. Assume conditions of Proposition 7.1 and (M2’), (M4)-(M8) hold. Fur-

thermore, suppose that Ωn(M
′) :=

√

M ′

mn
(Nnp)

1/l +N
1/l
n θ0(n, p)p

1

2 = o(1), where θ0(n, p) =

1/
√
n under (S1), and 1/

√
n + p−1 under (S1’). Assume that there exists k′, 1 ≤ k′ ≤ k0

such that σd(
∫

Σx(t, k
′)dt) ≥ η > 0. Then under null hypothesis

sup
t∈R

|P(T̂n ≤ t)− P(|y|∞ ≤ t)| = O
(

log−1/2 n+ θ(n, p) log n

+ (Ωn(M
′)

l
2l+1

√

log(n/Ωn(M ′)) + υ(mn − 2M ′, Nn, p, d, l))
)

, (7.3)

for any sequence M ′ = o(mn).

Since the detailed form of υ(mn, Nn, p, d, l) is complicated and long, we relegate its
formula to Proposition D.3 in the online supplement.

Remark 7.1. The term υ(mn − 2M ′, Nn, p, d, l) = o(1) if Ωn(M
′)/m−ǫ

n → ∞ for some
ǫ > 0, ∆l(j) = j−(1+β) for some β > 2, and l is sufficiently large such that (Nnp)

1/l =

O(m
5/16−ι1
n ) and p1/l = O(m

0.5+β
8

−ι2
n ) for some ι1, ι2 > 0. Furthermore, if (Nnp)

1/4 /

m
3−25ζ

32
n and Nnp / exp(mζ

n) for some 0 ≤ ζ < 1/11, and ∆l(k) = O(χk0) for some constant
χ0 ∈ (0, 1), then by setting M ′ = logmn it follows that υ(mn − 2M ′, Nn, k0, p, d, l) =

O(m
−(1−11ζ)/8
n ) and Ωn(M

′) =
√

logmn

mn
(Nnp)

1/l +N
1/l
n θ0(n, p)p

1

2 .

Remark 7.2. When l is sufficiently large, the second term of Ωn(M
′) in last line of Remark

7.1 is close to p1/2/
√
n under (S1) and p1/2/

√
n + p−1/2 under (S1’). Hence, in order for

this term to vanish, p can be as large as O(na) for any a < 1.

7.1 Block Multiplier Bootstrap

The validity of the bootstrap procedure is supported by the following theorem. Let θ̄(n, p, l,Nn, wn) =√
wnN

1/l
n θ(n, p)p1/2.
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Theorem 7.2. Let Wn,p = (Nn(p− d))2. Assume that the conditions of Theorem 7.1 hold,

wn → ∞, w2
n/mn = o(1), θ̄(n, p, l,Nn, wn) log

1/2 n = o(1) and that there exist q∗ ≥ l and

ǫ > 0 such that Θn := w−1
n +

√

wn/mnW
2/q∗
n,p / W−ǫ

n,p, υ(mn − 2M ′, Nn, p, d, l) = o(1),
n−ǫ1 / Ωn(M

′) / n−ǫ2 for some M ′ = o(mn) and ǫ1, ǫ2 > 0, and

(i) ‖c⊤ei,n‖Lq∗ ≤Mq∗‖c⊤ei,n‖L2 holds for all |c| = 1.

(ii) ∆q∗(j) = O(((j + 1) log(j + 1))−2).

(iii) λmax(V ar(H(t,F0)−H(s,F0))) ≤ C|t− s| for some constant C.

Then we have that conditional on xi,n and under H0,

sup
t∈R

|P(T̂n ≤ t)− P(|κn|∞ ≤ t|xi,n, 1 ≤ i ≤ n)| = op(1) (7.4)

The condition w−1
n +

√

wn/mnW
2/q∗
n,p /W−ǫ

n,p holds if wn ' (Nnp)
2ǫ and

√

wn
mn
W

2

q∗
+ǫ

n,p =

o(1). For the condition υ(mn − 2M ′, Nn, p, d, l) = o(1) we refer to Remark 7.1. We also
provide the detailed rate of (7.4) in the proof presented in the online supplement.

7.2 Power

In this section we discuss the power of our bootstrap-assisted testing algorithm in Section
7.1 for testing static factor loadings.

Theorem 7.3. Recall the bootstrap critical value K(⌊(1−α)B⌋) defined in Section 4. Suppose
that the conditions of Theorem 7.2 holds. Consider the following class of alternatives:

HA : A(t) = An(t) := A+ ρnD(t), (7.5)

where D(t) = (dij(t)) is a p×d matrix satisfying (A1) and (A2) (with ηn ≡ 1), ‖D(t)‖2 = 1
for identification, and ρn = O(1) controls the magnitude of deviation from the null. Let
F̃ = (f̃1, ..., f̃p−d′) be the eigenvectors of Γ where d′ is the rank of Γ.

(i) Assume that there exists some q such that f̃q satisfying |f̃⊤q A(t)|/
√

log(Nnp) → ∞ as

(n, p) diverges at some t ∈ (0, 1), and that | ∂∂t |f̃⊤q A(t)|| ≤M |f̃⊤q A(t)| for all t ∈ [0, 1]
and some universal constant M . Suppose that the long run covariance of zi,n is not
degenerated, i.e.,

λz := inf
t∈[0,1]

λmin(

∞
∑

k=−∞
Σz(t, k)) > 0 (7.6)

with m
3/2
n = o(n). Then we have as n→ ∞,

lim
B→∞

P(T̂ ≥ K(⌊(1−α)B⌋)|xi,n, 1 ≤ i ≤ n) →p 1. (7.7)

(ii) Suppose that p is fixed, and there exists q, 1 ≤ q ≤ p− d′ such that

(a) The (7.6) holds, and that ‖Σe(t, k)‖F = 0 for all t ∈ [0, 1], k ≥ 1. More-
over, for each n there exists a union I of sub-intervals of [0, 1], such that

mint∈I(|f̃⊤q A(t)|) > (18 + γ0)
1/2λ

−1/2
z supt ‖V ar(H(t,F0))‖1/22 for some γ0 > 0,

and |I| ≥ γ1 > 0.
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(b) Let x̃i = f̃⊤q xi := G̃(i/n,Fi) where Fi is defined in Section 3. Define δG̃l (k) =

‖G̃(t,Fi)− G̃(t,F (i−k)
i )‖Ll . Assume that δG̃l (j) = O(j−1−β) for some β > 2, and

that E(|G̃(t,F0)|l) <∞ for some l ≥ 8, mn ≍ nα for some α > 16
5l .

Then we have (7.7) still holds.

In fact, in Proposition E.1 of the online supplement we show d′ = d under (7.5). The
condition that | ∂∂t |f̃⊤q A(t)|| ≤ M |f̃⊤q A(t)| in (i) is mild. A sufficient condition is that for

1 ≤ i ≤ p and 1 ≤ j ≤ d, | ∂∂taij(t)| ≤ M |aij(t)| for some uniform constant M . Let D
be a subspace of null space of A⊤, i.e., A⊤D = 0, and consider D(t) = a(t)D with some
non-constant function a(t) ∈ C1(M0)[0, 1] for some constant M0 > 0. Then there exists a
union I of sub-interval of [0, 1] such that |f̃⊤q A(t)| will be the order of ρnp

1/2 on I with
|I| > 0.

8 Factor Loadings with Varying Dimensions

We now discuss model (1.1) when the number of factors and the dimension of the loading
matrix are time-varying. Since the number and the dimension are integers, it is sophisti-
cated to define the ”smoothly changing” factor number or ”smoothly changing” dimensions
directly, where the concept of ”smoothly changing” is the key assumption of locally sta-
tionary models and is the key to the nonparametric smoothing approaches. Moreover, in
current literature, many assumptions including stationarity and dependence strength, are
not directly applicable to time series with possibly changing dimensions d(t). To circumvent
this difficulty we consider such (1.1) that are generated from a possibly unidentifiable locally
stationary factor model with fixed dimension defined as follows. Let d = maxt∈[0,1] d(t),
and in this paper we focus on the case that d is fixed and independent of p, n. Let
i0 = min{i : d(i/n) = d} and consider

xi,n = A∗(i/n)z∗i,n + ei,n, (8.8)

where z∗i,n and ei,n are d and p dimensional locally stationary time series, and the p × d
loading matrix A∗(t) is not necessarily full rank over the interval [0, 1]. We now posit as-
sumptions for (1.1) with varying dimensions through connections to (8.8). Consider the case

that inft∈[0,1] ‖A∗(t)‖F ≍ p
1

2 , supt∈[0,1] ‖A∗(t)‖F ≍ p
1

2 . Using singular value decomposition
(SVD), model (8.8) can be written as

xi,n = p
1

2U(i/n)Σ(i/n)W⊤(i/n)z∗i,n + ei,n, (8.9)

where Σ(i/n) is a p × d rectangular diagonal matrix with diagonal Σuu(i/n) = σu(i/n)

for 1 ≤ u ≤ d, (σu(i/n))1≤u≤d are singular values of A∗(i/n)/p
1

2 , U(i/n) and W(i/n) are
corresponding left and right singular vectors, respectively. The (σu(i/n))1≤u≤d are ordered
such that σ1(i0/n) ≥ ... ≥ σd(i0/n) > 0. It is easy to see that max1≤u≤d supt∈(0,1] σu(t) is
bounded, and xi,n will be locally stationary if {σl(t)}1≤l≤d, U(t) and W(t) are smoothly
time varying. The equation (8.9) can be further written as

xi,n = p
1

2 Ũ(i/n)Σ̃(i/n)W̃⊤(i/n)z∗i,n + ei,n, (8.10)

where Σ̃(i/n) is the matrix by deleting all kth, 1 ≤ k ≤ d rows and columns of Σ(i/n) if
σk(i/n) = 0 and Ũ(i/n) and W̃⊤(i/n) are the matrices resulted from the deletion of kth
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columns of U(i/n) and kth rows of and W⊤(i/n), respectively. Then (8.8) has a form of
(1.1) by setting

A(i/n) = p
1

2 Ũ(i/n)Σ̃(i/n), zi,n = W̃⊤(i/n)z∗i,n.

We then replace condition (A2) by (A2’), which will be displayed in Section 12 in detail.Then
the analogy of the theoretical results in Section 6 where d is replaced by d(t) will hold if (i)
we assume (A1), (A2’) (S0)-(S4), (M1)-(M8) with d therein replaced by d(t), and (ii) the
following estimator d̂n(t) is used to estimate d(t) instead of (3.7):

d̂n(t) = argmin
1≤i≤p

(λi+1(Λ̂(t)) + qn)/(λi(Λ̂(t)) + qn). (8.11)

9 Selection of Tuning Parameters

9.1 Selection of Jn for the estimation of time-varying factor loading ma-
trices

We discuss the selection of Jn for the estimation of time-varying factors. Since in practice
gJn,K,M̃ is unknown, a data-driven method to select Jn is desired. Recall that the residuals

are êi,n = xi,n − V̂( in)V̂
⊤( in)xi,n, and êi,n = (êi,1,n, ..., êi,p,n)

⊤ is a p dimensional vector.
We select Jn as the minimizer of the following cross validation standard CV (J),

CV (J) =

n
∑

i=1

p
∑

s=1

ê2i,s,n(J)

(1− vi,s(J))2
(9.1)

where vi,s(J) is the sth diagonal element of V̂( in )V̂
⊤( in ) obtained by setting Jn = J , and

êi,s,n(J), 1 ≤ i ≤ n, 1 ≤ s ≤ p are also the components of residuals calculated when
Jn = J . The cross-validation has been widely used in the literature of sieve nonparametric
estimation and has been advocated by for example [23].

Remark 9.1. Although (9.1) works reasonably well in our numerical studies, as pointed
out by one referee, the validity of this criterion has only been theoretically justified for inde-
pendent observations. The theoretically justified cross-validation for locally stationary time
series has attracted considerable research interest recently, see for example [31]. However,
their results focus on local M-estimators for uni-variate time series. We leave the devel-
opment of theoretically justification for (9.1) or the development of such criterion for the
estimation of time-varying parameters for high dimensional locally stationary time series
as a rewarding future work.

9.2 Selection of tuning parameters mn and wn for testing static factor
loadings

We select mn by first choosing Nn and letting mn = ⌊(n − k0)/Nn⌋. The Nn is chosen by
the minimal volatility method as follows. For a given data set, let

T̂n =
√
mn max

1≤h≤Nn

max
1≤i≤p−d̃n

|f̂⊤i SXh | (9.2)

be the test statistic obtained by using Nn. Consider a set of possible values for Nn, which is
denoted by {J1, ..., Js} where Js are positive integers. For each Jv , 1 ≤ v ≤ s we calculate
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T̂ (Jv) and hence the local standard error

SE(T̂ (Jl), b) =





1

2b

b
∑

u=−b

(

T̂ (Ju+l)−
1

2b+ 1

b
∑

u=−b
T̂ (Ju+l))

)2




1/2

(9.3)

where 1 + b ≤ l ≤ s− b and b is a positive integer, say 1. We then select Nn by

argmin
1+b≤l≤s−b

SE(T̂ (Jl), b) (9.4)

which stabilizes the test statistics. The idea behind the minimum volatility method is that
the test statistic should behave stably as a function of Nn when the latter parameter is in
an appropriate range. In our empirical studies we find that the proposed method performs
reasonably well, and the results are not sensitive to the choice of Nn as long as Nn used is
not very different from that chosen by (9.4).

After choosing Nn and hence mn, we then further choose wn again by the minimal
volatility method. In this case, we first obtain the Nn(p − d̃) dimensional vectors {̂li,
1 ≤ i ≤ mn} defined in Section 4. Then we select wn by a multivariate extension of
the minimal volatility method in [44] as follows. We consider choosing wn from a grid
w1 ≤ ... ≤ wr. For each wn = wi, 1 ≤ i ≤ r we calculate a Nn(p − d̃n) dimensional vector
boi,u = 1

wi(mn−wi+1)

∑u
j=1(ŝj,wi − wi

mn
ŝmn)

◦2 where ◦ represents the Hadamard product and

1 ≤ u ≤ mn − wr + 1. Let Bo
i = (bo⊤i,1 , ...,b

o⊤
i,mn−wr+1)

⊤ be a Nn(p − d̃)(mn − wr + 1)

dimensional vector, and B be a Nn(p− d̃)(mn−wr +1)× r matrix with its ith column Bo
i .

Then for each row, say ith row Bi,· of B, we calculate the local standard error SE(Bi,·, h)
for a given window size h, see (9.3) for definition of SE and therefore obtain a r − 2h
length row vector (SE(Bi,h+1, h), ...SE(Bi,r−h, h)). Stacking these row vectors we get a
new Nn(p − d̃)(mn − wr + 1) × (r − 2h) matrix B†. Let colmax(B†) be a (r − 2h) length
vector with its ith element being the maximum entry of the ith column of B†. Then we
choose wn = wk+h if the smallest entry of colmax(B†) is its kth element. Finally, as a rule
of thumb, we recommend to use 0.02(p + p2/

√
n) log p for penalty qn. This choice works

reasonably well in our simulation and data analysis.

10 Simulation Studies

10.1 Estimating the time-varying factor models

In this subsection we shall examine the performance of our proposed estimator (3.8) for
time-varying factor models, and compare it with that in [26]. The latter is equivalent
to fixing Jn = 0 in (3.4). We use normalized shifted Legendre polynomials as our basis
throughout our empirical studies. The method studied in [26] is developed under the as-
sumption of stationarity with static factor loadings and hence the purpose of our simulation
is to illustrate that the methodology developed under stationarity does not directly carry
over to the locally stationary setting. To demonstrate the advantage of the adaptive sieve
method, our method is also compared with a simple local estimator of Λ(t), which was
considered in the data analysis section in [26] and we shall call it the local PCA method in
our paper. Specifically, for each i, Λ( in) will be consistently estimated by

Λ̂(
i

n
) =

k0
∑

k=1

M̂(
i

n
, k)M̂⊤(

i

n
, k), M̂(

i

n
, k) =

1

2m+ 1

j=i+m
∑

j=i−m
xj+kx

⊤
j (10.5)
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where m is the window size such that m → ∞ and m = o(n). The Jn of our method is
selected by cross validation, while m of the local PCA method is selected by the one which
minimizes MSE. We find this m by using the underlying model. In practice, it is unclear
how to determine the optimal value for m. According to Definition 1 in Section 2.7.3 of [11],
the ”degrees of freedom” of local PCA and our sieve method are the same, indicating the
two methods have similar model complexity and therefore the comparison is meaningful.

Define the following smooth functions:

g0(t) = 0.4(0.4 − 0.2t), α1(t) = 1.3 exp(t)− 1, α2(t) = 0.6 cos(
πt

6
) + 2t,

α3(t) = −(0.5 + 2t2), α4(t) = 2 cos(
πt

6
) + 0.6t.

Let A = (a1, .., ap)
⊤ be a p×1 matrix with ai = 1+0.2(i/p)0.5. Define the locally stationary

process zi = G1(i/n,Fi) whereG1(t,Fi) =
∑∞

j=0 g
j
0(t)ǫi−j where filtration Fi = (ǫ−∞, ..., ǫi)

and (ǫi)i∈Z is a sequence of i.i.d. N(0, 1) random variables. We then define the time varying
matrix

A(t) =
(

A⊤
1 α1(t) A⊤

2 α2(t) A⊤
3 α3(t) A⊤

4 α4(t)
)⊤

(10.6)

where A1, A2, A3 and A4 are the sub-matrices of A which consist of the first round(p/5)th
rows, the (round(p/5)+1)th to round(2p/5)th, (round(2p/5)+1)th to (round(3p/5))th and
the (round(3p/5) + 1)th to pth rows of A, respectively. Let ei,n = (ei,1, ..., ei,p)

⊤ be a p× 1
vector with independent components and are independent of (ǫi)i∈Z. Moreover, for each j,
1 ≤ j ≤ p, ei,j = (exp(0.5i/n) + 1)Zij/4, where Zi,j1 and Zi,j2 are independent if j1 6= j2,
and each (Zi,j)1≤i≤n is generated from an AR(1) process with AR coefficient 0.3 with i.i.d.
N(0, 1)s innovation.

We consider the cases that p = 50, 100, 200, 500 and n = 1000, 1500. The performances
of the methods are measured in terms of the Root-Mean-Square Error (RMSE) and the
average principal angle. The RMSE of the estimation is defined as

RMSE =
1

np

n
∑

i=1

‖V̂(i/n)V̂⊤(i/n)xi,n −A(i/n)zi,n‖22.

The principle angle between A(i/n) and its estimate Â(i/n) is defined as follows. Let
σ1,i ≥, ..., σd,i be the singular values of Â⊤(i/n)A(i/n), and the principle angle is defined
as Υi,n := (cos−1σ1,i, ..., cos

−1σd,i), which is also a well-defined distance between spaces

span(A(i/n)) and span(Â(i/n)). Finally, the average magnitude of the principle angle is
defined as ‖Ῡ‖ = 1

n

∑n
i=1 ‖Υi‖. We present the RMSE and the average magnitude of the

principle angle of the three estimators using 800 simulation samples in Table 10.1 and Table
10.2, respectively. Our method achieves the minimal RMSE and average principle angle in
all simulation scenarios among the three estimators. We choose k0 = 3 in our simulation.
Other choices k0 = 1, 2, 4 yield similar results and are not reported here. As predicted by
Theorem 6.2, RMSE in Table 10.1 decreases as n, p increases and the average principle
angle decreases with n increases, and is independent of p.

10.2 Testing static loading matrix: type I error

We now examine our testing procedure in Section 4 to test the hypothesis of static factor
loadings via B = 2000 bootstrap samples. Define

g1(t) = 0.1 + 0.06t2, g2(t) = 0.12 + 0.04t, g3(t) ≡ 0.15,
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Table 10.1: Mean and standard errors (in brackets) of simulated RMSE for our sieve
method, the static loading method (Jn = 0) and Local PCA for model (10.6). The results
are multiplied by 1000.

n = 1000 n = 1500

Sieve Jn = 0 Local PCA Sieve Jn = 0 Local PCA

p = 50 541.78(1.03) 645.57(1.58) 552.68(1.22) 524.06(0.79) 634.92(1.26) 535.20(0.92)
p = 100 532.45(1.03) 635.85(1.51) 543.15(1.12) 516.26(0.81) 629.38(1.18) 528.78(0.96)
p = 200 526.61(1.04) 634.30(1.47) 540.22(1.10) 512.53(0.78) 624.99(1.24) 524.46(0.91)
p = 500 525.94(0.99) 631.27(1.49) 538.46(1.12) 510.88(0.77) 621.98(1.28) 521.20(0.87)

Table 10.2: Mean and standard errors (in brackets) of simulated principle angles for our
sieve method, the static loading method (Jn = 0) and Local PCA for model (10.6). The
results are multiplied by 1000.

n = 1000 n = 1500

Sieve Jn = 0 Local PCA Sieve Jn = 0 Local PCA

p = 50 17.07(0.25) 46.54(0.28) 18.66(0.25) 12.51(0.18) 43.28(0.20) 14.50(0.19)
p = 100 16.79(0.24) 47.17(0.30) 18.52(0.24) 12.68(0.18) 43.54(0.19) 14.90(0.19)
p = 200 16.49(0.25) 46.90(0.26) 18.87(0.23) 12.85(0.18) 43.35(0.22) 14.82(0.18)
p = 500 16.99(0.24) 46.59(0.28) 18.98(0.23) 12.94(0.18) 43.65(0.27) 14.70(0.18)

α1(t,D) = 0.8 + 2cos(πt/2)D,α2(t,D) = 0.9− 6(t− 0.5)2D,α3(t,D) = (1 + 1.6tD)

Let A be a p× 3 matrix with each element generated from 2U(−1, 1), and

A(t,D) =





A1α1(t,D)
A2α2(t,D)
A3α3(t,D)



 (10.7)

where A1, A2 and A3 are the sub-matrices of A which consist of its first round(p/3)th
rows, the (round(p/3) + 1)th to round(2p/3)th rows, and (round(2p/3) + 1)th to pth rows,
respectively. By construction, Ã = A(t, 0) is time-invariant and to examine type I er-
ror, we consider the null hypothesis that the loading matrix is Ã. The factors zi,n =

(zi,1,n, zi,2,n, zi,3,n)
⊤ where zi,k,n = 3

∑∞
j=0 g

j
k(i/n)ǫi−j,k for k = 1, 2, 3, and {ǫi,k} are

i.i.d. standard normal. We consider the following two models for errors. Let ei,n =
(ei,1,n, ..., ei,p,n)

⊤, where each component series ei,s1,n and ei,s2,n are independent if s1 6= s2.
The first is the locally stationary high dimensional autoregressive model. For 1 ≤ s ≤ p,

ei,s,n = (0.5 + 0.2(i/n)2)ẽi,s,n (10.8)

and ẽi,s,n is generated (independently w.r.t. s) from a stationary AR(1) process with
AR coefficient 0.3 and i.i.d. 0.9t̃8 innovations. Here t̃8 refers to standardized student t
distribution with degrees of freedom 8, i.e.,

√
0.8t8. The second is the locally stationary

white noise, i.e., for 1 ≤ s ≤ p, ei,s,n = (0.5 + 0.2(i/n)2)ẽi,s,nẽi−1,s,n where ẽi,s,n are i.i.d.
standard normal. We examine the type 1 error of our methods in the following Table 10.3
via 2000 simulated samples, and find that the simulated type 1 error is reasonably close to
their nominal level.
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High dimensional AR High dimensional white noise

T = 1000 T = 1500 T = 1000 T = 1500

5% 10% 5% %10 %5 % 10% 5% 10%

p = 20 4.9 9.5 4.9 9.9 5.35 9.6 4.6 9.6
p = 50 4.85 10.2 5.25 10.6 5.3 10.6 4.9 9.55
p = 100 5.65 11.4 5.75 11.15 5.75 10.15 4.95 9.25

Table 10.3: Simulated type 1 errors for high dimensional AR and White noise model,
respectively.

10.3 Testing static factor loadings: power

In this subsection, we examine the power performance of our testing procedure in Section
4 via B = 2000 bootstrap samples. We consider examining the empirical rejection rates
of the model considered in Section 10.2 with A(t,D) for different D′s and with the high
dimensional locally stationary AR error. We consider p = 20, 50, 100, T = 1000, 1500 and
D varies from 0 to 0.5. The results are based on 2000 simulation samples, while the critical
value in each run is generated from 2000 bootstrap samples. The results are summarized in
Figure 10.1 for T = 1000 and Figure 10.2 for T = 1500. The empirical outcome evidences
that our method has good power performance. The power of our methods increases as
dimension expanse or sample size enlarges.
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Figure 10.1: Simulated power, T = 1000
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Figure 10.2: Simulated power, T = 1500

11 Analysis of UK temperature data

To illustrate the usefulness of our method we investigate the UK historical station monthly
temperature data, which can be downloaded from https://www.metoffice.gov.uk/research/climate/maps-
and-data/historic-station-data. We consider stations with monthly temperate recorded in
every year during Jan. 1979- May. 2023. and we have 33 stations in total. We consider the
monthly highest temperature and lowest temperature series, both forming a 33-dimensional
time series with length 533. There are also 77 missing data in the two series. The missing
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data are imputed by interpolating the trend component of the seasonal decomposition of
the corresponding time series via implementing R package ”imputeTS”.

For each series, we study the error processes after removing the seasonal trends which
are obtained by the R command ‘stl’. We first examine whether the 33-dimensional errors
have a static loading matrix by performing our test procedure in Section 4. In our data
analysis we choose k0 = 3. Recall Nn is the number of non-overlapping equal-sized blocks,
and wn is the window size. Using the minimal volatility method stated in Section 9 we
select Ns = 16 and wn = 5 for the monthly highest temperature which yields a p value
= 2.78%, Ns = 15 and wn = 6 for the monthly minimal temperature which yields a p
value 61.25%. Both the p values are derived from B = 10000 bootstrap samples. The
small p value for the monthly maximum temperature provides a strong evidence against
the null hypothesis of static factor loadings, while for the monthly minimal temperature,
the test is insignificant. Our findings reveal that the co-movements of the highest monthly
temperatures among different weather stations in UK are significantly different from those
of the lowest temperatures, with the former being time-varying and the latter being static
over the considered time-span.

We then apply our sieve estimator in Section 3 to estimating the time-varying loading
matrix for the monthly highest temperature. The cross validation method suggests the
use of the normalized shifted Legendre polynomial basis up to 3rd order. We find that
during the considered period the number of factors is varying between 1 and 2. In Figure
11.1 we display the estimated number of factors at each time, and in Figure 11.2 we show
the percentage of trace of Λ1(t) that is explained by the eigenvectors corresponding to
the first and second largest eigenvalues, which reflects the time-varying structure of the
loading matrix. The results underpin that the loading matrix is time-varying. As pointed
out by a referee, it is important to test whether A(i/n)zi,n and ei+k,n for k = 1, 2, 3
are uncorrelated due to (3.2) such that (S3) holds. This is equivalent to testing whether
E((G(t,Fi) − H(t,Fi))H⊤(t,Fi+k)) = 0. This can be examined by our proposed test in
Section 4 with l̂i redefined as V ec((xi+(s−1)mn

− êi+(s−1)mn
)ê⊤i+(s−1)mn+k

), k = 1, 2, 3, and
the V ec stands for vectorization. The resulting test yields a p value of 0.99, indicating no
evidence against uncorrelatedness.
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Figure 11.1: Number of factors of the monthly
highest temperature
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can be explained by the leading two eigenvectors
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We examine the performance of our method on one-step prediction of the UK monthly
highest temperature and compare it with the (local) PCA method (See [26]). Given
Y1,...,Yi, the predictor Ŷi+1 is obtained as follows.

(1) Apply component-wise seasonal decomposition of (Ys)1≤s≤i to obtain the seasonality,
trend and residuals (sv)1≤v≤i, (tv)1≤v≤i and (Xv)1≤v≤i, respectively.

(2) Apply our method to (Xv)1≤v≤i and obtain d̂(s/i), 1 ≤ s ≤ i following (8.11). Let
d̂max = max1≤s≤i d̂(s/i).

(3) Let Ǎv be a p × d̂max matrix, where its jth column is the eigenvector of Λ(v/i) with
respect to its jth largest eigenvalue, 1 ≤ j ≤ d̂max. Then calculate ẑv = (Ǎs)

⊤Xs.

(4) We then forecast the vector ẑi+1 based on ẑv , v = 1, .., i. We consider two methods.

(4a) Predict ẑv via a stationary vector AR model, using R package vars.

(4b) Predict ẑv via a locally stationary time-varying vector AR model, using R
package tvReg which implements [12].

(5) Predict each component of ei as in 4(b).

(6) If d̂(1) < d̂max, set the lth component of ẑi+1 as zeros for d̂(1) + 1 ≤ l ≤ d̂max. Then
we predict Xi+1 by X̂i+1 = Ǎiẑi+1.

(7) Finally we predict Yi+1 by Ŷi+1 = X̂i+1 + ti + si−11 + êi+1.

The reason we consider time-varying vector AR model for the common factor is due to [24]
which extends a recent work of [18] from univariate time series to the multivariate setting
and proves that under certain conditions, a locally stationary vector time series has locally
stationary vector AR(∞) representation with approximately smooth coefficients and can
be further approximated by locally stationary vector AR models with finite orders.

The performance is evaluated by the following squared mean prediction error (MSPE).
For a given period j, ..., T , the MSPE

MSPE =

∑T
s=j ‖Ŷs+1 −Ys+1‖22
p(T − j + 1)

(11.9)

where p = 33 is the dimension of the temperature vector. For comparison, we also consider
Ŷi+1 resulting from predictingXs+1 by the local PCAmethod advocated in [26]. The period
we consider for MSPE (11.9) starts from the Jul. 2008, which corresponds to j = 355 at the
2/3 length of data, and ends at May. 2023 corresponding to T = 533. To apply the local
PCA method, we use data at s−L ≤ t ≤ s to forecast Ys+1 with L = 100 and L = 200.We
summarize the results in Table (11.1). In general our method which predicts both zi and
ei achieves the smallest MSPE. A benchmark procedure for forecast is to use the highest
temperature of the same month in the previous year as a one-step prediction of the highest
temperature of the corresponding month this year. The MSPE for this benchmark is 4.114.
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Table 11.1: MSPE for Sieve PCA-based method and Local PCA based method. The first
row corresponds to predicting zi+1 using stationary VAR fit, and the second row corresponds
to the use of time-varying locally stationary VAR fit. The third additionally predicts ei

Our Method Local PCA (L=100) Local PCA (L=200)

AR 2.286 2.191 2.143
LS 2.106 2.127 2.210
LS+predict 2.102* 2.125 2.137

Online supplement

The online supplement contains examples of locally stationary time series satisfying condi-
tions in this paper, and the proofs (all under δ ≥ 0) of Theorem 6.2 (ii), auxiliary lemmas
for Theorems 6.1, 6.2 and Theorem 7.1, as well as the proofs of Propositions 6.1, Theorems
7.2 and 7.3.

12 Proof of Theorems 6.1, 6.2

To prove the results in Section 6, we consider showing the results when the number of
factors or the dimension of the loading matrix, which is denoted by d(t), is allowed to be
time-varying. The situation when the dimension is fixed can be shown in a similar but
easier argument. Recall d = maxt∈[0,1] d(t). In this section, we provide proofs for factor
strength δ ≥ 0 for varying-dimension, i.e., assume the following (A2’) instead of (A2), and
also the following modified (S4) which relies on δ.

(A2’)Assume for some constant δ ∈ [0, 1], supt∈[0,1] ‖as(t)‖22 ≍ p1−δ for 1 ≤ s ≤ d(t) ≤ d,
and that the matrix norm of A(t) = (a1(t), ...,ad(t)(t)) satisfies

inf
t∈[0,1]

‖A(t)‖F ≍ p
1−δ
2 , sup

t∈[0,1]
‖A(t)‖F ≍ p

1−δ
2 , inf

t∈Tηn
‖A(t)‖m ' η1/2n p

1−δ
2

for a positive sequence ηn = O(1) on a collection of intervals Tηn ⊂ [0, 1]. Besides,
A(t) is full rank on Tηn .

(S4) for t ∈ [0, 1] and 1 ≤ k ≤ k0, ‖Σze(t, k)‖F = o(η
1/2
n p

1−δ
2 ).

If δ = 0 and d(t) ≡ d, the above (A2’) and (S4) will be the same as (A2) and (S4) in Section
5. As in [26] and [25], δ = 0 and δ > 0 correspond to strong and weak factor strengths,
respectively. If d(t) is piecewise constant with a bounded number of change points, then
|Tηn | → 1 as n→ ∞ and ηn → 0 according to the connection to model(8.8) in Section 8. If
d(t) ≡ d we can assume that Tηn = [0, 1] for some sufficiently small positive ηn := η > 0.

For completeness we summarize the short memory and stochastic Lipschitz continuous,
and moment conditions for zi,n and ei,n:

(M1) The short-range dependence conditions hold for both zi,n and ei,n in Ll norm , i.e.

max
1≤j≤d

δzl,j(k) = O((k log k)−2), max
1≤j≤p

δel,j(k) = O((k log k)−2) (S.1)

for some constant l ≥ 4.
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(M2) There exists a constant M such that

sup
t∈[0,1]

max
1≤u≤d

E|Qu(t,F0)|4 ≤M, sup
t∈[0,1]

max
1≤v≤p

E|Hv(t,F0)|4 ≤M.

(M3) For t, s ∈ [0, 1], there exists a constant M such that

(

E|Qu(t,F0)−Qu(s,F0)|2
)1/2 ≤M |t− s|, 1 ≤ u ≤ d, (S.2)

(

E|Hv(t,F0)−Hv(s,F0)|2
)1/2 ≤M |t− s|, 1 ≤ v ≤ p, (S.3)

(

E|Gv(t,F0)−Gv(s,F0)|2
)1/2 ≤M |t− s|, 1 ≤ v ≤ p. (S.4)

Conditions (M1)-(M3) mean that each coordinate process of zi,n and ei,n, as well as that
of xi,n (see Lemma C.2 ) is a standard short memory locally stationary time series defined
in the literature.

Proof of Theorem 6.1. We shall prove that, if (S1) hold
∥

∥

∥
sup
t∈[0,1]

∥

∥

∥
Λ̂(t)−Λ1(t)

∥

∥

∥

2

∥

∥

∥

L1
= O(p2−δνn).

and if (S1’) hold, the rate will be O(p2−δνn + p1−δ) under the condition that pδνn = o(1)
which is always satisfied when δ = 0. Notice that when δ = 0 and d(t) ≡ d the results of
Theorem 6.1 hold. Notice that under condition (S) (either (S1) or (S1’) holds) we have

Σx(t, x) = A(t)Σz(t, k)A
⊤(t) +A(t)Σze(t, k) +Σe(t, k). (S.5)

and that for each k ∈ 1, ..., k0, we have that

sup
t∈[0,1]

‖M̂(Jn, t, k)M̂
⊤(Jn, t, k)−Σx(t, k)Σ

⊤
x (t, k)‖F ≤ (S.6)

2‖Σ⊤
x (t, k)‖F ‖M̂(Jn, t, k) −Σ⊤

x (t, k)‖F + ‖M̂(Jn, t, k)−Σ⊤
x (t, k)‖2F .

By (S.5), condition (A2), (S1) or (S1’), (S4) and the submultiplicity of Frobenious norm,
we have for t ∈ [0, 1]

‖Σx(t, k)‖F
≤ ‖A(t)‖2F ‖Σz(t, k)‖F + ‖A(t)‖F ‖Σze(t, k)‖F + ‖Σe(t, k)‖F ≤ Cdp1−δ (S.7)

for some sufficiently large constant C which depends on the constant M in condition (M2).
On the other hand, by Lemmas C.4, C.5 and C.6 in the online supplement we have that

‖ sup
t∈[0,1]

‖M̂(Jn, t, k)−Σx(t, k)‖F ‖L2 = O(pνn). (S.8)

Then it follows from equations (S.6), (S.7) and (S.8) that
∥

∥

∥
sup
t∈[0,1]

∥

∥

∥
Λ̂(t)−Λ(t)

∥

∥

∥

2

∥

∥

∥

L1
≤
∥

∥

∥
sup
t∈[0,1]

∥

∥

∥
Λ̂(t)−Λ(t)

∥

∥

∥

F

∥

∥

∥

L1
= O(p2−δνn). (S.9)

Therefore, under (S1) the Theorem holds. We now show the theorem under (S1’). Elemen-
tary calculations show that Λ(t)−Λ1(t) = Λ2(t) +Λ3(t), where

Λ2(t) =

k0
∑

k=1

Σe(t, k)[A(t)Σ⊤
z (t, k)A

⊤(t) +Σ⊤
ze(t, k)A

⊤(t)]
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+

k0
∑

k=1

[A(t)Σz(t, k)A
⊤(t) +A(t)Σze(t, k)]Σ

⊤
e (t, k),

Λ3(t) =

k0
∑

k=1

Σe(t, k)Σ
⊤
e (t, k).

Notice that supt∈[0,1] ‖Λ3(t)‖2 = O(1), and for all t ∈ [0, 1]

‖Λ2(t)‖2 ≤ 2‖
k0
∑

k=1

Σe(t, k)[A(t)Σ⊤
z (t, k)A

⊤(t) +Σ⊤
ze(t, k)A

⊤(t)]‖2

≤ 2

k0
∑

k=1

‖Σe(t, k)‖2‖A(t)Σ⊤
z (t, k)A

⊤(t) +Σ⊤
ze(t, k)A

⊤(t)‖F = O(p1−δ). (S.10)

Together with (S.9) the theorem follows. �

Proof of Theorem 6.2.
We shall prove the following results for δ ≥ 0. For (i) if (S1) holds then the rate will be

reduced to O(η−1
n pδνn) and if (S1’) holds the estimation rate is O(η−1

n pδνn+ η−1
n pδ−1). For

(ii), if (S1) holds the rate is Op(η
−1
n pδνn+p

−1/2) and if (S1’) holds the rate is Op(η
−1
n pδνn+

p−1/2+η−1
n pδ−1) under the condition that pδνn = o(1) which is always satisfied when δ = 0.

The results of Theorem 6.2 correspond to δ = 0.
For simplicity, we only show under (S1’). The proof under (S1) is similar.
We first prove (i). It suffices to show that the d(t)th largest eigenvalue of Λ1(t) satisfies

inf
t∈Tηn

λd(t)(Λ1(t)) ' ηnp
2−2δ. (S.11)

Then the theorem follows from Theorem 6.1 (more precisely the results with δ ≥ 0, i.e.,
result (S.5)), (S.11) and Theorem 2 of [41]. We now show (S.11). Consider the QR de-
composition of A(t) such that A(t) = Q(t)R(t) where Q(t)⊤Q(t) = Id(t) and Id(t) is a
d(t)× d(t) identity matrix. Here Q(t) is a p× d(t) matrix and R(t) is a d(t)× d(t) matrix.
Then (3.3) can be written as

Λ1(t) = Q(t)Λ̃1(t)Q
⊤(t), (S.12)

where the d(t)× d(t) matrix

Λ̃1(t) = R(t)
[

k0
∑

k=1

(Σz(t, k)A
⊤(t) +Σze(t, k))(A(t)Σ⊤

z (t, k) +Σ⊤
ze(t, k))

]

R⊤(t). (S.13)

Since if v is an eigenvector of Λ̃1(t) then Qv is an eigenvector of Λ1(t) with the same
eigenvalue, we shall see that λmin(Λ̃1(t)) = λd(Λ1(t)). By (A2’) we have

inf
t∈Tηn

‖R(t)‖m = inf
t∈Tηn

‖Q⊤(t)A(t)‖m ' η1/2n p
1−δ
2 (S.14)

where we have used the fact that ‖AB‖m ≥ ‖A‖m‖B‖m. The proof of this fact can be
found in proof of Lemma 1 [26]. Notice that via Weyl’s inequality, and positive-definiteness
of summands of Λ̃1(t), and the definition of ‖ · ‖m

λmin(Λ̃1(t))
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≥ inf
t
λmin

(

R(t)
[

(Σz(t, k)A
⊤(t) +Σze(t, k))(A(t)Σ⊤

z (t, k) +Σ⊤
ze(t, k))

]

R⊤(t)
)

= inf
t

∥

∥

∥
R(t)(Σz(t, k)A

⊤(t) +Σze(t, k))
∥

∥

∥

2

m

≥ inf
t
‖R(t)‖2m‖Σz(t, k)A

⊤(t) +Σze(t, k))‖2m

On the other hand, via Weyl inequality and the fact that ‖Σz(t, k))A
⊤(t)‖m = σd(Σz(t, k)A

⊤(t)),
‖Σz(t, k))‖m = σd(Σz(t, k)), and ‖A(t))‖m = σd(A(t)), we have

sup
t

|σd(Σz(t, k)A
⊤(t) +Σze(t, k))) − σd(Σz(t, k)A

⊤(t))| ≤ sup
t

‖Σze(t, k))‖2,

σd(Σz(t, k))‖A(t)‖m ≤ σd(Σz(t, k)A
⊤(t)) ≤ σd(A(t))‖Σz(t, k)‖2 (S.15)

Combining conditions (S2), (S4) and (A2’) we have that

σd(Σz(t, k)A
⊤(t) +Σze(t, k))) ' η1/2n p

1−δ
2 (S.16)

Together with (S.14) and (S.15) we have

inf
t∈Tηn

λmin(Λ̃1(t)) ' ηnp
2−2δ. (S.17)

This shows (S.11) and the assertion (i) of the Theorem follows.

Due to the page limit, we move the proof of assertion (ii) to the supplemental material.
�

Supplemental Material for “Adaptive Estimation for Locally Stationary Factor Models
And A Test for Static Factor Loadings”

Weichi Wu and Zhou Zhou

Abstract

Section A provides an example of a high dimensional time series which satisfy the
conditions of this paper. Section B includes the theoretical results of eigenanalysis.
Section C contains the proofs Theorem 6.2 (ii) and of auxiliary lemmas for Theorem
6.1, 6.2 and results in Section B. Section D includes the proof of Theorem 7.1 and
Theorem 7.2 for testing the static factor loading, as well as auxiliary results. Finally,
Section E proves Theorem 7.3 for power analysis.

Let Pj = E(·|Fj)−E(·|Fj−1) be the projection operator. In the proof, we consider (S4)
depending on δ defined in Section 12 in the main article. In the proof, we focus on the
general case allowing non-zero δ. For this purpose define θ(n, p) = pδνn under (S1) and
pδνn + pδ−1 under (S1’), and θ0(n, p) = pδ/

√
n under (S1) and pδ/

√
n + pδ−1 under (S1’).

Observe that when δ = 0 these quantities reduce to their counterparts in the main article.
To save notation, we omit the subscript p of Ip for the p× p dimensional diagonal matrix,
when the dimension p is clear in the context.
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A Preliminary: locally stationary multivariate time series

We discuss a prominent example for ei,n as follows.

Example A.1 (High dimensional moving average processes). Let Fi = (ǫ−∞, ...ǫi) where
ǫi = (ǫi,1, ..., ǫi,p′)

⊤ for some p′ > 0 (p′ can possibly diverge as p), and (ǫi,s)i∈Z,1≤s≤p′ are
i.i.d. random variables with finite max(l, 4)th moment. Consider for t ∈ [0, 1],

H(t,Fi) =
∞
∑

j=0

Mj(t)ǫi−j = (H1(t,Fi), ...,Hp(t,Fi))⊤ (A.1)

where Mj(t), j ∈ Z, are smoothly varying p× p′ matrices, and for 1 ≤ v ≤ p,

Hv(t,Fi) =
∞
∑

j=0

p′
∑

s=1

mj,v,s(t)ǫi−j,s =
i
∑

j=−∞

p′
∑

s=1

mi−j,v,s(t)ǫj,s (A.2)

where mj,v(t) = (mj,v,1(t), ....,mj,v,p′(t)) is the vth row of the matrix Mj(t). Observe that

(
∑p′

s=1mi−j,v,s(t)ǫj,s)j≤i are mean 0 random variables and are independent of each other.
Therefore by Burkholder inequality (see equation (15) in [39], we have for some large con-
stant M ,

‖Hv(t,Fi)‖L4 ≤M

i
∑

j=−∞

p′
∑

s=1

‖mi−j,v,s(t)ǫj,s‖2L4 (A.3)

As a consequence, (M2) will be satisfied if for 1 ≤ v ≤ p, supt∈[0,1]
∑i

j=−∞
∑p′

s=1 |mi−j,v,s(t)|2 ≤
M for some constant M . For (M1), by definition, for 1 ≤ v ≤ p,

δel,v(k) = sup
t∈[0,1]

‖
p′
∑

s=1

mk,v,s(t)(ǫ0,s − ǫ′0,s)‖Ll = O( sup
t∈[0,1]

(

p′
∑

s=1

m2
k,v,s(t))

1/2). (A.4)

Therefore, (M1) will hold if supt∈[0,1](
∑p′

s=1m
2
k,v,s(t))

1/2 is O((k log k)−2) for 1 ≤ v ≤ p.
Via using (A.2) and similar argument yielding (A.3), (S.3) will be full-filled if for 1 ≤ v ≤ p,

i
∑

j=−∞

p′
∑

s=1

sup
t∈[0,1]

| ∂
∂t
mi−j,v,s(t)|2 ≤M

for some constant M .

We now verify (M6). Rewrite (A.1) as H(t,Fu) =
∑u

j=−∞Mu−j(t)ǫj , and hence

∂

∂t
H(t,Fv) =

v
∑

j=−∞
M′

v−j(t)ǫj.

where M′
v−j(t) = ( ∂∂tmv−j,s1,s2(t))1≤s1≤p,1≤s2≤p′ is a p× p′ matrix. Then

‖E(H(t,Fu)(H′(s,Fv))⊤)‖2 = ‖
u∧v
∑

j=−∞
Mu−j(t)(M

′
v−j(s))

⊤‖2V ar(ǫ1,1). (A.5)

Then a sufficient condition for (M6) to hold is that supt ‖Mu(t)‖2 = O(u−2 log−2 u) and
supt ‖M′

u(t)‖2 = O(u−2 log−2 u).

We now verify (M8). We say X subG(σ2) if for any s ∈ R, E exp(sX) ≤ exp(σ
2s2

2 )
where σ2 is the variance proxy of X.
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Proposition A.1. Consider example A.1. If supt ‖Mj(t)‖2 = O(∆(j)) with
∑

j∈Z,j≥0 j∆q(j) <

∞, and ǫij , 1 ≤ i ≤ p, 1 ≤ j ≤ p′ are i.i.d. subG(σ2), then (M8) will hold.

Proof. It is easy to verify that (a) if Xi ∼ subG(σ2i ) and X ′
is are independent of

each other, then
∑

iXi ∼ subG(
∑

i σ
2
i ). (b) cXi ∼ subG(c2σ2i ). We now show (c) if

X ∼ subG(σ2), then ‖X‖Lq ≤ C
√
qσ for some uniform constant C. To see (c) using

(x/q)q ≤ ex for q ≥ 1 and x ≥ 0, we have for s 6= 0

E(|X|q) ≤ qq

|s|qEe
|s||X| ≤ qq

|s|q (E exp(sX) + E exp(−sX)) ≤ 2qq

|s|q exp(
σ2s2

2
). (A.6)

Hence for q ≥ 1 and s 6= 0,

‖X‖Lq ≤ 21/qq

|s| exp(
σ2s2

2q
) (A.7)

Take s =
√
qσ−1 we have prove (c).

On the other hand, notice that ej = H(j/n,Fj) where H(t,Fj) is defined in (A.1).
Recall that ǫ′0 is an i.i.d. copy of ǫ0. Then

‖c⊤(ei − e∗i )‖Lq = ‖c⊤Mi(i/n)(ǫ0 − ǫ
′
0)‖Lq ≤ ‖c⊤Mi(i/n)ǫ0‖Lq + ‖c⊤Mi(i/n)ǫ

′
0‖Lq .

(A.8)

By (a) and (b), since the component of ǫ0 are i.i.d. subG(σ
2), which shows that c⊤Mi(i/n)ǫ0 ∼

subG(‖c⊤Mi(i/n)‖22). By (c) and the fact that |c| = 1, it follows that

‖c⊤Mi(i/n)ǫ0‖Lq ≤ C
√
q‖c⊤Mi(i/n)‖2 = O(∆q(i)). (A.9)

By a similar argument applied to c⊤Mi(i/n)ǫ
′
0 the proposition follows. �

B Results for eigenvalues and proof of Proposition 6.1

B.1 Theorem B.1 and its Proof and discussion

In this section we allow the dimension of factor loading matrix and the number of factors of
model (1.1) to vary with time. Thus we assume (A2’) instead of (A2). To show proposition
B.1, we first prove the following theorem, which investigates the eigenvalue of Λ̂(t) and is
of separate interest.

Theorem B.1. Assume that (A1), (A2’), (M1), (M2), (M3) and (S0)–(S4) (either (S1)

or (S1’) holds), and that under (S1) ηn(p
δνn)

−1 → ∞, or under (S1’) ηnp2−2δ

(p2−δνn+p1−δ)
→ ∞,

then we have that

(i) ‖ supt∈(0,1) max1≤j≤p |λj(Λ̂(t)) − λj(Λ1(t))|‖L1 = O(p2−δνn + p1−δ) under (S1’), and

the term p1−δ vanishes under (S1).

(ii) There exist constants m < M such that

P(mηnp
2−2δ ≤ λj(Λ̂(t)) ≤Mp2−2δ, 1 ≤ j ≤ d(t),∀t ∈ Tηn) = 1−O(

(p2−δνn + p1−δ)
ηnp2−2δ

) = 1−o(1)

under (S1’), and the term p1−δ varnishes under (S1).
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(iii) There exists a constant C such that

P(0 ≤ λj(Λ̂(t)) ≤ (p2−δνn+p
1−δ) log1/2 n, d(t)+1 ≤ j ≤ p,∀t ∈ Tηn) = 1−O(log−1/2 n)

under (S1’), and the term p1−δ varnishes under (S1).

Proofs. (i) follows immediately from Lemma C.1 and Theorem 6.1 (more precisely the
results with δ in Section 12 of the main article).

We now prove (ii). From (S.7) and (S.9) in the proof of Theorem 6.1, we have

‖‖λ1(Λ(t))‖F ‖L1
≤ ‖‖Λ̂(t)‖F ‖L1

= O(p2−2δ) (B.1)

By definition of Λ1(t) in (3.3) of the main article we shall have

λ1(Λ1(t)) ≤ ‖Λ1(t)‖22 = O(p2−2δ) (B.2)

Observe that by (B.1) and (B.2), the event {mηnp2−2δ ≤ λj(Λ̂(t)) ≤ Mp2−2δ, 1 ≤ j ≤
d(t),∀t ∈ Tηn} for some m and M will hold if

sup
t∈(0,1)

max
1≤j≤d(t)

|λj(Λ̂(t))− λj(Λ1(t))| ≤ c0mηnp
2−2δ

for some small positive c0 such that c0 ≤ 1
2 inft∈Tηn λd(t)(Λ1(t)). Then (ii) follows in view

of (i) and Markov inequality.
Now we show (iii). Without loss of generality we assume under (S1’). Since A(t) is

a matrix of p × d(t), it follows that λj(Λ1(t)) = 0 for d(t) + 1 ≤ j ≤ p. Notice that

Λ̂(t) is a positive semidefinite matrix by construction. Hence the event {0 ≤ λj(Λ̂(t)) ≤
(p2−δνn + p1−δ) log1/2 n, d(t) + 1 ≤ j ≤ p,∀t ∈ Tηn} will hold if

sup
t∈(0,1)

max
d(t)+1≤j≤p

|λj(Λ̂(t))− λj(Λ1(t))| ≤ (p2−δνn + p1−δ) log1/2 n/2

and if n is sufficiently large. By assertion (i) and Markov inequality, the result (iii) follows.
�

The next proposition states that with high probability d̂n = dn if qn = c(p1−δ +
νnp

2−δ) log p for some constant c > 0. Together with Theorem 6.2, it follows that the

estimator (3.8) is consistent if η2np
2−2δ

(p2−δνn+p1−δ) logn
→ ∞.

B.2 Proof of Proposition 6.1

In the remaining of proof, we consider the following version of (A2) which accommodates
δ.

(A2) A(t) is full rank. Write A(t) = (a1(t), ....,ad(t)) where as(t), 1 ≤ s ≤ d are p
dimensional vectors. Then supt∈[0,1] ‖as(t)‖22 ≍ p for 1 ≤ s ≤ d. Besides, the matrix
norm of A(t) satisfies

inf
t∈[0,1]

‖A(t)‖F ≍ p
1−δ
2 , sup

t∈[0,1]
‖A(t)‖F ≍ p

1−δ
2 , inf

t∈[0,1]
‖A(t)‖m ≥ η1/2n p

1−δ
2 (B.3)

for a positive sequence ηn = O(1).
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We now state the complete version of Proposition 6.1 with possibly positive δ as follows.
Assume conditions (A1), (A2), (M1)-(M3), (S0)-(S4) (either (S1) or (S1’) holds) hold,

and that ηn ' 1. Furthermore, Under (S1), suppose that c is a sufficiently small and

positive constant, 1
pδνn logn

→ ∞. Under (S1’), assume that p2−2δ

(p2−δνn+p1−δ) logn
→ ∞, and

that na / p / nb for some a < b.

P(d̂n 6= d) = O
(

η−1
n θ(n, p)

)

+O(log−1/2 n) = o(1). (B.4)

We shall prove a more general version of Proposition 6.1, which is Proposition B.1 in
the next subsection that allows time-varying d(t) and allows ηn = o(1). Then Proposition
6.1 will follow from the same argument as in that of proof of Proposition B.1. �

B.3 Proposition B.1

In the proposition, we consider the following estimator d̂n(t) for d(t) when dimension d(t) is
allowed to vary with time and the factor strength is δ. Setting δ = 0 will yield the estimator
(8.11) in the main article.

d̂n(t) = argmin
1≤i≤p

(λi+1(Λ̂(t)) + qn)/(λi(Λ̂(t)) + qn). (B.5)

where qn = cn(p
1−δ + νnp

2−δ) log p.

Proposition B.1. Assume conditions (A1), (A2’), (M1)-(M3), (S0)-(S4) (either (S1) or
(S1’) holds) hold. Furthermore, under (S1), we assume that cn ≤ cη2n for some sufficiently

small but positive constant c, and that c−1
n νn log

1/2 n = o
(

c
1

1−δ
n log p

(ηn log1/2 n)
1

1−δ

)

, η2n
pδνn logn

→

∞ and ηncn log p
pδνn logn

→ ∞. Under (S1’), assume that ηn min(ηn,η′n)p
2−2δ

(p2−δνn+p1−δ) logn
→ ∞ where η′n =

acn log1/2 n

acn log1/2 n+1
, and that na / p / nb for some a < b. Then we have

P(∃t ∈ Tηn , d̂n(t) 6= d(t)) = O
((p2−δνn + p1−δ)

ηnp2−2δ

)

+O(log−1/2 n) = o(1) (B.6)

where the term p1−δ varnishes under (S1).

Proposition B.1 demonstrates that d̂n(t) is uniformly consistent on Tηn , and the results
in Theorems 6.1 and 6.2 are still valid if d therein is replaced by d(t) and [0, 1] is replaced
by Tηn . In particular, multiple eigenvalues in Λ(t) are allowed.

Proof. On the event A1 := {mηnp2−2δ ≤ λj(Λ̂(t)) ≤Mp2−2δ, 1 ≤ j ≤ d(t),∀t ∈ Tηn}, it
is easy to verify that under either (S1) or (S1’) (noticing that under (S1) we consider c is
small such that if cn ≤ cη2n s.t. cn(p

2−δνn + p1−δ) log p < inft∈Tn λd(t)(Λ1(t))),

inf
1≤j≤d(t)−1

λj+1(Λ̂(t)) + qn

λj(Λ̂(t)) + qn
' ηn, ∀t ∈ Tηn . (B.7)

Define the events A2(S1) := {0 ≤ λj(Λ̂(t)) ≤ p2−δνn log
1/2 n, d(t) + 1 ≤ j ≤ p,∀t ∈ Tηn}

and A2(S1
′) := {0 ≤ λj(Λ̂(t)) ≤ (p2−δνn + p1−δ) log1/2 n, d(t) + 1 ≤ j ≤ p,∀t ∈ Tηn}. Then

on A2(S
′
1) and under condition (S1’), we have since na / p / nb,

inf
d(t)+1≤j≤p

λj+1(Λ̂(t)) + qn

λj(Λ̂(t)) + qn
'

qn

λj(Λ̂(t)) + qn
'

cn log p

cn log p+ log1/2 n
'

acn log
1/2 n

acn log
1/2 n+ 1

, ∀t ∈ Tηn .

(B.8)
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If on A2(S1) under condition (S1),

inf
d(t)+1≤j≤p

λj+1(Λ̂(t)) + qn

λj(Λ̂(t)) + qn
'

cn(p
2−δνn + p1−δ) log p

cn(p2−δνn + p1−δ) log p+ p2−δνn log
1/2 n

∀t ∈ Tηn , (B.9)

We first prove under (S1’). Notice that under (S1’) and on the interception event
A1 ∩ A2(S1

′), for t ∈ Tηn we have λd(t)(Λ̂(t)) ≥ mηnp
2−2δ and λd(t)+1(Λ̂(t)) ≤ (p2−δνn +

p1−δ) log1/2 n. Hence for t ∈ Tηn

λd(t)+1(Λ̂(t)) + qn

λd(t)(Λ̂(t)) + qn
/

(p2−δνn + p1−δ)(log1/2 n+ cn log p)

ηnp2−2δ
. (B.10)

Recall that η′n = acn log1/2 n

acn log1/2 n+1
. Notice that if ηn min(ηn,η′n)p

2−2δ

(p2−δνn+p1−δ) logn
→ ∞, then (B.7), (B.8),

(B.10) indicates that for sufficiently large n, p, d(t) will be correctly identified on Tηn .
Following the proof of Theorem B.1 (ii) (iii) via Markov inequality, we shall see that

P(A1 ∩A2(S1
′)) = 1−O

((p2−δνn + p1−δ)
ηnp2−2δ

)

−O(log−1/2 n). (B.11)

We now prove the proposition under (S1). Note that under (S1), on the interception
event A1 ∩ A2(S1), for t ∈ Tηn we have λd(t)(Λ̂(t)) ≥ mηnp

2−2δ and λd(t)+1(Λ̂(t)) ≤
p2−δνn log

1/2 n. Hence for t ∈ Tηn

λd(t)+1(Λ̂(t)) + qn

λd(t)(Λ̂(t)) + qn
/
p2−δνn log

1/2 n+ cn(p
2−δνn + p1−δ) log p

mηnp2−2δ + cn(p2−δνn + p1−δ) log p

/
pδνn(cn log p+ log1/2 n)

ηn
+
cn log p

ηnp1−δ
. (B.12)

Observing the right hand side of (B.9), if (a) cn(p
2−δνn+p1−δ) log p ' p2−δνn log

1/2 n, then

cn(p
2−δνn + p1−δ) log p

cn(p2−δνn + p1−δ) log p+ p2−δνn log
1/2 n

' 1 (B.13)

and if (b) cn(p
2−δνn + p1−δ) log p / p2−δνn log

1/2 n, then

cn(p
2−δνn + p1−δ) log p

cn(p2−δνn + p1−δ) log p+ p2−δνn log
1/2 n

'
cn(p

2−δνn + p1−δ) log p

p2−δνn log
1/2 n

'
cn log p

log1/2 n
. (B.14)

Recall the assumption that c−1
n νn log

1/2 n = o( c
1

1−δ
n log p

(ηn log1/2 n)
1

1−δ
), η2n

pδνn logn
→ ∞ and ηncn log p

pδνn logn
→

∞. Therefore, if cn log p ' pνn log
1/2 n or cn log p ' log1/2 n such that (a) holds, then

straightforward calculations show that (in the following using cn ≤ cη2n for the first inequal-

ity and η2n
pδνn logn

→ ∞ for the second line)

pδνn(cn log p+ log1/2 n)

ηn
+
cn log p

ηnp1−δ
≤ cηnp

δνn log p+ pδνn log
1/2 n/ηn + cηn log p/p

1−δ
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= o(cη3n log p/ log n) + o(ηn/ log
1/2 n) + cηn log p/p

1−δ.
(B.15)

Hence in this case the eigen-ratio in (B.12) can be smaller than c1ηn for any small positive
c1 if c is sufficiently small and n is sufficiently large. On the other hand, if cn log p /
pνn log

1/2 n and cn log p / log1/2 n such that (b) holds, then

pδνn(cn log p+ log1/2 n)

ηn
+
cn log p

ηnp1−δ
/
pδνn log

1/2 n

ηn
+ cηn log p/p

1−δ

= o(cn log p/ log
1/2 n) + cηn log p/p

1−δ = o(cn log p/ log
1/2 n) + cηn log

δ p(
log p

p
)1−δ

/ o(cn log p/ log
1/2 n) + cηn log

δ p(c−1
n νn log

1/2 n)1−δ = o(cn log p/ log
1/2 n)

(B.16)

where we have used ηncn log p
pδνn logn

→ ∞ for the second line, and cn log p / pνn log
1/2 n for the

third line, and the fact that c−1
n νn log

1/2 n = o( c
1

1−δ
n log p

(ηn log1/2 n)
1

1−δ
) and cn ≤ cη2n for the final

conclusion.
As a result, by (B.12), (B.13) and (B.14) it follows that for sufficiently large n, d(t) will

be correctly identified on Tηn . Again by the proof of Theorem B.1,

P(A1 ∩A2(S1)) = 1−O
(pδνn
ηn

)

−O(log−1/2 n). (B.17)

The proposition follows from (B.17) and (B.11). �

Remark B.1. In practice to apply Theorems 6.1 and 6.2, if the estimated number of
factors d̃n(t) does not change over time, then we can consider T̂ηn = [0, 1]. Otherwise one
can consider

T̂ηn = (0, 1) ∩rs=1

(

t̂s −
1

log2 n
, t̂s +

1

log2 n

)

(B.18)

where t̂s, s = 1, ...r are the time points when d̃n(t) changes. In fact, by condition (A2’),
(B.18) corresponds to setting ηn ≍ 1

log4 n
when the eigenvalues of A(t)/p(1−δ)/2 are Lipschitz

continuous.

C Proof of Theorem 6.2 (ii) and auxiliary technical results
for theoretical analysis in Section 6.1 and in Section B

Proof of Theorem 6.2 (ii): To show the assertion (ii),we apply eigen-decomposition to
Λ̃1(t) to obtain that

Λ1(t) = Q(t)U(t)D(t)U⊤(t)Q⊤(t) (C.1)

where U(t) are the orthnormal matrix consists of eigenvectors of Λ̃1(t) and D(t) is the
diagnol matrix of which the diagnol elements are eigenvalue of Λ̃1(t). By definition, V(t) =
Q(t)U(t) and V(t)V⊤(t) = Q(t)Q⊤(t). As a consequence

V(i/n)V⊤(i/n)xi,n = Q(i/n)Q(i/n)⊤(Q(i/n)R(i/n)zi,n + ei,n)
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= A(i/n)zi,n +V(i/n)V⊤(i/n)ei,n.

Hence together with xi,n = A(i/n)zi,n + ei,n it follows that

‖Ṽ(i/n)Ṽ⊤(i/n)xi,n −A(i/n)zi,n‖2
= ‖Ṽ(i/n)Ṽ⊤(i/n)xi,n −V(i/n)V⊤(i/n)xi,n +V(i/n)V⊤(i/n)ei,n‖2
≤ ‖Ṽ(i/n)Ô1(i/n)Ô

⊤
1 (i/n)Ṽ

⊤(i/n)A(i/n)zi,n −V(i/n)V⊤(i/n)A(i/n)zi,n‖2
+ ‖Ṽ(i/n)Ṽ⊤(i/n)ei,n‖2 := ‖I(i/n)‖2 + ‖Ṽ(i/n)Ṽ⊤(i/n)ei,n‖2.

where I(i/n) is defined in an obvious way. Furthermore, ‖I(i/n)‖2 is bounded by ‖I1(i/n)‖2+
‖I2(i/n)‖2 where

I1(i/n) = Ṽ(i/n)Ô1(i/n)[Ô
⊤
1 (i/n)Ṽ

⊤(i/n)−V⊤(i/n)]A(i/n)zi,n,

I2(i/n) = [Ṽ(i/n)Ô1(i/n) −V(i/n)]V⊤(i/n)A(i/n)zi,n.

It is easy to verify that for Ṽ(i/n)Ô1(i/n) and V(i/n) their operator norms are 1. By
condition (M2), ‖zi,n‖2 = Op(1). By assertion (i) we have ‖I1(i/n)‖2 and ‖I2(i/n)‖2 is

Op(η
−1
n p

1−δ
2 (pδνn + pδ−1)) so

‖I(i/n)‖2 = Op(η
−1
n p

1−δ
2 (pδνn + pδ−1)). (C.2)

On the other hand, notice that ‖Ṽ(t)O(t)‖2 = 1 so that ‖Ṽ(i/n)Ṽ⊤(i/n)ei,n‖2 ≤ ‖Ô⊤(i/n)Ṽ⊤(i/n)ei,n‖2.
Via claim (i) and the fact

‖Ṽ(i/n)Ṽ⊤(i/n)ei,n‖2 ≤ ‖(Ô⊤(i/n)Ṽ⊤(i/n)−V⊤(i/n))ei,n‖2 + ‖V⊤(i/n)ei,n‖2

= ‖(Ô⊤(i/n)Ṽ⊤(i/n)−V⊤(i/n))ei,n‖2 + (

d(i/n)
∑

s=1

(v⊤
s (i/n)ei,n)

2)1/2

= Op((η
−1
n pδνn + η−1

n pδ−1)p1/2) + (

d(i/n)
∑

s=1

(v⊤
s (i/n)ei,n)

2)1/2 (C.3)

where we have used the fact that ‖ei,n‖2 = Op(p
1/2), vs(t), 1 ≤ s ≤ d(t) is the sth column

of V(t), i.e., V(t) = (v1(t), ...,vd(i/n)). By definition, for 1 ≤ s ≤ p

V ar(v⊤
s (i/n)ei,n) ≤ lim sup

p
sup
t∈[0,1]

λmax(E(H(t,Fi)H⊤(t,Fi))) (C.4)

hence ‖V⊤(i/n)ei,n‖2 = Op(1) via condition (M4). Therefore we show (ii).
�

The following lemma from [8] is useful for proving Theorem B.1.

Lemma C.1. Let M(n) be the space of all n×n (complex) matrices. A norm ‖·‖ on M(n)
is said to be unitary-invariant if ‖A‖ = ‖UAV ‖ for any two unitary matrices U and V. We
denote by Eig A the unordered n-tuple consisting of the eigenvalues of A, each counted as
many times as its multiplicity. Let D(A) be a diagonal matrix whose diagonal entries are
the elements of Eig A. For any norm on M(n) define

‖(EigA,EigB)‖ = min
W

∥

∥D(A)−WD(B)W−1
∥

∥

where the minimum is taken over all permutation matrices W. If A,B are Hermitian matri-
ces, we have for all unitary-invariant norms (including the Frobenius norm and the operator
norm) the inequality

‖(EigA,EigB)‖ 6 ‖A−B‖.
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Recall d = maxt d(t) and σu(t) defined in Section 8 of the main article. In the remainder
of this section, we consider the equivalent model in Section 8. With a little abuse of notation,
consider and A(t) = (auv(t))1≤u≤p,1≤v≤d, where auv(t) = 0 if σv(t) = 0 for 1 ≤ v ≤ d, and
are the same as the corresponding elements in the varying dimension loading matrix. Then
xi,n = Ai,nzi,n + ei,n.

Lemma C.2. Define the dependence measure for xi,n in Ll norm as

δGl (k) := max
1≤j≤p

δGl,j(k) := max
1≤j≤p

sup
t∈[0,1],i∈Z

E
1/l(|Gj(t,Fi)−Gj(t,F (i−k)

i )|l). (C.5)

Under conditions (A1), and (M1)–(M3), there exists a sufficiently large constant M0, such
that uniformly for 1 ≤ u ≤ p and t ∈ [0, 1],

E|Gu(t,F0)|4 ≤M0, (C.6)

δGl (k) = O(dδzl (k) + δel (k)). (C.7)

Proof. By definition we have that for 1 ≤ u ≤ p,

Gu(t,Fi) =
d
∑

v=1

auv(t)Qv(t,Fi) +Hu(t,Fi).

Notice that here d = sup0≤t≤1 d(t) is fixed. Therefore, assumptions (A1), (M2) and triangle
inequality lead to the first statement of boundedness of fourth moment of (C.6). Finally
(A1) and (M3) lead to the assertion (C.7). �

Lemma C.3. Consider the process zi,u,nzi+k,v,n for some k > 0, and 1 ≤ u, v ≤ d. Then
under conditions (A2’), (M1)–(M3) we have:
i) ζi,u,v =: ζu,v(

i
n ,Fi) = zi,u,nzi+k,v,n is a locally stationary process with associated depen-

dence measures

δζu,v,2(h) ≤ C(δz4(h) + δz4(h+ k)) (C.8)

for some universal constant C > 0 independent of u, v and any integer h;
(ii) For any series of numbers ai, 1 ≤ i ≤ n, we have for some universal large positive
constant M ,

(

E

∣

∣

∣

1

n

n
∑

i=1

ai(ζi,u,v − Eζi,u,v)
∣

∣

∣

2)1/2
≤ MC

n

(

n
∑

i=1

a2i
)

1

2 (C.9)

Proof. i) is a consequence of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, triangle inequality and
condition (M2). For ii), notice that

n
∑

i=1

ai(ζi,u,v − Eζi,u,v) =

n
∑

i=1

ai(

∞
∑

s=0

Pi+k−sζi,u,v) =
∞
∑

s=0

n
∑

i=1

aiPi+k−sζi,u,v. (C.10)

By the property of martingale difference and i) of this lemma we have

‖
n
∑

i=1

aiPi+k−sζi,u,v‖2L2 =

n
∑

i=1

a2i ‖Pi+k−sζi,u,v‖2L2 ≤ C2
n
∑

i=1

a2i (δ
z
4(s) + δz4(s− k))2. (C.11)

By triangle inequality, inequalities (C.10), (C.11) and the fact that δz4(k) = 0 if k < 0, and
condition (M1) the lemma follows. �

34



Corollary 3.1. Under conditions (A2’), (M1) and (M2) we have for each fixed k > 0,
1 ≤ u, v ≤ p and 1 ≤ w ≤ d, ψi =: ψ( in ,Fi) = ei+k,u,nei,v,n, φi =: φ( in ,Fi) = zi+k,w,nei,v,n
and ιi =: ι( in ,Fi) = ei+k,u,nzi,w,n are locally stationary processes with associated dependence
measures

max(δψ,2(h), δφ,2(h), δι,2(h)) ≤ C(δz4(h) + δe4(h) + δz4(h+ k) + δe4(h+ k)). (C.12)

for some universal constant C > 0 independent of u, v and w.

Proof. The corollary follows from the same proof of Lemma C.3. �
To save notation in the following proofs, for given Jn, k write M̂(Jn, t, k) as M̂ if no

confusion arises. Recall the definition of Σ̃x,j,k and M̂(Jn, t, k) in (3.6) and (3.5) in the
main article. Observe the following decompositions

Σ̃x,j,k = V1,j,k +V2,j,k +V3,j,k +V4,j,k, (C.13)

V1,j,k =
1

n

n−k
∑

i=1

A(
i+ k

n
)zi+k,nz

⊤
i,nA

⊤(
i

n
)Bj(

i

n
), (C.14)

V2,j,k =
1

n

n−k
∑

i=1

A(
i+ k

n
)zi+k,ne

⊤
i,nBj(

i

n
), (C.15)

V3,j,k =
1

n

n−k
∑

i=1

ei+kz
⊤
i,nA

⊤(
i

n
)Bj(

i

n
),V4,j,k =

1

n

n−k
∑

i=1

ei+k,ne
⊤
i,nBj(

i

n
). (C.16)

Lemma C.4. Under conditions (A2’), (M1), (M2) and (M3) we have that

‖ sup
t∈[0,1]

‖M̂(Jn, t, k)− EM̂(Jn, t, k)‖F ‖L2 = O(
Jnp supt,1≤j≤Jn |Bj(t)|2√

n
).

Proof. Using equations (C.13)-(C.16) we have that

M̂(Jn, t, k)− EM̂(Jn, t, k) =

Jn
∑

j=1

4
∑

s=1

(Vs,j,k − E(Vs,j,k))Bj(t) :=
4
∑

s=1

Ṽs(t), (C.17)

where Ṽs(t) =
∑Jn

j=1(Vs,j,k−E(Vs,j,k))Bj(t), for s = 1, 2, 3, 4. Consider the s = 1 case and
then

Ṽ1(t) :=

Jn
∑

j=1

(V1,j,k − E(V1,j,k))Bj(t)

=
1

n

Jn
∑

j=1

Bj(t)

n−k
∑

i=1

A(
i+ k

n
)(zi+k,nz

⊤
i,n − E(zi+k,nz

⊤
i,n))A

⊤(
i

n
)Bj(

i

n
). (C.18)

Further define M̃j = 1
n

∑n−k
i=1 A( i+kn )(zi+k,nz

⊤
i,n − E(zi+k,nz

⊤
i,n))A

⊤( in)Bj(
i
n). Its (u, v)th,

1 ≤ u ≤ p, 1 ≤ v ≤ p element is

M̃j,u,v =
1

n

n−k
∑

i=1

d
∑

u′=1

d
∑

v′=1

auu′(
i+ k

n
)(zi+k,u′,nzi,v′,n − E(zi+k,u′,nzi,v′n))avv′ (

i

n
)Bj(

i

n
).

(C.19)
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Therefore it follows from the triangle inequality and Lemma C.3 that,

∥

∥

∥
M̃j,u,v

∥

∥

∥

L2
≤
C supj,t |Bj(t)|

n

d
∑

v′=1

d
∑

u′=1

√

√

√

√

n−k
∑

i=1

a2uu′(
i+ k

n
)a2vv′(

i

n
) (C.20)

for some sufficiently large constant C. Consequently by (A2’) and Jansen’s inequality, we
get

E

(

‖M̃j‖2F
)

≤
C2 supj,t |Bj(t)|2

n2

p
∑

u=1

p
∑

v=1





d
∑

v′=1

d
∑

u′=1

√

√

√

√

n−k
∑

i=1

a2uu′(
i+ k

n
)a2vv′(

i

n
)





2

≤
C2d2 supj,t |Bj(t)|2

n2

n−k
∑

i=1

p
∑

u=1

p
∑

v=1

d
∑

v′=1

d
∑

u′=1

a2uu′(
i+ k

n
)a2vv′(

i

n
)

≍
d2 supj,t |Bj(t)|2p2−2δ

n
(C.21)

for 1 ≤ j ≤ Jn. On the other hand, since (u, v)th element of Ṽ1(t), which is denoted by
Ṽ1,u,v(t), satisfies

Ṽ1,u,v(t) =

Jn
∑

j=1

Bj(t)M̃j,u,v. (C.22)

Therefore by Jansen’s inequality it follows that

sup
t∈[0,1]

‖Ṽ1(t)‖2F = sup
t

p
∑

u=1

p
∑

v=1





Jn
∑

j=1

Bj(t)M̃j,u,v





2

≤ sup
t,1≤j≤Jn

|Bj(t)|2
p
∑

u=1

p
∑

v=1

(

Jn
∑

j=1

|M̃j,u,v|)2

≤ sup
t,1≤j≤Jn

|Bj(t)|2
p
∑

u=1

p
∑

v=1

Jn

Jn
∑

j=1

|M̃j,u,v|2

≤ sup
t,1≤j≤Jn

|Bj(t)|2Jn
Jn
∑

j=1

‖M̃j‖2F . (C.23)

Therefore we have

E( sup
t∈[0,1]

‖Ṽ1(t)‖2F ) ≤ sup
t,1≤j≤Jn

|Bj(t)|2Jn
Jn
∑

j=1

E(‖M̃j‖2F ) (C.24)

Combining (C.21) we have that

E( sup
t∈[0,1]

‖Ṽ1(t)‖2F )1/2 = O

(

Jn supt,1≤j≤Jn |Bj(t)|2p1−δ√
n

)

. (C.25)

Similarly using Corollary 3.1 we have that

E
(

sup
t∈[0,1]

‖Ṽs(t)‖2F
)

1

2 = O

(

Jn supt,1≤j≤Jn |Bj(t)|2p1−δ/2√
n

)

, s = 2, 3, (C.26)
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and

E
(

sup
t∈[0,1]

‖Ṽ4(t)‖2F
) 1

2 = O

(

Jnp supt,1≤j≤Jn |Bj(t)|2√
n

)

. (C.27)

Then the lemma follows from (C.25), (C.26), (C.27) and triangle inequality. �

Lemma C.5. Under conditions (A1), (A2’), (S0), (M1), (M2) and (M3) we have that for
1 ≤ k ≤ k0,

‖ sup
t∈[0,1]

(EM̂(Jn, t, k) −Σ∗
k(t))‖F = O(Jn sup

t,1≤j≤Jn
|Bj(t)|2p/n)

where Σ∗
k(t) =

1
n

∑Jn
j=1

∑n
i=1 E(G( in ,Fi+k)G( in ,Fi)⊤)Bj( in )Bj(t).

Proof. Consider the (u, v)th element of (EM̂(Jn, t, k) − Σ∗
k(t)), which ise denoted by

(EM̂(Jn, t, k) − Σ∗
k(t))u,v . Recall that Gu(t,Fi) is the uth componentnt of G(t,Fi). By

definition, we have for 1 ≤ u, v ≤ p,

(EM̂(Jn, t, k) −Σ∗
k(t))uv =

1

n

Jn
∑

j=1

n−k
∑

i=1

E
((

Gu(
i+ k

n
,Fi+k)−Gu(

i

n
,Fi+k)

)

Gv(
i

n
,Fi)

)

Bj(
i

n
)Bj(t)

+
1

n

Jn
∑

j=1

n
∑

i=n−k+1

E
(

Gu(
i

n
,Fi+k)Gv(

i

n
,Fi)

)

Bj(
i

n
)Bj(t). (C.28)

By condition (M3), Lemma C.2 we have that uniformly for 1 ≤ u, v ≤ p,

sup
t∈[0,1]

|(EM̂(Jn, t, k) −Σ∗
k(t))uv| ≤M ′Jn sup

t,1≤j≤Jn
|Bj(t)|2k/n (C.29)

for some sufficiently large constant M ′ independent of u and v. Therefore by the definition
of Frobenius norm, and the fact that k ≤ k0 the lemma follows. �

Lemma C.6. Let ιn = sup1≤j≤Jn Lipj + supt,1≤j≤Jn |Bj(t)| where Lipj is the Lipschitz
constant of the basis function Bj(t). Then under conditions (A1), (A2’), (S0), (M1)–(M3)
we have that

sup
t∈[0,1]

‖Σ∗
k(t)−Σx(t, k)‖F = O

(Jn supt,1≤j≤Jn |Bj(t)|pιn
n

+ pgJn,K,M̃

)

,

where Σ∗
k is defined in Lemma C.5.

Proof. Notice that by definition we have that

Σ∗
k(t) =

1

n

Jn
∑

j=1

n
∑

i=1

Σx(
i

n
, k)Bj(

i

n
)Bj(t). (C.30)

Define that Σ̃
∗
k(t) =

∑Jn
j=1

∫ 1
0 Σx(s, k)Bj(s)dsBj(t). Notice that the (u, v)th element of

Σ∗
k(t)− Σ̃

∗
k(t) is

(Σ∗
k(t)− Σ̃

∗
k(t))u,v =

Jn
∑

j=1

( 1

n

n
∑

i=1

E(Gu(
i

n
,Fi+k)Gv(

i

n
,Fi))Bj(

i

n
)

37



−
∫ 1

0
E(Gu(s,Fi+k)Gv(s,Fi))Bj(s)ds

)

Bj(t). (C.31)

Notice that Lemma C.2 and Condition (M3) imply that there exists a sufficiently large
constant M ′ depending on M0 of Lemma C.2, such that those Lipschitz constants of the
functions

E(Gu(s,Fi+k)Gv(s,Fi))Bj(s)

are bounded by M ′ιn for all 1 ≤ k ≤ k0, 1 ≤ u, v ≤ p. Then using similar argument to the
proof of Lemma C.5, we obtain that

sup
t∈[0,1]

‖Σ∗
k(t)− Σ̃

∗
k(t)‖F = O

(Jn supt,1≤j≤Jn |Bj(t)|pιn
n

)

. (C.32)

Similarly by using basis expansion (5.8) in condition (S0) of the main article we have that

sup
t∈[0,1]

‖Σ̃∗
k(t)−Σx(t, k)‖F = O(pgJn,K,M̃) (C.33)

which completes the proof. �

D Proof of Theorem 7.1, and Proof of Theorem 7.2.

Recall Σ̃x(t, k), Γ̂, Γ̂k and Γk defined in Section 4. Define

Γ̃ =

k0
∑

k=1

(

∫

Σ̃x(t, k)dt)(

∫

Σ̃x(t, k)dt)
⊤,Γ =

k0
∑

k=1

(

∫

Σx(t, k)dt)(

∫

Σx(t, k)dt)
⊤

Let W̃ = (w̃1, ..., w̃d) be a set of orthonormal eigenvectors of Γ̃ with respect to its d positive
eigenvalues: (λ1(Γ̃),...,λd(Γ̃)), and G = (g1, ...,gp−d) be a set of orthnormal basis of null
space of A. Therefore, ((w̃i, 1 ≤ i ≤ d), (gi, 1 ≤ i ≤ p− d)) is an orthonormal bases for Rp.
Similarly defineWi = (w1, ...,wd) wherewi, i = 1, ..., d are the orthonormal eigenvectors of
Γ with respect to its d positive eigenvalues, and let F = (f1, ..., fp−d) be a set of orthnormal
basis of null space of Γ. Consequently ((wi, 1 ≤ i ≤ d), (fi, 1 ≤ i ≤ p − d)) is a set of
orthonormal bases for R

p. Let F̂ = (f̂1, ..., f̂p−d) be a basis of null space of Γ̂ =
∑k0

k=1 Γ̂k.
We consider condition (A2) in Section B.2 which allows non-zero δ.

Corollary D.1. Assume (A1), (A2), (S0), (M1)–(M3).

‖‖Γ− Γ̂‖F ‖L1 = O(
p2−δ√
n
) (D.1)

Proof. It suffices to show uniformly for 1 ≤ k ≤ k0,

‖‖Γk − Γ̂k‖F ‖L1 = O(
p2−δ√
n
). (D.2)

By the proof of Lemma C.4, it follows that for 1 ≤ k ≤ k0,

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

n

n−k
∑

i=1

xi+k,nx
⊤
i,n −

1

n
E(

n−k
∑

i=1

xi+k,nx
⊤
i,n)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

F

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

L2

= O(
p√
n
). (D.3)
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By the proof of Lemma C.5 and Lemma C.6, it follows that for 1 ≤ k ≤ k0,

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

n

n−k
∑

i=1

(

E(xi+k,nx
⊤
i,n)−Σx(

i

n
, k)

)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

F

= O(
p

n
), (D.4)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

n

n−k
∑

i=1

Σx(
i

n
, k)−

∫ 1

0
Σx(t, k)dt

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

F

= O(
p

n
), (D.5)

Then by (D.3) to (D.5) we have that

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

n

n−k
∑

i=1

xi+k,nx
⊤
i,n −

∫ 1

0
Σx(t, k)dt

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

F

= O(
p√
n
), (D.6)

which together with (S.7) in the main article and the definition of Γk proves (D.2). Therefore
the corollary holds. �

Corollary D.2. Assume conditions (A1), (A2), (M1), (M2), (M3) and conditions (S0),
(S2)-(S4), then under null hypothesis, there exist orthogonal matrices Ô3 ∈ R

d×d and
Ô4 ∈ R

(p−d)×(p−d) , such that under the null hypothesis

‖‖ŴÔ3 − W̃‖F ‖L1 = O(pδ/
√
n+ pδ−1),

‖‖F̂Ô4 −G‖F ‖L1 = O(pδ/
√
n+ pδ−1),

under (S1’), provided that there exists k′, 1 ≤ k′ ≤ k0 such that σd(
∫

Σx(t, k
′) ≥ η > 0. If

(S1) holds then trivially the term pδ−1 vanishes.

Proof. It suffices to prove the results under (S1’). Under (S1) Σ̃x(t, k) = Σx(t, k),
the proof will be similar and simpler. By the proof of Theorem 6.1 and the definition of
Σ̃x(t, k), we have that

‖Σx(t, k)‖2 = O(p1−δ), ‖Σ̃x(t, k) −Σx(t, k)‖2 = O(1)

and consequently by triangle inequality,

‖Γ̃− Γ‖2 = O(p1−δ). (D.7)

Together with Corollary D.1 we have

‖‖Γ̃− Γ̂‖2‖L1 = O(p1−δ + p2−δ/
√
n). (D.8)

Notice that under null hypothesis

Γ̃ = A

k0
∑

k=1

(

∫

(Σz(t, k)A
⊤ +Σze(t, k)dt)(

∫

(Σz(t, k)A
⊤ +Σze(t, k)dt)

⊤A⊤. (D.9)

Since A is a p × d matrix, we have λj(Γ̃) = 0 for j ≥ d + 1. It remains to show that
λd(Γ̃) ' (p2−2δ) then the Corollary will follow from Theorem 2 of [41]. By condition (S4),
it remains to show that

λd

(

A

k0
∑

k=1

(∫

Σz(t, k)dtA
⊤A

∫

Σ⊤
z (t, k)dt

)

A⊤
)

' p2−2δ (D.10)

39



By the QR decomposition argument of in the proof of Theorem 6.2, it suffices to prove that

λmin

(

k0
∑

k=1

(∫

Σz(t, k)dtA
⊤A

∫

Σ⊤
z (t, k)dt

)

)

' p1−δ. (D.11)

By Weyl’s inequality, the LHS of the above is greater than

λmin

(
∫

Σz(t, k)dtA
⊤A

∫

Σ⊤
z (t, k)dt

)

= ‖
∫

Σz(t, k)dtA
⊤‖2m ≥ ‖A‖2m ' p1−δ, (D.12)

which finishes the proof. �

Corollary D.3. Assume conditions of Corollary D.2 hold, then under null hypothesis there
exists an orthonormal basis {fi, 1 ≤ i ≤ p− d} of null space of A, such that

‖‖F̂ − F‖F ‖L1 = O(θ0(n, p)), (D.13)

where F = (f1, ...fp−d).

Proof. Notice that the null space of A is the same as the null space of Γ̃. Recall
Corollary D.2 shows that

‖‖F̂Ô4 −G‖F ‖L1 = O(θ0(n, p)).

Take F = GÔ⊤
4 , notice that

‖F̂ − F‖F = ‖F̂−GÔ⊤
4 ‖F = ‖(F̂Ô4 −G)Ô⊤

4 ‖F = tr1/2((F̂Ô4 −G)Ô⊤
4 Ô4(F̂Ô4 −G)⊤)

= tr1/2((F̂Ô4 −G)(F̂Ô4 −G)⊤) = ‖F̂Ô4 −G‖F = O(θ0(n, p))

and the corollary is proved. �
The next two propositions are needed for the proof of Theorem 7.1 in the main article.
Recall the definition of T̃n defined above the proof of Theorem 7.1. Recall that in (4.1) of
the main article we have defined

T̂n =
√
mn max

1≤h≤Nn

max
1≤i≤p−d̃n

|f̂⊤i SXh |

Further, define that

T̃n =
√
mn max

1≤h≤Nn

max
1≤i≤p−d

|f̂⊤i SXh |, (D.14)

Tn =
√
mn max

1≤h≤Nn

max
1≤i≤p−d

|f⊤i SXh |. (D.15)

Proposition D.1. Suppose conditions of Proposition 7.1 hold. In addition, assume condi-
tion (M2′). Then there exists a set of orthnormal basis F of A such that for any sequence
gn → ∞

P(|T̂n − Tn| ≥ gnN
1/l
n θ0(n, p)p

1

2 ) = O(g
− l

l+1
n + log−1/2 n+ θ(n, p)). (D.16)

where Tn is calculated using F.
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Proof. Since on the event {d̂n = d̃n}, T̃n = T̂n. By Proposition 7.1 it suffices to consider
the event {d̂n = d̃n}. By the definition of T̃n and Tn,

|T̃n − Tn| =
√
mn max

1≤h≤Nn

max
1≤i≤p−d

|(f̂i − fi)
⊤SXh |

≤ √
mn max

1≤h≤Nn

max
1≤i≤p−d

|f̂i − fi||SXh |

≤ √
mn‖F̂ − F‖F max

1≤h≤Nn

|SXh | (D.17)

To shorten the notation, write Ai for A(i/n). Then

√
mn max

1≤h≤Nn

|SXh | = m−1/2
n max

1≤h≤Nn

(

|
∑

i∈bh
Aizi|+ |

∑

i∈bh
ei|
)

(D.18)

To deal with the above bound, first note that

|
∑

i∈bh
ei| =

∣

∣

∣
(
∑

i∈bh
ei1, ...,

∑

i∈bh
eip)

⊤
∣

∣

∣
=
(

p
∑

j=1

(

∑

i∈bh
eij
)2
)1/2

(D.19)

Therefore

‖|
∑

i∈bh
ei|‖Ll =

(

E[

p
∑

j=1

(
∑

i∈bh
eij)

2]
l
2

)
1

l
= ‖

p
∑

j=1

(
∑

i∈bh
eij)

2‖1/2Ll/2 ≤
[

p
∑

j=1

‖(
∑

i∈bh
eij)

2‖Ll/2

]1/2
.

(D.20)

Meanwhile, since l ≥ 2, by Theorem 2 of [39] and conditions (M2’), we have that for all
1 ≤ h ≤ Nn and 1 ≤ j ≤ p, ‖∑i∈bh eij‖Ll = O(

√
mn) and therefore

‖(
∑

i∈bh
eij)

2‖Ll/2 = ‖
∑

i∈bh
eij‖2Ll = O(mn). (D.21)

Combining (D.19) and (D.20) we have that

‖|
∑

i∈bh
ei|‖Ll = O(

√
pmn). (D.22)

On the other hand, use the inequality that max1≤i≤n |Xi|l ≤
∑n

i=1 |Xi|l, which leads to the

‖ max
1≤i≤n

|Xi|‖Ll = O(n
1

l ) if max
1≤i≤n

‖Xi‖Ll = O(1). (D.23)

Now by (D.23), we have

m−1/2
n ‖ max

i≤h≤Nn

|
∑

i∈bh
ei|‖Ll = O(N1/l

n

√
p). (D.24)

Similarly, since Ai = (auv(i/n))1≤u≤p,1≤v≤d and zi = (zi,1, ..., zi,d)
⊤, we have

|
∑

i∈bh
Aizi| =

∣

∣

∣
(
∑

i∈bh

d
∑

j=1

a1j(i/n)zij , ...,
∑

i∈bh

d
∑

j=1

apj(i/n)zij)
⊤
∣

∣

∣
=

√

√

√

√

p
∑

s=1

(
∑

i∈bh

d
∑

j=1

asj(i/n)zij)2.

(D.25)
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As a consequence, we have by triangle inequality,

‖|
∑

i∈bh
Aizi|‖Ll ≤

[

p
∑

s=1

‖(
∑

i∈bh

d
∑

j=1

asj(i/n)zij)
2‖Ll/2

]1/2
≤
[

p
∑

s=1

‖
∑

i∈bh

d
∑

j=1

asj(i/n)zij‖2Ll

]1/2

≤
[

p
∑

s=1

(

d
∑

j=1

‖
∑

i∈bh
asj(i/n)zij‖Ll

)2]1/2
.

(D.26)

Notice that

∑

i∈bh
asj(i/n)zij =

∞
∑

k=0

∑

i∈bh
Pi−kasj(i/n)zij .

By Burkholder inequality (see [39]) it follows that

‖
∑

i∈bh
Pi−kasj(i/n)zij‖2Ll ≤ Cl

∑

i∈bh
‖Pi−kasj(i/n)zij‖2Ll = O





∑

i∈bh
a2sj(i/n)(δ

z
l (k))

2





where Cl is a constant depending only on l. Combining the above two equations and via
the triangle inequality,

‖
∑

j∈bh
asj(i/n)zij‖Ll = O((

∑

i∈bh
a2sj(i/n))

1/2). (D.27)

Combining (D.26) and (D.27), we have

‖
∑

i∈bh
Aizi‖Ll = O

((

p
∑

s=1

[

d
∑

j=1

(

∑

i∈bh
a2sj(i/n)

)
1

2

]2) 1

2
)

= O
(

(

p
∑

s=1

d

d
∑

j=1

∑

i∈bh
a2sj(i/n)

)
1

2

)

= O
(

(

d
∑

i∈bh
‖Ai‖2F

)
1

2

)

= O(d
1

2m
1

2
np

1−δ
2 ). (D.28)

By (D.23), we have

∥

∥

∥

1√
mn

max
1≤h≤Nn

|
∑

i∈bh
Aizi|

∥

∥

∥

Ll
= O(p

1−δ
2 N1/l

n ). (D.29)

Combining with (D.18) and (D.24), we have that

‖√mn max
1≤h≤Nn

|SXh |‖Ll = O(p
1−δ
2 N1/l

n +N1/l
n

√
p) = O(N1/l

n

√
p). (D.30)

Use the fact that for any random variables X, Y and positive constants c1 and c2,

P(|XY | ≥ c1c2) ≤ P(|X| ≥ c1) + P(|Y | ≥ c2) (D.31)

and Corollary D.3, we have for any gn → ∞, via Markov inequality,

P(|T̃n − Tn| ≥ gnN
1/l
n θ(n, p)p

1

2 )

42



≤ P(
√
mn max

1≤h≤Nn

|SXh | ≥ g
1

l+1
n N

1

l
√
p) + P(‖F̂− F‖F ≥ g

l
l+1
n θ0(n, p))

= O(g
− l

l+1
n ) = o(1). (D.32)

Therefore the proposition follows. �

Proposition D.2. Under conditions (M2’), (M5), (M6) and (M7), we have that there
exist constants c′ and C ′ such that for all 1 ≤ j ≤ n and s′ such that s′g(n, p)/n → 0 and
s′g̃(n, p)/n → 0, we have

c′ ≤ λmin(var(
1√
s′

j+s′−1
∑

i=j

ei)) ≤ λmax(var(
1√
s′

j+s′−1
∑

i=j

ei)) ≤ C ′. (D.33)

Proof. Notice that

var(
1√
s′

j+s′−1
∑

i=j

ei) =
1

s′

j+s′−1
∑

i=j

j+s′−1
∑

l=j

Cov(H(i/n,Fi),H(l/n,Fl))

=
1

s′

j+s′−1
∑

i=j

j+s′−1
∑

l=j

Cov(H(i/n,Fi),H(i/n,Fl))−R (D.34)

where

R =
1

s′

j+s′−1
∑

i=j

j+s′−1
∑

l=j

E

(

H(i/n,Fi)(H(i/n,Fl)−H(l/n,Fl))⊤
)

(D.35)

On the other hand noticing that

E

(

H(i/n,Fi)(H(i/n,Fl)−H(l/n,Fl))⊤
)

= E

(

H(i/n,Fi)(
∫ i/n

l/n

∂

∂u
H(u,Fl)du)⊤

)

=

∫ i/n

l/n
E

(

H(i/n,Fi)(
∂

∂u
H(u,Fl)du)⊤

)

.

(D.36)

Therefore together (M6) and triangle inequality we have

‖R‖2 = O(
s′

n

s′

s′
) = o(1). (D.37)

Meanwhile,

1

s′

j+s′−1
∑

i=j

j+s′−1
∑

l=j

Cov(H(i/n,Fi),H(i/n,Fl)) = E(H(i/n,F0)H
⊤(i/n,F0))

+
s′
∑

k=1

[E(H(i/n,F0)H
⊤(i/n,Fk) +H(i/n,F0)H

⊤(i/n,F−k))]
s′ − k

s′

=
∑

k∈Z,|k|≤s′
Σe(i/n, k) −

s′
∑

k=1

k

s′

[

Σe(i/n, k) +Σe(i/n,−k)
]

. (D.38)
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Notice that Σe(i/n, k) = Σ⊤
e (i/n,−k) we have that

‖Σe(i/n, k) +Σe(i/n,−k)‖2 ≤ 2‖Σe(i/n, k)‖2. (D.39)

Together with condition (M7), we have

‖
s′
∑

k=1

k

s′

[

Σe(i/n, k) +Σe(i/n,−k)‖2 = o(1), ‖
∑

|k|>s′
Σe(i/n, k)‖2 = o(1). (D.40)

Together with (D.34), (D.37) and (D.38) we have

‖var( 1√
s′

j+s′−1
∑

i=j

ei)−
∑

k∈Z
Σe(i/n, k)‖2 = o(1). (D.41)

Using condition (M5), the Proposition follows. �
Recall in Theorem 7.1 we define the p − d dimensional vector lj,s for 1 ≤ s ≤ Nn and

the (p− d)Nn dimensional vector li for 1 ≤ i ≤ mn as

lj,s = (f⊤1 ej+(s−1)mn
, ..., f⊤p−dej+(s−1)mn

), li = (l⊤i,1, ..., l
⊤
i,Nn

)⊤

Recall that yi, 1 ≤ i ≤ mn is a (p− d)Nn centered Gaussian vector preserving the autoco-
variance structure of ei. Let yi := (y⊤

i,1, ...,y
⊤
i,(p−d)Nn

).

Proposition D.3. Let the assumptions of Theorem 7.1 be held. Define T̃
(M ′)
n = 1√

mn−2M ′

∑mn−M ′

i=M ′ li

for some sequence M ′ = o(mn). Then under null hypothesis, we have

sup
t∈R

|P(T̃ (M ′)
n ≤ t)− P(|y|∞ ≤ t)| / υ(mn, Nn, p, d, l), (D.42)

where υ(mn, Nn, p, d, l) = ι(mn − 2M ′, Nn(p − d), l, (Nnp)
1/l) and ι(·) is defined as

ι(n, p, q,Dn) = min(n−1/8M1/2l7/8n + γ + (n1/8M−1/2l−3/8
n )q/(1+q)(p

∞
∑

j=M

∆q
q(j))

1/(1+q)

+Ξ
1/3
M (1 ∨ log(p/ΞM ))2/3),

(D.43)

where ΞM = max1≤j≤p
∑∞

j=M j∆2(j), and the minimum is taken over all possible values
of γ and M subject to

n3/8M−1/2l−5/8
n ≥ max{Dn(n/γ)

1/l, l1/2n }, M ≤ 2M ′

with ln = log(pn/γ) ∨ 1. Here ∆q(j) is defined in condition (M8).

Proof. Observe that T̃
(M ′)
n can be well approximated by sum of high dimensional m-

dependent vectors in the sense of step 1 of Proof of Theorem 2 in [43] for m ≤M ′, and the
summands are independent if the difference between corresponding indices are larger than
m. Therefore we could invoke Theorem 2.1 of [43]. For this purpose, We have the following
assertions.

(a)For 1 ≤ i ≤ p− d and 1 ≤ j ≤ p, ‖f⊤i ej‖Ll ≤Ml‖f⊤i ej‖L2 =Mlf
⊤
i E(eje

⊤
j )fi / 1.
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(b) There exist constants M1 and M2 such that for 1 ≤ q ≤ p − d and 1 ≤ s ≤ Nn, we
have M1 ≤ 1

mn

∑mn
i,l=1Cov(f

⊤
q ei+(s−1)mn

, f⊤q el+(s−1)mn
) ≤M2.

Assertion (a) follows from (M4). Assertion (a) immediately implies that

max
1≤j≤mn

E( max
1≤i≤p−d
1≤s≤Nn

|f⊤i ej+(s−1)mn
|l) / Nn(p− d) (D.44)

such that

max
1≤j≤mn

∥

∥

∥
max

1≤i≤p−d

1≤s≤Nn

|f⊤i ej+(s−1)mn
|

(Nn(p− d))1/l

∥

∥

∥

Ll
/ 1. (D.45)

Since l ≥ 4, we have verified condition (7) of Assumption 2.1 in [43] by setting h(x) = |x|l
and Dn = (Nn(p − d))1/l there. Assertion (b) is in fact the Condition (9) of [43], and is
indicated by Proposition D.2 and the fact thatM ′ = o(mn). By Condition (M8), Condition
(10) of [43] holds. Therefore the Proposition follows from Theorem 2.1 of [43]. �

D.1 Proof of Theorem 7.1.

To show Theorem 7.1, recall the quantity Tn =
√
mnmax1≤h≤Nn max1≤i≤p−d |f⊤i SXh | defined

in (D.15) using the true quantities F and d to approximate T̂n. Recall the definition of F̂

and F in Section 4. Recall T̃
(M ′)
n in Proposition D.3. By condition (M8) and the fact that

max1≤i≤n |Xi|l ≤
∑n

i=1 |Xi|l, we have

‖T̃ (M ′)
n − Tn‖Ll = O(

√

M ′

mn
(Nnp)

1/l) (D.46)

Writing δ0,1 = N
1/l
n θ0(n, p)p

1

2 , δ0,2 =
√

M ′

mn
(Nnp)

1/l, δ0 = gn(δ0,1 + δ0,2), where gn is a

diverging sequence such that δ0 = o(1). Hence by Proposition D.1, triangle inequality, and
Markov inequality, we have that

P(|T̃ (M ′)
n − T̂n| ≥ δ0) ≤ P(|T̃ (M ′

n − Tn| ≥ gnδ0,2) + P(|Tn − T̂n| ≥ gnδ0,1)

= O(g
− l

l+1

n + log−1/2 n+ θ(n, p) + g−ln ) = O(g
− l

l+1

n + log−1/2 n+ θ(n, p)). (D.47)

Notice that

P(T̂n ≥ t) ≤ P(T̃ (M ′)
n ≥ t− δ0) + P(|T̃ (M ′)

n − T̂n| ≥ δ0), (D.48)

P(T̂n ≥ t) ≥ P(T̃ (M ′)
n ≥ t+ δ0, |T̃ (M ′)

n − T̂n| ≤ δ0)

= P(T̃ (M ′)
n ≥ t+ δ0)− P(T̃ (M ′)

n ≥ t+ δ0, |T̃ (M ′)
n − T̂n| ≥ δ0)

≥ P(T̃ (M ′)
n ≥ t+ δ0)− P(|T̃ (M ′)

n − T̂n| ≥ δ0). (D.49)

Therefore following (D.47) and Proposition D.3, we have

sup
t∈R

|P(T̂n ≥ t)− P(|y|∞ ≥ t)| ≤ sup
t

|P(|y|∞ ≥ t− δ0)− P(|y|∞ ≥ t+ δ0)|

+ sup
t∈R

|P(|y|∞ ≥ t)− P(T̃ (M ′)
n ≥ t)|+ P(|T̃ (M ′)

n − T̂n| ≥ δ0)

≤ sup
t

|P(|y|∞ ≥ t− δ0)− P(|y|∞ ≥ t+ δ0)|
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+O(g
− l

l+1
n + log−1/2 n+ θ(n, p) + υ(mn − 2M ′, Nn, p, d, l)). (D.50)

Since |y|∞ = max(y,−y), by Corollary 1 of [14], we have that

sup
t

|P(|y|∞ ≥ t− δ0)− P(|y|∞ ≥ t+ δ0)| = O(δ0
√

log(n/δ0)). (D.51)

Combining (D.50),(D.51), and letting gn = Ω
− l+1

2l+1
n the second claim of Theorem 7.1 follows.

�

D.2 Proof of Theorem 7.2

Under the null hypothesis, Tn =
√
mnmax1≤h≤Nn max1≤i≤p−d |f⊤i Seh|. Recall the Nn(p−d)

dimensional vector li defined above D.3. In the following proofs, define

sj,wn =

j+wn−1
∑

r=j

li for 1 ≤ j ≤ mn − wn + 1, and smn =

mn
∑

i=1

li. (D.52)

Recall in the main article we have defined that θ̄(n, p, l,Nn, wn) =
√
wnN

1/l
n θ(n, p)p1/2. In

the proof, to allow non-zero δ, θ(n, p) is also a function of δ. To stress the dependence on

δ in the following we write θ̄(n, p, δ, l,Nn, wn) =
√
wnN

1/l
n θ(n, p)p1/2.

Proof of Theorem 7.2
Define

υn =
1

√

wn(mn − wn + 1)

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

(sj,wn − wn
mn

smn)Rj . (D.53)

We shall show the following two assertions:

sup
t∈R

|P(|y|∞ ≤ t)− P(|υn|∞ ≤ t|Fn)| = Op(Θ
1/3
n log2/3(

Wn,p

Θn
)), (D.54)

sup
t∈R

|P(|υn|∞ ≤ t|Fn)− P(|κn|∞ ≤ t|Fn)| = Op(θ̄(n, p, δ, l,Nn, wn)
l/(l+1) log

l
2l+2 n). (D.55)

The theorem then follows from (D.54), (D.55) and Theorem 7.1, the fact that {xi,n, 1 ≤
i ≤ n} is Fn measurable and DCT.

Step (i): Proof of (D.54). To show (D.54), we shall show that

‖ max
1≤u,v≤Nn(p−d)

|συu,v − σYu,v|‖Lq∗/2 = O
(

w−1
n +

√

wn/mnW
2/q∗
n,p

)

, (D.56)

where συu,v and σYu,v are the (u, v)th entry of the covariance matrix of υn given Fn and
covariance matrix of y. Notice that (D.56) together with claim (b) of Proposition D.3
implies that there exists a constant η0 > 0 such that

P( max
1≤u,v≤Nn(p−d)

συu,v ≥ η0) ≥ 1−O

(

(

w−1
n +

√

wn/mnW
2/q∗

n,p

)q∗/2
)

. (D.57)

Since by assumption w−1
n +

√

wn/mnW
2/q∗
n,p = o(1), it suffices to consider the conditional

Gaussian approximation on the {xi,n} measurable event {max1≤u,v≤Nn(p−d) σ
υ
u,v ≥ η0}.
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Then by the construction of y and Theorem 2 of [14] (we consider the case ap =
√
2 log p

in there), (D.54) will follow.
Now we prove (D.56). Let Sj,wn,s and Smn,s be the sth element of the vectors sj,wn and

smn , respectively. By our construction, we have

συu,v =
1

wn(mn − wn + 1)





mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

(Sj,wn,u −
wn
mn

Smn,u)(Sj,wn,v −
wn
mn

Smn,v)



 , σYu,v = E
Smn,uSmn,v

mn
.

(D.58)

To simply the notation let mn = kwn for some integer k. The case that mn = kwn + q
for some 1 ≤ q ≤ wn the proof will be the same but with more complicated notation.
Straightforward calculations show that

E(Smn,uSmn,v) =

mn/wn
∑

s=1

ES(s−1)wn+1,wn,uS(s−1)wn+1,wn,v +

mn/wn
∑

s1=1

mn/wn
∑

s2=1,s2 6=s1
E(S(s1−1)wn+1,wn,uS(s2−1)wn+1,wn,v)

(D.59)

Recall that k = mn − wn. Using the argument of the first inequality of Lemma 5 of [46]
and condition (M1), with some calculations we can show that uniformly for all u, v,

σYu,v = E(Smn,uSmn,v)/mn =

k
∑

s=1

ES(s−1)wn+1,wn,uS(s−1)wn+1,wn,v/mn +O(1/wn) (D.60)

We now study συu,v. First, using condition (i), and similar argument of assertion (a) of
Proposition D.3 we have 1 ≤ i ≤ p− d and 1 ≤ j ≤ p,

‖f⊤i ej‖Lq∗ / 1. (D.61)

Using (D.61) and condition (ii), via the triangle Cauchy inequality and Lemma 6 of [44]
and (D.23) we shall see that

‖ sup
u,v

|συu,v −
1

wn(mn − wn + 1)

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

Sj,wn,uSj,wn,v|‖q∗/2 = O(
√

wn/mn(Wn,p)
2/q∗).

(D.62)

Again by (D.61) and condition (ii), using a similar argument to the proof of Lemma 1 of
Zhou (2013), Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, and (D.23) we obtain that

∥

∥

∥

∥

max
u,v

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

wn(mn − wn + 1)

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

(Sj,wn,uSj,wn,v − E(Sj,wn,uSj,wn,v))

∣

∣

∣

∣

∥

∥

∥

∥

Lq∗/2

= O(
√

wn/mnW
2/q∗

n,p )

(D.63)

Therefore

‖ sup
u,v

|συu,v −
1

wn(mn − wn + 1)

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

E(Sj,wn,uSj,wn,v)|‖q∗/2 = O(
√

wn/mn(Wn,p)
2/q∗).

(D.64)
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We now study E(Sj,wn,uSj,wn,v). For this aim, by condition (iii), it follows that for all c
such that |c| = 1, c⊤H(t,Fi) is locally stationary such that uniformly for 1 ≤ q ≤ k,

‖c⊤H(t,Fi)− c⊤H(s,Fi)‖L2 = O(|t− s|). (D.65)

Using this fact with Cauchy inequality, triangle inequality and Lemma 6 of [44] we shall
see that

Vq,u,v :=

qwn
∑

j=(q−1)wn+1

ESj,wn,uSj,wn,v = wnES(q−1)wn+1,wn,uS(q−1)wn+1,wn,v +O(
√
wnw

3
n/mn)

(D.66)

Observe that
∑mn−wn+1

j=1 E(Sj,wn,uSj,wn,v) =
∑k−1

q=1 Vq,u,v+E(Smn−wn+1,wn,uSmn−wn+1,wn,v).
Combining with (D.64) and (D.66) and the fact that E(Smn−wn+1,wn,uSmn−wn+1,wn,v) =
o(wn), w

2
n/mn = o(1) we have that

‖ sup
u,v

|συu,v −
1

(mn − wn + 1)

k−1
∑

q=1

ES(q−1)wn+1,wn,uS(q−1)wn+1,wn,v|‖q∗/2 = O(
√

wn/mn(Wn,p)
2/q∗ +

1

mn
).

(D.67)

Combining with (D.60), (D.56) follows.
Step(ii). We now show (D.55). It suffices to consider on the event {d̃n = d}. We first

show that for ǫ ∈ (0,∞)

P(|υn − κn|∞ ≥ ǫ|Fn) = Op((ǫ
−1θ̄(n, p, δ, l,Nn, wn))

l)l). (D.68)

After that we then show for ǫ ∈ (0,∞)

sup
t∈R

P(|υn − t| ≤ ǫ|Fn) = Op(ǫ
√

log(n/ǫ)). (D.69)

Combining (D.68) and (D.69), and following the argument of (D.48) to (D.50) in the main
article, we have

sup
t∈R

|P(|υn|∞ ≤ t|Fn)− P(|κn|∞ ≤ t|Fn)| = Op((ǫ
−1θ̄(n, p, δ, l,Nn, wn))

l + ǫ
√

log(n/ǫ)).

(D.70)

Take ǫ = (θ̄(n, p, δ, l,Nn, wn))
l/(l+1) log−1/(2l+2) n, (D.55) follows.

To show (D.68) it suffices to prove that

E
(∣

∣

1
√

wn(mn − wn + 1)

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

(ŝj,wn − sj,wn)Rj
∣

∣

l

∞
∣

∣Fn
)1/l

= Op(θ̄(n, p, δ, l,Nn, wn)),

(D.71)

E
(∣

∣

1
√

wn(mn − wn + 1)

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

wn
mn

(ŝmn − smn)Rj
∣

∣

l

∞|Fn
)1/l

= Op(θ̄(n, p, δ, l,Nn, wn)).

(D.72)
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We now show (D.71), and (D.72) follows mutatis mutandis. Define Ŝj,wn,r and Sj,wn,r as
the rth component of the Nn(p−d) dimensional vectors ŝj,wn and sj,wn . Using the notation
of proof of Theorem 7.1, it follows that by triangle inequality,

∣

∣

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

(ŝj,wn − sj,wn)Rj
∣

∣

∞

= max
1≤s1≤Nn,
1≤s2≤p−d

∣

∣

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

Rj

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

(f̂⊤s2 êi+(s1−1)mn
− f⊤s2ei+(s1−1)mn

)
∣

∣

= max
1≤s1≤Nn,
1≤s2≤p−d

∣

∣

∣

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

Rj

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

(

(

f̂s2 − fs2
)⊤

êi+(s1−1)mn
+ f⊤s2

(

êi+(s1−1)mn
− ei+(s1−1)mn

)

)∣

∣

∣

≤ max
1≤s1≤Nn,
1≤s2≤p−d

|Is1,s2 |+ max
1≤s1≤Nn,
1≤s2≤p−d

|IIs1,s2 | (D.73)

where

Is1,s2 =

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

Rj

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

(

f̂s2 − fs2
)⊤

êi+(s1−1)mn
, (D.74)

IIs1,s2 =

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

Rj

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

f⊤s2
(

êi+(s1−1)mn
− ei+(s1−1)mn

)

. (D.75)

Furthermore, |Is1,s2 | ≤ |Is1,s2,1|+ |Is1,s2,2| where

Is1,s2,1 =

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

Rj

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

(

f̂s2 − fs2
)⊤

(êi+(s1−1)mn
− ei+(s1−1)mn

), (D.76)

Is1,s2,2 =
mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

Rj

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

(

f̂s2 − fs2
)⊤

ei+(s1−1)mn
. (D.77)

Let M be a generic sufficiently large constant which varies from line to line. Then by
Jansen’s inequality and the triangle inequality, it is not hard to verify that the LHS of
(D.71) is bounded by

M
√

wn(mn −wn + 1)

(

E max
1≤s1≤Nn,
1≤s2≤p−d

(|Is1,s2,1|l|Fn)1/l + E( max
1≤s1≤Nn,
1≤s2≤p−d

|Is1,s2,2|l|Fn)1/l + E( max
1≤s1≤Nn,
1≤s2≤p−d

|IIs1,s2 |l|Fn)1/l
)

for some sufficiently large constant M . Notice that given (Fn), Is1,s2,1, Is1,s2,2 and IIs1,s2
are Gaussian random variables, therefore using the property of normal random variables,
with probability tending to 1, the above equation will be bounded by

M
(

max
1≤s1≤Nn,
1≤s2≤p−d

var1/2(Is1,s2,1|Fn) + max
1≤s1≤Nn,
1≤s2≤p−d

var1/2(Is1,s2,2|Fn) + max
1≤s1≤Nn,
1≤s2≤p−d

var1/2(IIs1,s2 |Fn)
)

×(wn(mn −wn + 1))−1/2(Nn(p− d))1/l

(D.78)

where we have used (D.23). First, by Jansen’s inequality

var(Is1,s2,1|Fn) =
mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

(

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

(

f̂s2 − fs2
)⊤

(êi+(s1−1)mn
− ei+(s−1)mn

)
)2
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≤
mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

wn

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

((

f̂s2 − fs2
)⊤

(êi+(s1−1)mn
− ei+(s1−1)mn

)
)2
. (D.79)

Further by Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, notice that

max
1≤s1≤Nn,
1≤s2≤p−d

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

((

f̂s2 − fs2
)⊤

(êi+(s1−1)mn
− ei+(s1−1)mn

)
)2

≤ ‖F̂− F‖2F max
1≤s1≤Nn

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

∥

∥êi+(s1−1)mn
− ei+(s1−1)mn

∥

∥

2

F
. (D.80)

Notice that êi−ei = A(i/n)zi−Ṽ(i/n)Ṽ⊤(i/n)xi. Write i′ for (s1−1)mn+ i for short.
Thus by the proof of (ii) of Theorem 6.2,

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

∥

∥êi+(s1−1)mn
− ei+(s1−1)mn

∥

∥

2

F
≤

3

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

(‖I1(i′/n)‖22 + ‖I2(i′/n)‖22 + ‖Ṽ(i′/n)Ṽ⊤(i′/n)ei′,n‖22), (D.81)

where we have used the fact that ‖v‖F = ‖v‖2 for any vector v, and I1(·) and I2(·) are
defined in the proof of (ii) of Theorem 6.2. Write ∆̃i = Ṽ(i/n)Ô1(i/n) −V⊤(i/n) where
the rotation matrix Ô1(t) is also defined in Theorem 6.2. Thus by definition, we have for
all possible s1 (or i′)

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

‖I1(i′/n)‖22 ≤
mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

‖∆̃i′‖22‖A(i′/n)‖22|zi′n|2 (D.82)

≤ Op(p
1−δθ2(n, p))

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

|zi′,n|2

where for the second inequality we have used Theorem 6.2 with η ≡ 1 and δ ≥ 0. By
Jansen’s inequality we have for 1 ≤ s1 ≤ Nn

∣

∣

∣

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

|zi′n|2
∣

∣

∣

l
2 ≤ (mn − wn + 1)l/2−1wl/2−1

n

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

|zi,n|l (D.83)

by (M2’), the above inequality implies that

‖
mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

|zi′n|2‖L l
2
/ (mn − wn + 1)wn.

Using (D.23) and (D.82), we have that

max
1≤s1≤Nn

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

‖I1(
(s1 − 1)mn + i

n
)‖22 = Op(N

2/l
n (mn − wn + 1)wnp

1−δθ2(n, p)).

(D.84)
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Similarly

max
1≤s1≤Nn

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

‖I2(
(s1 − 1)mn + i

n
)‖22 = Op(N

2/l
n (mn − wn + 1)wnp

1−δθ2(n, p)).

(D.85)

For ‖Ṽ(i/n)Ṽ⊤(i/n)ei,n‖2, first notice that while for 1 ≤ s1 ≤ Nn

∥

∥

∥

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

‖ei+(s1−1)mn
‖2F
∥

∥

∥

Ll/2
≤
(

[(mn − wn + 1)wn]
l/2−1

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

E(‖ei+(s1−1)mn
‖lF )
)2/l

(D.86)

Conditions (M2’) and (M4) yield that

‖‖ei+(s1−1)mn
‖F ‖Ll = O(p1/2). (D.87)

Then following (C.3), we have that

max
1≤s1≤Nn

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

‖Ṽ(i′/n)Ṽ⊤(i′/n)ei′,n‖22

≤ 2 max
1≤s1≤Nn

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

(‖∆i′‖22|ei′,n|22 + (

d(i′/n)
∑

s=1

(v⊤
s (i

′/n)ei′,n)
2))

≤ 2θ2(n, p) max
1≤s1≤Nn

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

|ei′,n|2 + max
1≤s1≤Nn

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

(

d(i′/n)
∑

s=1

(v⊤
s (i

′/n)ei′,n)
2))

= Op(wn(mn − wn + 1)(pθ2(n, p) + 1)N2/l
n )

(D.88)

where we have used the fact that

‖(
d(i/n)
∑

s=1

(v⊤
s (i/n)ei,n)

2)1/2‖2Ll ≤
d
∑

s=1

‖v⊤
s (i/n)ei,n‖2Ll = O(1) (D.89)

Therefore

max
1≤s1≤Nn,
1≤s2≤p−d

var1/2(Is1,s2,1|Fn) = Op(wn(mn − wn + 1)1/2(p1/2θ(n, p) + 1)θ(n, p)N1/l
n ).

(D.90)

Similarly to (D.79),

max
1≤s1≤Nn,
1≤s2≤p−d

var(Is1,s2,2|Fn)

≤ wn max
1≤s1≤Nn,
1≤s2≤p−d

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

(

(

f̂s2 − fs2
)⊤

ei+(s1−1)mn

)2
. (D.91)
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And

max
1≤s1≤Nn,
1≤s2≤p−d

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

(

(

f̂s2 − fs2
)⊤

ei+(s1−1)mn

)2

≤ max
1≤s1≤Nn

‖F̂− F‖2F
mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

‖ei+(s1−1)mn
‖2F (D.92)

Combining with (D.86),(D.87) and (D.23), we have

max
1≤s1≤Nn,
1≤s2≤p−d

var1/2(Is1,s2,2|Fn) = Op(wn(mn − wn + 1)1/2p1/2θ(n, p)N1/l
n ). (D.93)

Finally,

max
1≤s1≤Nn,
1≤s2≤p−d

var(IIs1,s2 |Fn) = max
1≤s1≤Nn,
1≤s2≤p−d

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

(

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

f⊤s2
(

êi+(s1−1)mn
− ei+(s1−1)mn

)

)2

≤ max
1≤s1≤Nn,
1≤s2≤p−d

wn

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

‖f⊤s2
(

êi+(s1−1)mn
− ei+(s1−1)mn

)

‖2F

(D.94)

Notice the summands ‖f⊤s2
(

êi+(s1−1)mn
− ei+(s1−1)mn

)

‖2F can be written as

‖f⊤s2(Ṽ(i′/n)Ṽ⊤(i′/n)xi′,n −Azi′,n)‖2F = ‖f⊤s2Ṽ(i′/n)Ṽ⊤(i′/n)xi′,n‖2F (D.95)

for all 1 ≤ s1 ≤ p− d, where we have used the fact that A(i/n) ≡ A under null hypothesis,
and we write i′ = i+(s1−1)mn for short as we did in the evaluation of Is1,s2,1. By Theorem

6.2 in the main article, for each i, there exists orthonormal matrices Ô1(i/n) such that

‖max
i

‖Ṽ(i/n)Ô1(i/n)−V‖F ‖L1 = O(θ(n, p)). (D.96)

where as before we also use the fact that under null hypothesis V(i/n) ≡ V. By definition,
there exists another d× d orthonormal matrices Õ such that f⊤s1VÕ = 0. As a result,

f⊤s2Ṽ(i′/n)Ṽ⊤(i′/n)xi′,n − 0

= f⊤s2Ṽ(i′/n)Ô1(i
′/n)Ô1(i

′/n)⊤Ṽ⊤(i′/n)xi′,n − f⊤s2VÕÕ⊤V⊤xi′,n

= f⊤s2Ṽ(i′/n)Ô1(i
′/n)Ô1(i

′/n)⊤Ṽ⊤(i′/n)xi′,n − f⊤s2VV⊤xi′,n

= f⊤s2V∆⊤
i′ xi′n + f⊤s2∆i′(V +∆i′)

⊤xi′n (D.97)

where ∆i′ = Ṽ(i′/n)Ô1(i
′/n)−V. Notice that by (D.96), max1≤i≤n ‖∆i‖F = Op(θ(n, p))

Together with (D.94), it follows that max1≤s1≤Nn,
1≤s2≤p−d

var(IIs1,s2 |Fn) is bounded by

max
1≤s1≤Nn,
1≤s2≤p−d

wn

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

‖f⊤s2V∆⊤
i′ xi′n + f⊤s2∆i′(V +∆i′)

⊤xi′n‖2F

≤ max
1≤s1≤Nn,
1≤s2≤p−d

2wn

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

(

‖f⊤s2V∆⊤
i′ xi′n‖2F + ‖f⊤s2∆i′(V +∆i′)

⊤xi′n‖2F
)
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≤ C1 max
1≤s1≤Nn

2wn

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

(

‖∆⊤
i′ xi′n‖2F + ‖∆i′(V +∆i′)

⊤xi′n‖2F
)

≤ C2( max
1≤s1≤Nn

‖∆i′‖2F ) max
1≤s1≤Nn

2wn

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

‖xi+(s1−1)mn
‖2F

= Op(θ
2(n, p))

(

max
1≤s1≤Nn

wn

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

‖xi+(s1−1)mn
‖2F
)

. (D.98)

for some large constants C1 and C2, where we have used ‖V‖F = d. Notice that

‖xi,n‖F ≤ ‖Azi,n‖F + ‖ei,n‖F ≤ ‖A‖F |zi,n|+ |ei,n|.

Using (A2), (M2’) and (M4) we have that ‖‖xi,n‖F ‖Ll = O(p1/2). Using similar argument
to (D.83) we can verify that

max
1≤s1≤Nn

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

j+wn−1
∑

i=j

‖xi+(s1−1)mn
‖2F = Op(N

2/l
n wn(mn − wn + 1)p) (D.99)

Together with (D.98) we have

max
1≤s1≤Nn,
1≤s2≤p−d

var(IIs1,s2 |Fn)1/2 = Op(wn(mn − wn + 1)1/2N1/l
n p1/2θ(n, p)). (D.100)

The summarizing (D.90), (D.93) and (D.100), shall see that (D.71) holds.
�

E Proof of Theorem 7.3

In th following, we write I for Ip for simplicity. Under the local alternative, sinceA(t) = A+
ρnD(t), Γ, Γ̃ (which is defined in the beginning of Section D), Λ1(t) and Λ(t) are functions
of ρn and therefore are denoted by Γ(ρn), Γ̃(ρn), Λ1(t, ρn) and Λ(t, ρn), respectively. For
simplicity we write Γ, Γ̃, Λ1(t) and Λ(t) for Γ(0), Γ̃(0), Λ1(t, 0) and Λ(t, 0). In the proof
we prove local alternatives with factor strength δ:

HA : A(t) = An(t) := A+ ρnD(t), (E.1)

where ρn = O(1), D(t) = (dij(t)) is a p× d matrix satisfying (A1) and (A2’) with ηn ≡ 1.

Proposition E.1. Under conditions of Theorem 7.3, if ρn = O(1) there exists an orthog-
onal basis of null space of Γ(ρn), which is F̃n = (f̃1,n, ..., f̃p−d,n), such that

‖‖F̂ − F̃n‖F ‖L1 = O(pδ/
√
n), (E.2)

Furthermore, the exists a set of basis of null space of A which is F = (f1, ..., fp−d), such
that

‖F̃n −F‖F = O(ρn + pδ−1). (E.3)

under (S1’), and O(ρn) under (S1).
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We stress that that f̃i,ns defined here are not the basis of Γ̃(ρn).
Proof. By Corollary D.1, we have

‖‖Γ̂(ρn)− Γ(ρn)‖F ‖L1 = O(
p2−δ√
n
). (E.4)

Under (S1), Γ(ρn) = Γ̃(ρn). Under (S1’),

‖Γ(ρn)− Γ̃(ρn)‖2 = O(p1−δ). (E.5)

Meanwhile, elementary calculations show that

‖Γ̃(ρn)− Γ̃(0)‖2 = O(ρnp
2(1−δ)). (E.6)

Hence by the triangle inequality under (S1’)

‖Γ(ρn)− Γ̃(0)‖2 = O(ρnp
2(1−δ) + p1−δ) (E.7)

while the bound in the RHS of the above equation is reduced to ρnp
2(1−δ) under (S1).

Observe that Γ̃(0) is Γ̃ in (D.9). By the proof of Corollary D.2,

λd(Γ̃(0)) ' (p2−2δ) (E.8)

Then by Theorem 2 of [41], the fact that the null space of A is the null space of Γ̃(0), (E.7)
and the similar argument to the proof of Corollary D.3, (E.3) holds.

Furthermore, by (E.7) and (E.8), it follows that λd(Γ(ρn)) ' (p2−2δ). Then similarly
by Theorem 2 of [41], (E.4) and the similar argument to the proof of Corollary D.3, (E.2)
holds. �

Corollary E.1. Under the conditions of Proposition E.1,

P(d̃n 6= d) = O
(

θ(n, p)
)

+O(log−1/2 n) = o(1).

Proof. By (S.9) in the proof of Theorem 6.1 we shall see that

‖ sup
t∈[0,1]

‖(Λ̂(t, ρn)−Λ(t, ρn))‖2‖L1 = O(p2−δνn). (E.9)

Notice that under the local alternative, A(t) = A+ ρnD(t). Define

Σ◦(t, k) = Σz(t, k)A
⊤(t) +Σze(t, k), Σ⋄(t, k0) =

k0
∑

k=1

Σ◦(t, k)(Σ◦(t, k))⊤. (E.10)

As a consequence,

Λ(t, ρn) = (A+ ρnD(t))Σ⋄(t, k0)(A+ ρnD(t))⊤ +

k0
∑

k=1

A(t)Σ◦(t, k)Σe(t, k)
⊤

+

k0
∑

k=1

Σe(t, k)(Σ
◦(t, k))⊤A⊤(t) +

k0
∑

k=1

Σe(t, k)Σe(t, k)
⊤

:= Λ1(t, ρn) +A(t)

k0
∑

k=1

Σ◦(t, k)Σe(t, k)
⊤ +

k0
∑

k=1

Σe(t, k)(Σ
◦(t, k))⊤A⊤(t) +

k0
∑

k=1

Σe(t, k)Σe(t, k)
⊤.

(E.11)
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Therefore by (E.9) under (S1’),

‖ sup
t∈[0,1]

‖(Λ̂(t, ρn)−Λ1(t, ρn))‖2‖L1 = O(p2−δνn + p1−δ). (E.12)

If under (S1) the in the above estimate the term p1−δ will varnish. Notice that by (S.11)
in the proof of Theorem 6.2

inf
t∈[0,1]

λd(Λ1(t, ρn)) ' p2−2δ. (E.13)

Also λd+1(Λ1(t, ρn)) = 0. The Corollary follows exactly the proof of Proposition B.1. �

In the following, write f̃i,n as f̃i for short, where f̃i,n is defined in Proposition E.1. Define
for 1 ≤ s ≤ Nn and 1 ≤ j ≤ mn,

l̃j,s =
(

f̃⊤1 êj+(s−1)mn
, ..., f̃⊤p−dêj+(s−1)mn

)⊤
, (E.14)

l̃
A
j,s =

(

f̃⊤1 (I−Vj+(s−1)mn
V⊤
j+(s−1)mn

)ej+(s−1)mn
, ...

, ..., f̃⊤p−d(I −Vj+(s−1)mn
V⊤
j+(s−1)mn

)ej+(s−1)mn

)⊤
. (E.15)

where Vi is any p×d matrix with each column eigenvectors of kernel space of A(i/n), such
that V⊤

i Vi = Id. Notice that ViV
⊤
i is uniquely defined. Further define

l̃i = (̃l
⊤
i,1, ..., l̃

⊤
i,Nn

)⊤, l̃
A
i = (̃l

A,⊤
i,1 , ..., l̃

A,⊤
i,Nn

)⊤ (E.16)

for 1 ≤ i ≤ mn, and that s̃j,wn =
∑j+wn−1

r=j l̃r, s̃mn =
∑mn

r=1 l̃r, s̃
A
j,wn

=
∑j+wn−1

r=j l̃
A
r and

s̃Amn
=
∑mn

r=1 l̃
A
r for 1 ≤ j ≤ mn where wn = o(mn) and wn → ∞ is the window size. Define

κ̃n =
1

√

wn(mn − wn + 1)

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

(s̃j,wn − wn
mn

s̃mn)Rj , (E.17)

κ̃
A
n =

1
√

wn(mn − wn + 1)

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

(s̃Aj,wn
− wn
mn

s̃Amn
)Rj (E.18)

where {Ri}i∈Z are i.i.d. N(0, 1) independent of {xi,n, 1 ≤ i ≤ n}.

Proposition E.2. Under the conditions of Proposition E.1, we have

(a) (i) E(|κ̃n−κ̃An |∞|Fn) = Op(θ̄(n, p, δ, l,Nn, wn)), and (ii) E(|κ̃n−κn|∞|Fn) = Op(θ̄(n, p, δ, l,Nn, wn)).

If further assume that maxi,q |f̃⊤q Vi| ≤ η < 1 we have the following (b) and (c).

(b) Let yAi be Gaussian vector with the same auto-covariance of l̃Ai , and y = m
−1/2
n

∑mn
i=1 y

A
i .

Let TA = m
−1/2
n

∑mn
i=1 l

A
i , then

sup
x∈R

|P(|yA|∞ < x)− P(|TA|∞ < x)| / υ(mn, Nn, p, d, l)), (E.19)

where υ(mn, Nn, p, d, l)) is defined in Proposition D.3.

(c)

sup
x∈R

|P(|yA|∞ < x)− P(|κ̃n|∞ < x|Fn)| = Op(Θ
1/3
n log2/3(

Wn,p

Θn
)). (E.20)
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Proof. We first show (a). We start by evaluating E(|κ̃n − κ̃
A
n |∞|Fn). Notice that

κ̃n − κ̃
A
n = |I − II|,

where

I =
1

√

wn(mn − wn + 1)

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

(s̃j,wn − s̃Aj,wn
)Rj , (E.21)

II =
1

√

wn(mn − wn + 1)

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

(
wn
mn

s̃mn − wn
mn

s̃Amn
)Rj . (E.22)

We now show that (E(|I|l∞)|Fn)1/l = Op(θ̄(n, p, δ, l,Nn, wn)), and the result that E(|II|l∞|xi,n)1/l =
Op(θ̄(n, p, δ, l,Nn, wn)) will follow similarly. Thus (a) will follow from the triangle inequal-
ity. Observe that given data, I is a Nn(p− d) dimensional Gaussian vector. Therefore,

E(|I|l∞|Fn)1/l = Op(
1

√

wn(mn − wn + 1)
|
mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

(s̃Aj,wn
− s̃j,wn)

◦2|1/2∞ (Nnp)
1/l) (E.23)

where ◦ represents the Hadamard product, and A◦2 = A ◦ A. On the other hand for
1 ≤ q ≤ p − d, 1 ≤ j ≤ Nn, we have that (we write j′ for j + (s − 1)mn to shorten the
notation)

f̃⊤q êj′ = f̃⊤q ej′ + f̃⊤q (êj′ − ej′)

= f̃⊤q ej′ + f̃⊤q (A(j′/n)zj′ −Vj′V
⊤
j xj′,n) + f̃⊤q (Vj′V

⊤
j′xj′,n − Ṽj′Ṽ

⊤
j′xj′n)

= f̃⊤q (I−Vj′V
⊤
j′)ej′ + f̃⊤q (Vj′V

⊤
j′ − Ṽj′Ṽ

⊤
j′)xj′,n, (E.24)

where for the last inequality we have used the Vj′V
⊤
j′A(j′/n) = A(j′/n) by the argument

in proving Theorem 6.2. Therefore by definition, each element of
∑mn−wn+1

j=1 (s̃Aj,wn
− s̃j,wn)

◦2

has the form of (we write r′ for r + (s− 1)mn for to shorten the notation)

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

(

j+wn−1
∑

r=j

f̃⊤q (êr′ − (I−Vr′V
⊤
r′)er′)

)2
=

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

(

j+wn−1
∑

r=j

f̃⊤q (Vr′V
⊤
r′ − Ṽr′Ṽ

⊤
r′)xr′,n

)2

≤ wn

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

j+wn−1
∑

r=j

‖(Vr′V
⊤
r′ − Ṽr′Ṽ

⊤
r′)xr′,n‖2F ≤ wn

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

j+wn−1
∑

r=j

‖(Vr′V
⊤
r′ − Ṽr′Ṽ

⊤
r′)‖2F ‖xr′,n‖2F

≤ wnmax
r

‖VrV
⊤
r − ṼrṼ

⊤
r ‖2F max

s

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

j+wn−1
∑

r=j

‖xr+(mn−1)s,n‖2F

(E.25)

Using (D.99) and Theorem 6.2, we have that

max
s,q

∣

∣

∣

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

(

j+wn−1
∑

r=j

f̃⊤q (êr′ − (I−Vr′V
⊤
r′)er′)

)2∣
∣

∣ = Op(θ(n, p)
2wn(N

2/l
n wn(mn − wn + 1)p)).

(E.26)

Combing with (E.23) we have shown (a)(i). To show (a) (ii) note that

|κ̃n − κn| = |III − IV |,
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where

III =
1

√

wn(mn − wn + 1)

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

(s̃j,wn − ŝj,wn)Rj , (E.27)

IV =
1

√

wn(mn − wn + 1)

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

(
wn
mn

s̃mn − wn
mn

ŝmn)Rj . (E.28)

Similarly to the proof of (a)(i) We now show that (E(|III|l∞)|Fn)1/l = Op(θ̄(n, p, δ, l,Nn, wn)),
and the result that E(|IV |l∞|xi,n)1/l = Op(θ̄(n, p, δ, l,Nn, wn)) will follow similarly. Again
given data, III is a Nn(p− d) dimensional Gaussian vector. Therefore,

E(|III|l∞|Fn)1/l = Op(
1

√

wn(mn − wn + 1)
|
mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

(s̃j,wn − ŝj,wn)
◦2|1/2∞ (Nnp)

1/l) (E.29)

Moreover,

|
mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

(s̃j,wn − ŝj,wn)
◦2| = max

q,s

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

(

j+wn−1
∑

r=j

(f̂q − f̃q)
⊤êr+(m−1)s

)2
(E.30)

Observe (D.74). Use (E.2) in Proposition E.1, with the same argument yielding (D.90) and
(D.93), we show (E(|III|l∞)|Fn)1/l = Op(θ̄(n, p, δ, l,Nn, wn)) and hence (a)(ii) follows.

To show (b), we only need to verify assertion (a) and (b) in the proof of Proposition
D.3. Notice that I−ViV

⊤
i is a projection matrix, hence

‖f̃⊤q (I−ViV
⊤
i )‖22 = f̃⊤q (I−ViV

⊤
i )f̃q = 1− ‖f̃⊤q Vi‖22 ∈ [1− η, 1] (E.31)

for all 1 ≤ q ≤ p and 1 ≤ i ≤ n, and therefore (a) in the proof of Proposition D.3 follows.
Moreover, (b) in the proof of Proposition D.3 follows from (E.31) and Proposition D.2.
Thus we prove (b).

Finally (c) follows exactly the proof of claim (D.54). Details are ommitted for the sake
of brevity. �

E.1 Proof of Theorem 7.3

Proof of (i) Redefine Tn in (D.15) by replacing f ′is with f̃i
′
s. Using exactly the argument

to the proof of proposition D.1 (the only difference is f̃q and fq) and Corollary E.1 for
estimating d in the alternative guarantees that

P(|T̂n − Tn| ≥ gnN
1/l
n pδ+

1

2n−1/2) = O(g
− l

l+1
n + log−1/2 n). (E.32)

Thus it suffices to consider Tn. Notice that Tn ≥ m
−1/2
n f̃⊤v

∑mn
i=1 xi+(s−1)mn

= I+ II, where
s is the integer such that (s− 1)mn + 1 ≤ ⌊nt⌋ ≤ smn, and that

I = m−1/2
n f̃⊤v

mn
∑

i=1

Ai+(s−1)mn
zi+(s−1)mn

, (E.33)

II = m−1/2
n f̃⊤v

mn
∑

i=1

ei+(s−1)mn
. (E.34)
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By condition (M8) it follows that II = Op(1). For I, it can be written as I1 + I2, where

I1 = m−1/2
n f̃⊤v A(t)

mn
∑

i=1

zi+(s−1)mn
, I2 = m−1/2

n f̃⊤v

mn
∑

i=1

(Ai+(s−1)mn
−A(t))zi+(s−1)mn

.

(E.35)

Further write z◦i+(s−1)mn
(u, t) = f̃

⊤
v A(t)

|f̃⊤v A(t)|Q(u,Fi+(s−1)mn
). Note that

1

|f̃⊤v A(t)|
I1 = m−1/2

n

f̃⊤v A(t)

|f̃⊤v A(t)|

mn
∑

i=1

zi+(s−1)mn
= m−1/2

n

mn
∑

i=1

z◦i+(s−1)mn
(
i+ (s− 1)mn

n
, t).

(E.36)

On the other hand, since |z◦i+(s−1)mn
(u1, t) − z◦i+(s−1)mn

(u2, t)| ≤ |Q(u1,Fi+(s−1)mn
) −

Q(u2,Fi+(s−1)mn
)|, by (M3) it follows that there exists a large constant M such that

‖z◦i+(s−1)mn
(u1, t)− z◦i+(s−1)mn

(u2, t)‖L2 ≤M |u1 − u2|

therefore we have by the triangle inequality

‖m−1/2
n

mn
∑

i=1

z◦i+(s−1)mn
(
i+ (s − 1)mn

n
, t)‖L2 = ‖m−1/2

n

mn
∑

i=1

z◦i+(s−1)mn
(t, t)‖L2 +O(m3/2

n /n)

(E.37)

Write z◦i+(s−1)mn
(t) := z◦i+(s−1)mn

(t, t) := Q◦(t,Fi+(s−1)mn
) and also that Γ◦(t, i − j) =

E(Q◦(t,Fi+(s−1)mn
)Q◦(t,Fj+(s−1)mn

)). Straightforward calculations show that supt ‖Q◦(t,Fi)−
Q◦(t,F (0)

i )‖Ll = O(δzl (k)) Together with (M1) and Lemma 5 of [46], it follows that for
Γ◦(t, k) = O((|k| log |k|)−2). As a consequence,

‖
mn
∑

i=1

z◦i+(s−1)mn
(t)‖2L2/mn =

mn
∑

j=−mn

(mn − |j|)Γ◦(t, j)/mn =

mn
∑

j=−mn

Γ◦(t, j) +O(1/mn)

=

mn
∑

j=−mn

Γ◦(t, j) + o(1) =

∞
∑

j=−∞
Γ◦(t, j) + o(1) ≥ inf

t∈[0,1]
λmin(

∞
∑

k=−∞
Σz(t, k)) + o(1) > 0

(E.38)

where for the first inequality we use the fact that the norm of f̃⊤v A(t)

|f̃⊤v A(t)| is 1, and for the

second inequality we have used the condition (7.6). Together with (E.37) we shall see that

‖m−1/2
n

mn
∑

i=1

z◦i+(s−1)mn
(
i+ (s− 1)mn

n
, t)‖L2 > 0 (E.39)

Combining with (E.36) we have that ‖I1‖L2 '
√

log(Nnp). On the other hand, using the
condition that | ∂∂t |f̃⊤q A(t)|| ≤ M |f̃⊤q A(t)| for all t ∈ [0, 1] and Burkholder inequality we
have ‖I2‖L2 = o(‖I1‖L2). As a result, by the definition of Tn and (E.33), (E.34), we have

P(Tn ≥
√

log(Nnp)ι
−1
n ) = 1 (E.40)

where ιn is a sequence diverging at an arbitrarily slowly rate. By (E.32) we have

P(|T̂n| ≥
√

log(Nnp)ι
−1
n ) ≥ P(Tn ≥

√

log(Nnp)ι
−1
n + gnN

1/l
n θ(n, p)p

1

2 )
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−P(|T̂n − Tn| ≥ gnN
1/l
n θ(n, p)p

1

2 ) → 1 (E.41)

as n→ ∞.
On the other hand, by Proposition E.2 we have that

E(|κn − κ̃
A
n |∞|Fn) = Op(θ̄(n, p, δ, l,Nn, wn)). (E.42)

Moreover, given Fn, κ̃An is an Nn(p− d) dimensional Gaussian process, with vth component
has the variance of

σ̃A,2v :=
1

wn(mn − wn + 1)

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

(s̃Aj,wn,v −
wn
mn

s̃Amn,v)
◦2 (E.43)

where s̃Aj,wn,v and s̃Amn,v is the vth entry of s̃Aj,wn
and s̃Amn

, respectively. By the proof of step
(i) of Theorem 7.2, we have

∥

∥

∥max
v

|σ̃A,2v − Eσ̃A,2v |
∥

∥

∥

Lq∗/2
= O(

√

wn/mn(Nn(p− d))2/q
∗

) = o(1). (E.44)

Observe that

E(σ̃A,2v ) =
1

wn(mn − wn + 1)

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

E(s̃Aj,wn,v −
wn
mn

s̃Amn,v)
2

≤ 2

wn(mn − wn + 1)

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

E(s̃Aj,wn
)2 +

2

wn(mn − wn + 1)

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

E(
wn
mn

s̃Amn
)2

:= 2A1,v + 2A2,v (E.45)

where A1,v and A2,v are defined in an obvious way. For A1,v it is bounded uniformly by

max
s,q

1

wn(mn − wn + 1)

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

E

(

j+wn−1
∑

r=j

f̃⊤q (I−Vr+(mn−1)sV
⊤
r+(mn−1)s)er+(mn−1)s

)2

≤ max
s,q

2

wn(mn − wn + 1)

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

E

(

j+wn−1
∑

r=j

f̃⊤q er+(mn−1)s

)2

+max
s,q

2

wn(mn − wn + 1)

mn−wn+1
∑

j=1

E

(

j+wn−1
∑

r=j

f̃⊤q Vr+(mn−1)sV
⊤
r+(mn−1)ser+(mn−1)s

)2
.

(E.46)

Notice that by assumption

|f̃⊤q Vr+(mn−1)sV
⊤
r+(mn−1)s|2 = |f̃⊤q Vr+(mn−1)s|2 ∈ (0, 1] (E.47)

which leads to that as n→ ∞, by the proof of Proposition D.2

max
v
A1,v ≤ 4 sup

t

∑

k

‖Σe(t, k)‖2 + o(1) (E.48)

By a similar argument maxv A2,v ≤ 4 supt
∑

k ‖Σe(t, k)‖2+o(1). Hence for sufficiently large

n, maxv E(σ̃
A,2
v ) ≤ 17 supt

∑

k ‖Σe(t, k)‖2. Consider the event

En = {sup
v
σ̃A,2v ≤ 18 sup

t

∑

k

‖Σe(t, k)‖2}.
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By (E.44), P(En) → 1. Now apply Lemma 2.3.4 of [22] we have that on En, almost surely

E(|κ̃An |∞|Fn) ≤ 181/2
√

2 log(2(Nn(p − d′)) sup
t
(
∑

k

‖Σe(t, k)‖2)1/2. (E.49)

Together with (E.41) (i) of the theorem holds.
Proof of (ii). Consider En defined in the proof of Step 2. For any given α, taking

u such that 2 exp(− 1
π2

u2

2η̄2
) = α where η̄2 = 18 supt

∑

k ‖Σe(t, k)‖2. Notice that on En
the conditional variance of each component of κ̃An given Fn will be smaller than η̄2 with
probability going to 1. Then by Example 2.1.19 of [22], and (E.49), we have that a.s.,

P(|κ̃An |∞ ≥ (18 sup
t

∑

k

‖Σe(t, k)‖2)1/2
√

2 log 2(Nn(p − d′)) + u, En|Fn) ≤ α. (E.50)

One the other hand is straightforward to see that (E.32) holds. Therefore we shall prove
that

P(Tn ≥ (18 sup
t

∑

k

‖Σe(t, k)‖2)1/2
√

2 log 2(Nn(p − d′)) + u) → 1. (E.51)

Then (ii) will hold in view of taking expectation to (E.50), and (E.51) and the fact that
P(En) → 1.

In the remaining proof, we shall focus on showing (E.51). Without loss of generality,

consider q = 1 in (ii), so x̃i = f̃⊤1 xi. Let index set Imn,n denote {s ∈ Z
+ : (2s−1)mn

n ∈ I, 1 ≤
s ≤ Nn}. Then

Tn ≥ m−1/2
n max

1≤s≤Nn

|
mn
∑

i=1

x̃i+(s−1)mn
| ≥ m−1/2

n max
s ∈ Imn,n

|
mn
∑

i=1

x̃i+(2s−1)mn
| (E.52)

Define

ι̃(n, p, q,Dn) = min(n−1/8M1/2l7/8n + γ + (n1/8M−1/2l−3/8
n )q/(1+q)(p

∞
∑

j=M

(δG̃q (j))
q)1/(1+q)

+Ξ
1/3
M (1 ∨ log(p/ΞM ))2/3),

(E.53)

where ΞM = max1≤j≤p
∑∞

j=M jδG̃2 (j), and the minimum is taken over all possible values of
γ and M subject to

n3/8M−1/2l−5/8
n ≥ max{Dn(n/γ)

1/l, l1/2n }
with ln = log(pn/γ) ∨ 1. By Theorem 2.1 of [43], there exists a sequence of centered
Gaussian random variable ỹi = ((ỹi,s)1≤s≤|Imn,n|)

⊤ where ỹi preserve the autocovariance

structure of x̃i := ((x̃i+(2s−1)mn
)s∈Imn,n)

⊤ such that

sup
x∈R

|P(m−1/2
n |

mn
∑

i=1

ỹi|∞ ≤ x)− P(m−1/2
n | max

s∈Imn,n

mn
∑

i=1

x̃i+(2s−1)mn
| ≤ x)|

= sup
x∈R

|P(m−1/2
n |

mn
∑

i=1

ỹi|∞ ≤ x)− P(m−1/2
n |

mn
∑

i=1

x̃i|∞ ≤ x)| = ι̃(mn, Nn, l, (N
1/l
n )). (E.54)

Here the term N
1/l
n can be obtained by the same argument yielding (Nnp)

1/l in the proof
of Proposition D.3, and we have used the fact that |I| ≥ η1 > 0, and the fact that p is
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fixed. By condition (b) β > 2, l ≥ 8, mn ≍ nα for some α > 16
5l , it can be verified that

ι̃(mn, Nn, l, N
1/l
n ) = o(1).

Consider centered Gaussian vector y = (y1, ...y|Imn,n|)
⊤ such that E(yiyj) = 0 for i 6= j,

and for 1 ≤ s′ ≤ |Imn,n| let s be the s′th element of Imn,n, and then

Ey2s′ =
1

mn
E((

mn
∑

i=1

ỹi,s′)
2) =

1

mn

mn
∑

i=1

mn
∑

j=1

f̃⊤1 E(xi+(2s−1)mn
x⊤
j+(2s−1)mn

)f̃1

=
∞
∑

k=−∞
f̃⊤1 A(

(2s − 1)mn

n
)Σz(

(2s− 1)mn

n
, k)A(

(2s − 1)mn

n
)⊤ f̃1 +

∞
∑

k=−∞
f̃⊤1 Σe(

(2s− 1)mn

n
, k)f̃1 + o(1)

≥ |f̃⊤1 A(
(2s − 1)mn

n
)|2λmin(

∞
∑

k=−∞
Σz(

(2s − 1)mn

n
, k)) ≥ min

t∈I
|f̃⊤1 A(t)|2λz(1− o(1)) := η2.

(E.55)

where the o(1) term in the last line is positive, and we obtain the second line by similar but
easier argument to the proof of Proposition D.2, utilizing the fact that p is fixed. Moreover,
by Lemma 5 of [46], E(G̃(t,Fi)G̃(t,Fj)) = |i− j|−(1+β). Therefore,

max
u,v

| 1

mn
E((

mn
∑

i=1

ỹi,u)(
mn
∑

i=1

ỹi,v))− E(yuyv)| = O(m−β
n ). (E.56)

As a consequence by Theorem 2 of [14],

sup
x∈R

|P(m−1/2
n |

mn
∑

i=1

ỹi|∞ ≤ x)− P(|yi|∞ ≤ x)| = O
(

m−β/3
n

(

1 ∨ log(Nnm
β
n)
)2/3)

= o(1)

(E.57)

By Lemma E.1, there exists i.i.d N(0, 1) random variables Z1, ..., Z|Imn,n| such that

P(|yi|∞ ≤ x)| ≤ P(η max
1≤i≤|Imn,n|

|Zi| ≤ x) = P(max1≤i≤|Imn,n||Zi| ≤ x/η). (E.58)

Consider

an =
√

2 log |Imn,n|, bn = an −
log log |Imn,n|+ log π

2an
(E.59)

and notice that |Imn,n| = Nn|I|/2 + O(1). Then by Theorem 2.7.1 of [22], for any x such
that an(x/η − bn) → z as n→ ∞.

lim
n→∞

P(max1≤i≤|Imn,n||Zi| ≤ x/η) = P(an(max1≤i≤|Imn,n||Zi| − bn) ≤ an(x/η − bn)) = exp(−e−z).
(E.60)

Taking x = 18 supt
∑

k ‖Σe(t, k)‖2
√

2 log 2(Nn(p− d′))+u. Since ‖Σe(t, k)‖F = 0 for k ≥ 1
and that

min
t∈I

(|f̃⊤q A(t)|) > (18 + γ0)
1/2λ−1/2

z sup
t

‖V ar(H(t,F0))‖1/22 ,

we have as n→ ∞, an(x/η − bn) → −∞, which combining with (E.58) and (E.60) leads to

P(|yi|∞ ≤ (18 sup
t

∑

k

‖Σe(t, k)‖2)1/2
√

2 log 2(Nn(p− d′)) + u) → 0. (E.61)

Combining with (E.52),(E.54) and (E.57), (E.51) follows and (ii) of the theorem holds. �
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Lemma E.1. Let xi, 1 ≤ i ≤ n be independent normal random variables with variance
σ21,...,σ

2
n. Let yi, 1 ≤ i ≤ n be i.i.d. N(0, 1)′s. Let σ2 = min1≤i≤n σ2i . Then we have for

any x ∈ R

P( max
1≤i≤n

|xi| ≤ x) ≤ P(σ max
1≤i≤n

|yi| ≤ x). (E.62)

Proof. For any i, we have

P(|xi| ≤ x) = P(|yi| ≤ x/σi) ≤ P(|yi| ≤ x/σ) = P(σ|yi| ≤ x). (E.63)

Then the lemma follows from independence. �
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[21] Frühwirth-Schnatter, S. and Lopes, H. F. (2018). Sparse bayesian factor analysis when
the number of factors is unknown. arXiv preprint arXiv:1804.04231.
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