
Spectrally-Corrected and Regularized Global Minimum
Variance Portfolio for Spiked Model

Hua Lia,∗, Jiafu Huanga

aSchool of Science, Chang Chun University, China

Abstract

Considering the shortcomings of the traditional sample covariance matrix estimation,

this paper proposes an improved global minimum variance portfolio model and named

spectral corrected and regularized global minimum variance portfolio (SCRGMVP),

which is better than the traditional risk model. The key of this method is that under

the assumption that the population covariance matrix follows the spiked model and the

method combines the design idea of the sample spectrally-corrected covariance matrix

and regularized. The simulation of real and synthetic data shows that our method is not

only better than the performance of traditional sample covariance matrix estimation

(SCME), Ledio-Wolf’s shrinkage estimation (SHRE), weighteid shrinkage estimation

(WSHRE) and simple spectral correction estimation (SCE), but also has lower compu-

tational complexity.

Keywords: Global minimum variance, Spiked model, High-dimensional covariance

matrix, Random matrix theory, Spectrally-corrected method, Regularized technology

1. Introduction

Due to the development of the financial market, investment funds have increased

significantly. Therefore, investors must know the proportion of the portfolio to max-

imize benefits and reduce the risks associated with investment decisions. The mean-

variance portfolio proposed by Markowitz [1, 2] focuses primarily on determining the
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optimal portfolio weight, i.e. the proportion of wealth invested in financially risky as-

sets. It is one of the key components of capital market theory in dealing with financial

investment decisions. By this theory, investors can construct an optimal portfolio by

minimizing the portfolio variance at a given expected return or maximizing the port-

folio return at a given portfolio risk. One of Markowitz’s ideas was the minimization

of the portfolio variance subject to the budget constraint, which is called the global

minimum variance portfolio(GMVP); see arguments in [3, 4]. The GMVP is the most

commonly used and efficient investment decision by researchers in the financial field.

This portfolio has the smallest variance of all optimal portfolios as the solution to the

Markowitz mean-variance optimization problem.

First, we would like to recall the GMVP. We have a financial market consisting of M

risky assets, and let yt be the M-dimensional time series of returns at time t = 1, · · · , n.

Thus, we have the following random vector:

yt = (y1t, y2t, · · · , yMt)T .

where yt ∼ N(µt,Σt). Then, we typically model the following vector stochastic pro-

cesses based on expected and unexpected reward contributions:

yt = µt +Σ
1
2
t xt. (1.1)

where µt and Σt = (σi j) are the expected value and covariance matrix of the asset re-

turns over an investment period, and xt is a random vector with independent and iden-

tically distributed entries having mean zero and variance one, we care about the weight

corresponding to the minimum variance portfolio. Let wt = (w1t,w2t, ...,wMt)T denotes

the vector of portfolio weights, the expected value and covariance matrix of the portfo-

lio are E(rt) = wT
t µt,Var(rt) = wT

t Σtwt respectively, where the rt = (r1t, r2t, ..., rMt)T

is random returns. During a single investment period in GMVP, under the constraint of

wT 1M = 1, the risk of the minimum variance portfolio is expressed asσ2
M(w) = wTΣw.

Accordingly, the global minimum variance portfolio selection problem can be formu-

lated as the quadratic optimization problem with liner constraints, which is given by

:

min: σ2
M(w) = wTΣw,
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s.t. wT 1M = 1.

where 1M = (1, ..., 1)T stands for M dimensional vector of ones, and w denotes the

vector of portfolio weights. The solution to the former optimization problem is given

by:

wGMVP =
Σ−11M

1T
MΣ

−11M
. (1.2)

The global minimum variance portfolio 1.2 has the smallest variance of all portfolios.

Then, the global minimum variance can be given by:

σ2(wGMVP) =
1

1T
MΣ

−11M
. (1.3)

The weights of GMVP have several desirable properties and have good applicabil-

ity in practice. However, the population covariance matrix Σ is unknown and so it must

be estimated using historical data of the asset returns. The quality of the estimator Σ

has a strong influence on GMVP. Therefore, the estimation of GMVP is closely related

to the estimation of the population covariance matrix for asset returns.

Traditional estimators are a commonly used method for the estimation of the GMVP

(1.2). The traditional method is to replace the population covariance matrix Σ with a

sample covariance S.

S =
1

n − 1

n∑
i=1

(yi − y)(yi − y)T , (1.4)

where y = 1
n
∑n

i=1 yi. Then, the classic estimator of the wGMVP can be expressed as:

ŵS =
S−11M

1T
MS−11M

.

In the classical asymptotic analysis, it is generally assumed that the number M of

the investment asset is fixed and the sample size n is increased. In this case, the sample

estimator is a consistent estimator and is often called standard asymptotics [5, 6, 7].

However, when both the asset dimension M and the sample size n tend to infinity, or

more specifically, M and n have a considerable size (M/n = J > 0) classical estimator

effect is not ideal, and even the consistency of the estimator is not guaranteed. Thus,
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it is inappropriate to use the sample covariance matrix to build a high-dimensional

portfolio. To improve the performance of investment portfolios, two different methods

are very popular. The first method is to directly constrain [4, 8, 9, 10] or shrink [11, 12]

the portfolio weights. The second method is to use the improved covariance matrix

estimator to constrain or shrink the portfolio weights, such as [13, 14]. Both dimension

M and sample size n tend to infinity, which is known as high-dimensional asymptotics

in [15, 16]. In this case, new asymptotic techniques must be applied for derivations.

Therefore, many articles have studied the characteristics of high-dimensional global

minimum variance investment portfolios, such as [17, 18, 8].

There are many articles provide different methods to improve the estimation of

high-dimensional covariance matrix, which can be divided into two categories. The

first category is based on additional knowledge in the estimation process, such as

sparseness, graph models, and factor models [19, 20, 21, 22]. The second category

is the spectrum of corrected sample covariance matrices, such as Ledoit and Wolf’s

(linear and nonlinear) shrinkage estimates [23, 24, 25] and other shrinkage estimators

for covariance matrices [26]. In this paper, we proposed method belongs to the second

category, and it integrates the design ideas of the sample spectrally-corrected covari-

ance matrix [27] and the regularized method [28] to improve the GMVP estimation in

high-dimensional settings. The details are given in the following sections.

In this paper, an extremely important and widely used model is involved, which is

known as the spiked model in [29]. The model assumes that the population covariance

matrix has only a fixed number of eigenvalues that are not equal to one, and all other

eigenvalues are equal to one, and names those eigenvalues that are not one as ”spikes”.

This model has been used in many real applications, we learned about mathematical

finance [30], EEG signals [31, 32], and data analysis [33]. The most important result

of the spiked model is the study of eigenvalues of the sample covariance matrix, such

as [34, 35, 36, 37]. According to the related theory of the spiked covariance model, the

population covariance matrix can be estimated by a class of sample covariance matrices

that follow the structure of the spiked model. That is, the sample covariance matrix is

written as a finite rank perturbation of a scaled identity matrix. The principal eigenvec-

tors of the sample covariance matrix give the direction of the low-rank perturbation,
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correct the corresponding eigenvalues to one, and regularized by adding appropriate

parameters.

According to the random matrix theory, derive the approximation of the portfolio

variance, the regularization parameters are some of the parameters we choose to mini-

mize the approximation of the portfolio variance. In this way, we not only preserve the

structure of the spiked model, but also reduces the number of design parameters.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows: Section 2 shows the spectrally-

corrected and regularized estimates of the covariance matrix. In section 3, provide

a consistent estimate of our proposed method (SCRGMVP) and describe the optimal

parameters. The performance of our method is studied in section 4 using synthetic and

real simulations before concluding in section 5.

2. SCRGMVP under Spiked Model

In this paper, we propose a particular form of the covariance matrix, wherein Σ

takes the following form:

Σ = σ2

IM +
∑
j∈I1

λ jv jvT
j +

∑
j∈I2

λ jv jvT
j

 . (2.1)

where σ2 > 0, I1 = {1, · · · , r1}, I2 = {−r2, · · · ,−1}, r = r1 + r2, λ1 ≥ · · · ≥ λr1 > 0 >

λ−r2 ≥ · · · ≥ λ−1 > −1 and v1, · · · , vr1 , v−r2 , · · · , v−1 are orthonormal. This is the spiked

model, which is used in many real applications, such as mathematical finance, EEG

signals, and mathematical analysis. In practice, we can estimate parameters through

algorithms in many relevant literature, such as [38, 39, 34, 40]. Therefore, we can

assume that the parameters σ2, r1, r2, and λi(i ∈ I) are completely known.

Based on 2.1, we consider a class of sample covariance matrix estimators that fol-

low the same spike model, that is, the sample covariance matrix is written in the finite

rank perturbation form of the identity matrix. First, we start from the eigendecomposi-

tion of the sample covariance matrix:

S =
M∑

i=1

s ju juT
j (2.2)
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with s j being the j-th largest eigenvalue and u j its corresponding eigenvector, and

correcting s j to the corresponding one of Σ as follows:

Σ̂ = σ2

IM +
∑
j∈I1

λ ju juT
j +

∑
j∈I2

λ ju juT
j

 . (2.3)

Comparing 2.1 and 2.3, we know that Σ̂ is the same as Σ for the spiked model except

for the spiked eigenvectors. In this way, the structure of Σ is preserved as much as

possible. However, it is well known that Σ̂ is a biased estimate of the population

covariance matrix Σ. Accordingly, it is necessary to add regularization parameters

to the sample spiked covariance matrix. So we can get the estimation of the global

minimum variance portfolio weight and it is expressed by:

√
MŵS CRGMVP =

C̃ 1M√
M

1T
M√
M

C̃ 1M√
M

, (2.4)

where

C̃ =

IM + γ1

∑
j∈I1

λ ju juT
j + γ2

∑
j∈I2

λ ju juT
j

−1

. (2.5)

where γ1 and γ2 are the regularization parameters that need to be optimized. There-

fore, the spectrally-corrected and regularized global minimum variance portfolio risk

(σ2
M(ŵS CRGMVP)) is expressed as:

Mσ2
M(ŵS CRGMVP) =

1T
M√
M

C̃ΣC̃ 1M√
M(

1T
M√
M

C̃ 1M√
M

)2

=
Y(C̃,Σ)(
X(C̃)

)2 , (2.6)

in which

Y
(
C̃,Σ

)
=

1T
M
√

M
C̃ΣC̃

1M
√

M
, (2.7)

X
(
C̃
)
=

1T
M
√

M
C̃

1M
√

M
. (2.8)
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3. Consistent Estimator of the Portfolio Risk and Parameter Optimization

In this section, the main task is to select an optimal set of parameters γ = {γ1, γ2}

to minimize the risk of SCRGMVP:

γ∗ = arg min
γ>0

(
Mσ2

S CRGMVP(γ)
)

(3.1)

where γ∗ = {γ∗1, γ
∗
2}. It is usually not possible to obtain an exact optimal solution γ

for 3.1. To solve this problem, we need to approximate the risk of SCRGMVP in the

asymptotic growth state defined in the following assumption based on the results of

random matrix theory. The parameters corresponding to the minimum approximation

are the theoretical optimal parameters γ∗1, γ
∗
2.

Assumption 3.1. M, n → ∞ and the following limits exist: M
n → J > 0, and M

n → J <

1.

Assumption 3.1 is usually a key assumption under high-dimensional random the-

ory.

Assumption 3.2. r1 and r2 are fixed and λ1 > · · · > λr1 >
√

J > 0 > −
√

J > λ−r2 >

· · · > λ−1 > −1, independently of M and r = r1 + r2.

Assumption 3.2 is the basis for our analysis results, ensuring a one-to-one mapping

between sample eigenvalues s j and unknown population eigenvalues λ j. In fact, when

λ j >
√

J( j ∈ I1) or −1 < λ j < −
√

J( j ∈ I2), λ j can be consistently estimated using its

corresponding s j for j ∈ I. Otherwise, the relation between s j and λ j no longer holds.

Assumption 3.3. ∥µ∥ has a bounded Euclidean norm, that is ∥µ∥ = O(1).

Assumption 3.4. The spectral norm of Σ is bounded, that is ∥Σ∥ = O(1).

Theorem 1. Under Assumptions 3.1 to 3.4, we have

X
(
C̃
)
− X(γ1, γ2)

a.s.
−−→ 0,

Y
(
C̃,Σ

)
− Y(γ1, γ2)

a.s.
−−→ 0,

where

X (γ1, γ2) = 1 −
∑
i=1,2

∑
j∈I

a jb jγi, jδi, j (3.2)
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Y(γ1, γ2) = 1 +
∑
i=1,2

∑
j∈I

λ jb jδi, j − 2
∑
i=1,2

∑
j∈I

(
λ j + 1

)
a jb jγi, jδi, j

+
∑
i=1,2

∑
j∈I

a jb j

(
λ ja j + 1

)
γ2

i, jδi, j (3.3)

in which

γi, j =
γiλ j

1 + γiλ j
, a j =

λ2
j − J

λ j(λ j + J)
, b j =

( 1T
M
√

M
v j

)2

,

for i = 1, 2 and j ∈ I and

Theorem 2. According to theorem 1, the deterministic equivalent of the global mini-

mum variance portfolio can be expressed as :

Mσ2
M (ŵS CRGMVP) − Mσ2

M (ŵS CRGMVP)
a.s.
−−→ 0

where

Mσ2
M(ŵS CRGMVP) =

Y (γ1, γ2)(
X (γ1, γ2)

)2 (3.4)

Theorem 3. Under the setting of Assumption 1, the optimal parameters γ∗1, γ
∗
2 that

minimize σ2
S CRGMVP(γ1, γ2) are given by:

γ∗1 =
φ∗1

(1 − φ∗1)λ1
, and γ∗2 =

−φ∗2
(1 − φ∗2)λ−1

.

where (φ∗1, φ
∗
2) is the minimizer of the function g(φ1, φ2), φi ∈ (0, 1), i = 1, 2 given by

g(φ1, φ2) =
Y (φ1, φ2)(
X (φ1, φ2)

)2

where

X (φ1, φ2) = 1 −
∑
i=1,2

∑
j∈I

a jb jγi, jδi, j

Y(φ1, φ2) = 1 +
∑
j∈I

λ jb j − 2
∑
i=1,2

∑
j∈I

(
λ j + 1

)
a jb jγi, jδi, j

+
∑
i=1,2

∑
j∈I

a jb j

(
λ ja j + 1

)
γ2

i, jδi, j

γ1, j =
φ1λ j

(1 − φ1)λ1 + φ1λ j
, j ∈ I1,

γ2, j =
−φ2λ j

(1 − φ2)λ−1 − φ2λ j
, j ∈ I2.
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Theorem 4. Under Assumptions 3.1 to 3.4 and fix an i ∈ I = {−r2, . . . ,−1, 1, 2, . . . , r1},

for any deterministic unit vector c ∈ S M−1
R , we have

〈
c,uiuT

i c
〉
→

λ2
i − J

λi(λi + J)

〈
c, vivT

i c
〉
, (3.5)

almost surely. This theorem has been proven in [41], so it is omitted here.

Theorem 5. Under Assumption 1, we have∣∣∣λ j − λ̂ j

∣∣∣ a.s,
−→ 0,

∣∣∣b j − b̂ j

∣∣∣ a.s,
−→ 0,

where

λ̂ j =
s j/σ

2 + 1 − J +
√(

s j/σ2 + 1 − J
)2
− 4s j/σ2

2
− 1, (3.6)

b̂ j =
1 + J/λ̂ j

1 − J/λ̂ j

1T
M√
M

u juT
j

1M√
M

1 − Jσ2 , (3.7)

where, J = M
n , s j is the jth maximum eigenvalue of the sample covariance matrix, and

j ∈ I.

4. Simulation

This section is mainly divided into three parts. The first part mainly compares

whether the changing trends of σ2
M (ŵS CRGMVP) and σ2

M (ŵS CRGMVP) are consistent;

The second and third parts respectively compare our proposed method with other clas-

sic methods using synthetic data and multiple real stock data.

4.1. Consistent Estimation Comparison

In this paper, due to the optimization of parameter σ2
p (ŵS CRGMVP), we need to

use the relevant results of random matrix theory to derive the consistent estimation

σ2
p (ŵS CRGMVP) of risk σ2

p (ŵS CRGMVP) in the large dimension environment of our pro-

posed method. To verify the correctness of our derived consistent estimation, we need

to compare whether the changing trends of σ2
p (ŵS CRGMVP) and σ2

p (ŵS CRGMVP) are

consistent.
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Next, we describe the commonly used simulation settings for experiments using

synthetic data.Specifically, we set σ2 = 1 and choose r1 = 3, r2 = 1 . Provide the

eigenvalues λ1 = 20, λ2 = 10, λ3 = 5, λM = 0.01, and set the corresponding eigen-

vectors as follows: v1 = (1, 0, · · · , 0)
′

, v2 = (0, 1, 0, · · · , 0)
′

, v3 = (0, 0, 1, · · · , 0)
′

,

vM = (0, · · · , 0, 1)
′

. Construct the covariance matrix of the spiked model structure

according to the above settings. Using the training set, design the improved GMVP

method using grid search. The performance of this risk and its estimation is illustrated

in Figure 1, we can see how our asymptotic deterministic equivalence accurately ap-

proximates the true variance, gradually converging to the true variance as the sample

size increases. Therefore, in high-dimensional situations, we can use grid search to

find the optimal parameter γ∗.

Figure 1: Portfolio variance vs. sample size n for M = 50. Comparison of SCRGMVP(Sigma)and its

consistent estimation(HatSigma) with synthetic data.

4.2. Synthetic Data Simulation

In this section, we evaluated the approximate accuracy of the following five differ-

ent estimates: 1) the classical estimate, namely the sample covariance matrix estimator

(SCME); 2) we propose the spectrally-corrected and regularized covariance matrix es-
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timator (SCRE); 3) replace the unknown population covariance matrix with the shrink-

age covariance matrix estimator(SHRE) proposed by Ledio-Wolf in (2004); 4) The

two other methods are ordinary spectral correction estimator(SCE) and the weighted

shrinkage estimator(WSHRE). We use Monte Carlo simulation methods to estimate

portfolio risk and the specific steps are as follows:

• Step 1: Set σ2 = 1 and choose r1 = 3, r2 = 1 , orthogonal vectors as fol-

lows: v1 = (1, 0, · · · , 0)
′

, v2 = (0, 1, 0, · · · , 0)
′

, v3 = (0, 0, 1, 0, · · · , 0)
′

, vM =

(0, · · · , 0, 1)
′

and their corresponding weights λ1 = 20, λ2 = 10, λ3 = 5,

λM = 0.01. Randomly generate p-dimensional mean vectors in intervals (−1, 1).

• Step 2: Generate n training samples.

• Step 3: Derive the spectral correction and the optimal parameters γ∗1, γ∗2 of the

sample covariance of the SCRGMVP method using grid search over {φ1, φ2} ∈

{[0, 1) × [0, 1)}.

• Step 4: Calculate the portfolio risks corresponding to these five population co-

variance estimates.

• Step 5: Repeat steps 2-4 10000 times and calculate the average portfolio risk

corresponding to these five methods.
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Figure 2: Portfolio variance vs. sample size n for M. Comparison for SCME, SCRE, SCE, WSHRE, MV

bound and SHRE with synthetic data.

4.3. Real Data

For empirical analysis, we compare the performance of different optimal portfolio

estimates by using real data from the S&P 500 index. We download stock data for the

S&P 500 index from the website https://host.uniroma3.it/docenti/cesarone/DataSets.htm

from October 6, 2006 to December 31, 2020 and computer their weekly logarithmic re-

turns. There are 336 stocks and 753 weekly observations for each stock. We randomly

selected 100 stocks from 336 stocks in the S&P 500 index. In the first comparison,

select the top 200 as the sample set and 201 to 230 as the test set for prediction. For

the second comparison, select 2 to 201 as the training set, 202 to 231 as the test set for

prediction, and repeat 500 times in sequence.

To compare the performance of our proposed method SCRE with SCME, SHRE,

WSHRE, and SCE. We use the following protocol for real datasets:

• Step 1: Select n weekly logarithmic returns as the training dataset and calculate

the sample covariance. Spectral decomposition and correct the sample covari-

ance under the spiked model, and estimate of spiked eigenvalues. Select the
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data from the next period of the training sample as the test dataset for estimating

portfolio risk.

• Step 2: Using the training dataset, derive the optimal parameters γ∗1, γ∗2 of the

sample covariance of the SCRGMVP method using grid search over {φ1, φ2} ∈

{[0, 1) × [0, 1)}. Design the SCRGMVP estimation and the other four estimators.

• Step 3: Using the test dataset, estimate the portfolio risk for five methods.

• Step 4: Repeat steps 1-3 500 times and calculate the average portfolio risk for all

estimators.

The estimated portfolio risks using different methods are shown in the following figure:

Figure 3: Portfolio variance vs. sample size n for M. Comparison for SCME, SCRE, SCE, WSHRE, and

SHRE with real data.

5. Conclusion

We propose a risk model that is superior to the classical model, namely the sample

covariance matrix. Due to the shortcomings of the sample covariance matrix, we pro-

pose an enhanced alternative. Thus, the purpose of this paper is to solve the Markowitz
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optimization problem by developing a new covariance estimation to address the essence

of portfolios. The key to this method is to assume that the population covariance ma-

trix follows a spiked model. Using this special structure, the proposed estimator uses

an estimation of the covariance matrix and follows the spiked model with regularized

parameters. Using the results of the random theory, the asymptotic characterization of

the proposed estimator is given, and the parameter that minimizes the consistent esti-

mation of the estimator is selected. In this way, we can use the estimated eigenvalues

and corresponding eigenvectors to preserve the form of the spiked covariance model as

much as possible. Meanwhile, regularization methods can further reduce investment

risks. Through the simulation of synthetic and real data, we found that our proposed

method not only performs well compared to other methods but also greatly reduces

the number of design parameters, which greatly reduces computational complexity. In

further research, the same idea can also be applied to other backgrounds of Markowitz

portfolio or other fields to improve the estimation of the population covariance matrix,

such as linear discriminant analysis (LDA), Markowitz maximum return, etc.

Appendix A. Proof of Theorem 1

Firstly, according to (3.5), we have

X
(
C̃
)
=

1T
M
√

M
C̃

1M
√

M

=
1T

M
√

M

IM + γ1

∑
j∈I1

λ ju juT
j + γ2

∑
j∈I2

λ ju juT
j

−1
1M
√

M

=
1T

M
√

M

IM −
∑
j∈I1

γ1, ju juT
j −

∑
j∈I2

γ2, ju juT
j

 1M
√

M

= 1 −
∑
j∈I1

γ1, j
1T

M
√

M
u juT

j
1M
√

M
−

∑
j∈I2

γ2, j
1T

M
√

M
u juT

j
1M
√

M
a.s.
−−→ 1 −

∑
j∈I1

γ1, ja jb j −
∑
j∈I2

γ2, ja j jb j

≜ X (γ1, γ2) , (5.1)
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in which

a j =
λ2

j − J

λ j(λ j + J)
, b j =

( 1T
M
√

M
v j

)2

,

γ1, j =
φ1λ j

(1 − φ1)λ1 + φ1λ j
, j ∈ I1, (5.2)

γ2, j =
−φ2λ j

(1 − φ2)λ−1 − φ2λ j
, j ∈ I2. (5.3)

Secondly, rewrite 2.7, we have

Y(C̃,Σ) =
1T

M
√

M
C̃ΣC̃

1M
√

M

= σ2
M

1T
M
√

M
C̃

IM +
∑
j∈I1

λ jv jvT
j +

∑
j∈I2

λ jv jvT
j

 C̃
1M
√

M

= σ2
M

 1T
M
√

M
C̃2 1M
√

M
+

∑
j∈I1

λ j

( 1T
M
√

M
C̃v j)

)2

+
∑
j∈I2

λ j

( 1T
M
√

M
C̃v j

)2 .
For the three elements of 5, according to 3.5, we have

1T
M
√

M
C̃2 1M
√

M

a.s.
−−→ 1 +

∑
j∈I1

(
γ2

1, j − 2γ1, j

)
a jb j +

∑
j∈I2

(
γ2

2, j − 2γ2, j

)
a jb j,

1T
M
√

M
C̃v jvT

j C̃
1M
√

M

a.s.
−−→ b j

(
1 − 2γi, ja j + γ

2
i, ja

2
j

)
.

Similarly, for 5, we have

Y(C̃,Σ) =
1T

M
√

M
C̃ΣC̃

1M
√

M

= σ2
M

 1T
M
√

M
C̃2 1M
√

M
+

∑
j∈I1

λ j

( 1T
M
√

M
C̃v j

)2

+
∑
j∈I2

λ j

( 1T
M
√

M
C̃v j

)2
a.s.
−−→ σ2

M



1 +
∑

j∈I1

(
γ2

1, j − 2γ1, j

)
a jb j

+
∑

j∈I2

(
γ2

2, j − 2γ2, j

)
a jb j

+
∑

j∈I1 λ jb j

(
1 − 2γ1, ja j + γ

2
1, ja

2
j

)
+

∑
j∈I2 λ jb j

(
1 − 2γ2, ja j + γ

2
2, ja

2
j

)


15



= σ2
M



1 +
∑

j∈I1 λ jb j +
∑

j∈I2 λ jb j

−2
∑

j∈I1 γ1, j(1 + λ j)a jb j

−2
∑

j∈I2 γ2, j(1 + λ j)a jb j

+
∑

j∈I1 γ
2
1, j(1 + λ ja j)a jb j

+
∑

j∈I2 γ
2
2, j(1 + λ ja j)a jb j


≜ Y (γ1, γ2)

Appendix B. Proof of Theorem 3

Let φi = γi,1 ∈ (0, 1) for i = 1, 2. Then, γ1 and γ2 can be rewritten as

γ1 =
φ1

(1 − φ1)λ1
, and γ2 =

−φ2

(1 − φ2)λ−1
.

Further,

γ1, j =
φ1λ j

(1 − φ1)λ1 + φ1λ j
, j = 1, 2, ..., r1, (5.4)

γ2, j =
−φ2λ j

(1 − φ2)λ−1 − φ2λ− j
, j = −1,−2, ...,−r2. (5.5)

Plugging (5.4) and (5.5) into (3.2) and (3.3), we have

X̃(λ1, λ2) = G(γ1, γ2) and Ỹ(λ1, λ2) = D(γ1, γ2).

Thus, the objective function can be written as

g(φ1, φ2) =
Y (φ1, φ2)(
X (φ1, φ2)

)2

Thus, (3.1) is equivalent to

φ∗1, φ
∗
2 = arg min

φ1,φ2∈(0,1)
g(φ1, φ2)

by which

γ∗1 =
φ∗1

(1 − φ∗1)λ1
, and γ∗2 =

−φ∗2
(1 − φ∗2)λ−1

.
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