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Abstract

We establish central limit theorems for principal eigenvalues and eigenvectors
under a large factor model setting, and develop two-sample tests of both princi-
pal eigenvalues and principal eigenvectors. One important application is to detect
structural breaks in large factor models. Compared with existing methods for detect-
ing structural breaks, our tests provide unique insights into the source of structural
breaks because they can distinguish between individual principal eigenvalues and/or
eigenvectors. We demonstrate the application by comparing the principal eigenvalues
and principal eigenvectors of S&P500 Index constituents’ daily returns over different
years.
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1 Introduction

Factor models have been widely adopted in many disciplines, most notably, economics

and finance. Some of the most famous examples include the capital asset pricing model

(CAPM, Sharpe (1964)), arbitrage pricing theory (Ross (1976)), approximate factor model

(Chamberlain and Rothschild (1983)), Fama-French three factor model (Fama and French

(1992)) and the more recent five-factor model (Fama and French (2015)).

Statistically, the analysis of factor models is closely related to principal component

analysis (PCA). For example, finding the number of factors is equivalent to determining the

number of principal eigenvalues (Bai and Ng (2002); Onatski (2010); Ahn and Horenstein

(2013)); estimating factor loadings as well as factors relies on principal eigenvectors (Stock

and Watson (1998, 2002); Bai (2003); Bai and Ng (2006); Fan et al. (2011, 2013); Wang

and Fan (2017)).

A factor model typically reads as follows:

yit = bT
i ft + εit, i = 1, 2, . . . , N, t = 1, 2, . . . , T, (1)

where yit is the observation from the ith subject at time t, ft is a set of factors, and εit is

the idiosyncratic component. The number of factors, r = dim(ft), is small compared with

the dimension N , and is assumed to be fixed throughout the paper. The factor model (1)

can be put in a matrix form as

yt = Bft + εεεt, t = 1, 2, . . . , T,

where yt = (y1t, . . . , yNt)
T, B = (b1, . . . ,bN)

T and εεεt = (ε1t, . . . , εNt)
T. If follows that the

covariance matrix ΣΣΣ of yt satisfies

ΣΣΣ = BCov(ft)B
T +ΣΣΣε,
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where ΣΣΣε is the covariance matrix of (εεεt).

The factors (ft) in some situations are taken to be observable. Examples include the

market factor in CAPM and the Fama-French three factors. In some other situations,

factors are latent and hence unobservable. In this paper, we focus on the latent factor case.

Factor models provide a parsimonious way to describe the dynamics of large dimensional

variables. In the study of factor models, time invariance of factor loadings is a standard

assumption. For example, in order to apply PCA, the loadings need to be time invariant

or at least roughly so, otherwise the estimation will be inconsistent. However, parameter

instability has been a pervasive phenomenon in time series data. Such instability could be

due to policy regime switches, changes in economic/finanncial fundamentals, etc. Because

of this reason, caution has to be exercised about potential structural changes in real data.

Statistical analysis of structural change in large factor model is challenging because the

factors are unobserved and factor loadings have to be estimated.

There are some existing work on detecting structural breaks. Typically, the setup is as

follows: suppose there are two time periods, one from time 1 to T1, the second from T1 +1

to T1 + T2, where T1 and T2 do not necessarily equal. The first period has loading B1, and

the second period has loading B2. One then tests whether B1 equals B2. Specifically, one

considers the following model:

yt = B1Ft + εεεt, t = 1, 2, . . . , T1,

yt = B2Ft + εεεt, t = T1 + 1, . . . , T1 + T2,

and tests the following hypothesis for detecting structural breaks

H0 : B1 = B2 vs. Ha : B1 ̸= B2.

Existing works include Stock and Watson (2009); Breitung and Eickmeier (2011); Chen

et al. (2020); Han and Inoue (2015), among others.
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Let us connect the factor loadings with principal eigenvalues and eigenvectors. Recall

that ΣΣΣ stands for the covariance matrix of (yt). Write its spectral decomposition as

ΣΣΣ = VΛΛΛVT ,

where

V = (v1, . . . ,vN), and ΛΛΛ = diag(λ1, . . . , λN).

The diagonal matrix ΛΛΛ consists of eigenvalues in descending order, and V consists of cor-

responding eigenvectors. Under the convention that Cov(ft) = I, the factor loading matrix

B =
(√

λ1v1, . . . ,
√
λrvr

)
.

Therefore structural breaks can be due to changes in

(i) one or more λi, or

(ii) one or more vi, or

(iii) both.

The economic and/or financial implications of these possibilities are, however, completely

different. If a structural break is only due to change in eigenvalues, then in many ap-

plications, the structural break has no essential impact. For example, from dimension

reduction point of view, if the principal eigenvalues change while the principal eigenvectors

do not change, then projecting onto the principal eigenvectors is still valid. In contrast, if

a structural break is caused by eigenvectors, then it may indicate a much more fundamen-

tal change, possibly associated with important economic or market condition changes, to

which one should be alerted.

Such observations bring up the aim of this paper: instead of testing whether the whole

matrix B is the same during two periods, we want to detect changes in individual principal
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eigenvalues and eigenvectors. By doing so, we can pinpoint the source of structural changes.

Specifically, when a structural break occurs, we can determine whether it is caused by a

change in a principal eigenvalue, a change in a principal eigenvector, or perhaps changes in

both principal eigenvalues and eigenvectors.

To be more specific, we consider the the following three tests. Let ΣΣΣ(1) and ΣΣΣ(2) be

the population covariance matrices for the two periods under study. For any symmetric

matrix A and any integer k, we let λk(A) denote the kth largest eigenvalue of A, vk(A) the

corresponding eigenvector, and tr(A) its trace.

(i) Test equality of principal eigenvalues: for each k = 1, . . . , r, we test

H
(I,k)
0 : λ

(1)
k = λ

(2)
k vs H(I,k)

a : λ
(1)
k ̸= λ

(2)
k ,

where λ
(1)
k := λk(ΣΣΣ

(i)), i = 1, 2.

(ii) Considering that the total variation may vary, we test about equality of the ratio of

principal eigenvalues: for each k = 1, . . . , r, test

H
(II,k)
0 :

λ
(1)
k

tr(ΣΣΣ(1))
=

λ
(2)
k

tr(ΣΣΣ(2))
vs H(II,k)

a :
λ
(1)
k

tr(ΣΣΣ(1))
̸= λ

(2)
k

tr(ΣΣΣ(2))
.

(iii) Most importantly, we test equality of principal eigenvectors: for each k = 1, 2, . . . , r,

test

H
(III,k)
0 : |⟨v(1)

k ,v
(2)
k ⟩| = 1, vs H(III,k)

a : |⟨v(1)
k ,v

(2)
k ⟩| < 1,

where v
(i)
k := vk(ΣΣΣ

(i)), i = 1, 2, and ⟨a,b⟩ denotes the inner product of two vectors a and

b.

In this paper, we establish central limit theorems (CLT) for principal eigenvalues, eigen-

value ratios, as well as eigenvectors. We then develop two-sample tests based on these

CLTs.
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Due to the wide application of PCA, a lot of work has been devoted to investigating

principal eigenvalues. However, the study of principal eigenvectors is very limited. This

paper represents a significant advancement in this direction.

We remark that there is an independent work, Bao et al. (2022), that study similar

questions. Nevertheless, there are several significant differences between Bao et al. (2022)

and our paper. First, the non-principal eigenvalues are assumed to be equal in Bao et al.

(2022); see equation (1.2) therein. This is an unrealistic assumption in many applications.

In our paper, we allow the non-principal eigenvalues to follow an arbitrary distribution,

rendering our results readily applicable in practice. Second, in Bao et al. (2022), the

dimension to the sample size ratio needs to be away from one; see Assumption 2.4 therein.

We do not impose such a restriction in our paper. Third, Bao et al. (2022) only consider the

one-sample situation and study the projection of sample leading eigenvectors onto a given

direction. In our paper, we establish two-sample CLT, where the projection of a principal

eigenvector onto a random direction is considered. Establishing such a result presents a

significant challenge. In summary, the setting of our paper is practically appropriate, and

the results are of significant importance.

The organization of the paper is as follows. Theoretical results are presented in Sections

2-4. Simulation and Empirical studies are presented in Section 5 and 6, respectively. Proofs

are collected in the Appendix.

Notation: we use the following notation in addition to what have been introduced above.

For a symmetric N ×N matrix A, its empirical spectral distribution (ESD) is defined as

FA(x) =
1

N

N∑
j=1

1(λj(A) ≤ x), x ∈ R,

where 1(·) is the indicator function. The limit of ESD as N → ∞, if it exists, is referred

to as the limiting spectral distribution, or LSD for short. For any vector a, let a[k] be its
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kth entry. We use “
D→ ” to denote weak convergence.

2 Setting and Assumptions

We assume that (yt)
T
t=1 is a sequence of i.i.d. N−dimensional random vectors with mean

zero and covariance matrix ΣΣΣ. Let λ1, . . . , λN be the eigenvalues of ΣΣΣ in descending order,

and v1, . . . ,vN be the corresponding eigenvectors. Write ΛΛΛ = diag(λ1, . . . , λN) and V =

(v1, . . . ,vN). Then the spectral decomposition of ΣΣΣ is given by ΣΣΣ = VΛΛΛVT.

We make the following assumptions.

Assumption A:

The eigenvalues λ1 > λ2 > . . . > λr > λr+1 ≥ . . . ≥ λN satisfy that

(A.i) for the principal part, one has limN→∞ λk/N = θk ∈ (0,+∞) for 1 ≤ k ≤ r,

where r > 1 is a fixed integer and θk’s are distinct.

(A.ii) for the non-principal part, there exists a C0 < ∞ such that λj ≤ C0 for j > r,

and the empirical distribution of {λr+1, . . . , λN} tends to a distribution H.

Remark 1. Assumption (A.i) implies that the factors are strong. When the factors are

weak, say λi ≍ Nα for some α ∈ (0, 1), the convergence of sample principal components

still holds with the convergence rate depending on α. In this paper, we only focus on the

strong factor case and leave the study of weak factors for future work.

Assumption B: The observations (yi)
T
i=1 can be written as yi = VΛΛΛ1/2zi, where

{zi = (zi[1], zi[2], . . . , zi[N ])T, i = 1, 2, . . . , T} are i.i.d. random vectors, and zi[ℓ], ℓ =

1, . . . , N, are independent random variables with zero mean, unit variance and satisfying

supN max1≤ℓ≤N E(z1[ℓ])
4 < ∞.

Remark 2. Assumption B covers the multivariate normal case and coincides with the idea
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of PCA. Specifically, if yi follows a multivariate normal distribution, then zi = ΛΛΛ−1/2VTyi

is an N-dimensional standard normal random vector and Assumption B holds naturally.

On the other hand, under the orthogonal basis V = (v1, . . . ,vN), the coordinates of yi are

(
√
λ1zi[1], . . . ,

√
λNzi[N ]). Assumption B says that the coordinate variables are independent

with mean zero and variance λi, i = 1, . . . , N .

Assumption C: The dimension N and sample size T are such that ρN := N/T → ρ ∈

(0,+∞) as N → ∞.

3 One-sample Asymptotics

Let Σ̂ΣΣN be the sample covariance matrix defined as

Σ̂ΣΣN =
1

T

T∑
t=1

yty
T
t .

Denote its eigenvalues by λ̂1 ≥ · · · ≥ λ̂N , and let v̂1, . . . , v̂N be the corresponding eigen-

vectors.

Theorem 1. Under Assumptions A–C, the principal eigenvalues converge weakly to a

multivariate normal distribution:

√
T


λ̂1/λ1 − 1

...

λ̂r/λr − 1

 D→ N(0,ΣΣΣλ), (2)

where ΣΣΣλ = diag(σ2
λ1
, . . . , σ2

λr
) is a diagonal matrix with σ2

λk
= E (z1[k])

4 − 1.

Remark 3. The marginal convergence in (2) has been established in Wang and Fan

(2017) under a sub-Gaussian assumption. We generalize their result to joint convergence

and under a weaker moment assumption. See also Cai et al. (2020) for a related result

under a different setting.
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Remark 4. By Theorem 3 below, the variance σ2
λk

can be consistently estimated by

σ̂2
λk

=
1

T (λ̂k)2

T∑
t=1

(v̂T
k yt)

4 − 1,

hence a feasible CLT is readily available.

Theorem 2. Under Assumptions A–C, for each 1 ≤ k ≤ r, we have√
T

σ̂2
−k

(
λ̂k

tr(Σ̂ΣΣN)− λ̂k

− λk

tr(ΣΣΣ)− λk

)
D→ N(0, 1), (3)

where

σ̂2
−k =

λ̂2
k(

tr(Σ̂ΣΣN)− λ̂k

)2
σ̂2

λk
+

∑r
j ̸=k,j=1 λ̂

2
j σ̂2

λj(
tr(Σ̂ΣΣN)− λ̂k

)2
 .

Remark 5. Theorem 2 can be used to construct the confidence interval for the ratio ϱk :=

λk/tr(ΣΣΣ). This follows easily from (3) and the fact that, if we write ϱ̃ = λk/(tr(ΣΣΣ)− λk),

then ϱk = ϱ̃k/(1 + ϱ̃k), which is a strictly increasing function of ϱ̃k.

Theorem 3. Under Assumptions A–C, for each 1 ≤ k ≤ r, the principal sample eigenvec-

tor v̂k satisfies

T

(
1− ⟨vk, v̂k⟩2 −

1

T λ̂k

N∑
j=r+1

λ̂j

(1− λ̂j/λ̂k)2

)
D→

r∑
i ̸=k,i=1

ωki · Z2
i ,

where ωki = θkθi/(θk − θi)
2, which can be consistently estimated by

ω̂ki =
λ̂kλ̂i

(λ̂k − λ̂i)2
,

and Zi’s are i.i.d standard normal random variables.

Remark 6. The convergence rate of ⟨vk, v̂k⟩2 has been established in Theorem 3.2 of Wang

and Fan (2017). We derive the corresponding limiting distribution at the boundary of the

parameter space, which is much more difficult to prove.

The proofs of Theorems 1, 2 and 3 are given in the supplementary material.
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4 Two-sample Tests

We now discuss how to conduct the three tests mentioned in the Introduction.

Suppose that we have two groups of observations of the same dimension N :

y
(1)
1 , . . . ,y

(1)
T1
, and y

(2)
1 , . . . ,y

(2)
T2
,

which are drawn independently from two populations with mean zero and covariance ma-

trices ΣΣΣ(1) and ΣΣΣ(2). We assume that Assumption B holds for each group of observations.

Moreover, analogous to Assumption C, we have

lim
N→∞

N

Ti

= ρi ∈ (0,+∞), i = 1, 2.

Finally, analogous to Assumption A, with the spectral decompositions of ΣΣΣ(i), i = 1, 2,

given by

ΣΣΣ(i) = V(i)ΛΛΛ(i)V(i)T,

where ΛΛΛ(i) = diag(λ
(i)
1 , . . . , λ

(i)
r , λ

(i)
r+1, . . . , λ

(i)
N ), and V(i) = (v

(i)
1 , . . . ,v

(i)
r ,v

(i)
r+1, . . .v

(i)
N ), we

assume, for each population, there are r principal eigenvalues, which satisfy

lim
N→∞

λ
(i)
k

N
= θ

(i)
k ∈ (0,+∞), for 1 ≤ k ≤ r, i = 1, 2;

while the remaining eigenvalues λ
(i)
j , r+1 ≤ j ≤ N , are uniformly bounded and have a lim-

iting empirical distribution. The two liming empirical distributions for the two populations

can be different.

Naturally, our tests will be based on the sample covariance matrices

Σ̂ΣΣ
(i)

N =
1

Ti

Ti∑
j=1

y
(i)
j y

(i)
j

T
, i = 1, 2.

Write their spectral decompositions as

Σ̂ΣΣ
(i)

N = V̂(i)Λ̂ΛΛ
(i)
(V̂(i))

T
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where

Λ̂ΛΛ
(i)

= diag(λ̂
(i)
1 , . . . , λ̂

(i)
N ), V̂(i) = (v̂

(i)
1 , . . . , v̂

(i)
N ).

4.1 Testing equality of principal eigenvalues

To test H
(I,k)
0 : λ

(1)
k = λ

(2)
k , we use the following test statistic

Tλk =

√
T1T2

T1(σ̂2
λk
)(2) + T2(σ̂2

λk
)(1)

·

(
λ̂
(1)
k

λ̂
(2)
k

− 1

)
,

where

(σ̂2
λk
)(i) =

1

(λ̂
(i)
k )2 Ti

Ti∑
j=1

(
(v̂

(i)
k )Ty

(i)
j

)4
− 1, i = 1, 2.

Theorem 4. Under null hypothesis H
(I,k)
0 and Assumptions A–C, the proposed test statistic

Tλk converges weakly to the standard normal distribution.

Theorem 4 follows directly from Theorem 1 and the Delta method.

4.2 Testing equality of ratios of principal eigenvalues

The null hypothesis

H
(II,k)
0 :

λ
(1)
k

tr(ΣΣΣ(1))
=

λ
(2)
k

tr(ΣΣΣ(2))

is equivalent to

H
(II,k)′

0 :
λ
(1)
k

tr(ΣΣΣ(1))− λ
(1)
k

=
λ
(2)
k

tr(ΣΣΣ(2))− λ
(2)
k

.

Based on such an observation, we propose the following test statistic

Tek :=

√
N

(
λ̂
(1)
k

tr(Σ̂ΣΣ
(1)

N )− λ̂
(1)
k

− λ̂
(2)
k

tr(Σ̂ΣΣ
(2)

N )− λ̂
(2)
k

)
√

N

T1

σ̂2
−k

(1)
+

N

T2

σ̂2
−k

(2)

where

σ̂2
−k

(i)
=

(λ̂
(i)
k )2(

tr(Σ̂ΣΣ
(i)

N )− λ̂
(i)
k

)2
σ̂2

λk

(i)
+

∑r
j ̸=k,j=1(λ̂

(i)
j )2 σ̂2

λj

(i)

(
tr(Σ̂ΣΣ

(i)

N )− λ̂
(i)
k

)2
 , i = 1, 2.
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Theorem 5. Under the null hypothesis H
(II,k)
0 and Assumptions A–C, the test statistic Tek

converges weakly to the standard normal distribution.

Theorem 5 is a straightforward consequence of Theorem 2.

4.3 Testing equality of principal eigenvectors

To test H
(III,k)
0 : |⟨v(1)

k ,v
(2)
k ⟩| = 1, we propose the following test statistic

Tvk := 2N
(
1− |⟨v̂(1)

k , v̂
(2)
k ⟩|

)
− N2

T1(N − r)λ̂
(1)
k

N∑
j=r+1

λ̂
(1)
j − N2

T2(N − r)λ̂
(2)
k

N∑
j=r+1

λ̂
(2)
j .

(4)

Theorem 6. Under null hypothesis H
(III,k)
0 and Assumptions A–C, suppose further that

ΞΞΞ∗
11 :=

(
limN→∞⟨v(1)

s ,v
(2)
t ⟩
)
s,t=1,...,r

exist. Then the proposed test statistic Tvk converges

weakly as follows:

Tvk
D→ qT

k

 Ir−1 −ΞΞΞ∗
11,−k

(−ΞΞΞ∗
11,−k)

T Ir−1

qk,

where qk follows a multivariate normal distribution with mean zero and covariance matrix

Dk = diag
(
ρ1ω

(1)
k1 , . . . , ρ1ω

(1)
k(k−1), ρ1ω

(1)
k(k+1), . . . , ρ1ω

(1)
kr ,

ρ2ω
(2)
k1 , . . . , ρ2ω

(2)
k(k−1), ρ2ω

(2)
k(k+1), . . . , ρ2ω

(2)
kr

)
,

ω
(i)
kj =

θ
(i)
k θ

(i)
j

(θ
(i)
k − θ

(i)
j )2

, for i = 1, 2, j = 1, . . . , k − 1, k + 1, . . . , r,

and ΞΞΞ∗
11,−k is the matrix obtained by deleting the kth row and kth column of ΞΞΞ∗

11. Further-

more, ω
(i)
kj and ΞΞΞ∗

11 can be consistently estimated by

ω̂
(i)
kj =

λ̂
(i)
k λ̂

(i)
j

(λ̂
(i)
k − λ̂

(i)
j )2

, and Ξ̂ΞΞ∗
11 =

(
⟨v̂(1)

s , v̂
(2)
t ⟩
)

s,t=1,...,r

,

respectively.
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Corollary 1. Under the stronger null hypothesis that |⟨v(1)
k ,v

(2)
k ⟩| = 1 for all k = 1, . . . , r,

we have ΞΞΞ∗
11 = Ir, and the proposed test statistic Tvk converges as follows:

Tvk
D→

r∑
j ̸=k,j=1

(
ρ1ω

(1)
kj + ρ2ω

(2)
kj

)
· Z2

j ,

where Zj’s are i.i.d. standard normal random variables.

Theorem 6 and Corollary 1 are proved in the supplementary material.

5 Simulation Studies

5.1 Design

We consider five population covariance matrices as follows:

ΣΣΣ1 = V(1)ΛΛΛ(1)(V(1))T , ΣΣΣ2 = V(1)ΛΛΛ(2)(V(1))T , ΣΣΣ3 = V(2)ΛΛΛ(1)(V(2))T ,

ΣΣΣ4 = ΛΛΛ(1), ΣΣΣ5 = V(5)ΛΛΛ(1)(V(5))T ,

where V(1), V(2) are two random orthogonal matrices, and

ΛΛΛ(1) = diag(5N/2, N,N/2, λ
(1)
4 , · · · , λ(1)

N ), λ
(1)
j ∼i.i.d. Unif(1, 3),

ΛΛΛ(2) = diag(7N/2, 2N,N, λ
(2)
4 , · · · , λ(2)

N ), λ
(2)
j ∼i.i.d. Unif(2, 5),

V(5) = (v
(5)
1 ,v

(5)
2 , e3, · · · , eN),

v
(5)
1 = (cos θ, sin θ, 0, · · · , 0)T ,

v
(5)
2 = (− sin θ, cos θ, 0, · · · , 0)T , θ ∈ [0, π/2].

The observations will be simulated as the following: for a given ΣΣΣ, which will be one of the

five covariance matrices above, write its spectral decomposition as ΣΣΣ = VΛΛΛVT . Then we

simulate observations with covariance matrix ΣΣΣ byVΛΛΛ1/2zt, where zt = (zt[1], zt[2], . . . , zt[N ])T

consists of i.i.d. standardized student t(8) random variables.
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Theorems 4, 5 and 6 are associated with different null hypotheses. When evaluating

the sizes of the tests proposed in these theorems, we adopt the following setting:

• For both Theorems 4 and 5, we simulate two samples of observations with ΣΣΣ1 and ΣΣΣ3

as their respective population covariance matrices. Note that ΣΣΣ1 and ΣΣΣ3 share the

same eigenvalues but have different eigenvectors.

• For Theorem 6, the two samples of observations are simulated with ΣΣΣ1 and ΣΣΣ2 as

their respective population covariance matrices. The two matrices share the same

eigenvectors but have different eigenvalues.

On the other hand, when evaluating powers, we use the following design:

• For testing equality of eigenvalues/eigenvalue ratios, the two samples of observations

are simulated with ΣΣΣ1 and ΣΣΣ2 as their respective population covariance matrices;

• For testing equality of principal eigenvectors, we simulate two samples of observations

with ΣΣΣ4 and ΣΣΣ5 as their respective population covariance matrices. The difference

between the principal eigenvectors of the two matrices is a function of the angle θ.

We will change the value of θ to see how the power varies as a function of θ.

5.2 Visual check

We firstly visually examine Theorems 4, 5 and 6 by comparing the empirical distributions of

the test statistics with their respective asymptotic distributions under the null hypotheses.

For Theorem 4, the asymptotic distribution of the test statistic Tλ1 is the standard

normal distribution. This is clearly supported by Figure 1, which give the normal Q-Q plot

and histogram of Tλ1 based on 5,000 replications.

14



●
●

●●
●

●
●●●●

●●
●●●●●

●●●●●
●●●●●●●●

●●●
●●●●●●●●
●●●●●●●●●●

●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●
●●●●●●●
●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●

●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●
●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●

●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●
●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●

●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●
●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●
●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●
●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●

●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●
●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●
●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●

●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●
●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●

●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●
●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●

●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●
●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●

●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●
●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●

●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●
●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●

●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●
●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●

●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●
●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●

●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●
●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●

●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●
●●●●●●●●●●
●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●

●●●●●●●●●●●●●
●●●●●●●●●

●●●●●●●●●●●●●
●●●●●
●●●●●●●●

●●●●●
●●●●

●●●●
●
●●●

●●●●
●

●
●

●

−2 0 2 4

−
3

−
2

−
1

0
1

2
3

−4 −2 0 2 4

0.
0

0.
1

0.
2

0.
3

0.
4

Figure 1: Normal Q-Q plot and histogram of Tλ1 based on 5,000 replications with N =

500, T1 = 500 and T2 = 750.

For Theorem 5, the asymptotic distribution of the test statistic Te1 is again the standard

normal distribution. This is supported by Figure 2.
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Figure 2: Normal Q-Q plot and histogram of Te1 based on 5,000 replications with N =

500, T1 = 500 and T2 = 750.

For Theorem 6, the asymptotic distribution of the test statistic Tv1 is a generalized χ2-

distribution, which does not have an explicit density formula. To examine the asymptotics,

we compare the empirical distribution of the test statistic Tv1 with that of Monte-Carlo

samples from the asymptotic distribution. The comparison is conducted via both Q-Q plot
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and density estimation. The results are given in Figure 3. We can see that the empirical

distribution of the test statistic Tv1 match well with the asymptotic distribution.
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Figure 3: Comparisons of the empirical distribution of the test statistic Tv1 with the asymp-

totic distribution when N = 500, T1 = 500 and T2 = 750. Left: Q-Q plot of Tv1 versus

Monte-Carlo samples from the asymptotic distribution; right: histogram of Tv1 versus the

kernel density estimate of the asymptotic distribution.

5.3 Size and power evaluation

In this subsection, we evaluate the sizes and powers of the three tests in Theorems 4, 5 and

6.

Table 1 reports the empirical sizes of the three tests based on Tλk, Tek and Tvk, k = 1, 2, 3,

at 5% significance level for different combinations of N , T1 and T2. Tests based on Tek and

Tvk, k = 1, 2, 3, involve the number of factors, which is unknown in practice. There are

several estimators available, including those given in Bai and Ng (2002) and Ahn and

Horenstein (2013). We evaluate the sizes based on a given estimated number of factors,

specified by r̂ in the table. We see that for the first two sets of tests, for different estimated

number of factors and different N and T1, T2, the empirical sizes are close to the nominal
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level of 5%. For the third set of tests based on Tvi, i = 1, 2, 3,, the size approaches 5% as

the dimension N and samples sizes T1, T2 get larger.

N Tλ1

Te1 Tv1

r̂ = 2 r̂ = 3 (true) r̂ = 4 r̂ = 2 r̂ = 3 (true) r̂ = 4

100 0.052 0.052 0.050 0.050 0.083 0.086 0.086

300 0.052 0.051 0.049 0.049 0.060 0.063 0.063

500 0.053 0.053 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.055 0.055

N Tλ2

Te2 Tv2

r̂ = 2 r̂ = 3 (true) r̂ = 4 r̂ = 2 r̂ = 3 (true) r̂ = 4

100 0.057 0.048 0.047 0.047 0.102 0.108 0.109

300 0.053 0.055 0.054 0.054 0.057 0.063 0.063

500 0.056 0.053 0.052 0.052 0.048 0.055 0.055

N Tλ3

Te3 Tv3

r̂ = 2 r̂ = 3 (true) r̂ = 4 r̂ = 2 r̂ = 3 (true) r̂ = 4

100 0.065 NA 0.049 0.049 NA 0.096 0.099

300 0.052 NA 0.052 0.052 NA 0.058 0.059

500 0.062 NA 0.055 0.055 NA 0.057 0.057

Table 1: Empirical sizes based on 5,000 replications of Tλk, Tek and Tvk, k = 1, 2, 3, at 5%

significance level with N/T1 = 1 and N/T2 = 2/3.

Power evaluation results are given in Table 2. We see that the powers are in general

quite high especially as the dimension N and samples sizes T1, T2 all get larger.
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N Tλ1

Te1 Tv1

r̂ = 2 r̂ = 3 (true) r̂ = 4 r̂ = 2 r̂ = 3 (true) r̂ = 4

100 0.196 0.146 0.138 0.138 0.494 0.508 0.509

300 0.617 0.457 0.450 0.450 0.909 0.913 0.914

500 0.842 0.705 0.697 0.697 0.987 0.988 0.988

N Tλ2

Te2 Tv2

r̂ = 2 r̂ = 3 (true) r̂ = 4 r̂ = 2 r̂ = 3 (true) r̂ = 4

100 0.712 0.160 0.158 0.158 0.407 0.428 0.430

300 0.989 0.360 0.355 0.355 0.833 0.844 0.844

500 0.996 0.522 0.520 0.520 0.970 0.974 0.974

N Tλ3

Te3 Tv3

r̂ = 2 r̂ = 3 (true) r̂ = 4 r̂ = 2 r̂ = 3 (true) r̂ = 4

100 0.705 NA 0.145 0.145 NA NA NA

300 0.990 NA 0.303 0.303 NA NA NA

500 1 NA 0.446 0.446 NA NA NA

Table 2: Empirical powers based on 5,000 replications of Tλk, Tek and Tvk (for θ = π/9),

k = 1, 2, 3, at 5% significance level with N/T1 = 1 and N/T2 = 2/3.

Finally, in Figure 4, we evaluate the power of the eigenvector test Tvk, k = 1, 2 as a

function of θ. For the three θ values tested, iπ/9, i = 1, 2, 3, the bigger the value, the

bigger the difference between the principal eigenvectors in the two populations, and the

higher the power. Moreover, even for the smallest value π/9, the power quickly increases

to close to 1 as the dimension N and samples sizes T1, T2 get larger.
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Figure 4: Empirical power of Tvi , i = 1, 2, as a function of θ at 5% significance level for

different N and T1, T2 with N/T1 = 1 and N/T2 = 2/3. Left: powers for Tv1 ; right: powers

for Tv2 .

6 Empirical Studies

In this section, we conduct empirical studies based on daily returns of S&P500 Index

constituents from January 2000 to December 2020. The objective is to test, between

two consecutive years, whether the principal eigenvalues, eigenvalue ratios and principal

eigenvectors are equal or not.

6.1 Tests about principal eigenvalues

We plot in Figure 5 the values of the test statistic, Tλk, k = 1, 2, 3, together with the critical

values at 5% significance level based on Theorem 4.

We see from Figure 5 that for testing equality of the first principal eigenvalue, the test

result is statistically significant for more than half of two consecutive years, suggesting that

the first principal eigenvalue tends to change over time. The second and third principal

eigenvalues seem a bit more stable.
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Figure 5: Results of testing for equality of the first three principal eigenvalues between

two consecutive years during 2000-2020. From top to bottom: testing equality of the first

principal eigenvalue, the second principal eigenvalue, and the third principal eigenvalue,

respectively.
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6.2 Tests on eigenvalues ratios

We plot in Figure 6 the results of testing equality of eigenvalue ratios.

An interesting observation is that, in sharp contrast with the tests about eigenvalues,

for testing equality of eigenvalue ratios, the rejection rate is much lower. Such contrast

suggests an interesting difference between the absolute sizes of principal eigenvalues and

their relative sizes: while the absolute size appears to change frequently over time, the

relative size is more stable.

6.3 Tests about principal eigenvectors

Figure 7 reports the results of tests about principal eigenvalues.

Notice that in this case, the asymptotic distribution under the null hypothesis is a

complicated generalized χ2 distribution. There is no explicit formula for computing the

critical value. To solve this issue, we simulate a large number of observations from the

limiting distribution, based on which we estimate the 95% quantile. That leads to the red

dotted curve in the plots. Note that the critical values change over time. The reason is that

the limiting distribution involves both population principal eigenvalues and eigenvectors,

which are subject to change over time. The black curves report test statistic values.

For the test about the first principal eigenvector, we see that for all pairs of consecutive

years, the value of the test statistic is well above the 95% quantile, so we should reject

the null hypothesis that the first principal eigenvector is the same between two consecutive

years. For the tests about the second and third principal eigenvector, we also reject the

corresponding null hypothesis for most of the pairs of consecutive years. These findings

have a significant implication on factor modeling. In particular, the results show that

structural breaks due to principal eigenvectors occur more often than what one would have

21



−
4

−
2

0
2

4

year

00−01 02−03 04−05 06−07 08−09 10−11 12−13 14−15 16−17 18−19

The value of test statistic Te1

Critical values at 5% significant level

−
4

−
2

0
2

4

year

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

● ●

●

●

●

●

●

00−01 02−03 04−05 06−07 08−09 10−11 12−13 14−15 16−17 18−19

● The value of test statistic Te2

Critical values at 5% significant level

−
4

−
2

0
2

4

year

00−01 02−03 04−05 06−07 08−09 10−11 12−13 14−15 16−17 18−19

The value of test statistic Te3

Critical values at 5% significant level

Figure 6: Results of testing for equality of the first three principal eigenvalue ratios between

two consecutive years during 2000-2020. From top to bottom: testing equality of the first

principal eigenvalue ratio, the second principal eigenvalue ratio, and the third principal

eigenvalue ratio, respectively.
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Figure 7: Results of testing for equality of the first three principal eigenvectors between

two consecutive years during 2000-2020. From top to bottom: testing equality of the first

principal eigenvector, the second principal eigenvector, and the third principal eigenvector,

respectively.
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guessed based on stock market condition changes.

6.4 Summary of the three test results

Figure 8 summarizes the results of the three tests.

Figure 8: Summary of the results of the three tests. Colors represent test results: red

indicates rejection at 5% level, yellow for rejection at 10% level, and green for retaining at

10% level.

Figure 8 reveals that testing for equality of principal eigenvectors between two adjacent

years result in more rejections than those about principal eigenvalues or eigenvalue ratios.

Moreover, the tests about the first principal eigenvalue and eigenvector are more likely to

be rejected than those about the second and third principal components. Let us point out

that while it could be indeed the case that the first principal eigenvalue and eigenvector

change more frequently than the second or third principal eigenvalue and eigenvector, the

difference could also be due to that the first principal component is the strongest so that

the related tests are most powerful.
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7 Conclusion

We establish both one-sample and two-sample central limit theorems for principal eigen-

values and eigenvectors under large factor models. Based on these CLTs, we develop three

tests to detect structural changes in large factor models. Our tests can reveal whether

the change is in principal eigenvalues or eigenvectors or both. Numerically, these tests are

found to have good finite sample performance. Applying these tests to daily returns of the

S&P500 Index constituent stocks, we find that, between two consecutive years, the principal

eigenvalues, eigenvalue ratios and principal eigenvectors all exhibit frequent changes.
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breaks in large factor models. J. Econometrics, 180(1), 30–48.

Fama, Eugene F. and French, Kenneth R. (1992). The Cross-Section of Expected Stock

Returns. The Journal of Finance, 47(2), 427–465.

Fama, Eugene F. and French, Kenneth R. (2015). A five-factor asset pricing model. Journal

of Financial Economics, 116(1), 1–22.

Fan, Jianqing and Liao, Yuan and Mincheva, Martina. (2011). High-dimensional covariance

matrix estimation in approximate factor models. The Annals of Statistics, 39(6), 3320–

3356.

26



Fan, Jianqing and Liao, Yuan and Mincheva, Martina. (2013). Large covariance estima-

tion by thresholding principal orthogonal complements. J. R. Stat. Soc. Ser. B. Stat.

Methodol., 75(4), 603–680.

Han, Xu and Inoue, Atsushi. (2015). Tests for parameter instability in dynamic factor

models. Econometric Theory, 31(5), 1117–1152.

Onatski, Alexei. (2010). Determining the Number of Factors from Empirical Distribution

of Eigenvalues. The Review of Economics and Statistics, 92(4), 1004–1016.

Ross, Stephen. (1976). The arbitrage theory of capital asset pricing. Journal of Economic

Theory, 13(3), 341–360.

Sharpe, William. (1964). Capital Asset Prices: A Theory of Market Equilibrium Under

Conditions of Risk. Journal of Finance, 19(3), 425–442.

Silvertein, J. and Bai, Z. (1995). On the empirical distribution of eigenvalues of a class of

large-dimensional random matrices. Journal of Multivariate Analysis, 54(2), 175–192.

Stock, James H. and Watson, Mark W. (1998). Diffusion Indexes. Working Paper.

Stock, James H. and Watson, Mark W. (2002). Forecasting using principal components

from a large number of predictors. J. Amer. Statist. Assoc., 97(460), 1167–1179.

Stock, James H. and Watson, Mark W. (2009). Forecasting to dynamic factor models

subject to structural instability. The methodology and practice of econometrics, Oxford

Univ. Press, Oxford, 173–205.

Wang, Qinwen and Su, Zhonggen and Yao, Jianfeng (2014). Joint CLT for several ran-

dom sesquilinear forms with applications to large-dimensional spiked population models.

Electron. J. Probab., 19, 1–28.

27



Wang, Weichen and Fan, Jianqing (2017). Asymptotics of empirical eigenstructure for high

dimensional spiked covariance. Ann. Statist., 45(3), 1342–1374.

Zheng, Shurong and Bai, Zhidong and Yao, Jianfeng (2015). Substitution principle for

CLT of linear spectral statistics of high-dimensional sample covariance matrices with

applications to hypothesis testing. Ann. Statist., 43(2), 546–591.

28



SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

The supplementary material includes the proof of Theorem 1, 2, 3 and 6, and Corollary 1

in the main text.

S1. Notations

Recall the spectral decomposition of ΣΣΣ = VΛΛΛVT, where the orthogonal matrix V =

(v1, . . . ,vN) consists of the eigenvectors of ΣΣΣ, and ΛΛΛ = diag(λ1, . . . , λN) with eigenval-

ues λ1 ≥ . . . ≥ λN . Write ΛΛΛ = diag(ΛΛΛA,ΛΛΛB), where

ΛΛΛA = diag(λ1, . . . , λr) and ΛΛΛB = diag(λr+1, . . . , λN).

Define xt = VTyt. Then Cov(xt) = ΛΛΛ, and the eigenvectors of ΛΛΛ are the unit vectors

e1, . . . , eN , where ek is the unit vector with 1 in the kth entry and zeros elsewhere. Let

SN = 1/T ·
∑T

t=1 xtx
T
t , whose eigenvalues are denoted by λ̂1 ≥ λ̂2 ≥ . . . ≥ λ̂N with

corresponding eigenvectors u1,u2, . . . ,uN . To resolve the ambiguity in the direction of an

eigenvector, we specify the direction such that uk[k] ≥ 0 for all 1 ≤ k ≤ N , namey, the

kth coordinate of the kth eigenvector is nonnegative (although when the kth coordinate is

zero, the direction is still not specified, in which case we take an arbitrary direction.) Note

that the eigenvalues of Σ̂ΣΣN =
1

T

∑T
t=1 yty

T
t are the same as SN , and the eigenvectors are

v̂k = Vuk. It follows that

⟨vk, v̂k⟩ = ⟨vk,Vuk⟩ = vT
kVuk = ⟨ek,uk⟩.

In the below, we focus on the analysis of principal eigenvalues and eigenvectors of SN .

Notation: For any square matrix A, tr(A) denotes its trace, |A| its determinant, and ∥A∥

its spectral norm. For any vector v, ∥v∥ stands for its ℓ2 norm. Write the (i, j)th entry of
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any matrix W as [W]ij and v[k] as the kth entry of a vector v. Use γj(A) to denote the jth

largest eigenvalue of matrix A. The notation
p−→ stands for convergence in probability,

D→

represents convergence in law, Yn = op(f(n)) means that Yn/f(n)
p−→ 0, and Yn = Op(f(n))

for that the sequence (Yn/f(n)) is tight. Write an ≍ bn if c1bn ≤ an ≤ c2bn for some

constants c1, c2 > 0. For any sequence of random matrices (WN) with fixed dimension,

write WN = op(1) or Op(1) if all the entries of WN are op(1) or Op(1), respectively. We

say an event An holds with high probability if P (An) ≥ 1−O(n−ℓ) for any constant ℓ > 0.

Let ek, ẽkA, ẽkB be the unit vectors with 1 in the kth coordinate and zeros elsewhere of

dimensions N, r, (N − r), respectively. We use I to denote the identity matrix and 1(·)

to denote the indicator function. Denote C+ = {z ∈ C : Im(z) > 0}, where Im(z) is the

imaginary part of a complex number z. For any probability distribution G(x), its Stieltjes

transform mG(z) is defined by

mG(z) =

∫
1

x− z
dG(x), z ∈ C+.

In all the sequel, C is a generic constant whose value may vary from place to place.

S2. Proof of Theorem 1

Proof of Theorem 1. Recall that xt = VTyt. Write

XN×T = (x1, . . . ,xT ) :=


x(1)

T

...

x(N)
T

 .
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Let zt = ΛΛΛ−1/2xt, z(ℓ) = λ
−1/2
ℓ x(ℓ) for t = 1, . . . , T , ℓ = 1, . . . , N , and Z = (z1, . . . , zT ) =

(z(1), . . . , z(N))
T. Then

X = ΛΛΛ1/2Z =


√
λ1z(1)

T

...

√
λNz(N)

T

 = (ΛΛΛ1/2z1, . . . ,ΛΛΛ
1/2zT ).

Write

ZA = (ZA)r×T =


z(1)

T

...

z(r)
T

 = (z
(A)
1 , . . . , z

(A)
T ),

and

ZB = (ZB)(N−r)×T =


z(r+1)

T

...

z(N)
T

 = (z
(B)
1 , . . . , z

(B)
T ).

Write

zt =

z
(A)
t

z
(B)
t

 , z
(A)
t : r × 1, z

(B)
t : (N − r)× 1.

Define the companion matrix of SN as

SN :=
1

T
XTX =

1

T
ZTΛΛΛZ =

1

T

T∑
j=1

λjz(j)z
T
(j)

=
1

T

r∑
j=1

λjz(j)z
T
(j) +

1

T

N∑
j=r+1

λjz(j)z
T
(j)

=: S11 + S22,

where

S11 =
1

T

r∑
j=1

λjz(j)z
T
(j) =

1

T
ZT

AΛΛΛAZA,

S22 =
1

T

N∑
j=r+1

λjz(j)z
T
(j) =

1

T
ZT

BΛΛΛBZB.
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Further denote the companion matrices of S11 and S22 as

S11 =
1

T
ΛΛΛ

1/2
A ZAZ

T
AΛΛΛ

1/2
A , S22 =

1

T
ΛΛΛ

1/2
B ZBZ

T
BΛΛΛ

1/2
B .

Define the event Fs = {∥S22∥ ≤ Cs} for some constant Cs ∈ (0,+∞). By Wely’s

Theorem, Assumption (A.ii) and Theorem 9.13 of Bai and Silverstein (2010), for any

ℓ > 0, we can choose a Cs sufficiently large such that

P (F c
s ) = o(T−ℓ). (5)

Note that the non-zero eigenvalues of S11 and S22 are the same as their companion

matrices S11 and S22, respectively. For any principal eigenvalues λk, k = 1, . . . , r, the

matrix

S11

λk

=
1

T

(
ΛΛΛA

λk

)1/2

ZAZ
T
A

(
ΛΛΛA

λk

)1/2

is in the low-dimensional situation as considered in Theorem 1 of Andersen (1963), by

which one has
γj(S11)

λk

− λj

λk

→ 0 for 1 ≤ j, k ≤ r. Because ∥S22∥ = Op(1), by Wely’s

Theorem that

γj(S11) + γT (S22) ≤ λ̂j ≤ γj(S11) + γ1(S22), 1 ≤ j ≤ r, (6)

we get

λ̂j

λk

− λj

λk

p−→ 0 for 1 ≤ j, k ≤ r. (7)

In particular, λ̂k/λk
p−→ 1 for k = 1, . . . , r.

Next, we derive the central limit theorem of λ̂k/λk for 1 ≤ k ≤ r.

Write xt =

x
(A)
t

x
(B)
t

, where x
(A)
t = ΛΛΛ

1/2
A z

(A)
t , x

(B)
t = ΛΛΛ

1/2
B z

(B)
t . Further denote

XA = (x
(A)
1 , . . . ,x

(A)
T ) = ΛΛΛ

1/2
A ZA, and XB = (x

(B)
1 , . . . ,x

(B)
T ) = ΛΛΛ

1/2
B ZB.
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The sample covariance matrix SN can be decomposed as

SN =
1

T

T∑
t=1

xtx
T
t =

1

T

∑T
t=1 x

(A)
t x

(A)
t

T ∑T
t=1 x

(A)
t x

(B)
t

T

∑T
t=1 x

(B)
t x

(A)
t

T ∑T
t=1 x

(B)
t x

(B)
t

T



=
1

T

XAX
T
A XAX

T
B

XBX
T
A XBX

T
B

 =
1

T

ΛΛΛ
1/2
A ZAZ

T
AΛΛΛ

1/2
A ΛΛΛ

1/2
A ZAZ

T
BΛΛΛ

1/2
B

ΛΛΛ
1/2
B ZBZ

T
AΛΛΛ

1/2
A ΛΛΛ

1/2
B ZBZ

T
BΛΛΛ

1/2
B



=

S11 S12

S21 S22

 .

Under Assumptions (A.ii), B and C, by Silverstein and Bai (1995), the ESD of S22 almost

surely converges to a non-random probability distribution F whose Stieltjes transformm(z)

is the unique solution in the domain C+ to the equation

m(z) =

∫
1

t(1− ρ− ρzm(z))− z
dH(z), for all z ∈ C+.

By definition, each principal sample eigenvalues λ̂k solves the equation

0 = |λI− SN | = |λI− S22| · |λI− K̃N(λ)|, (8)

where

K̃N(λ) = S11 + S12(λI− S22)
−1S21 =

1

T
XA(I+AN)X

T
A = ΛΛΛ

1/2
A KN(λ)ΛΛΛ

1/2
A , (9)

and

AN = AN(λ) =
1

T
XT

B(λI− S22)
−1XB, KN(λ) =

1

T
ZA(I+AN)Z

T
A.

Further define

RN = RN(λ) =
1√
T

(
ZA(I+AN)Z

T
A − tr(I+AN) · I

)
,

then

KN(λ) =
1√
T
RN(λ) +

1

T
tr(I+AN(λ)) · I. (10)
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We first give three lemmas, which will be repeatedly used in the following proofs. The

first lemma is about the random matrix AN , and the second and third ones are about the

limiting distributions of (RN(λ)). The proofs of these lemmas are postponed to the end of

this subsection.

Lemma 1. Under Assumptions A–C, for i, j = 1, . . . , r, we have

1

T
trAN(λi) = Op(N

−1),
1

T
tr (AN(λi)AN(λj)) = Op(N

−2),

and
1

T

T∑
ℓ=1

([AN(λi)]ℓℓ[AN(λj)]ℓℓ) = Op(N
−2). (11)

Lemma 2. Under Assumptions A–C and assume that λ ≍ N , the random matrix RN(λ)

converges weakly to a symmetric Gaussian random matrix R = ([R]ij) with zero-mean and

the following covariance function:

Cov ([R]ij, [R]i′j′) =


0, if i ̸= i′, or j ̸= j′,

Var ([R]ij) = 1, if i = i′ ̸= j = j′,

Var ([R]ii) = E(z1[i])
4 − 1, if i = i′ = j = j′.

Lemma 3. Under Assumptions A–C and λ ≍ N , the block diagonal random matrix

RJN = diag(RN(λ1), . . . ,RN(λr)) converges weakly to a symmetric Gaussian block diag-

onal random matrix RJ = diag(R1, . . . ,Rr) with zero-mean and the following covariance

function, for any 1 ≤ m,m′ ≤ r,

Cov ([Rm]ij, [Rm′ ]i′j′) =


0, if i ̸= i′, or j ̸= j′,

1, if i = i′ ̸= j = j′,

E(z1[i])
4 − 1, if i = i′ = j = j′.

We now return to the analysis of principal sample eigenvalues λ̂k. Noting that the

principal eigenvalues of SN go to infinity and the estimate (5), without loss of generality,

we can assume that for N large enough, λ̂k is not an eigenvalue of S22. It follows that λ̂k

is the kth eigenvalue of matrix K̃N(λ̂k).

34



Note that

KN(λk)−KN(λ̂k) =
1

T 2
ZAX

T
B

(
(λ̂kI− S22)

−1 − (λkI− S22)
−1
)
XBZ

T
A

=

(
1− λ̂k

λk

)
QN ,

where

QN =
1

T 2λ̂k

ZAX
T
B

(
I− λ̂−1

k S22

)−1 (
I− λ−1

k S22

)−1
XBZ

T
A.

By the elementary formulae,

XT(I−XXT)−1 = (I−XTX)−1XT, (I−XXT)−1X = X(I−XTX)−1,

it follows that

QN =
1

T 2λ̂k

ZA

(
I− 1

T λ̂k

XT
BXB

)−1

XT
BXB

(
I− 1

Tλk

XT
BXB

)−1

ZT
A

= Op(1/N),

where the last step comes from the fact that eigenvalues of S22 are Op(1) and an analysis

similar to that of RN in the proof of Lemma 2 below. It follows from (7) that

KN(λk)−KN(λ̂k) = op(1/N). (12)

Recall that λ̂k is the kth largest eigenvalue of matrix K̃N(λ̂k). Denote matrix D =(
λ̂kI− K̃N(λ̂k)

)
/λk. From Assumption A, Lemmas 1, 2, and equations (7), (10) and (12),

it follows that

[D]kk =

(
λ̂k

λk

− 1

)
− 1√

T
[RN(λk)]kk +Op(1/T ),

for i ̸= k,

[D]ii =

(
λ̂k

λk

− λi

λk

)
− λi

λk

· 1√
T
[RN(λk)]ii +Op(1/T )

p−→ 1− θi/θk ̸= 0. (13)

and

[D]ij = −
√

λiλj

λk

· 1√
T
[RN(λk)]ij + op(1/N) = Op(1/

√
T ).
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Let det(A) be the determinant of a matrix A, then

0 = det
(
λ̂kI− K̃N(λ̂k)

)
/λk

= det



[D]11

. . . Op(1
√
T )

[D]kk

Op(1/
√
T )

. . .

[D]rr


=

(
r∏

i=1,i ̸=k

[D]ii

)
·

[(
λ̂k

λk

− 1

)
− 1√

T
[RN ]kk

]

+Op(1/T )

[(
λ̂k

λk

− 1

)
− 1√

T
[RN ]kk

]
+Op(1/T ).

Using (13) we then obtain that

λ̂k

λk

= 1 +
1√
T
[RN(λk)]kk +Op(1/T ).

In particular,

√
T

(
λ̂k

λk

− 1

)
− [RN(λk)]kk

p−→ 0. (14)

By Lemma 2, we obtain

√
T

(
λ̂k

λk

− 1

)
D→ N(0,E(z1[k])

4 − 1).

Similarly, the joint convergence of
√
T
(
λ̂1/λ1 − 1, · · · , λ̂r/λr − 1

)
follows from (14) and

Lemma 3.

We now prove Lemmas 1–3.

Proof of Lemma 1. By the estimate (5), it suffices to prove Lemma 1 for AN(λi)1(Fs) and

AN(λj)1(Fs). Under Assumption A, we have

1

T
trAN(λi)1(Fs) =

1

T
tr
(
(λiI− S22)

−1 S22

)
1(Fs) = Op(N

−1),
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and

1

T
tr (AN(λi)AN(λj))1(Fs) =

1

T
tr
(
(λiI− S22)

−1S22(λjI− S22)
−1S22

)
1(Fs)

= Op

(
N−2

)
.

To prove (1/T )
∑T

ℓ=1[AN(λi)]ℓℓ[AN(λj)]ℓℓ1(Fs) = Op(N
−2), it suffices to show that

max
i

max
ℓ

E
(
[AN(λi)]

2
ℓℓ1(Fs)

)
= O(N−2). (15)

Note that [AN ]ℓℓ = T−1z
(B)
ℓ

T
ΛΛΛ

1/2
B (λI−S22)

−1ΛΛΛ
1/2
B z

(B)
ℓ are identically distributed for different

ℓ, hence

E[AN(λi)]
2
ℓℓ1(Fs) =

1

T

T∑
ℓ=1

E
(
[AN(λi)]

2
ℓℓ1(Fs)

)
≤ 1

T
E
(
tr (AN(λi))

2 1(Fs)
)

=
1

T
E
(
tr
(
(λiI− S22)

−1S22

)2
1(Fs)

)
≤ C

N2
.

Proof of Lemma 2. Recall that ZA = (z(1), . . . , z(r))
T. We have

[ZA(I+AN(λ))Z
T
A]ij = zT(i)(I+AN(λ))z(j).

Consider the random vector of dimension K =
1

2
r(r + 1):

WN = WN(λ) :=
1√
T

(
zT(i)(IN +AN(λ))z(j) − tr(I+AN(λ)) · E(z(i)[1]z(j)[1])

)
1≤i≤j≤r

.

For any 1 ≤ ℓ, ℓ′ ≤ K, there exist two pairs (i, j) and (i′, j′), 1 ≤ i ≤ j ≤ r, 1 ≤ i′ ≤ j′ ≤ r

such that

WN [ℓ] =
1√
T

(
zT(i)(I+AN)z(j) − tr(I+AN) · E(z(i)[1]z(j)[1])

)
,

and

WN [ℓ
′] =

1√
T

(
zT(i′)(I+AN)z(j′) − tr(I+AN) · E(z(i′)[1]z(j′)[1])

)
.
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By Lemma 1, we have

lim
T→∞

1

T

T∑
t=1

([I+AN ]ii)
2 = 1, and lim

T→∞

1

T
tr(I+AN)

2 = 1.

By Corollary 7.1 of Bai and Yao (2008), the random vector WN converges weakly to

a K-dimensional Gaussian vector with mean zero and covariance matrix ΓΓΓW satisfying

[ΓΓΓW ]ℓℓ′ = ρ(i,j)(i′,j′), where

ρ(i,j)(i′,j′) = E
(
z(i)[1] z(j)[1] z(i′)[1] z(j′)[1]

)
− E

(
z(i)[1] z(j)[1]

)
E
(
z(i′)[1] z(j′)[1]

)
= E (z1[i] z1[j] z1[i

′] z1[j
′])− E (z1[i] z1[j]) E (z1[i

′] z1[j
′]) .

The result follows.

Proof of Lemma 3. Consider the block diagonal random matrix

RJN = diag (RN(λ1), . . . ,RN(λr))

as an M = r × 1

2
r(r + 1) dimensional vector

1√
T

((
zT(i)(I+AN(λ1))z(j) − tr(I+AN(λ1)) · E(z(i)[1]z(j)[1])

)
1≤i≤j≤r

, . . . ,(
zT(i)(I+AN(λr))z(j) − tr(I+AN(λr)) · E(z(i)[1]z(j)[1])

)
1≤i≤j≤r

)
.

By Assumption A–C and Lemma 1, the block diagonal random matrix RJN converges

weakly to a symmetric Gaussian block diagonal random matrix

RJ = diag(R1, . . . ,Rr)

with mean zero and covariance function as follows: for any 1 ≤ m,m′ ≤ r,

Cov ([Rm]ij, [Rm′ ]i′j′) = E (z1[i] z1[j] z1[i
′] z1[j

′])− E (z1[i] z1[j]) · E (z1[i
′] z1[j

′]) .

The conclusion follows.
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S3. Proof of Theorem 2

Proof. Write

tr(ΣΣΣ−r) =
N∑

j=r+1

λj, tr(S−r) =
N∑

j=r+1

λ̂j.

To prove Theorem 2, we first show that tr(S−r)/N has a faster convergence rate than
√
T ,

that is,

∆ :=
√
T

(
1

N
tr(S−r)−

1

N
tr(ΣΣΣ−r)

)
p−→ 0. (16)

Decompose ∆ = ∆1 +∆2, where

∆1 =
√
T

(
1

N
tr(S−r)−

1

N
tr(S22)

)
, ∆2 =

√
T

(
1

N
tr(S22)−

1

N
tr(ΣΣΣ−r)

)
.

Note that ∆2
p−→ 0 by Theorem 2.1 of Zheng et al. (2015).

Next we analyze ∆1. Note that

tr(SN) = tr(S11) + tr(S22) =
r∑

j=1

λ̂j + tr(S−r).

Hence

∆1 =
r∑

j=1

√
T
(
γj(S11/N)− λ̂j/N

)
.

By inequality (6), we have

r
√
T

N
γT (S22) ≤

r∑
j=1

√
T

(
λ̂j

N
− γj(S11/N)

)
≤ r

√
T

N
γ1(S22).

By Assumption (A.ii) and Assumption C, we have ∆1
p−→ 0. Hence, (16) holds.

We can then rewrite the result of Theorem 1 as follows:

√
T





λ̂1/N

...

λ̂r/N

tr(S−r)/N


−



λ1/N

...

λr/N

tr(ΣΣΣ−r)/N




→ N(0,ΣΣΣJ),
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where ΣΣΣJ = diag(θ21σ
2
λ1
, . . . , θ2rσ

2
λr
, 0). For any k = 1, . . . , r, by considering the function

f(x) = f(x1, . . . , xr+1) =
xk∑r

i ̸=k,i=1 xi

,

and using the Delta method, we get that

√
T

(
λ̂k

tr(Σ̂ΣΣN)− λ̂k

− λk

tr(ΣΣΣ)− λk

)
D→ N(0, σ2

−k),

where

σ2
−k =

θ2k(∑r
i ̸=k,i=1 θi +

∫
tdH(t)

)2
σ2

λk
+

∑r
j ̸=k,j=1 θ

2
j σ2

λj(∑r
i ̸=k,i=1 θi +

∫
tdH(t)

)2
 .

Finally, σ̂2
−k defined in Theorem 2 is a consistent estimator of σ2

−k by Theorem 1 and

(16).

S4. Some preliminary results for proving Theorems 3

and 6

We first derive some preliminary results in preparation for the proofs of Theorems 3 and 6.

Recall that we write uk = (uT
kA,u

T
kB)

T as the eigenvector of SN corresponding to the

eigenvalue λ̂k, where ukA and ukB are of dimensions r and N − r, respectively. Also recall

that ũkA = ukA/∥ukA∥. Further denote by ẽkA the r dimensional vector with 1 in the kth

coordinate and 0’s elsewhere.

Proposition 1. Under Assumptions A–C, for 1 ≤ k ≤ r, we have

T
(
1− (ũkA[k])

2) D→
r∑

i ̸=k,i=1

ωki · Z2
i ,

where ωki =
θkθi

(θk − θi)2
and Zi

iid∼ N(0, 1).
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Remark 7. As a corollary, we have

N (1− |ũkA[k]|) = N

(
1− |uk[k]|

∥ukA∥

)
D→ ρ

2

r∑
i ̸=k,i=1

ωki · Z2
i .

Proposition 2. Under Assumptions A–C,

(i) for 1 ≤ k ≤ r, we have

√
T (ũkA − ẽkA)

D→ N(0,ΣΣΣk),

where

ΣΣΣk =
r∑

i ̸=k,i=1

ωkiẽiAẽ
T
iA, and ωki =

θkθi
(θk − θi)2

;

(ii) for any fixed r-dimensional vectors ck, k = 1, . . . , r, if there exist i ̸= j such that

ci[j] ̸= cj[i], then

√
T

r∑
k=1

cTk (ũkA − ẽkA)
D→ N

(
0,

r−1∑
k=1

r∑
i=k+1

ωki(ck[i]− ci[k])
2

)
;

(iii) for 1 ≤ ℓ, k ≤ r, the ℓth principal eigenvalue
√
T (λ̂ℓ/λℓ − 1) and the kth principal

eigenvector
√
T (ũkA − ẽkA) are asymptotically independent.

Remark 8. The conclusion in (i) coincides with Theorem 3.2 in Wang and Fan (2017),

which is proved under the sub-Gaussian assumption.

Proposition 3. Under Assumptions A–C, for 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ r, we have

√
T

(
λk

(
1− ∥ukA∥2

)
− 1

T

N∑
j=r+1

λ̂j

(1− λ̂j/λk)2

)
D→ N(0, σ2

kA),

where σ2
kA = (E(z1[k])

4 − 3) · ρ2
(∫

xdF (x)
)2

+ 2ρ
∫
x2dF (x) and the function F (·) is a

distribution function whose Stieltjes transform, mF , is the unique solution in the set {mF ∈

C+ : −(1− ρ)/z + ρmF ∈ C+} to the equation

mF =

∫
dH(τ)

τ(1− ρ− ρzmF )− z
,

where H is given in Assumption (A.ii).
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Remark 9. Under Assumptions A–C, Proposition 3 can be rewritten as

N3/2

(
1− ∥ukA∥2 −

1

Tλk

N∑
j=r+1

λ̂j

(1− λ̂j/λk)2

)
D→ N(0, ρσ2

kA/θ
2
k),

or

N3/2

(
1− ∥ukA∥ −

1

2Tλk

N∑
j=r+1

λ̂j

(1− λ̂j/λk)2

)
D→ N(0, ρσ2

kA/(4θ
2
k)). (17)

In particular, N (1− ∥ukA∥)
p−→ ρ

2θk

∫
xdF (x).

A. Proof of Proposition 1

Proof. By definition,

SNuk = λ̂kuk.

Writing uk = (uT
kA,u

T
kB)

T gives us that

S11ukA + S12ukB = λ̂kukA, (18)

S21ukA + S22ukB = λ̂kukB. (19)

Solving (19) for ukB yields

ukB = (λ̂kI− S22)
−1S21ukA. (20)

Replacing ukB in (18) with (20) gives

(
S11 + S12(λ̂kI− S22)

−1S21

)
ukA = λ̂kukA,

in other words, K̃N(λ̂k)ukA = λ̂kukA.

To prove Proposition 1, we first show that ũkA − ẽkA
p−→ 0, where ũkA = ukA/∥ukA∥.
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It follows from the definition of KN that

ũkA =
1

λ̂k

K̃N(λ̂k)ũkA

=
1

λ̂k

K̃N(λk)ũkA +
1

λ̂k

ΛΛΛ
1/2
A

(
KN(λ̂k)−KN(λk)

)
ΛΛΛ

1/2
A ũkA

=
1

λ̂k

K̃N(λk)ũkA +
1

λ̂2
k

(
1− λ̂k

λk

)
ΛΛΛ

1/2
A MNΛΛΛ

1/2
A ũkA,

where

MN =
1

T 2
ZAX

T
B(I− λ̂−1

k S22)
−1(I− λ−1

k S22)
−1XBZ

T
A.

Because ∥S22∥ and ∥(1/T )ZAZ
T
A∥ are both Op(1), and λk ≍ N and λ̂k = Op(N), we have

∥MN∥ = Op(1). Thus, by Theorem 1 and Assumption A, we get

ũkA =
1

λ̂k

K̃N(λk)ũkA +Op(N
−3/2).

For the first term, consider the following decomposition:

1

λ̂k

K̃N(λk)ũkA =
1

λ̂k

ΛΛΛ
1/2
A KN(λk)ΛΛΛ

1/2
A ũkA

=
1

λ̂k

ΛΛΛ
1/2
A

(
1√
T
RN(λk) +

1

T
tr(I+AN(λk))

)
ΛΛΛ

1/2
A ũkA

=
1

λ̂k

1√
T
ΛΛΛ

1/2
A RN(λk)ΛΛΛ

1/2
A ũkA +

ΛΛΛA

λ̂k

ũkA +
1

T
trAN · Λ

ΛΛA

λ̂k

ũkA

=
1

λ̂k

1√
T
ΛΛΛ

1/2
A RN(λk)ΛΛΛ

1/2
A ũkA +

ΛΛΛA

λ̂k

ũkA +Op(1/N),

where the last step comes from Assumption A and Lemma 1. Hence,

ũkA =
1

λ̂k

√
T
ΛΛΛ

1/2
A RN(λk)ΛΛΛ

1/2
A ũkA +

ΛΛΛA

λ̂k

ũkA +Op(1/N). (21)

Subtracting (ΛΛΛA/λk)ũkA on both sides of (21) yields

(
I− ΛΛΛA

λk

)
ũkA =

1

λ̂k

√
T

ΛΛΛ
1/2
A RN(λk)ΛΛΛ

1/2
A ũkA

+
ΛΛΛA

λ̂k

(
1− λ̂k

λk

)
ũkA +Op(1/N). (22)
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Further define

ON,k =
r∑

i ̸=k,i=1

λk

λk − λi

ẽiAẽ
T
iA.

It is easy to see that

ON,k

(
I− ΛΛΛA

λk

)
=

r∑
i ̸=k,i=1

ẽiAẽ
T
iA = I− ẽkAẽ

T
kA.

Left-multiplying ON,k on both sides of (22) yields

ũkA − ⟨ũkA, ẽkA⟩ẽkA =
1

λ̂k

√
T
ON,kΛΛΛ

1/2
A RN(λk)ΛΛΛ

1/2
A ũkA

+

(
1− λ̂k

λk

)
1

λ̂k

ON,kΛΛΛAũkA +Op(1/N). (23)

By Lemma 2 and Theorem 1, we get

ũkA − ⟨ũkA, ẽkA⟩ẽkA = OP (1/
√
T ).

It follows that ũkA − ẽkA
p−→ 0.

Replacing λ̂k and ũkA on the right hand side of equation (21) with λk and ẽkA, respec-

tively, yields

ũkA − ẽkA =
1

λk

√
T
ΛΛΛ

1/2
A RN(λk)ΛΛΛ

1/2
A ẽkA +

(
λk

λ̂k

− 1

)
ΛΛΛA

λk

ẽkA

+
ΛΛΛA

λk

(ũkA − ẽkA) +

(
ΛΛΛA

λk

− I

)
ẽkA + op(1/

√
T ).

Rewrite the above equation as

√
T

(
I− ΛΛΛA

λk

)
(ũkA − ẽkA) =

1

λk

ΛΛΛ
1/2
A RN(λk)ΛΛΛ

1/2
A ẽkA +

√
T

(
λk

λ̂k

− 1

)
ΛΛΛA

λk

ẽkA

+
√
T

(
ΛΛΛA

λk

− I

)
ẽkA + op(1).

Multiplying ON,k on both sides yields

√
T (ũkA − ẽkA) =

1

λk

ON,kΛΛΛ
1/2
A RN(λk)ΛΛΛ

1/2
A ẽkA

+
√
T (⟨ũkA, ẽkA⟩ − 1) ẽkA + op(1), (24)
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where the last step comes from the facts that ON,kΛΛΛAẽkA = 0 and ON,kẽkA = 0. Write

W⊥
k =

r∑
i ̸=k,i=1

ẽiAẽ
T
iA.

Then

ũkA = ⟨ũkA, ẽkA⟩ẽkA +W⊥
k ũkA.

Notice that ũkA and ẽkA are both unit vectors, thus

1 = ⟨ũkA, ẽkA⟩2 + ∥W⊥
k ũkA∥2. (25)

From (24) and the fact that W⊥
k ẽkA = 0, we get

W⊥
k ũkA = W⊥

k (ũkA − ẽkA)

=
1

λk

√
T
W⊥

k ON,kΛΛΛ
1/2
A RN(λk)ΛΛΛ

1/2
A ẽkA + op(1/

√
T ). (26)

Combining (25) and (26) gives

T
(
1− ⟨ũkA, ẽkA⟩2

)
= T∥W⊥

k ũkA∥2

=
1

λ2
k

ẽTkAΛΛΛ
1/2
A RN(λk)ΛΛΛ

1/2
A ON,kW

⊥
k ON,kΛΛΛ

1/2
A RN(λk)ΛΛΛ

1/2
A ẽkA + op(1)

=
r∑

i ̸=k,i=1

λ2
k

(λk − λi)2

[
1

λk

ΛΛΛ
1/2
A RN(λk)ΛΛΛ

1/2
A

]2
ki

+ op(1)

=
r∑

i ̸=k,i=1

λkλi

(λk − λi)2
[RN(λk)]

2
ki + op(1). (27)

By Lemma 2, the conclusion follows.
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B. Proof of Proposition 2

Proof. By (24), we obtain

√
T (ũkA − ẽkA)

=
1

λk

ON,k ΛΛΛ
1/2
A RN(λk)ΛΛΛ

1/2
A ẽkA +

√
T (⟨ũkA, ẽkA⟩ − 1) ẽkA + op(1)

=
r∑

i ̸=k,i=1

1

λk − λi

[
ΛΛΛ

1/2
A RN(λk)ΛΛΛ

1/2
A

]
ki
ẽiA −

√
T (1− ⟨ũkA, ẽkA⟩) ẽkA + op(1)

=
r∑

i ̸=k,i=1

√
λkλi

λk − λi

[RN(λk)]kiẽiA −
√
T (1− ⟨ũkA, ẽkA⟩) ẽkA + op(1). (28)

By Lemma 2, the conclusion in Part (i) follows.

Next, for any fixed vectors ck, k = 1, . . . , r, if there exist i ̸= j such that ci[j] ̸= cj[i],

then by (28) and (27) and Lemma 2, we have

√
T

r∑
k=1

cTk (ũkA − ẽkA) = I1 −
1√
T
I2 + op(1), (29)

where

I1 =
r∑

k=1

r∑
i ̸=k,i=1

√
λkλi

λk − λi

[RN(λk)]ki ck[i]

=
r−1∑
k=1

r∑
i=k+1

√
λkλi

λk − λi

(ck[i]− ci[k]) [RN(λk)]ki

D→ N

(
0,

r−1∑
k=1

r∑
i=k+1

ωki(ck[i]− ci[k])
2

)
,

and

I2 =
r∑

k=1

ck[k] · T (1− ⟨ũkA, ẽkA⟩)

=
1

2

r∑
k=1

r∑
i ̸=k,i=1

λkλi

(λk − λi)2
ck[k][RN(λk)]

2
ki + op(1)

=
1

2

r−1∑
k=1

r∑
i=k+1

λkλi

(λk − λi)2
(ck[k] + ci[i]) [RN(λk)]

2
ki + op(1)

D→ 1

2

r−1∑
k=1

r∑
i=k+1

ωki (ck[k] + ci[i])Z
2
ki,
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where Zki
iid∼ N(0, 1). The conclusion in Part (ii) follows.

Finally, by (14) and (28), Proposition 1 and Lemma 2,
√
T (λ̂ℓ/λℓ−1) and

√
T (ũkA − ekA)

are asymptotically independent.

C. Proof of Proposition 3

Proof. Recall that ukB =
(
λ̂kI− S22

)−1

S21ukA. We have

∥ukA∥2 = 1− uT
kBukB = 1− uT

kAS12(λ̂kI− S22)
−2S21ukA.

Dividing both sides by ∥ukA∥2 yields

1 =
1

∥ukA∥2
− ũT

kAS12

(
λ̂kI− S22

)−2

S21ũkA. (30)

Hence,

1− ∥ukA∥2 = 1− 1

1 + ũT
kAS12

(
λ̂kI− S22

)−2

S21ũkA

= ũT
kAS12

(
λ̂kI− S22

)−2

S21ũkA + ε̃kA, (31)

where

ε̃kA =

−
(
ũT
kAS12

(
λ̂kI− S22

)−2

S21ũkA

)2

1 + ũT
kAS12

(
λ̂kI− S22

)−2

S21ũkA

.

To derive the CLT of ∥ukA∥2, we need to analyze the term S12(λ̂kI − S22)
−2S21. We first

study the difference when replacing λ̂k with λk in S12(λ̂kI− S22)
−2S21. We have

S12

(
(λ̂kI− S22)

−2 − (λkI− S22)
−2
)
S21

= S12

(
(λ̂kI− S22)

−1 − (λkI− S22)
−1
)(

(λ̂kI− S22)
−1 + (λkI− S22)

−1
)
S21

= L1 + L2,
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where

L1 = (λk − λ̂k)S12(λ̂kI− S22)
−1(λkI− S22)

−2S21,

L2 = (λk − λ̂k)S12(λ̂kI− S22)
−2(λkI− S22)

−1S21.

Define

Q̃N(λk) =
1√
T

{
1

T
ZAX

T
B(I− λ−1

k S22)
−3XBZ

T
A − tr

(
(I− λ−1

k S22)
−3S22

)
· I
}
.

By Theorem 7.1 of Bai and Yao (2008), Q̃N(λk) converges weakly to a symmetric Gaussian

random matrix Q∗ with zero mean and finite covariance functions. Using the definitions of

S12 and S21, we can rewrite L1 as

L1 = (λk − λ̂k) S12(λkI− S22)
−3S21

+(λk − λ̂k)
2 S12(λ̂kI− S22)

−1(λkI− S22)
−3S21

= (λk − λ̂k)
1

T 2
ΛΛΛ

1/2
A ZAX

T
B(λkI− S22)

−3XBZ
T
AΛΛΛ

1/2
A

+(λk − λ̂k)
2 1

T 2
ΛΛΛ

1/2
A ZAX

T
B(λ̂kI− S22)

−1(λkI− S22)
−3XBZ

T
AΛΛΛ

1/2
A

=
1

λk

(
1− λ̂k

λk

)
ΛΛΛA

λk

1

T
tr
(
(I− λ−1

k S22)
−3S22

)
+Op(1/N

2),

where the last two steps follow from Assumption A and the facts that 1 − λ̂k/λk =

Op(1/
√
T ), Q̃N(λk) = Op(1) and ∥S22∥ = Op(1). Similarly, we obtain

L2 =
1

λk

(
1− λ̂k

λk

)
ΛΛΛA

λk

1

T
tr
(
(I− λ−1

k S22)
−3S22

)
+Op(1/N

2).

In addition, we have

S12 (λkI− S22)
−2 S21 =

1

T 2
ΛΛΛ

1/2
A ZAX

T
B (λkI− S22)

−2XBZ
T
AΛΛΛ

1/2
A

=
1

λ2
k

√
T
ΛΛΛ

1/2
A R̃N(λk)ΛΛΛ

1/2
A +

ΛΛΛA

λ2
k

1

T
tr
((

I− λ−1
k S22

)−2
S22

)
,

where

R̃N(λk) =
1√
T

{
1

T
ZAX

T
B

(
I− λ−1

k S22

)−2
XBZ

T
A − tr

((
I− λ−1

k S22

)−2
S22

)
· I
}
.
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By Theorem 7.1 of Bai and Yao (2008), R̃N(λk) converges weakly to a symmetric Gaussian

random matrix R̃ with zero mean and finite covariance functions. Combining the results

above, we obtain

S12

(
λ̂kI− S22

)−2

S21

=S12 (λkI− S22)
2 S21 + S12

((
λ̂kI− S22

)−2

− (λkI− S22)
−2

)
S21

=
1

λ2
k

√
T
ΛΛΛ

1/2
A R̃N(λk)ΛΛΛ

1/2
A +

ΛΛΛA

λ2
k

1

T
tr
((

I− λ−1
k S22

)−2
S22

)
+

2

λk

(
1− λ̂k

λk

)
ΛΛΛA

λk

1

T
tr
((

I− λ−1
k S22

)−3
S22

)
+Op(1/N

2)

=Op

(
1

λk

)
.

(32)

It follows that ε̃kA = Op(1/λ
2
k), and

1− ∥ukA∥2 = ũT
kAS12

(
λ̂kI− S22

)−2

S21ũkA +Op(1/λ
2
k). (33)

Next, we derive the limit of λk (1− ∥ukA||2). By Assumption A and (32), we have

λk

(
1− ∥ukA∥2

)
= λk · ũT

kAS12

(
λ̂kI− S22

)−2

S21ũkA +Op(1/λk)

=
1

λk

√
T
ũT
kAΛΛΛ

1/2
A R̃N(λk)ΛΛΛ

1/2
A ũkA +

1

T
tr
((

I− λ−1
k S22

)−2
S22

)
· ũ

T
kAΛΛΛAũkA

λk

+2

(
1− λ̂k

λk

)
1

T
tr
((

I− λ−1
k S22

)−3
S22

)
· ũ

T
kAΛΛΛAũkA

λk

+ op(1/
√
T ).

Replacing ũkA with ẽkA and using Proposition 2, we get

λk

(
1− ∥ukA∥2

)
=

1√
T
[R̃N(λk)]kk +

1

T
tr
((

I− λ−1
k S22

)−2
S22

)
+ 2

(
1− λ̂k

λk

)
1

T
tr
((

I− λ−1
k S22

)−3
S22

)
+ op(1/

√
T ).

(34)

Under Assumptions A–C, we have

1

T
tr
((

I− λ−1
k S22

)−2
S22

)
p−→ ρ

∫
xdF (x),
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where F (·) is the LSD of S22. According to Theorem 1.1 of Silverstein and Bai (1995), the

Stieltjes transform of F , mF , is the unique solution in the set {mF ∈ C+ : −(1 − ρ)/z +

ρmF ∈ C+} to the equation

mF =

∫
dH(τ)

τ(1− ρ− ρzmF )− z
.

Therefore, λk (1− ∥ukA∥2)
p−→ ρ

∫
xdF (x).

We now consider the limiting distribution of λk (1− ∥ukA∥2). By (34) and (14), we get

√
T

{
λk

(
1− ∥ukA∥2

)
− 1

T
tr
((

I− λ−1
k S22

)−2
S22

)}
= [R̃N(λk)]kk − 2[RN(λk)]kk ·

1

T
tr
((

I− λ−1
k S22

)−3
S22

)
+ op(1).

Notice that[RN(λ)]kk

[R̃N(λ)]kk

 =


1√
T
[ZAC̃NZ

T
A − tr(C̃N) · I]kk

1√
T
[ZAD̃NZ

T
A − tr(D̃N) · I]kk

 =


1√
T

(
zT(k)C̃Nz(k) − tr(C̃N)

)
1√
T

(
zT(k)D̃Nz(k) − tr(D̃N)

)
 ,

where

C̃N = C̃N(λ) = I+
1

T
XT

B (λI− S22)
−1XB,

D̃N = D̃N(λ) =
1

T
XT

B

(
I− λ−1S22

)−2
XB.

To finish the proof, we need the following lemma, which will be proved at the end of this

subsection.

Lemma 4. Under Assumptions A–C, if λ ≍ T , then

[RN(λ)]kk

[R̃N(λ)]kk

 converges weakly to a

zero-mean Gaussian vector with covariance matrix ΩΩΩk =

ΩΩΩk,11 ΩΩΩk,12

ΩΩΩk,21 ΩΩΩk,22

 , where

ΩΩΩk,11 = E(z1[k])
4 − 1,

ΩΩΩk,22 =
(
E(z1[k])

4 − 3
)
· ρ2
(∫

xdF (x)

)2

+ 2ρ

∫
x2dF (x),

ΩΩΩk,12 =
(
E(z1[k])

4 − 1
)
· ρ
∫

xdF (x),
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where F (·) is the LSD of S22.

Based on the lemma above, we conclude that

√
T

{
λk

(
1− ∥ukA∥2

)
− 1

T
tr
((

I− λ−1
k S22

)−2
S22

)}
D→ N(0, σ2

kA),

where

σ2
kA =

(
−2ρ

∫
xdF (x), 1

)ΩΩΩk,11 ΩΩΩk,12

ΩΩΩk,12 ΩΩΩk,22


−2ρ

∫
xdF (x)

1


=

(
E(z1[k])

4 − 3
)
· ρ2
(∫

xdF (x)

)2

+ 2ρ

∫
x2dF (x).

Further, from Assumption A that λk = Op(N) for k ≤ r, and the boundedness of the

eigenvalues of S22 and maxj>r λ̂j with high probability, it follows that

√
T

[
1

T
tr
((

I− λ−1
k S22

)−2
S22

)
− 1

T
tr(S22)

]
p−→ 0,

and

√
T

[
1

T

N∑
j=r+1

λ̂j

(1− λ̂j/λk)2
− 1

T

N∑
j=r+1

λ̂j

]
p−→ 0.

Recall that

√
T

[
1

T
tr(S22)−

1

T

N∑
j=r+1

λ̂j

]
p−→ 0,

which has been shown in the proof of (16). Therefore, Proposition 3 follows.

At last, we prove Lemma 4.

Proof of Lemma 4. By Theorem 2.1 of Wang et al. (2014),

[RN(λ)]kk

[R̃N(λ)]kk

 converges weakly
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to a zero-mean Gaussian vector with covariance matrix ΩΩΩk =

ΩΩΩk,11 ΩΩΩk,12

ΩΩΩk,21 ΩΩΩk,22

 , where

ΩΩΩk,11 = ω1A1 + (τ1 − ω1)(A2 + A3),

ΩΩΩk,22 = ω2A1 + (τ2 − ω2)(A2 + A3),

ΩΩΩk,12 = ω3A1 + (τ3 − ω3)(A2 + A3),

with

A1 = E(z(k)[1])
4 − 1 = E(z1[k])

4 − 1, A2 = 1, A3 = 1,

τ1 = lim
N

1

T
tr
(
C̃2

N

)
, τ2 = lim

N

1

T
tr
(
D̃2

N

)
, τ3 = lim

N

1

T
tr
(
C̃ND̃N

)
,

ω1 = lim
N

1

T
tr
(
C̃N ◦ C̃N

)
, ω2 = lim

N

1

T
tr
(
D̃N ◦ D̃N

)
, ω3 = lim

N

1

T
tr
(
C̃N ◦ D̃N

)
,

where A ◦ B denotes the Hadamard product of two symmetric matrices A and B, i.e.

[A ◦B]ij = [A]ij · [B]ij.

To prove Lemma 4, we need to compute the values of τi and ωi, i = 1, 2, 3. We start

with τi’s. From the definitions of C̃N and D̃N , it is easy to check that

τ1 = lim
N

1

T
tr(C̃2

N)

= lim
N

1

T
tr

(
I+

2

T
XT

B (λI− S22)
−1XB +

1

T
XT

B(λI− S22)
−1XB · 1

T
XT

B (λI− S22)
−1XB

)
= 1 + 2 lim

N

1

T
tr
(
(λI− S22)

−1 S22

)
+ lim

N

1

T
tr
(
(λI− S22)

−1 S22 (λI− S22)
−1 S22

)
= 1;

τ2 = lim
N

1

T
tr(D̃2

N) = lim
N

1

T
tr

(
1

T
XT

B(I− λ−1S22)
−2XB · 1

T
XT

B(I− λ−1S22)
−2XB

)
= lim

N

1

T
tr

(
1

T
XT

B(I− λ−1S22)
−2S22(I− λ−1S22)

−2S22

)
= ρ

∫
x2dF (x);
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and

τ3 = lim
N

1

T
tr(C̃ND̃N)

= lim
N

1

T
tr

(
1

T
XT

B(I− λ−1S22)
−2XB +

1

T
XT

B(λI− S22)
−1XB · 1

T
XT

B(I− λ−1S22)
−2XB

)
= lim

N

1

T
tr
((

I− λ−1S22

)−2
S22

)
+ lim

N

1

T
tr
(
(λI− S22)

−1 S22

(
I− λ−1S22

)−2
S22

)
= ρ

∫
x dF (x).

Next, we calculate the values of ωi, i = 1, 2, 3. Denote by XBi the matrix obtained from

XB by deleting its ith column. Then

S22 =
1

T
XBiX

T
Bi +

1

T
x
(B)
i x

(B)
i

T
.

Recall that for any invertible matrix A and vector r, one has

(A+ rrT)−1 = A−1 − A−1rrTA−1

1 + rTA−1r
,

and

rT(A+ rrT)−2r =
rTA−2r

(1 + rTA−1r)2
.

By Assumption A, we have

[D̃N ]ii =
1

T
x
(B)
i

T
(λ−1S22 − I)−2x

(B)
i

=

1

T
x
(B)
i

T (
1/(Tλ)XBiX

T
Bi − I

)−2
x
(B)
i(

1 +
1

T
x
(B)
i

T
(T−1XBiXT

Bi − λI)
−1

x
(B)
i

)2

p−→ ρ

∫
xdF (x), (35)

and

[C̃N ]ii = 1− 1

T
x
(B)
i

T
(S22 − λI)−1x

(B)
i

= 1−

1

T
x
(B)
i

T (
T−1XBiX

T
Bi − λI

)−1
x
(B)
i

1 +
1

T
x
(B)
i

T
(T−1XBiXT

Bi − λI)
−1

x
(B)
i

p−→ 1. (36)
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It is easy to see that

lim
N

1

T
E tr

(
T−1XT

B(I− λ−1S22)
−2XB

)4
1(Fs) < ∞,

and

lim
N

1

T
E tr

(
T−1XT

B(λI− S22)
−1XB

)4
1(Fs) = 0.

Hence

sup
N

E([D̃N ]ii1(Fs))
4 ≤ sup

N

1

T
E tr

(
T−1XT

B(I− λ−1S22)
−2XB

)4
1(Fs) < ∞

and supN E([C̃N ]ii1(Fs))
4 < ∞, which implies that the family of random variables {[D̃N ]

2
ii1(Fs)}

and {[C̃N ]
2
ii1(Fs)} are uniformly integrable. Together with (35) and (36) and the fact that

1(Fs) = 1 with high probability, we get

E

∣∣∣∣∣ 1T
T∑
i=1

[D̃N ]
2
ii1(Fs)−

(
ρ

∫
xdF (x)

)2
∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ E

∣∣∣∣∣[D̃N ]
2
111(Fs)−

(
ρ

∫
xdF (x)

)2
∣∣∣∣∣→ 0,

and

E

∣∣∣∣∣ 1T
T∑
t=1

[C̃N ]
2
tt1(Fs)− 1

∣∣∣∣∣→ 0.

Thus,
1

T

∑T
t=1[D̃N ]

2
tt1(Fs)

p−→
(
ρ
∫
xdF (x)

)2
and

1

T

∑T
t=1[C̃N ]

2
tt1(Fs)

p−→ 1. Moreover, not-

ing that in the event Fs, [C̃N ]ii and [D̃N ]ii, i = 1, . . . , T , are uniformly bounded and that

P (Fs) → 1, we obtain

1

T

T∑
i=1

[D̃N ]
2
ii

p−→
(
ρ

∫
xdF (x)

)2

, and
1

T

T∑
i=1

[C̃N ]
2
ii

p−→ 1

Therefore,

ω1 = lim
N

1

T
tr
(
C̃N ◦ C̃N

)
= 1,

ω2 = lim
N

1

T
tr
(
D̃N ◦ D̃N

)
= ρ2

(∫
xdF (x)

)2

,
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and

ω3 = lim
N

1

T
tr
(
C̃N ◦ D̃N

)
= ρ

∫
xdF (x).

In summary, [RN(λ)]kk

[R̃N(λ)]kk

 D→ N

0,ΩΩΩk =

ΩΩΩk,11 ΩΩΩk,12

ΩΩΩk,12 ΩΩΩk,22


 ,

where

ΩΩΩk,11 = E(z1[k])
4 − 1

ΩΩΩk,22 =
(
E(z1[k])

4 − 3
)
· ρ2

(∫
xdF (x)

)2

+ 2ρ

∫
x2dF (x), and

ΩΩΩk,12 =
(
E(z1[k])

4 − 1
)
· ρ
∫

xdF (x).

S5. Proof of Theorem 3

Proof. Recall that ⟨vk, v̂k⟩ = ⟨uk, ek⟩, where vk, v̂k are the kth principal eigenvector of ΣΣΣ

and kth principal sample eigenvector of Σ̂ΣΣN , respectively, and uk is the kth eigenvector of

sample covariance matrix SN . Under Assumptions A–C, by Propositions 1 and 3, we get

T

(
1− ⟨uk, ek⟩2 −

1

Tλk

N∑
j=r+1

λ̂j

(1− λ̂j/λk)2

)

= T

(
1− ∥ukA∥2 + ∥ukA∥2

(
1− ⟨ũkA, ẽkA⟩2

)
− 1

Tλk

N∑
j=r+1

λ̂j

(1− λ̂j/λk)2

)

=
T

λk

(
λk

(
1− ∥ukA∥2

)
− 1

T

N∑
j=r+1

λ̂j

(1− λ̂j/λk)2

)
+ T∥ukA∥2

(
1− ⟨ũkA, ẽkA⟩2

)
D→

r∑
i ̸=k,i=1

ωki Z
2
i ,

where Zi are i.i.d. standard normal random variables.
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It remains to prove that

1

λk

N∑
j=r+1

λ̂j(
1− λ̂j/λk

)2 − 1

λ̂k

N∑
j=r+1

λ̂j(
1− λ̂j/λ̂k

)2 p−→ 0.

Rewrite the term as

1

λk

N∑
j=r+1

λ̂j(
1− λ̂j/λk

)2 − 1

λ̂k

N∑
j=r+1

λ̂j(
1− λ̂j/λk

)2
+

1

λ̂k

N∑
j=r+1

λ̂j(
1− λ̂j/λk

)2 − 1

λ̂k

N∑
j=r+1

λ̂j(
1− λ̂j/λ̂k

)2
=

1

λ̂k

(
λ̂k

λk

− 1

)
N∑

j=r+1

λ̂j(
1− λ̂j/λk

)2
+

1

λ̂2
k

(
1− λ̂k

λk

)
N∑

j=r+1

λ̂2
j

(
2− λ̂j/λk − λ̂j/λ̂k

)
(
1− λ̂j/λ̂k

)2 (
1− λ̂j/λk

)2 .
By Assumption A–C and Theorem 1, the term converge to zero in probability.

S6. Proofs of Theorem 6 and Corollary 1

Proof of Theorem 6. By (28), we have

√
N
(
ũ
(i)
kA − ẽkA

)
=

√
N

Ti

r∑
ℓ ̸=k,ℓ=1

√
λ
(i)
k λ

(i)
ℓ

λ
(i)
k − λ

(i)
ℓ

[R
(i)
N (λ

(i)
k )]kℓ ẽℓA + op(1), i = 1, 2. (37)

Hence, when ℓ ̸= k,

√
N

u
(i)
k [ℓ]

∥u(i)
kA∥

=

√
N

T i
·

√
λ
(i)
k λ

(i)
ℓ

λ
(i)
k − λ

(i)
ℓ

[R
(i)
N (λ

(i)
k )]kℓ + op(1), i = 1, 2. (38)

Similarly, by (27),

N

(
1− |u(i)

k [k]|
∥u(i)

kA∥

)
=

N

2Ti

·
r∑

ℓ̸=k,ℓ=1

λ
(i)
k λ

(i)
ℓ

(λ
(i)
k − λ

(i)
ℓ )2

[R
(i)
N (λ

(i)
k )]2kℓ + op(1), i = 1, 2. (39)

Proposition 3 implies that

N(1− ∥u(i)
kA∥)

p−→ ρi

2θ
(i)
k

∫
xdF (i)(x), i = 1, 2. (40)
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Write the two population eigen-matrices V(1),V(2) as

V(i) = (v
(i)
1 , . . . ,v

(i)
N ), i = 1, 2,

and define

ΞΞΞ = ([ΞΞΞ]ij) = V(1)TV(2) =

ΞΞΞ11 ΞΞΞ12

ΞΞΞ21 ΞΞΞ22,


where [ΞΞΞ]ij = v

(1)
i

Tv
(2)
j , and ΞΞΞ11,ΞΞΞ12,ΞΞΞ21,ΞΞΞ22 are of sizes r× r, r× (N − r), (N − r)× r and

(N − r)× (N − r), respectively.

Under null hypothesis H
(III,k)
0 : |⟨v(1)

k ,v
(2)
k ⟩| = 1, the kth row and kth column of ΞΞΞ are

zero except that the kth diagonal entry is one. To prove the theorem, note that

⟨v̂(1)
k , v̂

(2)
k ⟩ = ⟨V(1)u

(1)
k ,V(2)u

(2)
k ⟩ = u

(1)
k

TΞΞΞu
(2)
k

= u
(1)
kA

TΞΞΞ11u
(2)
kA + u

(1)
kA

TΞΞΞ12u
(2)
kB + u

(1)
kB

TΞΞΞ21u
(2)
kA + u

(1)
kB

TΞΞΞ22u
(2)
kB.

We start with the first term u
(1)
kA

TΞΞΞ11u
(2)
kA, and will show later that

Nu
(1)
kA

TΞΞΞ12u
(2)
kB = op(1), Nu

(1)
kB

TΞΞΞ21u
(2)
kA = op(1), and Nu

(1)
kB

TΞΞΞ22u
(2)
kB = op(1). (41)

Because the entries in the kth row and kth column of ΞΞΞ11 are zero except that [ΞΞΞ11]kk = 1,

we have

N
(
1− u

(1)
kA

TΞΞΞ11u
(2)
kA

)
= N

(
1− u

(1)
k [k] · u(2)

k [k]
)
−

r∑
i,j=1,i ̸=k,j ̸=k

N [ΞΞΞ11]ij · u(1)
k [i] · u(2)

k [j]. (42)
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For the first term, we have

N
(
1− u

(1)
k [k] · u(2)

k [k]
)
= N(1− u

(1)
k [k]) + u

(1)
k [k] ·N(1− u

(2)
k [k])

=:N(1− u
(1)
k [k]) +N(1− u

(2)
k [k]) + ε1

=N

(
1− u

(1)
k [k]

∥u(1)
kA∥

)
+N

u
(1)
k [k]

∥u(1)
kA∥

(1− ∥u(1)
kA∥) +N

(
1− u

(2)
k [k]

∥u(2)
kA∥

)

+N
u
(2)
k [k]

∥u(2)
kA∥

(1− ∥u(2)
kA∥) + ε1

=:N

(
1− u

(1)
k [k]

∥u(1)
kA∥

)
+N(1− ∥u(1)

kA∥) +N

(
1− u

(2)
k [k]

∥u(2)
kA∥

)

+N(1− ∥u(2)
kA∥) + ε2 + ε1,

(43)

where

ε1 = N(1− u
(2)
k [k])(u

(1)
k [k]− 1), and

ε2 = N(1− ∥u(1)
kA∥)

(
u
(1)
k [k]

∥u(1)
kA∥

− 1

)
+N(1− ∥u(2)

kA∥)

(
u
(2)
k [k]

∥u(2)
kA∥

− 1

)
.

By Theorem 3 and Proposition 1, both ε1 and ε2 are op(1).

For the second term on the right-hand side of (42), by Proposition 3, we have

N
r∑

i,j ̸=k,i,j=1

[ΞΞΞ11]ij · u(1)
k [i] · u(2)

k [j]

=N∥u(1)
kA∥ · ∥u

(2)
kA∥ ·

r∑
i,j ̸=k,i,j=1

[ΞΞΞ11]ij ·
u
(1)
k [i]

∥u(1)
kA∥

· u
(2)
k [j]

∥u(2)
kA∥

=N

r∑
i ̸=k,i=1

r∑
j ̸=k,j=1

[ΞΞΞ11]ij ·
u
(1)
k [i]

∥u(1)
kA∥

· u
(2)
k [j]

∥u(2)
kA∥

+ op(1).

(44)

58



Combining (43) and (44) and using (38) and (39), we obtain

N
(
1− u

(1)
kA

TΞΞΞ11u
(2)
kA

)
= N

(
1− ∥u(1)

kA∥
)
+N

(
1− ∥u(2)

kA∥
)
+N

(
1− u

(1)
k [k]

∥u(1)
kA∥

)
+N

(
1− u

(2)
k [k]

∥u(2)
kA∥

)

−N
r∑

i ̸=k,i=1

r∑
j ̸=k,j=1

[ΞΞΞ11]ij ·
u
(1)
k [i]

∥u(1)
kA∥

· u
(2)
k [j]

∥u(2)
kA∥

+ op(1)

= N
(
1− ∥u(1)

kA∥
)
+N

(
1− ∥u(2)

kA∥
)

+
N

2T1

r∑
i ̸=k,i=1

λ
(1)
k λ

(1)
i

(λ
(1)
k − λ

(1)
i )2

[R
(1)
N (λ

(1)
k )]2ki +

N

2T2

r∑
j ̸=k,j=1

λ
(2)
k λ

(1)
j

(λ
(2)
k − λ

(2)
j )2

[R
(2)
N (λ

(2)
k )]2kj

−

√
N2

T1T2

r∑
i ̸=k,i=1

r∑
j ̸=k,j=1

√
λ
(1)
k λ

(1)
i

λ
(1)
k − λ

(1)
i

√
λ
(2)
k λ

(2)
j

λ
(2)
k − λ

(2)
j

[R
(1)
N (λ

(1)
k )]ki · [R(2)

N (λ
(2)
k )]kj · (ΞΞΞ11)ij

+op(1).

For k = 1, . . . , r, define two (r − 1)× 1 vectors ak and bk as

ak =



√
λ
(1)
k λ

(1)
1

λ
(1)
k − λ

(1)
1

[R
(1)
N (λ

(1)
k )]k1

...√
λ
(1)
k λ

(1)
k−1

λ
(1)
k − λ

(1)
k−1

[R
(1)
N (λ

(1)
k )]k(k−1)√

λ
(1)
k λ

(1)
k+1

λ
(1)
k − λ

(1)
k+1

[R
(1)
N (λ

(1)
k )]k(k+1)

...√
λ
(1)
k λ

(1)
r

λ
(1)
k − λ

(1)
r

[R
(1)
N (λ

(1)
k )]kr



, bk =



√
λ
(2)
k λ

(2)
1

λ
(2)
k − λ

(2)
1

[R
(2)
N (λ

(2)
k )]k1

...√
λ
(2)
k λ

(2)
k−1

λ
(2)
k − λ

(2)
k−1

[R
(2)
N (λ

(2)
k )]k(k−1)√

λ
(2)
k λ

(2)
k+1

λ
(2)
k − λ

(2)
k+1

[R
(2)
N (λ

(2)
k )]k(k+1)

...√
λ
(2)
k λ

(2)
r

λ
(2)
k − λ

(2)
r

[R
(2)
N (λ

(2)
k )]kr



.

Under the assumptions of Theorem 6, by Lemma 2, we have

ak
D→ N(0,Dak), bk

D→ N(0,Dbk), (45)

where

Dak = diag(ω
(1)
k1 , . . . , ω

(1)
k(k−1), ω

(1)
k(k+1), . . . , ω

(1)
kr ),

Dbk = diag(ω
(2)
k1 , . . . , ω

(2)
k(k−1), ω

(2)
k(k+1), . . . , ω

(2)
kr ),
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and

ω
(i)
kj =

θ
(i)
k θ

(i)
j

(θ
(i)
k − θ

(i)
j )2

, for i = 1, 2, 1 ≤ j ̸= k ≤ r.

Let ΞΞΞ11,−k be the matrix obtained by removing the kth row and kth column of ΞΞΞ11. Then

by (42), (40) and (45), we get

N
(
1− u

(1)
kA

TΞΞΞ11u
(2)
kA

)
= N

(
1− ∥u(1)

kA∥
)
+N

(
1− ∥u(2)

kA∥
)

+
N

2T1

aT
k ak +

N

2T2

bT
kbk −

√
N2

T1T2

aT
kΞΞΞ11,−kbk + op(1)

= N
(
1− ∥u(1)

kA∥
)
+N

(
1− ∥u(2)

kA∥
)

+
1

2


√

N

T1

ak√
N

T2

bk


T Ir−1 −ΞΞΞ11,−k

−ΞΞΞT
11,−k Ir−1



√

N

T1

ak√
N

T2

bk

+ op(1)

D→ ρ1

2θ
(1)
k

∫
xdF (1) +

ρ2

2θ
(2)
k

∫
xdF (2) +

1

2
qT
k

 Ir−1 −ΞΞΞ∗
11,−k

−ΞΞΞ∗
11,−k

T Ir−1

qk,

where qk ∼ N(0,Dk) with Dk =

ρ1Dak 0

0 ρ2Dbk

 .

Combining (16), (41) and the convergence

N2

Ti(N − r)λ̂
(i)
k

N∑
j=r+1

λ̂
(i)
j

p−→ ρi

θ
(i)
k

∫
xdF (i), i = 1, 2,

we get that our test statistic

Tvk = 2N
(
1− ⟨v̂(1)

k , v̂
(2)
k ⟩
)
− N2

T1(N − r)λ̂
(1)
k

·
N∑

j=r+1

λ̂
(1)
j − N2

T2(N − r)λ̂
(2)
k

·
N∑

j=r+1

λ̂
(2)
j

converges weakly to

qT
k

 Ir−1 −ΞΞΞ∗
11,−k

−ΞΞΞ∗
11,−k

T Ir−1

qk.
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It remains to prove (41). By (20), we have

Nu
(1)
kA

TΞΞΞ12u
(2)
kB = Nu

(1)
kA

TΞΞΞ12(λ
(2)
k I− S

(2)
22 )

−1S
(2)
21 u

(2)
kA + ε3,

where

ε3 = Nu
(1)
kA

TΞΞΞ12[(λ̂
(2)
k I− S

(2)
22 )

−1 − (λ
(2)
k I− S

(2)
22 )

−1]S
(2)
21 u

(2)
kA. (46)

Write

Nu
(1)
kA

TΞΞΞ12(λ
(2)
k I− S

(2)
22 )

−1S
(2)
21 u

(2)
kA = I1 + I2 + ε4,

where

I1 = N ẽTkAΞΞΞ12(λ
(2)
k I− S

(2)
22 )

−1S
(2)
21 ũ

(2)
kA,

I2 = N(ũ
(1)
kA − ẽkA)

TΞΞΞ12(λ
(2)
k I− S

(2)
22 )

−1S
(2)
21 ũ

(2)
kA, and

ε4 = N(u
(1)
kA − ũ

(1)
kA)

TΞΞΞ12(λ
(2)
k I− S

(2)
22 )

−1S
(2)
21 u

(2)
kA

+N ũ
(1)
kA

TΞΞΞ12(λ
(2)
k I− S

(2)
22 )

−1S
(2)
21 (u

(2)
kA − ũ

(2)
kA)

=: ε41 + ε42.

For term I1, note that ẽkA
TΞΞΞ12 is the kth row of ΞΞΞ12 which is zero, hence I1 = 0.

Next, we prove that I2 = op(1). Write

I2 = N(ũ
(1)
kA − ẽkA)

TΞΞΞ12(λ
(2)
k I− S

(2)
22 )

−1S
(2)
21 (ũ

(2)
kA − ẽkA)

+N(ũ
(1)
kA − ẽkA)

TΞΞΞ12(λ
(2)
k I− S

(2)
22 )

−1S
(2)
21 ẽkA

=: I21 + I22.

By Proposition 2 and that λ
(2)
k = O(N), we get I21 = op(1). As to I22, by (37), Assumption
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A and the facts that ∥S(2)
22 ∥ = Op(1) and ∥S(2)

21 ∥ = Op(
√
N), we obtain

I22 =
N√
T1

r∑
ℓ ̸=k,ℓ=1

√
λ
(1)
k λ

(1)
ℓ

λ
(1)
k − λ

(1)
ℓ

[R
(1)
N (λ

(1)
k )]kℓ

× ẽTℓAΞΞΞ12(λ
(2)
k I− S

(2)
22 )

−1 1

T2

X
(2)
B Z

(2)
A

T
ΛΛΛ

(2)
A

1/2
ẽkA + op(1)

=
N√
T1λ

(2)
k

r∑
ℓ ̸=k,ℓ=1

√
λ
(1)
k λ

(1)
ℓ

λ
(1)
k − λ

(1)
ℓ

[R
(1)
N (λ

(1)
k )]kℓ

× 1

T2

ẽTℓAΞΞΞ12(I− 1/λ
(2)
k · S(2)

22 )
−1X

(2)
B z

(2)
(k) + op(1).

Using the independence between z
(2)
(k) andX

(2)
B , S

(2)
22 , Assumption A and that ∥S22∥ = Op(1),

we have

1

T2

ẽTℓAΞΞΞ12(I− 1/λ
(2)
k · S(2)

22 )
−1X

(2)
B z

(2)
(k) = op(1).

Therefore, I22 = op(1).

We now analyze ε4. For ε41, because N(∥u(1)
kA∥− 1) = Op(1), by Proposition 3 and that

||S(2)
21 || = Op(

√
N), we get ε41 = op(1). Similarly, we get ε42 = op(1).

To sum up, we have shown that

Nu
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Following the same proof strategy as for (47) and applying Theorem 1, we get ε11 = op(1).

For ε32, using Assumption (A.i), Theorem 1 and that ||S(2)
21 || = Op(

√
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To sum up, we have
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where the last step follows from Proposition 3. Note that by equation (37), we have
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Note further that by Theorem 1,
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Similarly,
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It follows that
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Op(1), one can show that the last term is op(1). It follows that
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which completes the proof of Theorem 6.

Proof of Corollary 1. If (v
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where Zj are i.i.d. standard normal random variables.
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