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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:
Yyu=b;fi+ey, i=12,...,N,t=12...T, (1)

where y;; is the observation from the ith subject at time ¢, f; is a set of factors, and ¢ is
the idiosyncratic component. The number of factors, r = dim(f;), is small compared with
the dimension NV, and is assumed to be fixed throughout the paper. The factor model (1)

can be put in a matrix form as
Y :Bft+8t,t: 1,2,...,T,

where y; = (yis, .-, ynt) T, B = (by,...,by)T and &; = (g1, ...,en¢)T. If follows that the

covariance matrix X of y; satisfies

¥ =BCov(f)B" + %,



where X, is the covariance matrix of (g;).

The factors (f;) 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 77, the second from T} + 1
to T1 4+ 15, where T} and T, do not necessarily equal. The first period has loading B, and
the second period has loading Bs. One then tests whether By equals By. Specifically, one

considers the following model:
y: = BiF,+e, t=12....T,
vi = BoF,+eg, t=T1+1,....T) + T,
and tests the following hypothesis for detecting structural breaks
Hy: Bi=B, vs. H,: B;#Bs.

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

et al. (2020); Han and Inoue (2015), among others.

3



Let us connect the factor loadings with principal eigenvalues and eigenvectors. Recall

that ¥ stands for the covariance matrix of (y;). Write its spectral decomposition as
Y =VAVT,

where

V = (vy,...,vy), and A = diag(Ay, ..., An).

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

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

B = (\//\_1V1,...,\/)\_TVT>.

Therefore structural breaks can be due to changes in
(i) one or more \;, or

(ii) one or more v;, 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 D and £@ be
the population covariance matrices for the two periods under study. For any symmetric
matrix A and any integer k, we let A;(A) denote the kth largest eigenvalue of A, vi(A) the

corresponding eigenvector, and tr(A) its trace.
(i) Test equality of principal eigenvalues: for each k =1,...,7, we test
HPP AW = A2 g gk A 3B
where A" = A, (D), i =12,

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

principal eigenvalues: for each £ =1,...,r, test
1 2 1 2
ULk /\/E;) _ )\](i‘) vs  HULR )‘I(c) )‘i(g)
' Dy 2) a ' 1 @y
tr(xV)  tr(B2@) tr(BW) © tr(B@)
(iii) Most importantly, we test equality of principal eigenvectors: for each k =1,2,...,r,
test

Hy " (v =1 vs HITR vD viP) < 1,

where V,(:) = Vk(E(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.



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 x N matrix A, its empirical spectral distribution (ESD) is defined as

1N
FA(z) = ~ d 1\ (A) <), zER,
j=1
where 1(-) is the indicator function. The limit of ESD as N — oo, if it exists, is referred

to as the limiting spectral distribution, or LSD for short. For any vector a, let alk| be its



kth entry. We use “ 27 to denote weak convergence.

2 Setting and Assumptions

We assume that (y;)Z_, is a sequence of i.i.d. N—dimensional random vectors with mean
zero and covariance matrix X. Let A1, ..., Ay be the eigenvalues of ¥ in descending order,
and vi,...,vy be the corresponding eigenvectors. Write A = diag(Ay,...,Ay) and V =
(v1,...,vn). Then the spectral decomposition of ¥ is given by ¥ = VAVT.

We make the following assumptions.

Assumption A:
The eigenvalues \y > Ao > ... > \. > \.yq > ... > Ay satisfy that
(A.i) for the principal part, one has imy_ o \g/N = 0 € (0,400) for 1 < k < r,
where r > 1 is a fixed integer and 6;’s are distinct.
(A.i) for the non-principal part, there exists a Cp < oo such that \; < C for j > r,

and the empirical distribution of {\,,1,..., Ay} tends to a distribution H.

Remark 1. Assumption (A.i) implies that the factors are strong. When the factors are
weak, say N\; < N® for some o € (0,1), the convergence of sample principal components
still holds with the convergence rate depending on «. 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 (y;)Z, can be written as y; = VA'/?z;, where
{z; = (z;[1],2:[2],...,z[N)T, i = 1,2,...,T} are i.i.d. random vectors, and z;[(],{ =
1,..., N, are independent random variables with zero mean, unit variance and satisfying

supy max; << n B(z;[{])* < oo.

Remark 2. Assumption B covers the multivariate normal case and coincides with the idea



of PCA. Specifically, if y; follows a multivariate normal distribution, then z; = Afl/QVTyi
is an N-dimensional standard normal random vector and Assumption B holds naturally.
On the other hand, under the orthogonal basis V. = (v1,...,vy), the coordinates of y; are
(VAizi[1], ...,V Anzi[N]). Assumption B says that the coordinate variables are independent

with mean zero and variance A\;,1 =1,..., N.

Assumption C: The dimension N and sample size T are such that py := N/T — p €

(0,400) as N — oo.

3 One-sample Asymptotics

Let & ~ be the sample covariance matrix defined as

T
~ 1 -
Yy = T Z YtYi -
t=1
Denote its eigenvalues by Xl > > XN, and let vq,...,Vy be the corresponding eigen-

vectors.

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

multivariate normal distribution:

/A1
VT | 5 N(0,5y), (2)
/A — 1
where £ = diag(03,,...,03 ) is a diagonal matriz with o3, = E (z;[k])" — 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.



Remark 4. By Theorem 3 below, the variance 0/2\]6 can be consistently estimated by

T
- 1
D) ~T. V4
UA = ~ (VkYt) - 17
fT(M)? ;

hence a feasible CLT is readily available.

Theorem 2. Under Assumptions A-C, for each 1 < k < r, we have

| T A A D
gg\k (tr(f:N) N tf(z)k— )\k> = NO.D, (3)

_ N2 _ Y]
2 _ Ak 2 Zﬁék,yzl )\J N
k= U)\k +

(ir(Ex) - Xk)Q (ir(En) - Xk)z

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

where

A /tr(X). This follows easily from (3) and the fact that, if we write o = A\ /(tr(28) — i),

then o = or/(1 + 0r), which is a strictly increasing function of oy.

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

tor vV, satisfies

N > r
~ 1 Aj D
T 1—<Vk,vk>2_72+> — Zwki'zzz?
( T'Ai j=r+1 (1 - )‘j/)‘k)z i#ki=1
where wy; = 0,0/ (0x — 0;)%, which can be consistently estimated by
Wi = —=<=——=_—,
(A — i)

and Z;’s are 1.1.d standard normal random variables.

Remark 6. The convergence rate of (v, Vi)? 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:

1 1 2 2
yg)a"'7y;1)7 and Y§ )7"'ay§“2)7

which are drawn independently from two populations with mean zero and covariance ma-
trices 2V and £, We assume that Assumption B holds for each group of observations.

Moreover, analogous to Assumption C, we have

lim 2 — p; € (0,400), i—=1,2
Nl%rréoT_pl y TOO), t=1,2.

2

Finally, analogous to Assumption A, with the spectral decompositions of £ i = 1,2,

given by

where A¥ = diag()\gi), e Ai“, )\521, ce /\%)), and V) = (Vgi), o ,vf«i), vffll, .. .V](\i[)>, we

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

)\(i) ;
A}imﬁ = 0,(6)6(0,—%00), for 1<k<r i=12;
—00

while the remaining eigenvalues )\g.i), 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

5 -

~

1 L . T
7 j=1
Write their spectral decompositions as

f;i\? _ vORY (\Af(i))T
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where

AY = diag(0, . Ay, VO = @D, ),

4.1 Testing equality of principal eigenvalues

To test Hél’k) ; )\,(:) = )\ff), we use the following test statistic

T, = Gkt : Xl(cl) -1
Ti(02) + Ty(02 )0 \ AP ’

T;

N\ 1 ~(i )\ 4 .
k i og=1

where

Theorem 4. Under null hypothesis Hél’k) and Assumptions A—C, the proposed test statistic

T, 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

iy AL Y

(M) N tr(X®)

is equivalent to

CE0) A @@y - A@

(1) 2)
g M Ay

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

/)\\5431) ’/\\](62)
W( s, 30 9@ 3@
k

o \Ey) N aEy) -
N —0O N —©®
Tl 0”4 + E 0~
where
—— @ (X,(;))Q —-(0) Z;¢k,j:1(:\\§'i))2 f;i(l) .
o, = . ' Tx, , 1=12

(&) - 30)
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Theorem 5. Under the null hypothesis Hé”’k) and Assumptions A—C, the test statistic T

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 Hé”l’k) : |<Vl(€1), V,(f))| = 1, we propose the following test statistic
Ty i=2N (1- |<G,§”,v,§2)>|)

o )\(1) )\(2)
V-0 Z Z

] =r+1 ( ] =r+1

(4)

(I11,k)

Theorem 6. Under null hypothesis H, and Assumptions A-C, suppose further that

=5 = (thﬁOO(VgI),V,E )>> exist. Then the proposed test statistic T,y converges
s,t=1,...,r

JU=1,...,

weakly as follows:

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

. 1 1 1
D, = diag (plw,(ﬂ), e ,plw,i(,l 1) plw,i(?ﬁl) . ,plw,(gr),

(2) ) @) (2)
P21y - - 7p2wk(k 1) p2wk(k+1)7 sy P2Wp, ) )
o__ 08
7 i . .
Wi =~ =, fori=1,2, 5=1,....k—1,k+1,...,r1,
(Q](g) _ 9](' ))2
and E7; _ is the matriz obtained by deleting the kth row and kth column of Z3,. Further-

more, w,(;]) and 23, can be consistently estimated by

305 N
O = _ (o0 O
R T ) DO

respectively.
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Corollary 1. Under the stronger null hypothesis that |<Vk ,Vk >| =1foralk=1,...,r,

we have 2}, = 1., and the proposed test statistic T, converges as follows:

Ty 5 Z (lekj +Pzw;(€])) - 73,
J#k,j=1

where Z;’s are i.1i.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:

r = V(l)A(l)(V(l))T, , = V(I)A(Q)(V(l))T, Y, = V(Q)A(l)(V@))T,

v, = A(l), s = V(5)A(1)(\/'(5))T7
where V(U V) are two random orthogonal matrices, and

A = diag(5N/2, N, N/2, )\il)’ T )‘5\1/))7 )‘;1) ~iq.4. Unif(1, 3),

A® = diag(TN/2,2N, NAY, - A9), AP ~yq Unif(2, 5),
V(5) = (V§5)7 VS))) €3, " aeN)’

V§5) = (COS 0,sin6,0,--- ’O>T’

v§5) = (—sin9,0089,0,~~~,0)T, 6 € [0,7/2].

The observations will be simulated as the following: for a given X, which will be one of the
five covariance matrices above, write its spectral decomposition as ¥ = VAVT. Then we
simulate observations with covariance matrix ¥ by VAY?z,, where z, = (z[1],2[2], ..., z[N])T

consists of i.i.d. standardized student ¢(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:

e For both Theorems 4 and 5, we simulate two samples of observations with ¥; and X5
as their respective population covariance matrices. Note that X; and X3 share the

same eigenvalues but have different eigenvectors.

e For Theorem 6, the two samples of observations are simulated with ¥; and ¥, 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:

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

are simulated with ¥; and X, as their respective population covariance matrices;

e For testing equality of principal eigenvectors, we simulate two samples of observations
with ¥4 and X5 as their respective population covariance matrices. The difference
between the principal eigenvectors of the two matrices is a function of the angle 6.

We will change the value of 6 to see how the power varies as a function of 6.

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

and histogram of T; based on 5,000 replications.
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Figure 1: Normal Q-Q plot and histogram of Ty; based on 5,000 replications with N =

500,77 = 500 and T = 750.

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

normal distribution. This is supported by Figure 2.

0.4
|

0.3

0.2
1

0.1

0.0

Figure 2: Normal Q-Q plot and histogram of T,; based on 5,000 replications with N =

500,77 = 500 and T = 750.

For Theorem 6, the asymptotic distribution of the test statistic T, is a generalized y*-
distribution, which does not have an explicit density formula. To examine the asymptotics,
we compare the empirical distribution of the test statistic T,; 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 T,; match well with the asymptotic distribution.

60
1
0.25
|

30 40 50
1 1
0.15 0.20
1 1

20
1
0.10
1

10
1
0.05
1

- = = KDE of limiting distribution

0
1

0.00
L
B= - = - o
)

T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Figure 3: Comparisons of the empirical distribution of the test statistic 7;; with the asymp-
totic distribution when N = 500,7; = 500 and T, = 750. Left: Q-Q plot of T, versus
Monte-Carlo samples from the asymptotic distribution; right: histogram of T, 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 Ty, Tor and Ty, k= 1,2, 3,
at 5% significance level for different combinations of N, T} and T,. Tests based on T,; and
Tor, 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 7 in the table. We see that for the first two sets of tests, for different estimated

number of factors and different N and 77,75, the empirical sizes are close to the nominal
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level of 5%. For the third set of tests based on T,;, i = 1,2, 3,, the size approaches 5% as

the dimension N and samples sizes T}, 75 get larger.

=)
I
[\
=)
I
w
=
—
o
&
=)
I
W
=)
I
[\
=)
I
w
=
—
o
&
=)
I
W

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

=)
Il
[\
=)
Il
w
=
—
jor
&
=)
Il
o
=)
Il
[\
=)
Il
wW
=
—
jor
&
=)
Il
o

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

Teg TvS
N Ths
r=2 r=3(true) 7=4 r=2 r=3(true) 7=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 Ty, Ter, and Ty, k = 1,2,3, at 5%

significance level with N/Ty =1 and N/T, = 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 T}, T5 all get larger.
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Tel Tvl
N  Tx
r=2 r=3/(true) r=4 r=2 r=3/(true) r=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
Teo T2
N Tho
r=2 7r=3/(true) 7=4 r=2 7r=3/(true) 7=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
TeB TvS
N Ths
r=2 r=3(true) T=4 r=2 r=3(true) 7=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 T, Ter and Ty (for 6 = 7/9),

k=1,2,3, at 5% significance level with N/T} =1 and N/Ty = 2/3.

Finally, in Figure 4, we evaluate the power of the eigenvector test T,x, k = 1,2 as a
function of #. For the three 6 values tested, iw/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 7/9, the power quickly increases

to close to 1 as the dimension N and samples sizes 17,75 get larger.
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Figure 4: Empirical power of T,,,i = 1,2, as a function of 6 at 5% significance level for
different N and T}, T, with N/T} = 1 and N/T, = 2/3. Left: powers for T, ; right: powers

for T,,,.

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, Thy, 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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—a— The value of test statistic T,
Critical values at 5% significant level

od /\

r T T T T T T T T T
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year

—« - The value of test statistic T,

e
N Critical values at 5% significant level
s
3
s
]
’ \/\
K
od \/\/\/ /\
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- & The value of test statistic Ty;

(L. Critical values at 5% significant level
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B
.
N \/W
.
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00-01 02-03 04-05 06-07 08-09 10-11 12-13 14-15 16-17 18-19
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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 y? 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
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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.

Tests about
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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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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 ¥ = VAV?T, where the orthogonal matrix V =
(vi,...,vy) consists of the eigenvectors of ¥, and A = diag(\y, ..., Any) with eigenval-

ues \; > ... > Ay. Write A = diag(A4,Ap), where

AA = diag(/\l,...,)\r) and AB :diag()\r+1,...,)\N).

Define x;, = V%y,. Then Cov(x;) = A, and the eigenvectors of A are the unit vectors

e, ...,ey, where e, is the unit vector with 1 in the kth entry and zeros elsewhere. Let
Sy = 1/T - Z;rzl xtxtT, whose eigenvalues are denoted by Xl > :\\2 > > XN with
corresponding eigenvectors uy, us, ..., uy. To resolve the ambiguity in the direction of an

eigenvector, we specify the direction such that ug[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

1

that the eigenvalues of b N=3 Zthl y:yr are the same as Sy, and the eigenvectors are

v, = Vu,. It follows that
<Vk,6k> = <Vk,Vuk> = nguk = (ek, uk>.

In the below, we focus on the analysis of principal eigenvalues and eigenvectors of Sy.
Notation: For any square matrix A, tr(A) denotes its trace, |A| its determinant, and || Al|

its spectral norm. For any vector v, ||v|| stands for its ¢, norm. Write the (7, j)th entry of
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any matrix W as [W|;; and v[k] as the kth entry of a vector v. Use ,(A) to denote the jth
largest eigenvalue of matrix A. The notation —— stands for convergence in probability, 2
represents convergence in law, Y;, = 0,(f(n)) means that Y,/ f(n) =0, and Y,, = O,(f(n))
for that the sequence (Y, /f(n)) is tight. Write a, < b, if b, < a, < cob, for some
constants c¢;,co > 0. For any sequence of random matrices (Wy) with fixed dimension,
write Wy = 0,(1) or O,(1) if all the entries of Wy are 0,(1) or O,(1), respectively. We
say an event A, holds with high probability if P(A,) > 1— O(n~*) for any constant ¢ > 0.
Let ey, €4, €,p 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 CT = {z € C : Im(z) > 0}, where Im(z) is the
imaginary part of a complex number z. For any probability distribution G(z), its Stieltjes

transform mg(z) is defined by

me(z) = / ! dG(z), =ze€C" .

r—z

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 x, = VTy,. Write

XNXT = (Xl, e ,XT) =
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Let z;, = A_l/th, Z() = )xﬁ_lﬂx(

(Z(l), PN ,Z(N))T. Then
Vaiza)®
X =AY?7 = : = (AY?z,,... A ?zp).
vV )\NZ(N)T
Write
za)"
Za=(Za)er = | ¢ | = (2",
2"
and
Z(r+1)T
Zp = (ZB)(N—r)xT = = (ZgB), 7Z(TB))
Z(n) "
Write
2
zZ = oz e x1 ng):(N—r)xl.
o)
t
Define the companion matrix of Sy as
1 1 !
Sy = =X"X= —ZTAZ = Z

T

T N
1 T 1 T
= 72 Nzl t g D Ao
j=1 j=r+1

= Sy; + Sy,
where
1 < o1
S, = T ZAJZ(J')Z(J) = fZAAAZ/b
j=1
1 < T L7
S» = = Y Azgalh) = 7Z5AsZs.
j=r+1

pfort=1,....T,=1,...,N,and Z = (z4,...

7ZT)



Further denote the companion matrices of S;; and S,, as
1 1
Sll - TA2/2ZAZ£A}4/2, SQQ - ?AlB/2ZBZ£AlB/2

Define the event F, = {||Sa|| < Cs} for some constant Cy € (0,4+00). By Wely’s
Theorem, Assumption (A.ii) and Theorem 9.13 of Bai and Silverstein (2010), for any

¢ > 0, we can choose a C sufficiently large such that
P(F;) = o(T™). ()

Note that the non-zero eigenvalues of S;; and S,, are the same as their companion

matrices Sy; and Sgg, respectively. For any principal eigenvalues Az, £ = 1,...,r, the

E:l 1& 1/QZAZT ‘/E 2
e T\, A\

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

matrix

(S A\
which one has M — )\—J — 0 for 1 < j,k < r. Because |[Sa:|| = O,(1), by Wely’s
k k
Theorem that
%(S11) +97(S22) <N < (Su) +71(Sw),  1<j <, (6)
we get
XA
D2 P00 for1<jk<r (7)
Ae o Ak
In particular, Xk/)\k sl1fork=1,...,r

Next, we derive the central limit theorem of Xk JAr for 1 <k <r.

(4)
X
Write x; = : , where XEA) = Az/ngA), xiB) = Ag2z§3). Further denote
(B)
Xt

Y

X4 = (ng) . ,X(TA)) = AiﬂZA, and Xp= (XgB), . ,X(TB)) = A}B/zZB.
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The sample covariance matrix Sy can be decomposed as

A T A (BT
1 & T 1 Zt 1X§ ) Zt:l Xwg )Xg )

Sy = —thxt = —
T — T B)T

=1 Et 1Xt Xt Zt 1X Xy

X4XE X,XT 1 (APZAZEN? A7 A2

1
T T T T 1/2 TAL/2 1/2 TAL/2
XX, XpXjp AN ZgZ A" AL ZpZgAy
S11 Sio
So1 Sa

Under Assumptions (A.ii), B and C, by Silverstein and Bai (1995), the ESD of Say almost
surely converges to a non-random probability distribution F' whose Stieltjes transform m(z)

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

1 +
m<z>:/t(1—p—pzm(z))—zdH(Z)’ for all z € C".

By definition, each principal sample eigenvalues Xk solves the equation

0= AL = Sy| = [M = Sas| - [AL - Ky(N)], (8)
where
~ 1
Kn(\) = Sy + S12(AI — Spy) 1Sy, = TXA(I +ANXE = APKy (DAY, (9)
and
| -1 1 T
Ay =Ay(\) = ZXEOT = 80) 'Xp,  Ky(N) = 5Za(I+Ay)Z].
Further define
1
Ry =Ry(\) = —= (ZAI+ANZE —tr(I+ Ay) - 1),
N =Ry (}) Nt (Za( N)Zy — tr( v)-T)
then
1 1



We first give three lemmas, which will be repeatedly used in the following proofs. The
first lemma is about the random matrix Ay, and the second and third ones are about the
limiting distributions of (Ry(A)). The proofs of these lemmas are postponed to the end of

this subsection.

Lemma 1. Under Assumptions A-C, fori,7 =1,...,r, we have

S ANO) = 0,(N Y, Lt (Av(A)AN()) = O,(N ),

md 3 (AxOJalArn()]) = O,(N ). (1)
/=1

Lemma 2. Under Assumptions A-C and assume that A < N, the random matriz Ry (\)
converges weakly to a symmetric Gaussian random matriz R = ([R];;) with zero-mean and

the following covariance function:

;

0, ifi #i', orj#j,
Cov ([Rlyj, [R]iy) = Var([R];;) = 1, ifi=1i+4j=7,

\ Var ([R);;) = E(z1[i)* — 1, ifi=i=j=7"

Lemma 3. Under Assumptions A-C and A\ =< N, the block diagonal random matriz
R, = diag(Ry(A1),...,RN(\)) converges weakly to a symmetric Gaussian block diag-
onal random matriz Ry = diag(Ry, ..., R,) with zero-mean and the following covariance
function, for any 1 < m,m’ <r,

0, ifi# i, orj# 7,

Cov ([Ru]ij, [Rimr]iry) = 4 1, ifi=1i#j5=79,

| B@li) -1, ifi=i'=j=7j.

We now return to the analysis of principal sample eigenvalues /)\\k Noting that the
principal eigenvalues of Sy go to infinity and the estimate (5), without loss of generality,
we can assume that for N large enough, Xk is not an eigenvalue of Sy,. It follows that Xk

is the kth eigenvalue of matrix K N(Xk)
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Note that

~ |
Kn(w) = Kn() = —ZaX} (()\kI ~Saa) (I — sm)*l) XpZt
Py’
= [1-2Zk
< )\k) Qv,
where
Qv = —7,X2 (I _ )\‘1822> B (T— \'Sa) ' X527,
T )\k k k A

By the elementary formulae,
XTI -XXH"1'=1-X"X)'xX" (I-XX"H)"'X=XI-X'X)"!

it follows that

1 1 - 1 -
Qn = — Za (I——AXEXB) X5X5 (I—T—/\leT;XB> A
k k
= Oy(1/N),

where the last step comes from the fact that eigenvalues of Sy are O,(1) and an analysis

similar to that of Ry in the proof of Lemma 2 below. It follows from (7) that
K () — Ky (M) = 0,(1/N). (12)

Recall that Ay is the kth largest eigenvalue of matrix KN(X;C) Denote matrix D =
(XkI — I?N(Xk)> /Ak. From Assumption A, Lemmas 1, 2, and equations (7), (10) and (12),
it follows that

Dl = (A— - 1) — L R + 0,(1/T).

M T
for i # k
PSPV VI |
D] = (A_k abvl Il vl T[RN()%)]” +0,(1/T) =1 - 6;/0;, # 0. (13)
and
Dl = 2% - Ryl +0,(1/N) = 0,0V
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Let det(A) be the determinant of a matrix A, then

0 = det (X,J - KN(Xk)) I
D]
0,(IVT)
= det D
0,(1/VT)
(D]

Using (13) we then obtain that

e 1
N 1+ ﬁ[RN(/\k)]kk + O, (1/T).

In particular,

By Lemma 2, we obtain

VT (% - 1) B N, E(z[k])* - 1).
k

+O0,(1/T).

(14)

Similarly, the joint convergence of /T <X1 JA =1, A /A — 1) follows from (14) and

Lemma 3.

We now prove Lemmas 1-3.

O

Proof of Lemma 1. By the estimate (5), it suffices to prove Lemma 1 for Ay (A;)1(F;) and

AN(Xj)L(F,). Under Assumption A, we have

1 1 -1
T tr Ay(\)1(Fs) = T tr (AL — Sa2)” Sa2) 1(Fy)

Op(N7H),
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and
%tr (A AN (A)) 1(F) = %tr (M = S22)Sos (AT — S2)'S12) 1(F,)
=0, (N7?).

To prove (1/T) 31— [AN(\)]ee[An(A\)]eel(Fs) = O,(N2), it suffices to show that

maxm?XE ([AN(A)]ZL(Fs)) = O(N72). (15)

)

Note that [Ax]g = T~ zé AY HP(AI=Sg,)~ lAl/ Ze ) are identically distributed for different

¢, hence

1 « 1

FIAVAEAR) = 7 32F (AR < 7 (i (Av()P1(7)
-1
1 _ 2 C
= ?E <tr (()\11 — SQQ) 1822) 1(fs)> ~ m
[l
Proof of Lemma 2. Recall that Z4 = (z(1), ..., 2z¢))". We have
[ZA(X+ Av(N)Z ALy = 2()(T+ Av(N))z().-
Consider the random vector of dimension K = %r(r +1):
1
Wy =Wy(\) = Nia (2((Inv + Av(N)z) — tr(T+ A (X)) - B(z) [z ]>)1<z’§j<r

For any 1 < ¢,/ < K, there exist two pairs (i,7) and (i/,5'), 1 <i<j<r

such that
Wi[l] = T (2 T+ An)z() — tr(T+ An) - E(z)[1z([1])) ,
and
Wll] = % (2(r) (T + An)z() — tr(T+ Ax) - Bz [Lz(n[1])) -
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By Lemma 1, we have

T
1
lim — Z (I+An]i)"=1, and lim ftr(I+AN)2 =1

T—oo T T—o0

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

a K-dimensional Gaussian vector with mean zero and covariance matrix I'y, satisfying

[Fw]ge/ = P(i,j)(i’,j’)7 Where

pigpa = B(zwl] zp)1] 2a[1] 2gy[1]) = E (20)[1]) 2)[1]) E (2 [1] 251 [1])

= E(z[i] z:1[j] z1[{'] z1[J']) — E (z[i] 21 [5]) E (z1[i'] 2 [5]) -
The result follows. [l

Proof of Lemma 3. Consider the block diagonal random matrix
RJN - dlag (RN()‘l)a s aRN(/\T))
1 . :
as an M =r X 57"(7“ + 1) dimensional vector

(28T + An())zg) — tr(T+ An (M) - Bz 15 [1])

(26 T+ An(X))z() — tr(T+ Ax(\)) - E(ze)[1]z([1]))

1SZ’SJ’ST> '

By Assumption A-C and Lemma 1, the block diagonal random matrix R, converges

weakly to a symmetric Gaussian block diagonal random matrix
R, = diag(R4,...,R,;)
with mean zero and covariance function as follows: for any 1 < m,m’ <,
Cov ([Runlij; [Ruv]ijr) = E(ali] z1[j] 21[i'] za[j']) — E (z1[d] 21[j]) - E (z[i'] z1[5"]) -

The conclusion follows. O]
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S3. Proof of Theorem 2

Proof. Write

N N
wE) = > A, u(SL)= > A
Jj=r+1 j=r+1
To prove Theorem 2, we first show that tr(S_,)/N has a faster convergence rate than v/7,
that is,
A= VT (La(s,) - ~t(m.)) 0. (16)
N N

Decompose A = Ay + Ay, where

Ay =VT (%tr(s_r) - %tr(Sm)) . Ny =T (% tr(Syy) — %tr(Z_T)) .

Note that Ay —+0 by Theorem 2.1 of Zheng et al. (2015).

Next we analyze A;. Note that
tr(Sy) = tr(Sy1) + tr(Sp) = > A, + tr(S_,).

Hence

By inequality (6), we have

Tf 7r(S22) < Z VT (% - %‘(SH/N)> < Tf Y1(Sa2)-

By Assumption (A.ii) and Assumption C, we have A; -2+ 0. Hence, (16) holds.

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

- /N A\ /N _
ﬁ : — : — N(O, EJ),
/N Ar/N
I tr(S_,)/N tr(X_,)/N |
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where ¥; = diag(6?c2 ,...,0%02 ,0). For any k = 1,...,r, by considering the function
1Y\ Y Ap

f(X) :f<x17"'7$r+1) - Z"La

i#k,i=1 Ti

and using the Delta method, we get that

P\ A b
VT _ Tk — — k = N(0,0%,),
tr(Ey) — A () — A (0.0%4)

where

2 T 2 52
2 0% 2 Ej#k,Fl 9] ey
— o . —|—

(Z;ék,izl 0+ [ th@)) 7 (Z;ék,izl 0+ [ th(t)> :

Finally, 02, defined in Theorem 2 is a consistent estimator of o2, 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 u; = (u],,uiz)? as the eigenvector of Sy corresponding to the

eigenvalue Ay, where u,4 and uyp are of dimensions » and N — r, respectively. Also recall

that Uga = uga/||uga||. Further denote by €4 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 - @ul])’) = > w22,
i#k,i=1

where wy; = % and Z; id N(0,1).

40



Remark 7. As a corollary, we have

~ k :
N Rl =¥ (1= B B 2SS 22
[ugall 2
Proposition 2. Under Assumptions A-C,

(i) for 1 <k <r, we have

VT ([ s — 8pa) 2 N(0,%y),

where
- - O10;
Yy = Wki€iAC 4, and Wy = s
; Z FATA " (0 -6,
i#£k,i=1
(i1) for any fixed r-dimensional vectors cy, k = 1,...,r, if there exist i # j such that

cili] # ¢l then

VT el (e — &) = N (O’Z > wiilexi _Ci[kDQ) |

k=1 i=k+1
(117) for 1 < £,k < r, the (th principal eigenvalue ﬁ(/)\\g/)\g — 1) and the kth principal

eigenvector \/T(ﬁkA — €ga) are asymptotically independent.

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

which 1s proved under the sub-Gaussian assumption.

Proposition 3. Under Assumptions A-C, for 1 < { <r, we have

N —~
1 Aj D
\/T ()\k (1 - HukAHZ) — A—]> — N(Oval%A)a
T j;rl (1 =X/ A)?

where o, = (E(z[k])* —3) - p* ([ xdF(x))2 + 2p [2?dF(z) and the function F(-) is a
distribution function whose Stieltjes transform, mp, is the unique solution in the set {mp €

Ct:—=(1—p)/z+ pmp € CT} to the equation

N :/ dH (r)
E (1 —p—pzmp) — 2’

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

N

) 1 /)\\ D
N32 [ 1 — |lupall? — — _ — N(0, o2 92,
( H kAH 1_/\j//\k)2> 0,p kA/ k:)

j=r+1 (

or

o~

1 )
N3/ (1 — [lugall - -
2T\ j;l (1 =X/ \)?

) B N(0, po2,/(462)). (17)

In particular, N (1 — |Juga|) = % zdF(z).
z

A. Proof of Proposition 1

Proof. By definition,

SNle = )\kllk.

Writing u, = (ug,, uls)" gives us that

Siiuga + Sipugp = :\\kukAa (18)

Sotuga + Spupp = XkukB- (19)
Solving (19) for uxp yields

Uurp — (/)\\kI - Sgg)_lsglukA. (20)

Replacing ugp in (18) with (20) gives
(Sn + SlZ(XkI — 522)71821> UpA = XkllkA,

in other words, KN(Xk)ukA = XkukA.

To prove Proposition 1, we first show that Uz — €xa4 — 0, where s = Wga/||uza].
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It follows from the definition of Ky that

~ 15 ~
Upa = A—KN()\k)ukA
Ak

1 ~ - 1 ~ -
— A—KN()\k:)ukA + /):_A,l4/2 (KN()\k) — KN()\k)> A}42 U4
k k

1~ 1 h)
= —K ()\k)ukA + = 1—-— Al/QMNAl/zukA,
)\k )\k )\k

where

1 ~
My = ﬁZAXE(I — A 1S00) THI — A\ 1Sep) X BZY.

Because ||Sa|| and ||(1/T)Z4Z}|| are both O,(1), and A\, < N and Py O,(N), we have

IMy]| = Op(1). Thus, by Theorem 1 and Assumption A, we get

1~
Ups = 3 —Kn(\)Tpa + O, (N722).
k

For the first term, consider the following decomposition:

1~ - 1 ~
A—KN(/\k)ukA = ,):—AL/2KN()\]€)A1 2ukA
k k

1 1 1 ~
— X_k./\i{? (ﬁRN(Ak) + o tr(I+ AN()\k))) AP
11 A 1 Ay
= )\k \/_A1/2 ()\k)A /2ukA + X—jum + T tr AN )\—jukA
1 A

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

1 Ay
le—\/TAleW(Ak)N Upa + =2 5 =24+ O,(1/N). (21)

Subtracting (Aa/Ax)uga on both sides of (21) yields

Uga =

AL - 1
(I— )\_1:> Ura = /)\\k\/_ AL/QRN( )A /2ukA

L Aa (1 _ ﬁ) fpa + O,(1/N), (22)

Ak
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Further define

'
Onip= Y M g
Nk = N — 0\ €;4€;4-
ithi=1 "k v

It is easy to see that

Ay o -
ON,k (I_>\_ = E eiA,éJEA:I—ekAAeJIEA.
k ithi=1

Left-multiplying On . on both sides of (22) yields

~ — — - 1 N

Uga — (Upa, €54)€k0 = Xk\/TON’kA}“/QRN(A’“)AL/QUkA
AN N
)‘k )\k

By Lemma 2 and Theorem 1, we get

Upa — (Uga, €pa)era = Op(1/VT).

It follows that s — 6x4 — 0.

Replacing /)\\k and U4 on the right hand side of equation (21) with A\; and €4, respec-

tively, yields

~ - L 1/2~ Ak Ay
— = A" Ry()A — —1] ==
Up4 — €4 )\kﬁ A Ry(Ap)AY ekA+( ; " €rA
Ay - Ay _
+>\—k(ukA—ekA)+ )\—k—I ekA—i-op(l/vT).

Rewrite the above equation as

AN . 1 _ A A
VT (1 — A—;‘) (Upa — 6pa) = A—kA;ﬂRN(Ak)A;/?ekA +T (—’“ — 1) A

:\\k )\_kekA
Ay -
—I—\/T )\——I ekA+Op(1).
k

Multiplying On i on both sides yields

- ~ 1 ~
ﬁ (ukA — ekA) = )\_kON,kA}L;/QRN()\k)AZ/QekA
+ VT ((Tga, Spa) — 1) Sa + op(1), (24)
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where the last step comes from the facts that Oy As€ra = 0 and Oy €4 = 0. Write

r

L 5 ST
W, = E €;4€;y.
ik i=1

Then

~ ~ ~ ~ L/v
Ui = (Uga, €xa)€xa + Wi lga.

Notice that u4 and €4 are both unit vectors, thus
1= (Upa, €a)” + [Witgal®.
From (24) and the fact that Wi-€x4 = 0, we get

Wittlza = Wi (s — €4)

1

= Wi On ARy (V)AL S+ 0,(1/VT).

MVT

Combining (25) and (26) gives

T (1= (Uka, €a)?) = T Wit

1 -
= = el ARy M)A On e WEON ARy (M)A 614 + 0,(1)
k
- hYs L 12 1)
ithi=1 kTN k ki
- YD Y
- ¥ (A;—W[RN(M]@ + 0,(1).
i#k,i=1 v

By Lemma 2, the conclusion follows.
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B. Proof of Proposition 2
Proof. By (24), we obtain

VT (Tga — E1a)

1 - - -
= —Onk APRNOWAY? € + VT (T, xa) — 1) €a + 0,(1)

Ak
T 1 N N R .
i#£k,i=1 ? )
~ VN -
— Z )\k _k)\ [RN()\k)]kzelA — ﬁ(l — <ukA7ekA>)ekA+0p(1>.
i1#£k,i=1 v

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

(28)

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

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

d 1
VTS e (s — 8pa) = I, — —1I + 0,(1),
2 Y

where
L = Z Z )\k)\ [Rv (M) cxld]
k=1 i#k,i=1 Ai
_ 5 Z (il = cilk]) [Rav(M)las
Y N(O, wki(ck[i]—ci[k])z)v
k=1 i=k+1
and

I, = ch[k‘] T (1 — (Uga, €xa))

303 %%M[RN(AQEML%(U

k=1 i#k,i=1

_ ‘Z Z >\k_ (cxlk] + cili]) Ry (Ar)]i + 0p(1)

k=1 i= k+1

3 Z Z wii (cklk] + ¢[i]) Z7:,

k=1 i=k+1

1o
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where Zy; < N (0,1). The conclusion in Part (ii) follows.
Finally, by (14) and (28), Proposition 1 and Lemma 2, \/T(/):g//\g—]_) and VT (Tya — €a)

are asymptotically independent. O

C. Proof of Proposition 3

~ -1
Proof. Recall that u,g = ()\kI — Sgg> Sojura. We have
HukA||2 =1- uzBukB =1- UEASH(:\\I@I — SQQ>_2821ukA.

Dividing both sides by |[ua||?* yields

1 ~ - P
= Toal? ;S <)\kI - SQ2> Soruga. (30)
kA
Hence,
1
L= Jlugal® = 1~ = =
Ll Sie (WD = S2)  Saiie
~ 2 _

= S (AkI - 522> So1UxA + Eka, (31)

where

~ -2 2
- (ﬁEAsm (W1 82) Sz1ﬁkA)

o~ -2 '
1+ul,S <)\k1 — 822> So1Uz4

EkA =

To derive the CLT of ||ugl|?, we need to analyze the term Slg(/):k]: — S99)72S,;. We first

study the difference when replacing Xk with \; in Slg(xkl — S2)72S,;. We have

Sl2 ((Xk]: - 822)_2 — ()\kI — 822)_2> S21
= Si (OIIJ —Sp) 7t = (MI - S22)71> ((/)\\kl —Soa) 7+ (I - 822)71> So1

= L1+L27
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where

Li = (M — M)S12(0I = Sa2) (Al — Sp2) 28y,

Ly = (M — /):k)SIQ(XkI — 822)72()%1 — 822)71521-
Define

Qv () = %{;ZAXT( — A;'S92) PXpBZY — tr (T — A 'S22) °Sa0) -I}.

By Theorem 7.1 of Bai and Yao (2008), Qx () converges weakly to a symmetric Gaussian
random matrix Q* with zero mean and finite covariance functions. Using the definitions of

S12 and Soq, we can rewrite L as

Ly = (M — /)\\k) S1o(Ael — Sa9) %S9y
+(Ap — Xk)z SlQ()\\kI - 822)71()%1 — 822)73321
~ 1
= (O — Ak)ﬁAi{ 2ZaX 5 (I — Sp) P X pZ I

~ 1 —~
+( M — Ak)Q—QAi{?zAXg(AkI — S0) " (AR — Sp0) X BZEAY?

Asl

1 _ _
= 5 (1 — A—}g) )\—k?tr (T = A "S22)7%S2) 4+ O,(1/N?),

where the last two steps follow from Assumption A and the facts that 1 — Xk/)\k =
0,(1/VT), Qn(Ar) = Op(1) and ||Sys|| = O,(1). Similarly, we obtain

1 Ayl _ _
me g (13) Ao osartsa) s 0,0

In addition, we have

_ 1 _
Sis (eI — S22) 28y = ﬁAi(QzAx;g (MI — Sa2) 2 XpZEA Y

1 . Ayl _
- ﬁA;/QRN(Ak)Al/Q n A—’;—tr ((1=2"82) "820).
k
where
Ry () = 77 { ZaX5 (1= \;'Sp) *XpZY — tr ((I —\;'S) 522) : 1} .
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By Theorem 7.1 of Bai and Yao (2008), Ry () converges weakly to a symmetric Gaussian
random matrix R with zero mean and finite covariance functions. Combining the results
above, we obtain

~ -2
Stz (ML= 82) S

-2

=S12 (Ael = S22)* Sa1 + Sio <</):k1 — SQQ) — (M I — 822)_2) Sa1

2R 12 Ayl e -2

2 AA 1 -1 -3 2

b (1_/\_k> )\_kftr<(1_)\k Sa2) S22> + O,(1/N?)

1
—0, (A?) .
It follows that x4 = O,(1/)%), and
2 _ ~T N 2o = 2

1 fugall® = 812 (W= S22)  Sarfipa + O,(1/A3). (33)

Next, we derive the limit of Az (1 — ||ugal|?). By Assumption A and (32), we have

2
Ak (1 — [Jugall?) = M - Wi4S10 (/\kI - 522) So1ta + Op(1/ k)
4 Aaliga

1 _
LRy (Vo)A s + Tt <(I — A\, 'S2) i S22> ' "

\/_ kAA

) 1 _ -3 Aty
+2 (1—>\—k> ?tr((l—/\klsm) 822) k)\—k+0p(1/ﬁ)

Replacing ug, with €,4 and using Proposition 2, we get

1 ~ 1 1 -2
ﬁ[RN(Ak)]kk + T tr ((I — X\, 'Sa) 522)

+2 (1 - %’;) _ ((I —A;'180) 322) +0,(1/VT).

A (1= [Jugal®) =
(34)

Under Assumptions A—C, we have

1 _
Ztr (T=A7"82) "8n) Lo p/xdF(:L’),
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where F'(+) is the LSD of Sys. According to Theorem 1.1 of Silverstein and Bai (1995), the
Stieltjes transform of F', mg, is the unique solution in the set {mp € C* : —(1 —p)/z +

pmp € CT} to the equation

/ dH(7)

mr = .
T(1—p—pzmp) —z
Therefore, A, (1 — [[ugal|?) = p [ zdF(z).

We now consider the limiting distribution of A (1 — ||uga|/?). By (34) and (14), we get
1 -
ﬁ{xk (1= Jupal®) = o (1= A7"82) 522)}
~ 1 _
= Ry = 2[Ry ()]s -  tr <(I —A'85) SZQ> +0,(1).

Notice that

Ry (A)]k B %[ZAGNZE - tr((NJN) - B % <Z6€)6NZ(1<;) — tr(éN))
[ﬁN()\)]kk %[ZA]SNZE — tr(f)N) . I]kk % (Za)f)NZ(k) — tl“(f)N)>
where

~ 1 _
Cy = CN(A):HTXg(AI—sQZ) 'Xp,

~ 1 _
Dy = Dy(N) = X} (I-"'Sz) X .

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

subsection.
, ‘ Ry (AN)]kx
Lemma 4. Under Assumptions A-C, if A\ < T, then converges weakly to a
Ry ()] ik
. . . ‘ Q1 Qo
zero-mean Gaussian vector with covariance matrix Qy = , where
Qo Qoo

Qo = B=m[k])' -1,
e = (Bl) =3) -2 ( [adr@) +2 [Par),
Uiz = (BmlH)' = 1)-p [ adF (o)
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where F(-) is the LSD of Sas.

Based on the lemma above, we conclude that
1 _
VT {)\k (1= [lueall?) - T ((I — X 'S2) ’ 322)} B N(0,0%y),

where

Q Q —2p | xdF(x
20 = (—Qp/:vdF(:z:), 1 it SR f (@)
Qi1 Qoo 1

= (B(z[k])' —3) - p? ( / :ch(:t:))2 ey / PdF(z).

Further, from Assumption A that A\, = O,(N) for £ < r, and the boundedness of the

eigenvalues of Syy and max;s, /)\\j with high probability, it follows that
ﬁ l tr ((I — /\_1822)72 SQQ) — l tl"(SQQ) L) 0
T ¥ T ’

and

Recall that

1
\/T TtrSQQ Z)\]%O

] r+1

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

At last, we prove Lemma 4.

Ry (M)
Proof of Lemma /. By Theorem 2.1 of Wang et al. (2014), converges weakly

Ry (A)]kx
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to a zero-mean Gaussian vector with covariance matrix Q;, = , where

Qi = widy + (11 —wi)(As + A3),
Qoo = wody + (2 —w2)(As + A3),

Qriz = wsAy + (13 —ws)(As + A3),

with
Ay = E(zp»[1])* — 1 = E(z [k])* — 1, Ay =1, Az =1,
. 1 ~2 . 1 2 . 1 =N~
Tl:h]{/nftr (CN>, ngllj{fnftr(DN>, ngll}{fnftr (CNDN>,
1 ~ o~ .1 ~ < 1 ~ o~
Wy, = h}{fnftr (CNOCN> ., Wwg = hj{fnftr <DNODN> , W3 = h]{[nftr (CNODN> ,
where A o B denotes the Hadamard product of two symmetric matrices A and B, i.e.
[A o BJ;; = [A];; - [Bl;;.
To prove Lemma 4, we need to compute the values of 7; and w;, i = 1,2,3. We start
with 7;’s. From the definitions of C N and D N, it is easy to check that
. 1 ~2
n = hj{fn?tr(CN)
2
T
1 _ 1 _ _
= 1+ 211]{[11 ? tr (()\I — Sgg) ! SQQ) -+ hj{[n f tr (()\I — 822) ! 822 ()\I — Szg) ! S22)

- li]{fn T tr <I + XE (AL — S22)_1 Xp+ TXE(AI - S22)71XB : TXE (AL - S22)_1 XB>

Y

1~ ! 1 e 1 e
Ty, = hJIVnTtr(Dﬁv) = lim — tr (TXE(I—)\ 1S45) QXB~TX£(I—)\ 'S,,) 2XB)
! 1 e o -
= ll]{fnftl‘ (?XE(I—)\ 1822) 2822(1—/\ 1822) 2822>
= p/$2dF(iv);
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and

1 ~ o~
T3 = h]{[IthI'(CNDN)

o1 1 _ _ 1 _ 1 _ _
= h]{fnftr (TXE(I — A 1822) 2XB + ?XE(/\I - 822) 1XB . TXE(I - A 1822) QXB)

1 : 1 . _
= tim ot (T A7) 7 852) + lim - tr (AL = 822) 7" oo (1= 271822) "o

= p / rdF(x).
Next, we calculate the values of w;, i = 1,2, 3. Denote by Xpg; the matrix obtained from
Xp by deleting its ith column. Then

1 1 T
822 = TXBZXEZ + TXEB)XEB) .

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

A lrrTA!
A -1 _ Afl o -
(A+rr) 1+rTA-1¢’
and
r'A%r

r'(A +rrh)r = .
( ) (1+rTA-1r)?

By Assumption A, we have

~ 1 T
Dala = 77 (18— 1) %
1 T _
?X§B> (1/(TA) X X5 — 1) x?
_ 1 - .
(1 + ?X,EB)T (T X X5, — AL) ng))
BN p/xdF(a:), (35)
and
- 1 T
[CN]ZZ = 1-— ?XZ(B) (SQQ — )\I)*lxz(B)
1 T _
?ng) (T~ X p, X5, — AT) ' xP)
- 1-
1 T _
14 TXEB) (T-'X 5, X5, — AI) ' xP
AT (36)
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It is easy to see that
1
lim — B tr (77 X5(I - A71850) X )" 1(F) < o0,

and

1 _ _ 4
lim = E tr (T7'XL(AI = S) ' Xp) 1(F,) = 0.
Hence
. 1
sup E([Dy]ii1(F,))* < sup SEtr (T7'XE(I = A'89) %X ) 1(F,) < o0
N N

and supy E([Cn]i1(F,))* < 0o, which implies that the family of random variables {[Dy]%1(F,)}
and {[Cn]31(F,)} are uniformly integrable. Together with (35) and (36) and the fact that

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

E %g[ﬁN];l(]—;) _ (p / xdF(x)>2

and

<E

[Dy]2,1(F,) — (p / xdF(yc))2

T

1
S PCNBIER
t:l

1 ~ ~
Thus, T S DNELF) L (pf :BdF(x))2 and 7 ZtT:l[CN]ftl(}"s) 25 1. Moreover, not-

— 0,

— 0.

ing that in the event F, [6N]“ and [ﬁN]ii7 it =1,...,T, are uniformly bounded and that

P(Fs) — 1, we obtain

T 2
1 n 12 P 1 ~ 12 P
T ;:1 Dl — (P/fﬂdF(x)) , and E [Cni; — 1
Therefore,

w1 :hmltr (61\7061\[) = 1,
N T

N I ?
wzzhj{fnftr<DNoDN>:p2 (/xdF(x)) ,

o4



and
.1 N ~
w;),:h]{[nftr <CNODN> =p [ zdF(x).

In summary,

[RNO‘)]kk D Qk,n Qk,lz

[RNO‘)]kk Qk,12 Qk,22

where

Qk711 = E(Zl[k?])4—1
Qo = (BE(zk])* —3) - p° < / a:dF(x)) +2p / 2*dF(x),and
iz = (Bml) 1) p [ wdF (o)

S5. Proof of Theorem 3

Proof. Recall that (vg, Vi) = (ug,ex), where vy, vy are the kth principal eigenvector of ¥
and kth principal sample eigenvector of ) ~, respectively, and uy, is the kth eigenvector of
sample covariance matrix Sy. Under Assumptions A—C, by Propositions 1 and 3, we get

Y A
T(l—(uk,ek — Z /):/ ))

j=r+1

N -
1 Aj
= 71— 2 P (W, 8a)’) — e D
( lweall® + [lweall® (1 — (Wea, €a)®) T 1(1—/\/>\k)2>

F >

T
= A (1 —
)\k ( k( |uk:A||

i Wi Z2

i£k,i=1

ﬂl
>,> >

IWE ) + Tllugal® (1 = (Wka, €xa)?)

1o

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

N

1
DD
)

Rewrite the term as

>
j=r+1 (1 - Xj//\k>2
2

D

S (-RA) (1R

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

VN <ukA - ekA \/7 Z

O£k 0= A

Hence, when ¢ # k,

RS A)]ke €ea + 0,(1),

/ RO (\® -
, + 0,(1 =
||u || T )\(1 @ Ry (N )]ke +0p(1), i

Similarly, by (27),

v (1 B |u§:>[k1|> LNy N
||u1(<;l,21H 21T 14k 0=1 (/\1(;) - /\EZ))Z

Proposition 3 implies that

N(1 = ||ug’

r

all) —

i)y (2)
AL A ()

29@)/%11?“( ), i=12.

k
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1,2.
1=1,2

(37)
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Write the two population eigen-matrices VA, V(2 as

V(l ( 51)7 7V§\l]))> L= 1727
and define
== (&) = vorve - [T 7
Zo1 Zo,
where [Z];; = Z(I)T ]( ), and 211,219,291, Z99 are of sizes r x r,r x (N —7r), (N —r) X r and

(N — 1) x (N —r), respectively.

(ILILE) . |<V(1) ,(€2)>] = 1, the kth row and kth column of Z are

Under null hypothesis H, k> V

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

@9 = (VO VO = o) Eu?
= w)"Enul) + uyTEnug) + uly Sy ul) + ul) Epnul.
We start with the first term u,(g XT-—-HU&, and will show later that
Nu,(CQTEmug = 0,(1), Nu,(ggTEmu,(ﬁ = 0,(1), and NU%TEmug = 0,(1). (41)
Because the entries in the kth row and kth column of 215 are zero except that [Z1 ] = 1,
we have
N (1 ll](wiT:Hll5€2A)>
1 2 _ . 2 -
= N1 =W u? W) - S N Euly i) e@l) (42)
i.j=1,i#k,j#k

o7



For the first term, we have

N (1= w1 w2 K]) = N = u ) + V] N - ]

— N1 —u"[k]) + N1 — uP[K]) + &

e ok e
:N<“w3ﬂ>+NwH%_” A+ ( Hﬂ%>
u(2) kA kA (43)
e Mg e

1) (2)

u;. |k u; |k

:W(L-ﬂp>+Nu—w ) + ( ﬂﬁ)
”ukAH ”ukAH

+ N(1 - ||u ||)+52+51>

where

e = NO-uP? )Pk ~1), and

)
52=Nuw“QOﬁ—Q N1~ [ m@ﬁﬂﬂ)

By Theorem 3 and Proposition 1, both €1 and €5 are o0,(1).

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

N Z [Ell]ij’u}(gl)[i]'ul(f)[j]

i,j#k,i,j=1
r W, (2)
! 5 — up i) wy [
=Nlla3ll - el - DY EBuly 5 (44)
i,jAkg,j=1 [ all ||ukA”
()H u(2)[-
Jl

=N Z Z k(z) +0p(1)-
i#£k,i=1 j#k,j=1 A” ||ukA||
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Combining (43) and (44) and using (38) and (39), we obtain
N <1 u,&szlluﬂ)

(1 ye
uy, [k []
_ N(1—||u,§2|y)+N(1—||u,§2||)+N<1—HﬁT) +N(1 u 1

kAH Huk:A”

NCRRCl
NN Em []|méﬂ+%“)

itk,i=1 j£k,j=1 ’ukAH

- NOfW%MD+N(LWWMm

N r )\(1))\1(1) N r A2 @
+tom — = RY O+ 5 Y —as RY O

1 1 2 2
2 ik i=1 ()‘i(f) - )‘E ))2 2T k=1 ()‘i(f) - Aﬁ- ))2
A 1))\(1) )\ )\(2)
D> Ei\é 4> R O e RO - By
AL )\ A\
z;ék i=1j#k,j=1 j
—i—op(l).
For k =1,...,r, define two (r — 1) x 1 vectors a; and by, as
1)y (@) /2@y
A [RS\P()‘/(CI))]M A (2) )\
/\Ej) . )\gl) )\(2 2
1)y (@) (2)
A AL D)) VAN
6) ) Ry (A )]k(kfl) 122 2 ]k(k 1)
I IR v b, — Ay
A VAN ’ =1 A(?)
S RV s o Q)T
1 1 2 _ @
R T,
(1) (1) (2)4(2)
ROV, v RYOPL
)\(1) )\&1) /\562) )\9)

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

a, & N(0,D,), by 2 N(0,Dy), (45)
where
D, = dinglell )l el
D,, = diag(w,(fl),... wl(j;ﬂ 1) w,(f&ﬂ),...,wl(j)),
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and
(2) n(2)
O
kj —

TREraE

J

, for 1=1,2, 1<j57#k<nr.

Let =11,k be the matrix obtained by removing the kth row and kth column of Z;;. Then

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

N (1 E 111;2)

2
= N(1- ||ukA||) +N (1= [u))

N N N?
ak ay + T, —b; b, — \/ Tszak‘—‘ll —kbr +0p(1)

~ N <1 _ ||ukA||) +N (1 - ||ukA||>

N ; N
1 Ak r—1 —Z11,-k Ak
+§ ?\}1 1];/} +0p(1)
Ebk -EL L Ebk
D P 1 . P2 @ , L7 L =11,k
— D dF“/ + @ rdF'Y 4+ —q; ks
20, 0, 2 = T
—11,—k r—1
plDak 0

where qr ~ N(O, Dk) with Dk =
0 pszk
Combining (16), (41) and the convergence

z)z)\

Tl( k Jj=r+1 k

we get that our test statistic

(1) ~ N? ~2)
T, —oN (1 . <v,§”,v,§?)>> Z YR L
Tl(N j=r+1 T (N - T)A]({,‘) j=r+1
converges weakly to
L :Tl —k
qf k-
—_ T
S,k I
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It remains to prove (41). By (20), we have

Nu TSy = Nuly 20T - S5) 1Sl + &,

where
= Nugd S (VT - 85) ™ — (W1 - 85) 785 uil). (46)
Write
Nu,(“)lT:m()\,(f)I - Sé?)’lsé?uffj =I5+ Iz +ey,
where

L = NekA'—‘12()‘(2)I S )1821 I(czA)’

L = N@) -84 BT -82)1sPa?) and
1 ~(1 —_— 2 2)\ — 2 2

e = N(u}— ) EnOP1-85)'sHu’)

2 2)\ — 2 2 ~(2
+NE L TE LA - 88 IS (uf) — al))

=! €41 + E42.

For term I;, note that €,4 25 is the kth row of 215 which is zero, hence I; = 0.

Next, we prove that I, = 0,(1). Write

L = Ny —&a) BT -S5)'sH @) — &)
N @@L — 8e) BT - S8)18He 4

=: 121 + 122.

By Proposition 2 and that /\,(62) = O(N), we get Iy1 = 0,(1). As to Iz, by (37), Assumption
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A and the facts that ||S$)|| = 0,(1) and ||| = O,(v/N), we obtain
r (1) 4 (1)
N VAR AT Ly
by = —= Y o Ry
\/Tl £k =1 )‘l(c )~ )‘é )
1 1/2

T ~
x SLENT = 85) X2 AL e+ 0,(1)

, INORD
N A AL 1) )
= —— Y o RY Ok
1 1
\/Tl)\ff) O£k =1 )‘I(c) _)‘g)

1 2) Q2 2) (2
X i — e EnI— 1/)\( ). 8Py~ 1X( ) Ek; + 0,(1).

Using the independence between zgi)) and X\, 8% Assumption A and that [|Sa|| = O,(1),

we have

1

weaBn(—1/NY -85 X Pag) = o,(1).
2

Ak~
Therefore, Isy = 0,(1).

We now analyze 4. For €41, because N(||u,(€121|| —1) = O,(1), by Proposition 3 and that
1S9 = O0,(V'N), we get 41 = 0,(1). Similarly, we get 4 = 0,(1).

To sum up, we have shown that
N (T - 85) 7S5 ug = 0,(1). (47)
Next, we prove that 5 = 0,(1). We have

2) F(2 DT= (2 2)\—1/1(2 2\—-1a(2)..(2
es = NOY =N BT -85) (N - 85)) syl

2 (2 1) T 2 2\ —2~(2) (2
= NOY -2 "EL(0T - 85) 2 S u)

AN = A=D1 -8 - WP - SE) (W - 88 s ul)

N A )Tz 2) q@y-2 )
= £\ 1— 1\ wa Sl —1/07-S5)) S21 U 4
k k

N /):’(3) 2 )T 32 q@)y-1 (2) 2a(2)
T (17 @ | mea Sl - 1/ATSy) I - 1/07 @282y (2)
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Following the same proof strategy as for (47) and applying Theorem 1, we get €17 = 0,(1).
For e35, using Assumption (A.i), Theorem 1 and that HS&?H = 0,(V'N), we get £49 = 0,(1).
To sum up, we have
Nu{"Eup?) = 0,(1).
Using the same argument we get N u,(:]; ._.21u,(3 = 0,(1).
Finally, we show that Nu{)T2ul?) = 0,(1). By (20), we have
Nuy'y " Espup?)
= NS W1 - 8) B (N - 85) 'S u
= Nl - u ] - 5" (T - 83) S (VT - 85 sEg)
= NSy (T - 8) T En(NT - 85) ST + o,(1),

where the last step follows from Proposition 3. Note that by equation (37), we have

]\/v(u](ﬁ)1 EkA)TS(l)(A )I_S( )) 1522(:\\1(3)1_8( ) lsg) (2)

Similarly,
N &, ST = SE) T En (T - SE)TISH (W — Sra) = 0,(1).
Therefore,
NullTEpul? = N &f, SN — SN 12, AP T — SPY1SPE, 4 + 0,(1).
Note further that by Theorem 1,
~ 1 (1 1)\ — 1 1)\ — — (2 2)\ — 2)~
N LS [ T-8E) 7 - (T 8E) 7 Eu(WP1 - 85 sHes
(1
N (W
)\I(Cl))\]gz) )\](€1)
1 (1 1)\ — 1 1)\ —1m (2 2)\ — 2)~
x EpaSTE (I — 1/ - SE) I — 1/ - 8E) B (1 — 1/X7 - 85)) 'S
= 0,(1).
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Similarly,

N &SH (VT = 85 1B (W1 = 85) 7 = (W1 - S8 7| 808k = 0,(1).
It follows that

Nul)T2ul?) = N&t, S OWT — 8812, AT — S 1826, 4 + 0,(1).
Note that

NeE,SHOWT = 85125 (AT - 85)) 1856,

N 1/2 T -
- Th é}'34’\(5) / ZS)X%” AL = S 1E (AP - $2) X Pz AR
N 1 oT, 2 o

Using the independence among z,(:), zgig,Xg) and Xg), Assumption A and that ||Sq|| =

O,(1), one can show that the last term is o0,(1). It follows that
Nu} Esull) = 0,(1),
which completes the proof of Theorem 6. n

Proof of Corollary 1. 1f (vgl), . ,v,(ﬂl)) (V§2), e ,vfnZ)), then =1 = I,_1. Denote q; =
qrA )
, where qga ~ N(0, 01Dy, ), qks ~ N(0, p2Dy, ) and qxa and qip are independent.

9k B,
Therefore, the limiting distribution becomes

dx Qe = QpaQka + 203 49k8 + QB

r

= 3 (Al + asli)?
j#kG=1

d
= > (p M’(ﬂa)er?W’(w)) z;,
J#k,j=1
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where Z; are i.i.d. standard normal random variables.
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