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We introduce a new ”(m,mp/n) out of (n,p)” sampling-with-replace-
ment bootstrap for eigenvalue statistics of high-dimensional sample covari-
ance matrices based on n independent p-dimensional random vectors. In the
high-dimensional scenario p/n → c ∈ (0,∞), this fully nonparametric and
computationally tractable bootstrap is shown to consistently reproduce the
empirical spectral measure if m/n→ 0. If m2/n→ 0, it approximates cor-
rectly the distribution of linear spectral statistics. The crucial component is
a suitably defined Representative Subpopulation Condition which is shown
to be verified in a large variety of situations. Our proofs are conducted un-
der minimal moment requirements and incorporate delicate results on non-
centered quadratic forms, combinatorial trace moments estimates as well as a
conditional bootstrap martingale CLT which may be of independent interest.

1. Introduction. Let Y1, . . . , Yn be independent, identically distributed p-dimensional cen-
tred random vectors with covariance matrix Σn and corresponding sample covariance matrix

(1.1) Σ̂n =
1

n

n∑
i=1

YiY
⊤
i .

We denote by λ̂1, . . . , λ̂p its eigenvalues, which are central objects in Principal Components
Analysis (PCA). Classical text books (see, for example, Anderson, 2003) provide asymptotic
distributional results for the eigenvalues of the sample covariance matrix if the dimension p is
fixed and the sample size converges to infinity. These limit distributions are non-trivial, even
in the Gaussian case, and depend in an intricate way on the unknown spectral distribution of
population covariance matrix. In such situations bootstrap is an interesting alternative as it
often has the ability to automatically address these difficulties by estimating unknown quan-
tities by resampling. If the dimension is fixed and the sample size converges to infinity, the
distribution of the eigenvalues of the sample covariance matrix can be consistently estimated
by (nonparametric) bootstrap, where the resampling procedure has to be adapted, if there ex-
ist eigenvalues with multiplicity larger than one (see Beran and Srivastava, 1985; Dümbgen,
1993; Hall et al., 2009, among others).
On the other hand, in big data analysis the sample size n and the dimension p are often
large and distributional approximations derived under the fixed p scenario are usually not
very accurate (see Johnstone, 2006). In particular it is well known that if p= p(n) increases
proportionately with n, the eigenvalues of the sample covariance matrix are more dispersed
than their population counterparts. The limiting spectral distribution (LSD) is described in
terms of its Stieltjes transform as the solution of the Marc̆enko-Pastur (MP) equation, which
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FIG 1. Left panel: histogram of the eigenvalues of an empircal covariance matrix from a bootstrap sample drawn
randomly with replacement; Right panel: histogram of the eigenvalues of an empircal covariance matrix from
the bootstrap sample drawn by the (m,mp/n) out of (n,p) proposed in this paper. Solid line (in both panels)
the density of the limiting spectral distribution. The sample size is n= 80000, the dimension p= 40000 and the
population covariance matrix is a diagonal matrix with 50% of the entries equal to 1 and 50% equal to 2.

relates the asymptotic behavior of the sample to the population eigenvalues. (Marčenko and
Pastur, 1967; Silverstein, 1995). If minp,n→∞ p/n = c < 1 and Σn = Ip, where Ip denotes
the p× p identity matrix, the limiting spectral distribution can be determined explicitly and
is supported on the interval[(1 −

√
c)2, (1 +

√
c)2]. Similar results can be derived in the

case c≥ 1, Σn = Ip. However, for a general population covariance matrix an explicit form,
even for its support, is difficult to obtain because the MP equation is very hard to solve (see
El Karoui, 2008, for some work in this direction).
An intuitive solution to these problems seems to be the application of the bootstrap. However,
results of El Karoui and Purdom (2016, 2019) indicate that the classical bootstrap for the
LSD is untrustworthy when the problem is genuinely high-dimensional. More precisely, in
Theorem S2.2 in the supplementary material of their paper, El Karoui and Purdom (2016)
showed that the limiting spectral distribution (LSD) of the bootstrapped covariance matrix is
completely different from that of Σ̂n. To support these statements we show in the left part of
Figure 1 the (simulated) density of the limit distribution of the empirical spectral measure of a
sample covariance matrix and a histogram of the eigenvalues of the sample covariance matrix
from a bootstrap sample drawn randomly with replacement. The dimension is p= 40000, the
sample size is n = 80000 and the population covariance matrix is a diagonal matrix with
20000 diagonal elements equal to 2 and the remaining equal to 1. One can clearly see that the
“classical” n out of n bootstrap does not yield a reasonable approximation of the empirical
spectral distribution.
Despite of these discouraging results, the aim of this article is to provide a powerful, fully
nonparametric and computationally tractable tool to obtain accurate approximations for the
distribution of the eigenvalues of the sample covariance matrix in the high-dimensional con-
text. Our approach is based on the traditionally in a wider range applicable m out of n boot-
strap (Politis and Romano, 1994; Bickel et al., 1997), which has already been investigated to
approximate the eigenvalue distribution in the case where the dimension is fixed. However,
the use of this approach in the high-dimensional setting presents another challenge as it does
not even preserve the limiting ratio c of dimension and sample size if m≪ n, which appears
already explicitly in the characterizing Marc̆enko-Pastur equation for the Stieltjes transform
of the LSD (see Marčenko and Pastur, 1967; Silverstein, 1995). To address this difficulty, we
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propose to also select (possibly by a random mechanism) q = ⌊mp/n⌋ coordinates from the
estimator for the covariance matrix obtained from the subsample of m observations such that
the ratio of dimension and sample size remains (asymptotically) unchanged. This procedure
will be called “(m,mp/n) out of (n,p) bootstrap” throughout this paper and is based on
the crucial observation that in many situations of interest, a subvector of Y1, selected accord-
ing to an appropriate random sampling mechanism, provides a covariance matrix, say Σ̃n,
with a similar spectral distribution as the covariance matrix Σn of the full vector Y1. We will
prove that under the so-called Representative Subpopulation Condition and minimal moment
requirements, the ”(m,mp/n) out of (n,p)” bootstrap provides a consistent approximation
of the Marc̆enko-Pastur distribution if m = o(n). Moreover, it consistently mimics the dis-
tribution of linear spectral statistics (LSS’) of the sample covariance matrix if m = o(

√
n).

Appealingly, the simultaneously reduced dimension and sample size make its implementa-
tion computationally tractable even if original dimension and sample size are very large.
In the right panel of Figure 1 we show the histogram of the empirical spectral distribution
where the sample is obtained by ”(m,mp/n) out of (n,p)” bootstrap with subsample size
m = 8000, and where the p-dimensional data is projected on q = mp/n = 4000 randomly
chosen coordinates. We observe a reasonable approximation of the limiting distribution.
We conclude this section with a discussion of related work on bootstrap for the spectrum of
high-dimensional covariance matrices. El Karoui and Purdom (2016, 2019) investigated the
nonparametric bootstrap and demonstrated that this method is in general not a reliable tool
for statistical inference in the high-dimensional regime. They also argued that for the largest
eigenvalues the nonparametric bootstrap performs as it does in finite dimension if the popu-
lation covariance matrix can be well approximated by a finite rank matrix. Han et al. (2018)
proposed a multiplier bootstrap based on a high-dimensional Gaussian approximation to ap-
proximate the distribution of the largest eigenvalue of the sample covariance matrix under the
assumption of a spherical population covariance matrix. However, the validity of this proce-
dure can only be proved under very restricted assumptions on the increasing dimension, that
is p= o(n1/9). Yao and Lopes (2022) derived finite sample bounds for the Kolmogorov dis-
tance between the distribution of the largest eigenvalue and a bootstrap distribution obtained
by sampling with replacement in terms of the effective rank of the population covariance ma-
trix and sample size. More recently, Ding et al. (2023) investigated the extreme eigenvalues
of the sample covariance matrix under the generalized elliptical model. As a special case they
considered a factor model and developed a multiplier bootstrap test for the number of factors
by investigating the stochastic properties of the first few eigenvalues of the bootstrap sample
covariance matrix (see also Yu et al., 2024, who directly concentrate on a high-dimensional
factor model).
While most of this work has its focus on the extreme eigenvalues, the bootstrap for lin-
ear spectral statistics of high-dimensional covariance matrices is much less explored. Lopes
et al. (2019) proposed a parametric type bootstrap method in the high-dimensional setting
sampling bootstrap data from a proxy distribution that is parameterized by estimates of the
eigenvalues and kurtosis. Roughly speaking these authors suggested to generate a matrix of
the form (1.1) from independent random vectors with iid. Pearson distributed entries (match-
ing the first four moments asymptotically) and to multiply the resulting matrix from the
left and the right by a square root of the diagonal matrix containing the spectrum. We also
mention the paper of Wang and Lopes (2023) who developed a parametric type bootstrap
for linear spectral statistics in the high-dimensional elliptical model, which uses the specific
structure of this model and also requires the estimation of a diagonal matrix containing the
spectrum. In contrast to these authors the bootstrap procedure proposed here is completely
nonparametric, does not require estimation of the spectrum of the population covariance ma-
trix and is provably consistent under minimal moment assumptions. As a consequence we do
not need assumptions on the limiting spectrum of the population covariance matrix which are
usually required to make its estimation possible.
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2. Preliminaries. For any Hermitian matrix A ∈Cp×p with eigenvalues λ1(A), . . . , λp(A),

µA =
1

p

p∑
i=1

δλi(A)

denotes its (normalized) spectral measure. For any matrix A, we write A⊤ for its trans-
pose of A and Ā for its complex conjugate. For 1 ≤ r ≤ ∞, we denote by ∥A∥Sr

=(∑p
j=1 λj(AĀ⊤)r/2

)1/r the Schatten-r-norm of the matrix A. The Stieltjes transform of
a distribution G on the real line is given by mG :C+ →C+ with

mG(z) =

ˆ
1

λ− z
dG(λ),

where C+ = {z ∈ C|ℑ(z)> 0} denotes the upper complex half-plane. If µn, n ∈ N, and µ
are finite signed measures on a common measurable space, µn ⇒ µ denotes weak conver-
gence of (µn)n∈N to µ.

Model assumptions. Aligning with the common framework in random matrix theory, we shall
work under the same type of conditions and study a triangular array of p= p(n)-dimensional
observations Y1, . . . , Yn of the form

(2.1) Yi =AnXi, i= 1, . . . , n.

Here, Xi = (Xi1,Xi2, . . .)
⊤ (i ∈ N) are independent identically distributed (iid) infinite di-

mensional random vectors and An is a p×∞ matrix such that the following assumptions are
satisfied:

(A1) The (p×∞)-matrix An has square summable rows and supn∈N ∥An∥S∞ <∞.
(A2) p/n→ c for some real constant c > 0 as n→∞.
(A3) The vector X1 has iid entries X1k, k ∈N, with EX11 = 0 and EX2

11 = 1.

Note that under these conditions, the random variable Y1 =AnX1 is well defined as limit in
L2(P) with covariance matrix

Σn = E[Y1Y ⊤
1 ] =AnA

⊤
n .

As concerns normal approximation of linear spectral statistics, the existence of the fourth
moment EX4

11 <∞ is known to be necessary. Therefore, we shall impose in that case the
stronger assumption

(A3+) In addition to assumption (A3), EX3
11 = 0 and EX4

11 = 3.

Coincidence of the third and fourth moment with those of the standard normal distribution
can be avoided in the CLT for linear spectral statistics of high-dimensional covariance ma-
trices at the expense of additional regularity assumptions on the eigenvectors, see Najim and
Yao (2016). Here, we refrain from this generalization to keep the technical expenditure as
small as possible. We emphasize that model (2.1) was also considered in Zou et al. (2022)
and contains the commonly used model

(2.2) Yi =Σ1/2
n X̃i,

where X̃i is a p-dimensional with iid entries X̃ik (EX̃11 = 0, EX̃2
11 = 1) and Σ

1/2
n is the

square root of the p× p matrix Σn. For model (2.2), it is well-known that if (µΣn) is weakly
convergent as p,n→∞ and p/n→ c ∈ (0,∞), that is

(2.3) µΣn ⇒H as n→∞
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for some distribution H , the limiting spectral distribution (LSD) of the sample covariance
matrix exists and is given by the Marc̆enko-Pastur law µ0

H whose Stieltjes transform can be
characterized as the unique solution of the Marc̆enko-Pastur (MP) equation

m0
H(z) =

ˆ
1

λ(1− c− czm0
H(z))− z

dH(λ).(2.4)

These results were extended to model (2.1) by Zou et al. (2022). Finally, we define for a
distribution G on the real line m0

G as the unique solution in C+ of the equation

(2.5) m0
G(z) =−

(
z − c

ˆ
t

1 + tm0
G(z)

dG(t)

)−1

.

Note that

m0
G(z) =−1− c

z
+ cm0

G(z),

where m0
G(z) is the solution of the equation (2.4) for H =G.

3. Representative subpopulations and the ”(m,mp/n) out of (n,p)” bootstrap. The
m out of n sampling-with-replacement bootstrap with m = o(n) provides a powerful
methodology for constructing valid bootstrap procedures in situations where the classical
bootstrap “resampling with replacement” does not work (Politis and Romano, 1994; Bickel
et al., 1997). However, in the high dimensional regime p/n→ c > 0 as n→∞ the properties
of the LSD and LSS’ depend sensitively of the “proportion” c and the application of this
methodology is not obvious as a sample covariance matrix based on a random sample of m
observations from Y1, . . . , Yn with m= o(n) would exhibit an asymptotic behaviour as in the
case c =∞. To address this difficulty, we propose to also sample (possibly by a randomly
mechanism) q = ⌊mp/n⌋ coordinates from the estimator of the covariance matrix obtained
from the subsample of m observations such that q/m→ c as n→∞, m→∞, m = o(n).
Interpreting the entries Yi1, . . . , Yip of each vector Yi as data of p individuals in some popula-
tion, our approach originates from the idea of selecting a representative subpopulation which
shares the statistical properties of interest with the full population.
This procedure will be called “(m,mp/n) out of (n,p) bootstrap” throughout this paper and
is based on the crucial observation that in many situations of interest, a subvector Y1,sub of
length q = q(n) of Y1, selected according to an appropriate (random) sampling mechanism,
provides a q × q covariance matrix, say Σ̃n, with a similar spectral distribution, say µΣ̃n , as
the spectral distribution µΣn of the population covariance matrix Σn corresponding to the
full vector Y1, that is

(3.1) µΣ̃n − µΣn ⇒ 0 as n→∞ in probability.

To illustrate this observation we present three examples.

EXAMPLE 3.1 (Diagonal positive semi-definite matrices). Let

(Σn)n∈N = (diag(g1, . . . , gp))n∈N
denote a sequence of positive semi-definite diagonal matrices satisfying (2.3), that is

(3.2)
1

p

p∑
i=1

δgi =⇒H

for some distribution function H . If Y1,sub consists of q out of p different entries of the
vector Y1 uniformly sampled at random, its covariance matrix, say Σ̃n, is a principal q × q
submatrix sampled uniformly at random from Σn. Hence, by Theorem 1 of Chatterjee and
Ledoux (2009) and assumption (2.3) it follows that (3.1) holds.
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More generally, let M be an arbitrary Hermitian matrix of order n and k be a positive integer
less than n. Chatterjee and Ledoux (2009) prove the remarkable result that if k is large,
the distribution of eigenvalues on the real line is almost the same for almost all principal
submatrices of M of order k.

EXAMPLE 3.2 (Symmetric Toeplitz and block Toeplitz matrices).

(i) If the components of the vectors Yi = (Yi,ℓ)ℓ=1,...p are defined by a stationary process,
then it follows by Wold’s theorem (see Brockwell and Davis, 1998) that

(3.3) Yi,ℓ =

∞∑
j=0

bjXi,p−ℓ+j+1

where
∑∞

j=0 b
2
j < ∞ and for each i the random variables in the vector Xi = (Xi,j)j∈N

are uncorrelated. If the random variables Xi,j are independent with EX11 = 0, EX2
11 = 1

(as assumed in the present paper) we obtain a representation of the form (2.1), where the
p×∞ matrix An is given by

An =



0 0 . . . . . . . . . 0 b0 b1 . . .
0 0 . . . . . . . . . b0 b1 b2 . . .
...

...
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . · · ·

0 0 b0 b1 · · · bp−4 bp−3 bp−2 · · ·
0 b0 b1 b2 · · · bp−3 bp−2 bp−1 · · ·
b0 b1 b2 b3 · · · bp−2 bp−1 bp . . .

 .(3.4)

Note that the p× p autocovariance matrix

Σn =AnA
⊤
n = (ti−j)

p
ij=1

is a Toeplitz matrix, where

tk =Cov(Yi,ℓ, Yi,ℓ−k) =

∞∑
j=k

bjbj−k =

∞∑
j=0

bjbj+k

(note that t−ℓ = tℓ). In particular Σn is a p × p principal minor of the fixed (infinite)
Toeplitz matrix (ti−j)ij∈N. Now, if

∑∞
ℓ=0 |tℓ|<∞, it follows from Szegö’s theorem (see

Grenander and Szego, 1958) that the normalized spectral distribution of Σn satisfies (2.3),
where the limiting distribution H is supported on the interval (−π,π]. More precisely,
µΣn ⇒H as n→∞, where the measure H is defined by

H((−α,β]) =
1

2π
λ
({

t ∈ (−π,π]
∣∣α< T (eit)≤ β

})
and T (z) is the Laurent series

T (z) = t0 + 2

∞∑
ℓ=1

tℓ(z
ℓ + z−ℓ).

If Σ̃n is a q × q principal minor of Σn, then obviously its spectral distribution converges
weakly to H as q→∞. Consequently, if Y1,sub consists of q consecutive entries of Y1, its
covariance matrix is equal to Σq , and spectral similarity holds in the sense of (3.1).

Note that in this example, it is not even necessary to rely on a random sampling mecha-
nism.
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(ii) If p= p̃r for some p̃, r ∈ N, similar results are available in the case where the compo-
nents of the vectors Yi can be decomposed in p̃ block of length r, that is

Yi =
(
Y

(1)⊤
i , . . . , Y

(p̃)⊤
i

)⊤
i= 1, . . . , n,

which are defined by a vector moving average model of order ℓ≤ p̃− 1, that is

Y
(s)
i =

ℓ∑
j=0

Bjεi,p̃−s+j+1 , s= 1, . . . , p̃.

Here (εi,j)i∈N,j∈N0
is an array of independent r-dimensional vectors with E[εij ] = 0 ∈Rr

and Var(εij) = Ir , Ir denotes the r-dimensional identity matrix and B0, . . . ,Bk are given
r× r matrices. In this case, it is easy to see that the population covariance matrix Σn of Yi
is a banded block Toeplitz matrix, that is

(3.5) Σn =
(
T|i−j|I{|i− j| ≤ ℓ}

)p̃
i,j=1

,

where T0, . . . , Tℓ are symmetric r× r matrices defined by

Ts =

ℓ−s∑
j=0

BjB
⊤
j+ℓ , s= 0, . . . ℓ− 1

(and Tℓ+1 = . . . = Tp̃−1 = Ir). If p̃ → ∞, the LSP of the population covariance matrix
exists and can be characterized in terms of an equilibrium problem (see Delvaux, 2012).
However, an explicit form is only possible in very special cases. For example, if ℓ= 1, T1

is a a non-singular matrix, such that limn→∞ T−n
1 T0T

n
1 = Tlim exists, the LSD is absolute

continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure with density

f(t) =
1

r
tr
(
XT1,Tlim

(t)
)

where XT1,Tlim
is the density of the matrix measure of orthogonality corresponding to

matrix Chebyshev polynomials of the first kind with recurrence coefficients T1, Tlim ∈
Rr×r (see, for example, Duran et al., 1999). Now, if Σ̃n is a q × q principal minor of Σn

maintaining the block structure of Σn, then (3.1) obviously holds.

EXAMPLE 3.3 (Representative subpopulations). In a recent paper Fan and Johnstone (2019)
investigated properties of the LSP of variance components in linear random effect models. In
the simplest case of a random effect ANOVA model with k factors, we have

(3.6) Ỹij =Mi + siiXij j = 1, . . . , pi ; i= 1, . . . , k,

s11, . . . , skk > 0 are constants, {Xij | j = 1, . . . , pi; i = 1, . . . , k} are independent random
variables with E[Xij ] = 0, Var(Xij) = 1 and M = (M1, . . . ,Mk)

⊤ is a k-dimensional ran-
dom vector with covariance matrix T = (τij)

k
i,j=1 representing the group effects. In this case

the vector Y1 can be decomposed in k groups, that is

Y ⊤
1 = (Ỹ11, . . . , Ỹ1p1

, Ỹ21, . . . , Ỹ2p2
, . . . , Ỹk1

, . . . , Ỹkpk
)⊤ ∈Rp ,

where p=
∑k

i=1 pi. With the notation sii =
√
σii − τii with σii = s2ii + τii (i= 1, . . . , k) the

covariance matrix of the vector Y1 is given by the positive semi-definite symmetric block
matrix

Σn =


G11 G12 G13 . . . G1k

G21 G22 G23 . . . G2k
...

...
...

. . .
...

Gk1 Gk2 Gk3 . . . Gkk


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with blocks

Gii =


σii τii . . . τii
τii σii . . . τii
...

...
. . .

...
τii τii . . . σii

 ∈Rpi×pi , Gij = τij


1 1 . . . 1
1 1 . . . 1
...

...
. . .

...
1 1 . . . 1

 ∈Rpi×pj (i ̸= j).

A simple calculation shows that the matrix Σn has at most 2k different eigenvalues and
that there are k eigenvalues λi = σii − τii of multiplicity pi − 1 (i = 1, . . . , k). Therefore,
if k = o(p) and there exist nonnegative constants ω1, . . . ωk such that

∑k
i=1ωi = 1 and

maxki=1 |
pi

p − ωi| = o(1) as n→∞, pi →∞, the sequence (µΣn)n∈N of spectral measures

converges weakly to the discrete measure
∑k

i=1ωiδλi
. If Y1,sub consists of q out of p different

entries of the vector Y1 uniformly sampled at random without replacement, its covariance ma-
trix Σ̃n has again at most 2k different eigenvalues and there exist k eigenvalues λi = σii− τii
of multiplicity max(qi − 1,0) (i = 1, . . . , k), where (q1, . . . , qk) is amultivariate hypergeo-
metrically distributed random variable with parameters ((p1, . . . , pk), q). Consequently, con-
dition (3.1) is satisfied.

Motivated by these examples we introduce the following condition, which will be crucial in
the analysis of the “(m,mp/n) out of (n,p) bootstrap” introduced afterwards.

CONDITION 3.4 (Representative Subpopulation Condition). The triangular array of p-
dimensional vectors Y1, . . . , Yn in model (2.1) is said to satisfy the Representative Subpopu-
lation Condition, if the following conditions are satisfied.

(1) For every q ≤ p, there exists a possibly random strategy (independent of Y1, . . . , Yn)
of selecting q out of p coordinates such that the covariance matrix Σ̃n of the resulting
q-dimensional subvectors Yi,sub (i= 1, . . . , n) satisfies

(3.7) µΣ̃n − µΣn ⇒ 0 as q,n→∞ in probability.

(2) If Πn = Πn,q denotes the projection corresponding to the possibly random selection
strategy, that is Yi,sub =ΠnYi (i= 1, . . . , n), then there exists for almost all realizations a
decomposition of the form

(3.8) ΠnAn = Ln +Rn ,

where the sets of non-zero entries of the matrices Ln and Rn are disjoint, the matrix Ln

has a most q′ non-zero columns with q′ a possibly random integer of deterministic order
O(q), and EΠn

[
||Rn||2S2

]
= o(1) as q,n→∞. Here, EΠn

denotes expectation with respect
to the random projection Πn.

REMARK 3.5.
(a) Note that (3.7) refers to the population covariance matrix Σn and that randomness enters
in the submatrix Σ̃n of Σn only through the random coordinate selection. Interpreting the p=
p(n) entries of Y1 as the individuals of a population with their p×p covariance matrix Σn, the
weak convergence assumption (3.7) is justified by the belief that the spectral measure encodes
information of the population, and that a representative subpopulation behaves qualitatively
in the same way as the full population.
(b) Note that Assumption (A1) implies in particular that the spectral norm of the matrix
Σ̃n =ΠnΣnΠn is uniformly bounded in n ∈N.

The Representative Subpopulation Condition being granted, we propose the following re-
sampling scheme.
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ALGORITHM 3.6 ( (m,mp/n) out of (n,p) Bootstrap).

(i) For m= o(n), draw an iid sample Y ∗
1 , . . . , Y

∗
m from the empirical distribution

P̂n =
1

n

n∑
i=1

δYi
.

(ii) Define the bootstrap sample

Z∗
i =ΠnY

∗
i = (Y ∗

ij1 , . . . , Y
∗
ijq)

⊤, i= 1, . . . ,m,

using the q = ⌊mp/n⌋ coordinates j1, . . . , jq selected according to the Representative Sub-
population Condition.

(ii) Output: the estimator

Σ̂∗
n =

1

m

m∑
i=1

Z∗
i Z

∗
i
⊤ =Πn

( 1

m

m∑
i=1

Y ∗
i Y

∗
i
⊤
)
Π⊤

n

and its corresponding spectral distribution µΣ̂∗
n .

In the following section we will show that under appropriate assumptions, Algorithm 3.6
yields a consistent bootstrap estimate of the LSD and of the distribution of linear spectral
statistics. We conclude this section revisiting Examples 3.1 – 3.3, where the Representative
Subpopulation Condition is satisfied and – as a consequence of the theory developed in the
subsequent Section 4 – the (m,mp/n) out of (n,p) bootstrap is consistent.

EXAMPLE 3.7. In the situation of Example 3.1 we assumed that the empirical distribu-
tion function of the points g1, . . . , gp converges weakly, to some distribution function H
(see (3.2)). In this case, the matrix An in (2.1) is given by An = diag(g1, . . . , gp,0,0 . . .).
If Y ∗

1 , . . . , Y
∗
m are sampled uniformly at random from Y1, . . . , Yn, then it is easy to see

that µΣ̃n =⇒ H in probability and (3.7) is satisfied. Moreover, (3.8) also holds using
Ln = Πndiag(g1, . . . , gp) ∈ Rq×p,Rn = 0 ∈ Rq×∞ and Πn ∈ Rq×p corresponds to the ran-
dom projection which picks q coordinates from (1, . . . , p) uniformly at random without re-
placement.

EXAMPLE 3.8. Recall the model considered in Example 3.2 and let Πn denote the projec-
tion which selects the first q components of the vector Y1 defined in (3.3). Then, recalling the
definition of the matrix An in (3.4), a decomposition of the form (3.8) holds with

Ln =



0 0 0 · · · 0 b0 · · · bq 0 0 · · ·
0 0 0 · · · b0 b1 · · · bq+1 0 0 · · ·
...

...
...

. . .
...

...
. . .

...
...

...
. . .

0 0 b0 · · · bq−4 bq−3 · · · b2q−3 0 0 · · ·
0 b0 b1 · · · bq−3 bq−2 · · · b2q−2 0 0 · · ·
b0 b1 b2 · · · bq−2 bq−1 · · · b2q−1 0 0 · · ·


and

Rn =



0 0 · · · 0 bq+1 bq+2 · · ·
0 0 · · · 0 bq+2 bq+3 · · ·
...

...
. . .

...
...

...
. . .

0 0 · · · 0 b2q−2 b2q−1 · · ·
0 0 · · · 0 b2q−1 b2q · · ·
0 0 · · · 0 b2q b2q+1 · · ·


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(note that both matrices have q rows and that the first 2q columns of the matrix Rn have zero
entries). Now under the additional assumption that

∞∑
ℓ=1

ℓb2ℓ <∞,

it is easy to see that

∥Ln∥2S2
= q

q∑
i=0

b2i +

2q−1∑
i=q+1

(2q− i)b2i =O(q)

∥Rn∥2S2
=

q∑
i=1

∞∑
ℓ=i

b2q+ℓ ≤ q

∞∑
ℓ=q+1

b2ℓ ≤
∞∑

ℓ=q+1

ℓb2ℓ = o(1)

as n→∞. A similar argument applies if q consecutive components of Y1 are sampled from
a uniformly distributed position on the set {1, . . . , p − q + 1}. Hence, the triangular array
(Y1, . . . , Yn) satisfies the Representative Subpopulation Condition (note that the first assump-
tion in Condition 3.4 was shown in Example 3.2).

EXAMPLE 3.9. Note note that model (3.6) in Example 3.3 can be rewritten as

(3.9) Y1 =EM + SX ,

where

X =
(
X11, . . . ,X1p1

, . . . ,Xk1, . . . ,Xkpk
)⊤ ∈Rp,

M =
(
M1, . . . ,Mk)

⊤ ∈Rk,

the p× k matrix E and the p× p matrix S are defined by

E =


1p1

1p2

. . .
1pk

 ∈Rp×k , S =


s11Ip1

s22Ip2

. . .
skkIpk

 ∈Rp×p ,

respectively, and 1pℓ
= (1, . . . ,1)⊤ ∈ Rpℓ (all other entries in the matrices E and S are 0).

The model (3.9) can alternatively be represented (in distribution) as

(3.10) Y1 = ẼZ

where Z = (X⊤,U⊤)⊤ ∈ Rp+k,U = (U1, . . . ,Uk)
⊤ is a vector with iid entries independent

of X , such that E[Ui] = 0, Var(Ui) = 1 and the p× (p+ k) matrix Ẽ is given by

Ẽ = (S :ET 1/2) .

The model (3.10) can obviously written in the form (2.1). Moreover, the matrix Ln in the
decomposition (3.8) is given by q randomly drawn rows from the matrix Ẽ, while the matrix
Rn has only 0 entries. As the matrix S is diagonal, the matrix Ln has at most q + k =
O(q) non-zero columns, and the triangular array in Example 3.3 satisfies the Representative
Subpopulation Condition.
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4. Probabilistic properties of the ’(m,mp/n) out of (n,p)’ bootstrap. In view of the
failure of the classical sampling-with-replacement bootstrap, it is apparent that independence
of the bootstrap observations (Z∗

1 , . . . ,Z
∗
m) = (ΠnAnX

∗
1 , . . . ,ΠnAnX

∗
m) conditionally on

the original data Y1, . . . , Yn and Πn cannot be sufficient to successfully run classical argu-
ments in the conditional bootstrap world for proving consistency of our new approach. In-
deed, the vectors X∗

i do not satisfy Assumption (A3) any longer (conditional on X1, . . . ,Xn);
in particular, they do not possess the essential structure of independent components which
however is a crucial requirement for the classical MP law and the CLT of linear spectral
statistics to hold.

4.1. Spectral distribution. Our first result demonstrates that Σ̂∗
n mimics the sample covari-

ance matrix in terms of spectral distributions. Besides being of interest in its own, this is
a necessary ingredient for the CLT for linear spectral statistics studied later as the limiting
spectral distribution of the sample covariance matrix explicitly enters the limiting variance
expression of linear spectral statistics.

THEOREM 4.1 (Spectral distribution). Grant assumptions (A1)–(A3). Suppose that the tri-
angular array of p-dimensional vectors Y1, . . . , Yn in model (2.1) satisfies the Representative
Subpopulation Condition 3.4. If m= o(n), then

µΣ̂n − µΣ̂∗
n =⇒ 0 in probability.

As concerns the proof of Theorem 4.1, note that the derivation of the classical MP-law via
the Stieltjes transform method has two major steps:

(1) to establish the concentration of the Stieltjes transform of the bootstrap spectral measure
around its conditional expectation (see equation (B.30) in the online supplement);

(2) to prove that the conditional expectation approaches the solution of a particular MP equa-
tion (see equation (B.29) in the online supplement).

Whereas (1) can be carried out by adapting classical martingale arguments due to the con-
ditional independence of the bootstrap observations, carrying out (2) is substantially more
involved. At this point, it starts to matter that there may be ties in the bootstrap sample when
studying quadratic forms of the type

Z∗⊤
1 A(Z∗

2 , . . . ,Z
∗
m)Z∗

1 − tr
(
ΣnA(Z∗

2 , . . . ,Z
∗
m)

)
.

Here, A(Z∗
2 , . . . ,Z

∗
m) is a matrix containing the resolvent of 1

m

∑m
j=2Z

∗
i Z

∗
i
⊤ as a building

block. Although Z∗
1 is conditionally independent of A(Z∗

2 , . . . ,Z
∗
m), these expressions are

not centered any longer and therefore do not satisfy classical moment bounds for centered
quadratic forms. Moreover, both, the vector Z∗

1 as well as the matrix A(Z∗
2 , . . . ,Z

∗
m), depend

in an intricate way on the sample X1, . . . ,Xn, which makes estimates on the unconditional
expectation rather delicate, see Section B.3. When performing the ’(m,mp/n) out of (n,p)’
bootstrap, the probability of generating ties in the bootstrap sample turns out to be sufficiently
small for the required approximation quality if m= o(n).

REMARK 4.2. Note that the finite second moment of X11 is necessary to define Σn. There-
fore, it is the the weakest possible requirement for Σ̂n and its spectral distribution to be
meaningful.
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4.2. Extremal eigenvalues. A further important step in the proof of the CLT for linear spec-
tral statistics are estimates on the probability of exceedance for the extremal eigenvalues of
Σ̂∗
n from the support of the limiting spectral measure. Our next result shows that Σ̂∗

n even
shares these properties with the sample covariance matrix to a large extent. Note that for the
latter, Bai et al. (1988) proved boundedness of EX4

11 to be the weakest condition to ensure
that its spectral norm stays bounded almost surely.

THEOREM 4.3 (Extremal eigenvalues). Grant assumptions (A1)–(A3), EX4
11 <∞ and as-

sume that Σn = Ip.

(a) If m= o(
√
n), then there exists a constant Kr > 0 such that

P
(wwΣ̂∗

n

ww
S∞

>Kr

)
= o(m−l) for every l ∈N.(4.1)

Moreover, if m= o(logn), then (4.2) even holds for every Kr > (1 +
√
c)2.

(b) If m= o(
√
n), then we have for every Kl < (1−

√
c)21(0,1)(c)

P
(
λmin

(
Σ̂∗
n

)
<Kl

)
= o(m−l) for every l ∈N.

(c) If m= o(
√
n), then limsupn→∞E

wwΣ̂∗
n

wwℓ

S∞
<∞ for all ℓ ∈N.

A few comments on the proof are in order. For the classical covariance matrix, corresponding
bounds in Yin et al. (1988) and Bai and Yin (1993) are based on trace moment estimates,
which are deduced by graph theory involving combinatorial arguments. Since our results
do not contain bounds conditional (and potentially uniform) on X1, . . . ,Xn, we were able
to develop essentially two types of manipulation of their original combinatorial arguments
in order to extend their results for the sample covariance matrix to the bootstrap setting as
follows.

(1) Let (W1, · · · ,Wn)
⊤ denote a vector with a multinomial distribution with parameter

(m, ( 1n , · · · ,
1
n)), independent of X1, . . . ,Xn, that is (W1, · · · ,Wn)

⊤ ∼M(m, ( 1n , · · · ,
1
n)).

Using the representation

Σ̂∗
n =

1

m

n∑
i=1

Wi(ΠnXi)(ΠnXi)
⊤,

we aim at bounding expectations of the type

E tr
(
Σ̂∗
n

)k
= E tr

( 1

m

n∑
i=1

Wi(ΠnXi)(ΠnXi)
⊤
)k

=
1

mk

∑
i1,...,ik∈{1,...,n}
j1,...,jk∈{1,...q}

E
(
Wi1 . . .Wik

)
E
(
Xi1j1Xi2j1Xi2j2 . . .XikjkXi1jk

)
.

The difference to the analysis of Yin et al. (1988) for Σ̂n are the additional fac-
tors E

(
Wj1 . . .Wjk

)
as well as the range of indices {1, . . . , q},{1, . . . , n} instead of

{1, . . . , p},{1, . . . , n} in the above expression. Note that n/p = O(1) while n/q → ∞.
To address these problems, we prove in Section C the following result by deriving
sharp bounds on mixed moments of a multinomial distribution with parameters m and
( 1n , · · · ,

1
n).
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LEMMA 4.4. Assume that (W1, . . . ,Wn)∼M(m, 1n , . . . ,
1
n) and denote km = ⌊γ logm⌋

for some γ > 0. Then there exists a constant cγ > 0 such that

max
k≤km

max
s1,...,sn∈N0∑n

j=1 sj=km

( n

m

)∑n
j=1 1{sj≥1}

E[W s1
1 . . .W sn

n ]≤
(
1 + cγ

m1+γ

n

)km

Similarly, we derive a bound for

E
[
tr
(
diag

(
Σ̂∗
n

)r − Iq
)k]

by evaluating the arising expectation of products of coordinates of W while using the
already established bounds in Bai and Yin (1993) on the corresponding products of coor-
dinates of the Xi’s. Note the reduced dimension from p to q, the reduced scaling by m
instead of n, but the index i still ranges in {1, . . . , n}.

(2) We insert a probability conditional on W when evaluating a tail bound on

max
i=1,...,m

q∑
j=1

|X∗
ij |l = max

i∈{1,...,n}:
Wi ̸=0

q∑
j=1

|Xij |l

in order to avoid the maximum running over a set of cardinality n instead of (at most)
m. Note at this point that this conditioning argument is not admissible for the probabili-
ties in the statement of Theorem 4.3, because conditionally on W the matrx Σ̂∗

n does not
have the same distribution as m−1

∑m
i=1(ΠnXi)(ΠnXi)

⊤ (our bootstrap samples with re-
placement). Moreover, although sampling with and without replacement approximate each
other in Kolmogorov distance by O(m2/n) and the conditioning argument works for sam-
pling without replacement, this approximation is by far too weak to transfer the tail bounds
formulated in the theorem.

COROLLARY 4.5. Grant assumptions (A1)–(A3) and EX4
11 <∞. Suppose that the trian-

gular array of p-dimensional vectors Y1, . . . , Yn in model (2.1) satisfies the Representative
Subpopulation Condition 3.4. Let c′ = limsup(q′/m).

(a) If m= o(
√
n), then there exists a constant Kr > 0 such that

P
(wwΣ̂∗

n

ww
S∞

>Kr

)
= o(m−l) for every l ∈N.(4.2)

If m= o(logn), then (4.2) holds even for every Kr > limsupn∈N ∥Σn∥S∞(1 +
√
c′)2.

(b) If m= o(
√
n), then we have for any Kl < lim infn∈N ∥Σn∥S∞ max{(1−

√
c′)2,0}

P
(
λmin

(
Σ̂∗
n

)
<Kl

)
= o(m−l) for every l ∈N .

4.3. Linear spectral statistics. Finally, we study linear spectral statistics

T̂ ∗
n(f) =

q∑
j=1

f
(
λ̂∗
j

)
= q

ˆ
f(x)dµΣ̂∗

n(x),(4.3)

where λ̂∗
1, . . . , λ̂

∗
q denote the eigenvalues of the matrix Σ̂∗

n. To keep the technical expenditure
as small as possible, we restrict attention to functions f which are analytic in a region of the
complex plane containing the support of µΣ̂∗

n finally. As shown in Najim and Yao (2016),
this restriction on f can be relaxed in the CLT for classical sample covariance matrices by
representing the linear spectral statistic with the help of Helffer–Sjöstrand’s formula instead
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of the Cauchy integral formula. Furthermore, we set f equal to 0 outside its domain and
introduce the function fm := f1{|f | ≤mℓ} for some arbitrary ℓ ∈N. This definition ensures
the existence of ET̂ ∗

n(f) for functions that grow faster than any polynomial.

THEOREM 4.6 (Linear spectral statistics). Grant assumptions (A1)–(A3+) and suppose that
the triangular array of p-dimensional vectors Y1, . . . , Yn in model (2.1) satisfies the Repre-
sentative Subpopulation Condition 3.4. Let f be a real-valued function which is analytic in a
region of the complex plane containing the interval

(4.4) I =
[
Kl − limsup

n→∞
∥Σn∥S∞ ,Kr + limsup

n→∞
∥Σn∥S∞

]
,

where Kl and Kr are the constant in Theorem 4.3. Furthermore, assume that m= o(
√
n). If

E|X11|6 <∞, then

dBL

[
L
(
T̂ ∗
n(f)−E∗T̂ ∗

n(fm)
)Y1, . . . , Yn),L(T̂n(f)−ET̂n(fn)

)]
−→P 0,(4.5)

where dBL denotes the dual bounded Lipschitz metric. Moreover, the conditional distribution
of T̂ ∗

n(f)−E∗T̂ ∗,trunc
n (fm) is asymptotically centered normal with variance

− 1

2π2

‰ ‰
f(z1)f(z2)

(mµΣ̂n (z1)−mµΣ̂n (z2))2
m′

µΣ̂n
(z1)m

′
µΣ̂n

(z2)dz1 dz2 + oP(1).

For the reader’s convenience, the definition of dBL is provided (A.13) in Section A.

REMARK 4.7. It is interesting to note that although the ’(m,mp/n) out of (n,p)’-bootstrap
consistently mimics the spectral distribution of the sample covariance matrix if m = o(n),
consistently matching the variance in the CLT of linear spectral statistics requires m2 = o(n).
Again, this requirement is caused by moment bounds on non-centered quadratic forms of the
type Z∗⊤

1 A(Z∗
2 , . . . ,Z

∗
m)Z∗

1 − tr
(
ΣnA(Z∗

2 , . . . ,Z
∗
m)

)
, see Proposition D.4 and Lemmas D.7

and D.8. As the expressions in there appear in the proof with an additional factor q, they cause
the requirement m2 = o(n), see, for example, (D.41), (D.42), (D.49), (D.54) and (D.79).

As compared to the classical CLT for linear spectral statistics, the assumption of a moment
of order 6 instead of an order 4 stands out. The reason is that in a preliminary step of its
proof, the components Xik of the random vectors in in model (2.1) are truncated at δn

√
n

with some suitably chosen null sequence (δn) in order to make higher order moment bounds
possible. Since

T̂n(f)− Ťn(f) = oP(1),

where Ťn(f) is the linear spectral statistic of the sample covariance matrix based on the
truncated components, this does not affect the limiting distribution of T̂n(f) − p

´
fdµ0

Σn
.

However, it is in general not true that

E
[
T̂n(f)− Ťn(f)

]
converges to 0 likewise. Indeed, consider the function g2(λ) = λ2 and the population covari-
ance matrix Σn = Ip, for which we obtain by a straightforward but tedious calculation

E
[
T̂n(g)− Ťn(g)

]
=

p

n
(1 + o(1))E|X11|41{|X11|> δn

√
n}

+
2p(p− 1)

n
E|X11|21{|X11|> δn

√
n}(4.6)

+
p(p− 1)(n− 1)

n

(
2 + o(1)

)
E|X11|21{|X11|> δn

√
n}.
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If E|X11|4 <∞, the sequence (δn) can be chosen such δ−4
n E|X11|41{|X11| > δn

√
n} → 0

(see equation (1.8) in Bai and Silverstein, 2004). However, this result can only be used to
show that the first two terms in (4.6) are negligible. On the other hand, under the existence
of a moment of order 6, a similar argument shows that the third term converges to 0 as well.
We will prove in this paper that E|X11|6 <∞ being granted, the convergence of expectations
carries over to general (truncated) analytic functions f . Moreover, we will also establish a
bootstrap analog, see Section D.1 and D.2 of the online supplement.

REMARK 4.8. A version of Theorem 4.6 requiring only fourth moments is valid if a differ-
ent centering of both – the LSS and the bootstrapped LSS – is used. An inspection of its proof
reveals that centering the LSS with the expectation built from the standardized truncated
components Xik{|Xik| ≤ δn

√
n} and correspondingly its bootstrapped counterpart with the

E∗-expectation built from the standardized truncated components X∗
ik{|X∗

ik| ≤ δm
√
m}, re-

spectively, is suitable. As the statistician has only the observations Y1, . . . , Yn at its disposal,
however, this observation is of limited value for the bootstrap a priori. Yet, in analogy to the
variance expression of the normal limit law in Theorem 4.6 and the expectation of the limit-
ing normal distribution of linear spectral statistics in Bai and Silverstein (2004), we anticipate
that the E∗-expectation built from the standardized truncated components is approximated by

m
p

n

‰
f(z)m

Σ̂n
(z)dz − 1

2πi

‰
f(z)

p
n

´
mµ

Σ̂n
(z)3t2

(
1 + tmµ

Σ̂n
(z)

)−3
dµ

Σ̂n
(t)(

1− p
n

´
mµ

Σ̂n
(z)2t2

(
1 + tmµ

Σ̂n
(z)

)−2
dµ

Σ̂n
(t)

)2 dz

in probability as m= o(
√
n) goes to infinity, solely granted (A1)–(A3+) and the Representa-

tive Subpopulation Condition. Note that this centering is in fact purely data-driven. Together
with Theorem 4.1 and the techniques already developed in our proof of Theorem 4.6, its ver-
ification can be conducted along the lines of the proof for the sample covariance matrix in
Bai and Silverstein (2004) and remains of technical nature only. As this centering of T̂ ∗

n(f)
does not seem to be more natural than centering of the bootstrapped statistic with its E∗-
expectation anyway, we have decided not to pursue it any further. Nonetheless, it is worth
noting that neither T̂n(f) nor (q/p)T̂n(f) are appropriate for (asymptotically unbiased) cen-
tering of T̂ ∗

n(f).

Building on Theorems 4.1 and 4.3, the core of the proof of Theorem 4.6 consists in proving
a functional central limit theorem for (an appropriately truncated version of) the bootstrap
Stieltjes process conditional on the original sample in probability (Proposition D.3 in the
online supplement) as follows:

(i) We formulate and prove a (conditional) bootstrap version of the classical Martingale CLT
(Theorem D.10 in the online supplement).

(ii) We represent the centered bootstrap Stieltjes process as a martingale difference sum (con-
ditional on the original observations and the projection Πn) and verify the conditions of
Theorem D.10 in (i). The crux is, however, to prove stochastic convergence of the sum
of conditional squared moments in equation (D.43) – corresponding to (D.87) in Theo-
rem D.10 – to the right limit (required for bootstrap consistency).

(iii) Given weak convergence of the conditional finite dimensional distributions in probabil-
ity, we continue with proving in Section D.5.3 of the online supplement that unconditional
tightness is sufficient to deduce the functional central limit theorem for the bootstrap Stielt-
jes process (Proposition D.3 in the online supplement).

(iv) As concerns verification of unconditional tightness, we cannot rely our analysis on
quadratic moments estimates as in the proof of Bai and Silverstein (2004) or Najim and
Yao (2016) of the spectral CLT for high-dimensional sample covariance matrices. Instead,
we derive fractional moment bounds on the increments of the bootstrap Stieltjes process.
Their derivation makes essential use of Corollary 4.5.
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Rewriting f(x) on the right-hand side in (4.3) by the Cauchy integral formula as complex
curve integral and applying Fubini’s theorem (see equation (D.20) in the online supplement),
the statement of Theorem 4.6 then follows by an application of the continuous mapping
theorem.
One particular interesting function f is the principal value of the logarithm with the log-
determinant as corresponding LSS. Here, Theorem 4.6 requires the left end-point of the in-
terval (4.4) to be strictly positive. The next proposition states that Theorem 4.6 continues
to hold if the function f is analytic only in an open neighbourhood of the complex plane
containing the smaller interval

(4.7) I =
[
lim inf
n→∞

λmin(Σn)(1−
√
c)211{c∈(0,1)},Kr + limsup

n→∞
∥Σn∥S∞

]
as long as m is of sufficiently small order. Note that as compared to the interval (4.4), the left
boundary point of the interval (4.7) is necessarily non-negative.

PROPOSITION 4.9. Grant assumptions (A1)–(A3+) and suppose that the triangular array
of p-dimensional vectors Y1, . . . , Yn in model (2.1) satisfies the Representative Subpopulation
Condition 3.4. Let f be a real-valued function which is analytic in a region of the complex
plane containing the interval (4.7). If E|X11|6 <∞ and that m5+η =O(n) for some η > 0,
then (4.5) holds.

5. Conclusions. Thinking of the p components Yi,1, . . . Yi,p of each observation vector Yi
as data of the same p individuals, our approach originates from the idea of selecting a sub-
population which is representative for the full population concerning the statistics of interest
– here the spectral distribution. Building on the so-called Representative Subpopulation Con-
dition, we have introduced a fully nonparametric and computationally tractable bootstrap
of high-dimensional sample covariance matrices. This ’(m,mp/n) out of (n,p)’ bootstrap
provably possesses desirably consistency properties, which we have exemplarily demon-
strated for estimating the spectral distribution itself and for linear spectral statistics. Besides
obvious technical extensions of studying LSS’ under less restrictive circumstances, let us
conclude with two essential open problems which are left for future work:

(i) Our results on the extremal eigenvalues prompt the question whether the approach may
even be successful for distributional approximation of the largest eigenvalue. Here, the
particularly interesting feature is the phase transition in its limiting behavior, depending
on whether some suitably separated spike in the population covariance matrix is present or
not, see Baik et al. (2005) for the complex and Paul (2007) for the real Gaussian case.
Although our current mathematical formalization of the Representative Subpopulation
Condition is insensitive for individual eigenvalues, it is worth being investigated if the
’(m,mp/n) out of (n,p)’ bootstrap is successful under this condition when there are no
spikes in the population spectrum.

(ii) What has been essential are the upper bounds m= o(n) (for spectrum consistency) and
m2 = o(n) (for LSS’ consistency), respectively. However, our results do not provide any
guidance on how to choose m in an optimal way so far. Even if the underlying popula-
tion covariance matrix is a multiple of the identity such that there is no extra bias in the
population spectrum by moving to a subpopulation, the optimal choice of m is a challeng-
ing open problem. The reason is that its investigation requires sharp quantitative bounds
on the distance between the conditional bootstrap and the original distribution, which we
have derived so far only in parts.
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Supplement to : Nonparametric bootstrap of high-dimensional sample covariance
matrices

APPENDIX A: PRELIMINARIES AND FURTHER NOTATION

For technical convenience, we will assume throughout this supplement that the sequence of
spectral measures (µΣn) is weakly convergent, that is,

µΣn ⇒H as n→∞(A.1)

for some limiting distribution H . Note that this does not impose any further restriction on
our results, because Assumption (A1) implies tightness of the sequence (µΣn) such that we
can restrict attention in all proofs to weakly convergent subsequences anyway.

Recall that our model (2.1) extends the classical setting with observation vectors Yi =

Σ
1/2
n Xi, i= 1, . . . , n. The next lemma states that the well-known MP-limit for the spectrum

of the sample covariance matrix remains valid in model (2.1).

LEMMA A.1. Let Σn =AnA
⊤
n and supn∈N ∥An∥S∞ <∞, then

µΣ̂n − µ0
Σn

=⇒ 0 almost surely,

where µ0
Σn

is the measure corresponding to the solution of the MP-equation (2.4) for the
spectral measure µΣn .

PROOF. Assume first that the matrix An has k < ∞ non-vanishing columns, let An =
(a1 . . . , ak) = UDV ⊤ ∈ Rp×k be the singular value decomposition of the matrix An and let
ei ∈ Rk denote the ith unit vector, then we obtain for the ith column ai =Anei = UDV ⊤ei
of An. This implies

∥ai∥2 = e⊤i V DU⊤ UDV ⊤ei = e⊤i V D2V ⊤ei =

d∑
j=1

d2i v
2
ij ,

where (vi1, . . . , vip)⊤ is the ith column of the matrix V and d1 ≥ d2 ≥ . . .≥ 0 are the singular
values of the matrix An. Note that

∑p
j=1 v

2
ij = 1, which implies ∥ai∥2 ≤ d1. Consequently,

if d1 = ∥An∥S∞ <∞ it follows that

k
max
i=1

∥ai∥ ≤ d1 <∞.

This statement is also correct in the case k =∞ (just use a truncation and a limiting argu-
ment). With this inequality we obtain for any η > 0

1

npη2

k∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

∥ai∥22 E
[
|Xij |2I{∥ai∥|Xij |>

√
nη}

]

≤ 1

pη2

k∑
i=1

∥ai∥2E
[
|Xi1|2I{∥An∥S∞ |Xi1|>

√
nη

}
]

=
1

η2
1

p
∥An∥2S2

o(1) = o(1),

where we have used the fact that p/n → c. Consequently the Lindeberg-type condition in
Zou et al. (2022) is satisfied, and the assertion follows from their Theorem 1.
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A.1. Further notation. In the following discussion, E denotes the expectation, EX the
expectation with respect to X1, . . . ,Xn, EΠn

with respect to Πn (note that X and Πn are
independent), E∗ denotes the expectation with respect to the (random) measure P̂⊗m

n and
E∗
j is the conditional expectation operator corresponding to P̂n with respect to the σ-field

generated by X∗
1 , . . . ,X

∗
j . Subsequently, q equals ⌊mp/n⌋. We will also frequently make use

of the abbreviations

r∗j =
1√
m
LnX

∗
j ∈Rq(A.2)

D∗(z) =

m∑
j=1

r∗j r
∗⊤

j − zIq ∈Rq×q(A.3)

D∗
j (z) =D∗(z)− r∗j r

∗⊤

j(A.4)

ε∗j (z) = r∗
⊤

j D∗
j (z)

−1r∗j −
1

m
tr
(
LnD

∗
j (z)

−1Ln

)
(A.5)

δ∗j (z) = r∗
⊤

j D∗
j (z)

−2r∗j −
1

m
tr
(
L

⊤

nD
∗
j (z)

−2Ln

)
=

d

dz
ε∗j (z)(A.6)

β∗
j (z) =

1

1+ r∗
⊤

j D∗
j (z)

−1r∗j
(A.7)

β̄∗
j (z) =

1

1+m−1 tr
(
LnL

⊤
nD

∗
j (z)

−1
)(A.8)

b∗n(z) =
1

1+m−1E∗ tr
(
LnL⊤

nD
∗
1(z)

−1
) .(A.9)

D∗
ij(z) =D∗

j (z)− r∗i r
∗
i
⊤(A.10)

β∗
ij(z) =

1

1+ r∗i
⊤D∗

ij(z)
−1r∗i

(A.11)

b∗1(z)=
1

1+m−1E∗ tr
(
LnL⊤

nD
∗
12(z)

−1
) .(A.12)

For any real-valued bounded function f , its supremum norm is denoted by ∥f∥sup. If f is
defined on some metric space (X,dX) and Lipschitz in addition, then its bounded-Lipschitz
norm is defined as ∥f∥BL =max

(
∥f∥sup,∥f∥L

)
with

∥f∥L := sup
x ̸=y

|f(x)− f(y)|
dX(x, y)

.

Correspondingly, we write BL :=
{
f : X → R

∥f∥BL < ∞
}

for the space of bounded
Lipschitz functions. With slight abuse of notation, dBL denotes the dual bounded-Lipschitz
metric on the space of probability measures on (X,B(X )), i.e.

dBL(µ,ν) := sup

{ˆ
fdµ−

ˆ
fdν : ∥f∥BL ≤ 1

}
.(A.13)

If (X,dX) is separable, then dBL metrizes weak convergence for probability measures on
(X,B(X )). On the space of probability measures on (R,B(R)), recall furthermore the Kol-
mogorov metric dK and the Lévy metric dL, given by

dK(µ,ν) :=
wwµ((−∞, ·])− ν((−∞, ·])

ww
sup
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and

dL(µ,ν) :=
{
ε > 0

µ((−∞, x− ε])− ε≤ ν((−∞, x])≤ µ((−∞, x+ ε]) + ε for all x ∈R
}
,

respectively. We will frequently make use of the well-known relation dL ≤ dK . Finally, C
and K denote numerical constants which do not depend on the variable parameters in the
respective expressions unless explicitly indicated. Their value may change from line to line.

APPENDIX B: PROOF OF THEOREM 4.1

B.1. Reduction to Ln. In this subsection we will prove that we can replace the matrix
ΠnAn in (3.8) by the matrix Ln. Moreover, we also show that we can restrict ourselves to
centered and standardized random vectors with uniformly bounded iid components.
With Σ̂∗

n,Ln
:= m−1LnX

∗X∗⊤L⊤
n , where LnX

∗ = (LnX
∗
1 , . . . ,LnX

∗
m) ∈ Rq×m we shall

prove that

(B.1) dBL

(
µΣ̂∗

n , µΣ̂∗
n,Ln

)
= oP(1).

To this aim, note first that by the definition of the dual bounded Lipschitz metric and inequal-
ity (1.2) in Li and Mathias (1999),

dBL

(
µΣ̂∗

n , µΣ̂∗
n,L

)
≤ 1

q

∥∥∥∥ 1

m
LnX

∗X∗⊤L⊤
n − Σ̂∗

n

∥∥∥∥
S1

.

Next, ∥∥∥∥ 1

m
LnX

∗X∗⊤L⊤
n − Σ̂∗

n

∥∥∥∥
S1

≤A1 +A2 +A3

with

A1 =
1

m

∥∥LnX
∗X∗⊤R⊤

n

∥∥
S1

A2 =
1

m

∥∥RnX
∗X∗⊤L⊤

n

∥∥
S1

A3 =
1

m

∥∥RnX
∗X∗⊤R⊤

n

∥∥
S1

and Ln and Rn are defined by the decomposition (3.8). We now show that A1, A2 and A3

are of order oP(q) starting with A3. By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality for Schatten norms,

1

m
E∥RnX

∗X∗⊤R⊤
n ∥S1

≤ 1

m
E
(
∥RnX

∗∥S2
∥X∗⊤R⊤

n ∥S2

)
=

1

m
E tr

(
RnX

∗X∗⊤R⊤
n

)
= EΠn

[
∥Rn∥2S2

]
= o(q),

where we used Condition 3.4. As concerns A1 and A2, we obtain similarly

1

m
E∥RnX

∗X∗⊤L⊤
n ∥S1

≤ 1

m
E
(
∥RnX

∗∥S2
∥X∗⊤L⊤

n ∥S2

)
=

1

m
E1/2 tr

(
RnX

∗X∗⊤R⊤
n

)
E1/2 tr(LnX

∗X∗⊤L⊤
n )

= E1/2
Πn

[
∥Rn∥2S2

]
E1/2
Πn

[
∥Ln∥2S2

]
= o(q).

Here, we used (A1) and the Random Subpopulation Condition 3.4 to get

sup
n∈N

EΠn
∥Ln∥2S2

≤ q · sup
n∈N

EΠn
∥ΠAn∥2S∞

≤ q · sup
n

∥An∥2S∞
=O(q).
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Combining these estimates yields (B.1). Therefore, we will assume in the following discus-
sion that, given the random projection Πn,

(B.2) Σ̃n =ΠnΣnΠ
⊤
n = LnL

⊤
n

and correspondingly

Σ̂∗
n =

1

m
LnX

∗X∗⊤L⊤
n ,

where Ln is a q× q′ matrix satisfying ∥Ln∥S∞ ≤ α<∞ (for all n ∈N) and X∗ is an q′×m
matrix and q′ = O(q). Moreover, without loss of generality, we assume in the following
discussion that the corresponding matrix X is of dimension q′ × n and work conditionally
on the projection Πn.

B.2. Reduction to uniformly bounded iid components. Note that arguments in this sec-
tion do not depend on the projection matrix Πn. We now show that without loss of generality,
we may assume that the random variables Xij are centered, standardized and bounded. To
this aim, we will prove in what follows that

(B.3) limsup
K→∞

limsup
p→∞

E∗d2L

(
µΣ̂∗

n , µΣ̌∗K
n

)
−→ 0 in probability,

where Σ̌∗K
n =m−1LnX̌

∗X̌∗⊤L⊤
n is built from the truncated, centered and standardized ran-

dom variables

X̌ij = X̌ij(K) =
Xij1{|Xjk| ≤K} −EXij1{|Xjk| ≤K}√

Var(Xij1{|Xjk| ≤K})
for an arbitrary constant K > 0. This is sufficient as it will turn out that the weak limit of
µΣ̌∗K

n in probability does not depend on K .
Define the matrices X̃ = X̃(K) and Σ̃∗K

n =m−1LnX̃
∗X̃∗⊤L⊤

n , where

X̃ij =Xij1{|Xjk| ≤K}.

Next, define for any δ > 0 the event

∆j,p,n =
{ 1

n

 n∑
i=1

X2
ij−EX2

ij

∨ 1

n

 n∑
i=1

(
X2

ij1{|Xij |>K}−EX2
ij1{|Xij |>K}

)< δ
}
.

With this notation, we introduce the Hermitian matrices

Σ̂∗′

n =
1

m
LnX

∗′X∗′⊤L⊤
n and Σ∗′

n =
1

m
LnX̃∗′X̃∗

′⊤
L⊤
n

with X ′
ij =Xij1∆j,p,n

and X̃ ′
ij = X̃ij1∆j,p,n

. Then

dL

(
µΣ̂∗

n , µΣ̌∗K
n

)
≤ dL

(
µΣ̂∗

n , µΣ̂∗′
n

)
+ dL

(
µΣ̂∗′

n , µΣ̃∗′
n

)
+ dL

(
µΣ̃∗′

n , µΣ̌∗K
n

)
(B.4)

For the second term in (B.4), we have by Theorem A.38 in Bai and Silverstein (2010), the
Lidskii-Wielandt perturbation bound (1.2) in Li and Mathias (1999), limsupn ∥Ln∥S∞ ≤
supn ∥An∥S∞ by the Representative Subpopulation Condition 3.4, Hölder’s inequality for
Schatten norms, and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

E∗d2L

(
µΣ̂∗′

n , µΣ̃∗′
n

)
≤ E∗ 1

q

q∑
j=1

λi(Σ̂
∗′

n )− λi(Σ̃
∗′

n )

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≤ E∗ 1

q

wwΣ̂∗′

n − Σ̃∗′

n

ww
S1

≤ E∗ 1

qm

wwwX∗′
X∗′⊤ − X̃∗′

X̃∗′⊤
www

S1

(
sup
n∈N

∥An∥2S∞
+ o(1)

)
= E∗ 1

qm

www(X∗′ − X̃∗′
)(X∗′ − X̃∗′

)⊤ + (X∗′ − X̃∗′
)X̃∗′⊤ + X̃∗′

(X∗′ − X̃∗′
)⊤

www
S1

·
(
sup
n∈N

∥An∥2S∞
+ o(1)

)
≤ E∗ 1

qm

(www(X∗′ − X̃∗′
)(X∗′ − X̃∗′

)⊤
www

S1

+ 2
wwX∗′ − X̃∗′ww

S2

wwX̃∗′ww
S2

)
·
(
sup
n∈N

∥An∥2S∞
+ o(1)

)
≤ 1

qm

{
E∗ tr

(
(X∗′ − X̃∗′

)(X∗′ − X̃∗′
)⊤

)
+ 2

(
E∗ tr

(
(X∗′ − X̃∗′

)(X∗′ − X̃∗′
)⊤

))1/2(
E∗ tr

(
X̃∗′

X̃∗′⊤)1/2}
·
(
sup
n∈N

∥An∥2S∞
+ o(1)

)
.

But with K ′ > 0 being a uniform upper bound on q′/q we obtain

sup
p

1

qm
E∗ tr

(
(X∗′ − X̃∗′

)(X∗′ − X̃∗′
)⊤

)
= sup

p

1

qm

m∑
i=1

q′∑
j=1

E∗(X∗′

ij − X̃∗′

ij )
2

= sup
p

1

q

q′∑
j=1

1

n

n∑
i=1

(
X ′

ij − X̃ ′
ij)

2

≤ sup
p

1

qn

q′∑
j=1

1∆j,p,n

n∑
i=1

X2
ij1{|Xij |>K}

≤K ′(EX2
111{|X11|>K

}
+ δ

)
,

while

sup
p

1

qm
E∗ tr

(
X̃∗′

X̃∗′⊤)= sup
p

1

qn

q′∑
j=1

1∆j,p,n

n∑
i=1

X2
ij1{|Xij | ≤K} ≤K ′(EX2

11 + 2δ
)
.

Summarizing these calculations, we obtain for the second term in (B.4) the estimate

limsup
p→∞

E∗d2L

(
µΣ̂∗′

n , µΣ̃∗′
n

)
≤ K ′ sup

n
∥An∥2S∞

{(
EX2

111{|X11|>K
}
+ δ

)
+ 2

(
EX2

111{|X11|>K
}
+ δ

)1/2(EX2
11 + 2δ

)1/2}
.

For a corresponding estimate of the first term in (B.4) we note that P(∆j,p,n)→ 1 as n→∞
by the weak law of large numbers. Moreover, for fixed n, the value P(∆j,p,n) is the same for
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all j ∈ {1,2, . . . , p}. Hence, for sufficiently large n,

P
( q′∑

j=1

1∆c
j,p,n

≥ δq
)
≤ P

( q′∑
j=1

(
1∆c

j,p,n
− P(∆c

j,p,n)≥
1

2
δq
)
≤ exp

(
− δ2q

2K ′

)
by Hoeffding’s inequality. The Borel-Cantelli lemma then reveals

limsup
p→∞

1

q

q′∑
j=1

1∆c
j,p,n

< δ

almost surely (with the exceptional set not depending on the sequence of Π′
ns). Using that

dL ≤ dK , where dK denotes the Kolmogorov distance, Theorem A.43 of Bai and Silverstein
(2010), the inequality rank(AB)≤min(rank(A), rank(B)) we obtain

limsup
p→∞

dL

(
µΣ̂∗

n , µΣ̂∗′
n

)
≤ limsup

p→∞
dK

(
µΣ̂∗

n , µΣ̂∗′
n

)
≤ limsup

p→∞

1

q
rank

(
Σ̂∗
n − Σ̂∗′

n

)
≤ limsup

p→∞

1

q
rank

(
X∗X∗⊤ −X∗′

X∗′⊤
)

≤ limsup
p→∞

1

q
♯
{
j ∈ {1, . . . , q′} : 1∆c

j,p,n
= 1

}
≤ δ a.s.

Here the fourth inequality follows from

rank
(
X∗X∗′ −X∗′

X∗′⊤
)
= rank

( m∑
i=1

(X∗
i X

∗⊤
i −X∗′

i X∗′⊤
i )

)

= rank
( n∑

i=1

δi
(
XiX

⊤
i −X ′

iX
′⊤
i

))
where δi ∈ ♯{j ∈ {1, . . . , n} | X∗

j =Xi} ∈ {0, . . . ,m} with
∑n

i=1, δi =m and the fact that
the j the row and column of the q′ × q′ matrix

∑n
i=1 δi(XiX

⊤
i −XiX

′⊤
i ) are the 0-vector if

1∆c
j,p,n

= 0.
The third term in (B.4) can be bounded by δ > 0 analogously. Summarizing the estimates for
the terms on the right-hand side of (B.4), we obtain

limsup
p→∞

E∗d2L

(
µΣ̂∗

n , µΣ̌∗K
n

)
≤ 2δ+

[
K ′ sup

n
∥An∥S∞

(
EX2

111{|X11|>K
}
+ δ

)
+ 2K ′ sup

n
∥An∥S∞

(
EX2

111{|X11|>K
}
+ δ

)1/2(EX2
11 + 2δ

)1/2]1/2
.

almost surely. Since δ > 0 may be chosen arbitrarily small, it follows that

limsup
p→∞

E∗d2L

(
µΣ̂∗

n , µΣ̌∗K
n

)
≤K ′ sup

n
∥An∥S∞

[
EX2

111{|X11|>K
}
+ 2

(
EX2

111{|X11|>K
})1/2]
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almost surely. Now, the last expression can be made arbitrarily small for K sufficiently large,
independently of the projection Πn. Since the centralization of the truncated random vari-
ables X̃ij leads to a finite rank perturbation of Σ̃n (uniformly in p), we may assume the
entries X̃ij to be centered. Next, as in the truncation step by replacing there 1{|Xij | ≤K}
with 1/

√
Var(Xij1{|Xjk| ≤K}) in the definition of X̃ , we may assume the entries to be

standardized since the variance of the truncated variables converges to one as the truncation
level tends to infinity, which completes the proof of (B.3).

Note that the matrix Ln can be a random matrix, but it is independent of X1, . . . ,Xn as well
as from X∗

1 , . . . ,X
∗
m. As a a consequence of Section B.1 and B.2, we assume from now on

that conditional on Πn, the variables Xij are centered, standardized and bounded, that the
vectors Xi have q′ =O(q) components and that the matrix Ln is of dimension q× q′.

B.3. A first non-standard result on quadratic forms. In this section, we derive moment
bounds on

X∗⊤
1 C∗(X∗

2 , . . . ,X
∗
m)X∗

1 − trC∗(X∗
2 , . . . ,X

∗
m)

for the particular matrices

C∗ = L⊤
nD

∗
1(z)

−1Ln,(B.5)

C∗ = L′
nD

∗
1(z)

−1(E∗m∗
n(z)Σ̃n + Iq)

−1Ln .(B.6)

PROPOSITION B.1. For any p≥ 2, there exists some constant Kp(z)> 0, such that for any
n ∈N,

EX

X∗⊤
1 C∗X∗

1 − trC∗p ≤Kp(z)
(
mp/2 +

mp+1

n

)
,(B.7)

where C∗ is either given by (B.6) or (B.5) and the constant Kp(z) depends only z and p.

A natural idea of proving this result is to first condition on X1, . . . ,Xn and applying Lemma
B.26 of Bai and Silverstein (2010) to

E∗
X

X∗⊤
1 C∗X∗

1 − trC∗p
.

However, this approach fails as the components of the vector X∗
1 are conditional on

X1, . . . ,Xn neither independent nor normalized. Therefore, a proof of the estimate (B.7)
for the unconditional expectation relies on a different argument, which originates the condi-
tion m= o(n). Note that in the unconditional world, the vector X∗

1 and the matrix C∗ are not
independent any longer.

PROOF OF PROPOSITION B.1. For i= 1, . . . ,m define

X̃∗
i =X∗

i I{X∗
i ̸=X1},(B.8)

r̃∗i =
1√
m
LnX̃

∗
i ,

and write

∆∗
n = ♯

{
i ∈ {2, . . . ,m} :X∗

i =X1

}
, ∆̄∗

n = ♯
{
i ∈ {1, . . . ,m} :X∗

i =X1

}
.(B.9)

We note that

E∗[∆∗
n] =

m− 1

n
, E∗[∆̄∗

n] =
m

n
.(B.10)
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Furthermore, we introduce the matrices

C∗ = L⊤
nD

∗
1(z)

−1BLn(B.11)

Č∗ = L⊤
nD

∗
1(z)

−1B̃Ln(B.12)

where

B = (E∗m∗
n(z)Σ̃n + Iq)

−1(B.13)

B̃ = ( ˜E∗m∗
n(z)Σ̃n + Iq)

−1(B.14)

and

˜E∗m∗
n(z) = E∗ q

m

{1

q
tr
[ m∑
j=1

r̃∗j r̃
∗⊤
j − zIq

]−1}
− 1− q/m

z
.

Note that the difference between the terms E∗m∗
n(z) and ˜E∗m∗

n(z) consists in the fact that
the sum in the latter term does not contain the variable X1 anymore. In a first step we can
replace C∗ by Č∗ with an error of order O(m/n). For this purpose we use the identity
A−1

1 −A−1
2 =A−1

1 (A2 −A1)A
−1
2 and first consider

E
X∗⊤

1 (C∗ − Č∗)X∗
1

p

= E
∣∣∣X∗⊤

1 L⊤
nD

∗
1(z)

−1( ˜E∗m∗
n(z)Σ̃n + Iq)

−1

E∗
[ 1

m2
∆̄∗

nX
⊤
1 L⊤

nLnX1

]
Σ̃n(E∗m∗

n(z)Σ̃n + Iq)
−1LnX

∗
1

∣∣∣p
≤ 1

m2p
E
[
|X∗⊤

1 X∗
1 |p|X⊤

1 X1|p(∆̄∗
n)

p∥Ln∥6pS∞
max

(4∥Ln∥2S∞

ℑ(z)
,2
)2p]

≤Kp(z)
m

n
,

where we have used Lemma 2.3 Silverstein (1995) for the first inequality, (B.10), and the
fact that the Xi and X∗

i are q =O(q) =O(m) dimensional vectors with uniformly bounded
components (by the arguments in Section B.1 and B.2). Similarly, we have

E
tr(C∗ − Č∗)

p ≤Kp(z)
m

n
.

and it follows that

E
X∗⊤

1 C∗X∗
1 − trC∗ −

(
X∗⊤

1 Č∗X∗
1 − tr Č∗)p ≤Kp(z)

m

n
.(B.15)

Consequently, it is sufficient to show the assertion for the matrix

C∗ = L⊤
nD

∗
1(z)

−1MLn ,(B.16)

where M a potentially random matrix, which is, conditionally on X1, . . . ,Xn independent of
X∗

1 , depending only on X2, . . . ,Xn with almost surely bounded spectral norm (uniformly in
n). We then apply the result for the matrices M = Iq and M = B̃ in (B.14) (note the latter
has a uniformly bounded spectral norm by Lemma 2.3 in Silverstein (1995)).
Since

E
[
E∗[|X∗

1
⊤C∗X∗

1 − trC∗|p
∣∣X∗

2 , . . . ,X
∗
m

]]
= E

[ 1
n

n∑
j=1

|X⊤
j C∗Xj − trC∗|p

]
(B.17)

= E|X⊤
1 C∗X1 − trC∗|p,
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it is sufficient to deduce the bound for the right-hand side, that is

E|X⊤
1 C∗X1 − trC∗|p ≤Kp(z)

(
mp/2 +

mp+1

n

)
.

Note that standard results results on centered random quadratic forms as Lemma B.26 in Bai
and Silverstein (2010) are not directly applicable, as the matrix C∗ in (B.16) depends on X1

(note that X∗
1 , . . . ,X

∗
m

iid∼ P̂n).

By the Sherman-Morrison formula we have

C∗ = C̃∗ −
∆∗

nL
⊤
n D̃

∗
1(z)

−1 1√
m
LnX1X

⊤
1

1√
m
L⊤
n D̃

∗
1(z)

−1Ln

1 + 1
m∆∗

nX
⊤
1 L⊤

n D̃
∗
1(z)

−1LnX1

·M(B.18)

= C̃∗ −
1
m∆∗

nC̃
∗X1X

⊤
1 C̃∗

1 + 1
m∆∗

nX
⊤
1 C̃∗X1

·M

where D̃∗
1 is defined as D∗

1 with X∗
2 , . . . ,X

∗
m replaced by X̃∗

2 , . . . , X̃
∗
m and

C̃∗ = C̃(X̃∗
2 , . . . , X̃

∗
m) = L⊤

n D̃
∗
1(z)

−1Ln ·M.(B.19)

Note that the matrix C̃∗ does not depend on the random variable X1 anymore. Therefore,
inserting the conditional expectation with respect to X̃∗

2 , . . . , X̃
∗
m, Lemma B.26 in Bai and

Silverstein (2010) reveals

E
X⊤

1 C̃∗X1 − tr C̃∗p ≤Kp(z)m
p/2 .(B.20)

Consequently, it remains to derive a bound for the difference

C̃∗ −C∗ =
1
m∆∗

nC̃
∗X1X

⊤
1 C̃∗

1 + 1
m∆∗

nX
⊤
1 C̃∗X1

·M,(B.21)

that is, a bound on

E
X⊤

1 (C̃∗ −C∗)X1 − tr(C̃∗ −C∗)
p

.(B.22)

Employing the estimate (3.4) in Bai and Silverstein (1998) for the denominator yields ∆∗
n

m X⊤
1 C̃∗X1

1 + ∆∗
n

m X⊤
1 C̃∗X1

=

 ∆∗
n

m X⊤
1 C̃∗X1

1 + ∆∗
n

m X⊤
1 C̃∗X1

I{∆∗
n

m
|X⊤

1 C̃∗X1|>2
}

+

 ∆∗
n

m X⊤
1 C̃∗X1

1 + ∆∗
n

m X⊤
1 C̃∗X1

I{∆∗
n

m
|X⊤

1 C̃∗X1|≤2
}

≤ 2
(
1 +

|z|
ℑ(z)

)
,(B.23)

and we obtain (using (B.21) twice)

E
X⊤

1 (C∗ − C̃∗)X1 − tr(C∗ − C̃∗)
p

≤ 2p−1E
X⊤

1 (C∗ − C̃∗)X1

p
+ 2p−1E

 tr(C∗ − C̃∗)
p

≤ 22p−2

(
1 +

|z|
ℑ(z)

)p−1

E
[ | 1m∆∗

nX
⊤
1 C̃∗X1|

|1 + 1
m∆∗

nX
⊤
1 C̃∗X1|

X⊤
1 C̃∗MX1

p
]
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+ 2p−1 1

mp
E
∆∗

n

X⊤
1 C̃∗MC̃∗X1

1 + 1
m∆∗

nX
⊤
1 C̃∗X1

p

≤ 22p−2

(
1 +

|z|
ℑ(z)

)p−1 |z|
ℑ(z)

1

m
E
[
∆∗

n

X⊤
1 C̃∗X1

X⊤
1 C̃∗MX1

p
]

(B.24)

+ 2p−1 |z|p

ℑp(z)

1

mp
E
∆∗

nX
⊤
1 C̃∗MC̃∗X1

p

≤ 22p−2

(
1 +

|z|
ℑ(z)

)p−1 |z|
ℑ(z)

1

m
E
[
∆∗

nEX1

[X⊤
1 C̃∗X1

X⊤
1 C̃∗MX1

p]]
+ 2p−1 |z|p

ℑp(z)

1

mp
E
[
(∆∗

n)
pEX1

[X⊤
1 C̃∗MC̃∗X1

p]]
≤Kp(z)

(mp+1

n

)
,(B.25)

where we used the fact that X1 has uniformly bounded components and that the spectral
norms of C̃∗ and M are also uniformly bounded. Combining this result with (B.20) completes
the proof.

B.4. Remaining part of the proof. Let µΣ̂∗
n denote the spectral measure of the matrix Σ̂∗

n

and denote by m∗
n :C+ →C+ the corresponding Stieltjes transform, that is

m∗
n(z) =

1

q
tr
[(
Σ̂∗
n − zIq

)−1
]

(B.26)

We define

m∗
n(z) =

q

m
m∗

n(z)−
(
1− q

m

)1
z

and denote by µΣ̃n the spectral distribution of the matrix Σ̃n defined in (B.2). Finally, we
define

m̃0
n =m0

µΣ̃n
(B.27)

as the solution of the equation (2.5) with G= µΣ̃n . In order to show

(B.28) µΣ̂∗
n − µΣ̂n =⇒ 0 in probability

we will prove in Subsection B.5 and B.6 that, conditionally on Πn,E∗m∗
n(z)− m̃0

n(z)
= oP(1) +OP

(m
n

)
,(B.29) E∗m∗

n(z)−m∗
n(z)

=OP

( 1√
m

)
.(B.30)

As a consequence of the previous two steps,m∗
n(z)− m̃0

n(z)
= oP(1)(B.31)

for any z ∈ C+ conditionally on Πn. Note that both terms in this expression depend on the
random projection Πn. Due to condition (3.7) in the Representative Subpopulation Condition,
we have

|m0
µΣn (z)− m̃0

n(z)
∣∣= oP(1)(B.32)
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for all z ∈C+, because the solution of the MP-equation (2.4) is continuous in H (with respect
to the topology of weak convergence); see formula (3.10) and the discussion in the lines
below in Bai and Silverstein (1998). Therefore, (see equation (2.5) with c= p/n) we arrive
at m∗

n(z)−m0
µΣn (z)

= oP(1) .(B.33)

Let C+
0 = {z1, z2, . . .} be a countable dense subset of C+ and denote by (kn)n∈N an arbitrary

subsequence of (n)n∈N. Due to the characterization of stochastic convergence in terms of
almost sure convergence, there exists some subsubsequence (k′n)n∈N such thatm∗

k′
n
(z1)−m0

µ
Σ
k′
n
(z1)

→ 0 a.s.

Denote the exceptional null set by N1 ⊂ Ω. Due to (B.28) again, there exists a subsequence
(k′′n)n∈N of (k′n)n∈N such that m∗

k′′
n
(z2)−m0

µ
Σ
k′′
n
(z2)

→ 0

outside a null set N2. Continuing inductively and applying finally the Cantor diagonalization
principle, we extract a subsequence (k̃n)n∈N of (kn)n∈N such thatm∗

k̃n
(z)−m0

µ
Σ
k̃n
(z)

→ 0 ∀z ∈C+
0

outside the null set N =
⋃

j∈NNj . For any ℓ ∈N, let C+
ℓ := {z ∈C+ :ℑ(z)> 1/ℓ, |z| ≤ ℓ}.

Then |m0

µ
Σ
k̃n
(z)| ≤ l and |m∗

k̃n

(z)| ≤ l for all z ∈C+
l . By Vitali’s convergence theorem,m∗

k̃n
(z)−m0

µ
Σ
k̃n
(z)

→ 0 ∀z ∈C+
l a.s.

As this convergence is true for every l ∈N, we concludem∗
k̃n
(z)−m0

µ
Σ
k̃n
(z)

→ 0 ∀z ∈C+ a.s.

But as m0
µΣn (z)→m0

H(z) ∀z ∈C+ and m0
H is the Stieltjes transform of a probability mea-

sure µ0
H with compact support. This implies weak convergence of (µΣ̂∗

k̃n )n∈N to µ0
H almost

surely. Since (kn)n∈N was an arbitrary subsequence,

µΣ̂∗
n =⇒ µ0

H in probability.

Finally, by the triangle inequality, Lemma A.1 and µ0
Σn

⇒ µ0
H , we have

dBL

(
µΣ̂∗

ǩn , µΣ̂k̃n

)
−→ 0 a.s.

and therefore dBL

(
µΣ̂∗

n , µΣ̂n
)
−→ 0 in probability.

B.5. Proof of (B.29). Recall the definition of the population covariance matrix Σn and that
the matrix Σ̃n =ΠnΣnΠ

⊤
n = LnL

⊤
n in (B.2) is the population covariance matrix correspond-

ing to sub-sampling process, where Ln ∈Rq×q′ . Note that Σ̃n can be a random object which
is independent of X1, . . . ,Xn. With the notation from Section A.1 we can rewrite Σ̂∗

n as

Σ̂∗
n =

m∑
j=1

r∗j r
∗⊤
j ∈Rq×q.

Next, we define (for z ∈C+) the Stieltjes transform

m∗
n(z) =

q

m
m∗

n(z)−
(
1− q

m

)1
z
,
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where m∗
n(z) denotes the Stieltjes transform of the spectral measure µΣ̂∗

n of the matrix Σ̂∗
n

defined in (B.26) (note that the supports of the measures corresponding to m∗
n(z) and m∗

n(z)
differ by |m− q| zeros only).

As in expression (5.2) of Bai and Silverstein (1998), we obtain the identity

q

m

ˆ
dµΣ̃n(t)

1 + tE∗m∗
n(z)

+ z
q

m
E∗(m∗

n(z)
)

= E∗
{
β∗
1(z)

[
r∗⊤1 D∗

1(z)
−1(E∗m∗

n(z)Σ̃n + Iq)
−1r∗1

− 1

m
tr(E∗m∗

n(z)Σ̃n + Iq)
−1Σ̃nE∗(D∗(z)−1

)]}
.

Rewriting the left-hand side

q

m

ˆ
dµΣ̃n(t)

1 + tE∗m∗
n(z)

+ z
q

m
E∗(m∗

n(z)
)

=
q

m

(
1−
ˆ

tE∗m∗
n(z)

1 + tE∗m∗
n(z)

dµΣ̃n(t)

)
+ zE∗(m∗

n(z)
)
+
(
1− q

m

)
= E∗(m∗

n(z)
)[
z − q

m

ˆ
t

1 + tE∗m∗
n(z)

dµΣ̃n(t) +
1

E∗m∗
n(z)

]
and recalling that

(B.34) z − q

m

ˆ
t

1 + tm̃0
n(z)

dµΣ̃n(t) +
1

m̃0
n(z)

= 0 ,

by (2.5), we start with establishing the estimate

E
E∗

{
β∗
1(z)

[
r∗⊤1 D∗

1(z)
−1(E∗m∗

n(z)Σ̃n + Iq)
−1r∗1

− 1

m
tr
(
(E∗m∗

n(z)Σ̃n + Iq)
−1Σ̃nE∗(D∗(z)−1

))]}
=O

( 1

m
+

m

n

)
.(B.35)

This is carried out in the subsequent Steps (i) – (iii). Their proofs are given at the end of this
paragraph.

(i) We shall prove the bound
1

m
E
 tr

((
E∗m∗

n(z)Σ̃n + Iq
)−1

Σ̃nE∗(D∗(z)−1
))

− tr
((

E∗m∗
n(z)Σ̃n + Iq

)−1
Σ̃nE∗(D∗

1(z)
−1

))=O(m−1).(B.36)

(uniformly with respect to the projection Πn).
(ii) The next aim is to verify

E
 1

m
tr
((

E∗m∗
n(z)Σ̃n + Iq

)−1
Σ̃nD

∗
1(z)

−1
)

− 1

m
tr
((

E∗m∗
n(z)Σ̃n + Iq

)−1
Σ̃nE∗(D∗

1(z)
−1

))2

=O(m−1) (uniformly with respect to Πn).(B.37)
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(iii) We shall deduce (B.35).

Finally, we prove

(B.38) |E∗m∗
n(z)| ≥ c(z) +OP(m

−1).

for some constant c(z)> 0. Because of the identity

zm∗
n(z) =− 1

m

m∑
j=1

β∗
j (z)(B.39)

(cf. identity (2.2) in Silverstein, 1995), we have |E∗m∗
n(z)|= |z|−1|E∗β∗

1(z)|. But it follows
from (B.52) and the inequalities |b∗n(z)|, |β∗

1(z)| ≤ |z|/ℑ(z) that

E|E∗β∗
1(z)− b∗n(z)|= E

E∗(b∗n(z)β∗
1(z)γ

∗
1(z)

)
≤ |z|2(

ℑ(z)
)2E1/2

X

γ∗1(z)2
=O

( 1

m1/2
+

√
m

n

)
,(B.40)

while

|b∗n(z)| ≥
1

1 + ∥Σ̃n∥S∞/ℑ(z)
,

which is bounded away from zero uniformly in Πn and n ∈N. Hence, (B.38) is verified.

Having established (B.35) and (B.38), we conclude that

(B.41) |ωn(z)|=OP
(
m−1 +m/n)

with

ωn(z) := z − q

m

ˆ
t

1 + tE∗m∗
n(z)

dµΣ̃n(t) +
1

E∗m∗
n(z)

,(B.42)

that is, E∗m∗
n(z) is an approximate solution to the fixed point equation (B.34) for m̃0

n. Next,
we may rewrite (B.42)

E∗m∗
n(z) =−

(
z − q

m

ˆ
t

1 + tE∗m∗
n(z)

dµΣ̃n(t) + ωn(z)

)−1

.(B.43)

From (B.43) and the equation (B.34) we get the identity

E∗m∗
n(z)− m̃0

n(z) =
(
E∗m∗

n(z)− m̃0
n(z)

)
κn(z) + ωn(z)m̃

0
n(z)E∗m∗

n(z)(B.44)

with

κn(z) =
q

m

´
t2

(1+tE∗m∗
n(z))(1+tm̃0

n(z))
dµΣ̃n(t)(

− z + q
m

´
t

1+tE∗m∗
n(z)

dµΣ̃n(t)− ωn(z)
)(

− z + q
m

´
t

1+tm̃0
n(z)

dµΣ̃n(t)
) .

An application of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the identity

ℑ(m̃0
n(z)) =

ℑ(z) +ℑ(m̃0
n(z))

q
m

´ t2 dµΣ̃n (t)
|1+tm̃0

n(z)|2− z + q
m

´
t

1+tm̃0
n(z)

dµΣ̃n(t)
2
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(which follows from (2.5)), and a similar identity for the second factor (which follows from
(B.42)) yields

|κn(z)| ≤

 q
mℑ(E∗m∗

n(z))
´

t2

|1+tE∗m∗
n(z)|2

dµΣ̃n(t)

ℑ(z) +ℑ(E∗m∗
n(z))

q
m

´
t2

|1+tE∗m∗
n(z)|2

dµΣ̃n(t) +ℑ(ωn(z))

1/2

×

 q
mℑ(m̃0

n(z))
´

t2

|1+tm̃0
n(z)|2

dµΣ̃n(t)

ℑ(z) +ℑ(m̃0
n(z))

q
m

´
t2

|1+tm̃0
n(z)|2

dµΣ̃n(t)

1/2

.

In the case |ℑ(ωn(z))/ℑ(z)|< 1 this in turn can be bounded by q
mℑ(m̃0

n(z))
´

t2

|1+tm̃0
n(z)|2

dµΣ̃n(t)

ℑ(z) +ℑ(m̃0
n(z))

q
m

´
t2

|1+tm̃0
n(z)|2

dµΣ̃n(t)

1/2

.

Therefore,

lim inf
n

P
(
|κn(z)|< 1

)
≥ lim inf

n
P


 q

mℑ(m̃0
n(z))

´
t2

|1+tm̃0
n(z)|2

dµΣ̃n(t)

ℑ(z) +ℑ(m̃0
n(z))

q
m

´
t2

|1+tm̃0
n(z)|2

dµΣ̃n(t)

1/2

< 1, |ℑ(ωn(z))/ℑ(z)|< 1


= 1

because ℑ(ωn(z))→P 0 and

ℑ(m̃0
n(z))

q
m

´
t2

|1+tm̃0
n(z)|2

dµΣ̃n(t)

ℑ(z) +ℑ(m̃0
n(z))

q
m

´
t2

|1+tm̃0
n(z)|2

dµΣ̃n(t)
−→P

ℑ(m0(z))c
´

t2

|1+tm0(z)|2
dH(t)

ℑ(z) +ℑ(m0(z))c
´

t2

|1+tm0(z)|2
dH(t)

< 1

(note that the support of µΣ̃n is uniformly bounded because supn∈N ∥Ln∥S∞ < ∞, by as-
sumption). At the same time, |E∗m∗

n(z)| and |m̃0
n(z)| are bounded from above by 1/ℑ(z).

Hence, (B.29) follows from (B.41) and (B.44) .

• Proof of (i). By the Sherman-Morrison formula applied to the matrix D∗(z)−D∗
1(z), we

may rewrite the left-hand side of (B.36) as

1

m
E
 tr

(
E∗m∗

n(z)Σ̃n + Iq
)−1

Σ̃nE∗(D∗(z)−1
)

− tr
(
E∗m∗

n(z)Σ̃n + Iq
)−1

Σ̃nE∗(D∗
1(z)

−1
)

=
1

m
E
E∗

(
β∗
1(z)r

∗⊤
1 D∗

1(z)
−1

(
E∗m∗

n(z)Σ̃n + Iq
)−1

Σ̃nD
∗
1(z)

−1r∗1

).(B.45)

Next, as m∗
n(.) is a Stieltjes transform and the class of Stieltjes transforms is closed under

convex combination, E∗m∗
n is a Stieltjes transform again, such that Lemma 2.3 in Silver-

stein (1995) implies

(B.46)
www(E∗m∗

n(z)Σ̃n + Iq)
−1

www
S∞

≤max

(
4∥Σ̃n∥S∞

ℑ(z)
,2

)
.
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Using additionally the estimates |β∗
1(z)| ≤ |z|/ℑ(z), ∥D∗

1(z)
−1∥S∞ ≤ 1/ℑ(z), we find

that (B.45) can be bounded by

|z|
(ℑ(z))3

max

(
4∥Σ̃n∥3S∞

ℑ(z)
,2∥Σ̃n∥2S∞

)
O(m−1).

• Proof of (ii). Using the representation by a telecope sum and recalling the notation (A.11)
yields

D∗
1(z)

−1 −E∗[D∗
1(z)

−1
]
=

m∑
j=2

(
E∗
j −E∗

j−1

)
D∗

1(z)
−1

=

m∑
j=2

(
E∗
j −E∗

j−1

)(
D∗

1(z)
−1 −D∗

1j(z)
−1

)

=−
m∑
j=2

(
E∗
j −E∗

j−1

)(
D∗

1j(z)
−1r∗j r

∗⊤
j D∗

1j(z)
−1β∗

1j(z)
)

and the fact that these (m− 1) summands are orthogonal with respect to E∗, we obtain

E
 1

m
tr
((

E∗m∗
n(z)Σ̃n + Iq

)−1
Σ̃nD

∗
1(z)

−1
)

− 1

m
tr
((

E∗m∗
n(z)Σ̃n + Iq

)−1
Σ̃nE∗(D∗

1(z)
−1

))2

=
1

m2

m∑
j=2

E
(E∗

j −E∗
j−1

)
β∗
1j(z)r

∗⊤
j D∗

1j(z)
−1

(
E∗m∗

n(z)Σ̃n + Iq
)−1

Σ̃nD
∗
1j(z)

−1r∗j

2

≤ 4

m3

|z|
ℑ(z)

E
X⊤

1 L⊤
nD

∗
12(z)

−1
(
E∗m∗

n(z)Σ̃n + Iq
)−1

Σ̃nD
∗
12(z)

−1LnX1

2

≤ 4

m3

|z|
ℑ(z)5

E[∥X1∥42] · ∥Ln∥8S∞
max

(4∥Σ̃n∥S∞

ℑ(z)
,2∥Σ̃n∥S∞

)2

=O(m−1)

where we have used again Lemma 2.3 in Silverstein (1995).
• Proof of (iii). It follows from (i) that the left-hand side in (B.35) is bounded by

E
E∗

{
β∗
1(z)

[
r∗⊤1 D∗

1(z)
−1(E∗m∗

n(z)Σ̃n + Iq)
−1r∗1

− 1

m
tr
(
E∗(D∗

1(z)
−1

)
(E∗m∗

n(z)Σ̃n + Iq)
−1Σ̃n

)]}+O(m−1)(B.47)

(uniformly with respect to Πn). Employing the identity

β∗
1(z)− b∗n(z) =−β∗

1(z)b
∗
n(z)γ

∗
1(z) =−b∗n(z)

2γ∗1(z) + b∗n(z)
2β∗

1(z)γ
∗
1(z)

2(B.48)

with (note that LnL
⊤
n = Σ̃n )

γ∗1(z) =
1

β∗
1(z)

− 1

b∗n(z)
= r∗⊤1 D∗

1(z)
−1r∗1 −

1

m
tr
(
Σ̃nE∗(D∗

1(z)
−1

))
,(B.49)
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we may rewrite

E
E∗

{
β∗
1(z)

[
r∗⊤1 D∗

1(z)
−1(E∗m∗

n(z)Σ̃n + Iq)
−1r∗1

− 1

m
tr
(
E∗(D∗

1(z)
−1

)
(E∗m∗

n(z)Σ̃n + Iq)
−1Σ̃n

)]}
= E

[
|b∗n(z)|2

E∗
{(

γ∗1(z)− β∗
1(z)γ

∗
1(z)

2
)[

r∗⊤1 D∗
1(z)

−1(E∗m∗
n(z)Σ̃n + Iq)

−1r∗1

− 1

m
tr
(
E∗(D∗

1(z)
−1

)
(E∗m∗

n(z)Σ̃n + Iq)
−1Σ̃n

)]}].
(B.50)

Using the bounds |b∗n(z)|, |β∗
1(z)| ≤ |z|/ℑ(z), the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and (ii)

shows that (B.47) is bounded by

|z|2(
ℑ(z)

)2(2E|γ∗1(z)|2 + 2|z|2(
ℑ(z)

)2E|γ∗1(z)|4)1/2

×
[
E1/2
X

r∗⊤1 D∗
1(z)

−1(E∗m∗
n(z)Σ̃n + Iq)

−1r∗1

− 1

m
tr
(
D∗

1(z)
−1(E∗m∗

n(z)Σ̃n + Iq)
−1Σ̃n

)2

+O
(
m−1/2

)]
.

Note that, conditional on X1, . . . ,Xn, the random variable D∗
1(z)

−1(E∗m∗
n(z)Σ̃n + Iq)

−1

is independent of r∗1 . Hence, by Proposition B.1 (with the matrix C∗ in (B.6)) we obtain
for the second factor

E
r∗⊤1 D∗

1(z)
−1(E∗m∗

n(z)Σ̃n + Iq)
−1r∗1 −

1

m
tr
(
D∗

1(z)
−1(E∗m∗

n(z)Σ̃n + Iq)
−1Σ̃n

)2

=O
( 1

m
+

m

n

)(B.51)

In order to complete the proof of (iii), we continue to show

E|γ∗1(z)|p =O
( 1

mp/2
+

m

n

)
for any p≥ 2.(B.52)

To this aim, note first that

E
r∗⊤1 D∗

1(z)
−1r∗1 −

1

m
tr
(
Σ̃nD

∗
1(z)

−1
)p

≤Kp(z)
( 1

mp/2
+

m

n

)
(B.53)

by Proposition B.1, where the constant depends only on z and p. But the same considera-
tion as at the beginning of step (ii) provides the identity

E
 1

m
tr
(
Σ̃nD

∗
1(z)

−1
)
− 1

m
tr
(
Σ̃nE∗(D∗

1(z)
−1

))p

= E
 1

m

m∑
j=2

(
E∗
j −E∗

j−1

)
β∗
1j(z)r

∗
j⊤D∗

1j(z)
−1Σ̃nD

∗
1j(z)

−1(z)r∗j

p

,
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which is bounded by the (discrete) Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality, the inequality
|β∗

1j(z)| ≤ |z|/ℑ(z), Jensen’s inequality

Kp
1

mp
E
( m∑

j=2

(E∗
j −E∗

j−1

)
β∗
1j(z)r

∗⊤
j D∗

1j(z)
−1Σ̃nD

∗
1j(z)

−1(z)r∗j

2)p/2

(B.54)

≤Kp
1

mp/2

2p|z|p

ℑ(z)p
1

m

m∑
j=2

E
r∗⊤j D∗

1j(z)
−1Σ̃nD

∗
1j(z)

−1(z)r∗j

p

=O
(
m−p/2

)
.

Combining (B.53) and (B.54) yields (B.52). Hence we obtain for (B.47) the bound
O
(
m−1 +m/n), which proves (iii).

B.6. Proof of (B.30). The proof follows the martingale arguments of the almost sure con-
vergence of the random part for classical covariance matrices, replacing the expectations
involved there by corresponding conditional expectations in the bootstrap world. We present
the adapted reasoning for the sake of completeness.
Inserting and subtracting conditional expectations, we rewrite

m∗
n(z)−E∗m∗

n(z) =
1

q

m∑
j=1

E∗
j tr

(
D∗(z)−1

)
−E∗

j−1 tr
(
D∗(z)−1

)
=:

1

q

m∑
j=1

ρ∗j .

Next, we get by conditional independence of D∗
j (z) from X∗

j , the Sherman-Morrison formula
and invariance of the trace under cyclic permutation

ρ∗j =
(
E∗
j −E∗

j−1

)[
tr
(
D∗(z)−1

)
− tr

(
D∗

j (z)
−1

)]
=
(
E∗
j −E∗

j−1

) r∗⊤j D∗
j (z)

−2r∗j

1 + r∗⊤j D∗
j (z)

−1r∗j
.

Moreover, with the diagonal representation
∑m

j=1 r
∗
j r

∗⊤
j = UΛU⊤ for some diagonal matrix

Λ and orthorgonal matrix U , r∗⊤j D∗
j (z)

−2r∗j

1 + r∗⊤j D∗
j (z)

−1r∗j

=

 (U⊤r∗j )
⊤(Λ− zIq)

−2U⊤r∗j
1 + (U⊤r∗j )

⊤(Λ− zIq)−1U⊤r∗j


≤

(U⊤r∗j )
⊤((Λ−ℜ(z)Iq)2 + (ℑ(z)Iq)2)−1U⊤r∗j

ℑ(1 + (U⊤r∗j )
⊤(Λ− zIq)−1U⊤r∗j )

=
1

ℑ(z)
,

where we have used the identity

ℑ
( 1

λ− z

)
=

ℑ(z)
(λ−ℜ(z))2 +ℑ(z)2

for λ ∈ R in the last identity. Therefore, the family ρ∗1, . . . , ρ
∗
m forms a bounded martingale

difference sequence, and writing the expectation E as expected conditional expectation EE∗,
an application of Burkholder’s inequality reveals

E
m∗

n(z)−E∗m∗
n(z)

4 ≤ K4

q4
E
(
E∗

m∑
j=1

|ρ∗j |2
)2

≤ 4K4m
2

ℑ(z)4q4
=O

( 1

m2

)
.

Because of
m

q

(
m∗

n(z)−E∗m∗
n(z)

)
=m∗

n(z)−E∗m∗
n(z)

the assertion (B.30) follows.



36

APPENDIX C: PROOF OF THEOREM 4.3

We begin with the proof of Lemma 4.4, which will be crucial for the proof of Theorem 4.3.

PROOF OF LEMMA 4.4. For r ∈N0 let (x)r = x(x− 1) . . . (x− r+ 1) then

(C.1) xr =

r∑
j=0

ar,j(x)j

where {ar,j | j = 0, . . . , r} are the Stirling numbers of the second kind (see Riordan, 1958).
Using this representation twice we obtain

E
[ k∏
ℓ=1

W sℓ
ℓ

]
=

sℓ∑
j1=0

. . .

sk∑
jk=0

as1,j1 . . . ask,jkE
[ k∏
ℓ=1

(Wℓ)jℓ

]
(C.2)

≤
sℓ∑

j1=0

. . .

sk∑
jk=0

as1,j1 . . . ask,jk

k∏
ℓ=1

E
[
(Wℓ)jℓ

]

=

k∏
ℓ=1

( sℓ∑
jℓ=0

asℓ,jℓE
[
(Wℓ)jℓ

])

=

k∏
ℓ=1

E
[
W sℓ

ℓ

]
where the inequality follows evaluating the factorial moments of the multinomial distribution,
which gives

E
[ k∏
ℓ=1

(Wℓ)jℓ

]
=
( 1

n

)m ∑
i1≥j1...ik≥jk

∑
ik+1...in≥0

m!1{
∑n

ℓ=1 iℓ =m}∏k
ℓ=1(iℓ − jℓ)!ik+1! . . . in!

=
m!

(m− j1 − . . .− jk)!

( 1

n

)m
nm−j1−...−jk

≤
k∏

ℓ=1

m!

(m− jℓ)!

( 1

n

)m
nm−jℓ =

k∏
ℓ=1

E
[
(Wℓ)jℓ

]
.

Therefore, the assertion will follow from the estimate for s≥ 1

(C.3) max
s≤km

( n

m

)
E[W s

ℓ ]≤ 1 + cγ
m1+γ

n
,

which we will prove in the following. For this purpose we note that

E
[
(Wℓ)k

]
=

m!

(m− k)!

( 1

n

)m
nm−k ≤

(m
n

)k
.

We now use (C.1) and obtain for s≥ 1 (note that as,0 = 0, as,1 = 1)

E
[
W s

ℓ

]
≤

s∑
j=0

as,j

(m
n

)j
=

m

n
+ as,2

(m
n

)2
+
(m
n

)2
R ,(C.4)

where

R=

s∑
j=3

as,j

(m
n

)j−2
≤

s∑
j=3

(m
n

)j−2
sj
js

j!
(C.5)
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and we have used the estimate

as,j ≤
(
s

j

)
js−j ≤ sj

j!
js

for the Stirling numbers of the second kind. We first show that the term in (C.5) is bounded
by a constant independently of s. For this purpose we use the estimate log m

n ≤− logm, for
the terms in the sum in the sum

Rj =
(m
n

)j−2
sj
js

j!
≤ exp{j log s− (j − 2) logm+ s log j}

≤ exp{j logkm − (j − 2) logm+ km log j}

Observing that km = ⌊γ logm⌋ yields for all m≥m(γ) = eγ

Rj ≤ exp{2j log logm− (j − 2) logm+ γ logm log j}

≤ exp
{
logm

(
− j

2
+ 2+ γ log j

)}
,

where the second inequality follows from logm ≤m1/4. We now define j∗ = j∗(γ) as the
smallest integer such that the inequality

γ log j ≤ j

4
− 3

2
(C.6)

holds for all j ≥ j∗ obtain

Rj ≤
( 1

m1/4

)j−2

for all j ≥ j∗. Consequently, for sufficiently large m the term

R≤
j∗−1∑
j=3

(m
n

)j−2
sj
js

j!
+

s∑
j=j∗

( 1

m1/4

)j−2

is bounded and we obtain from (C.4), observing that as,2 ≤ 2s, that

E
[
W s

ℓ

]
≤ m

n

{
1 + cγ

m1+γ log 2

n

}
≤ m

n

{
1 + cγ

m1+γ

n

}
,

where the bound is uniform with respect to s≤ km.

PROOF OF THEOREM 4.3. Applying the same arguments as in Lemma 2.2 and 2.3 of Yin
et al. (1988) and the reasoning at beginning of Section 2 in Bai and Yin (1993) to the boot-
strap matrix Σ̂∗

n, we may assume that |Xij | ≤
√
mδm for some sequence δm satisfying the

conditions of Lemma D.1 as well as (D.6).
Next, we shall prove that for the sequence km = ⌊γ logm⌋ (with γ > 0 to be specified later)
we have

(C.7)
∞∑

m=1

E
[(∥Σ̂∗

n∥S∞

z

)km
]
<∞

for some z > z0(γ) > 0, where z0(γ) will be specified later according to the cases (a)
and (b) in Theorem 4.3. In what follows, we suppress the m-dependence of k = km. Let
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(W1, · · · ,Wn) denote a multinomial distributed vector with parameter (m, (1/n, · · · ,1/n)).
Then (note that Σn = Ip)

E
wwΣ̂∗

n

wwk

S∞
≤ E tr

(
Σ̂∗k
n

)
=

1

mk

∑
i1,...,ik∈{1,...,q}
j1,...,jk∈{1,...,n}

E
[
Wj1 . . .Wjk

]
E
[
Xi1j1Xi2j1Xi2j2 · · ·XikjkXi1jk

]
.

The difference to the analysis of Yin et al. (1988) for the matrix Σ̂n are the additional
factors E[Wj1 . . .Wjk ] as well as the range of indices {1, . . . , q},{1, . . . , n} instead of
{1, . . . , p},{1, . . . , n} in the above expression. Note that n/p=O(1) while n/q→∞.
Nevertheless, due to the similarity of our expression to the corresponding expectation an-
alyzed in Yin et al. (1988), we may adopt their strategy of decomposing the summation
as follows. Drawing two parallel lines, the so-called I-line and J -line, we can construct
a directed multigraph by plotting for a given sequence (i1, j1, i2, j2, . . . , ik, jk) the indices
i1, . . . , ik ∈ {1, . . . , q} on the I-line, the indices j1, . . . , jk ∈ {1, . . . , n} on the J -line and in-
terpret them as vertices on two disjoint classes on the two parallel lines. Edges will be the
directed segments i1j1, j1i2, . . . , jki1. They are 2k in number and they are regarded as dif-
ferent from each other, even if they have the same initials and ends. Two edges are said to
coincide if they have the same vertex set. If not every edge coincides at least with one other
edge, then

E
[
Xi1j1Xi2j1Xi2j2 · · ·XikjkXi1jk

]
= 0.

In order to treat the remaining terms, we have to distinguish between different types
of edges within canonical graphs, meaning graphs that satisfy i1 = 1, j1 = 1, ik ≤
max{ik−1, . . . , i1}+ 1 and jk ≤max{ik−1, . . . , j1}+ 1 (k ≥ 2). In the terminology of Yin
et al. (1988), an edge is called innovation if its right vertex does not occur before. Depending
on whether the right vertex belongs to the I-line or J -line, it is called row- or column-
innovation. An edge is called T3-edge, if there is exactly one innovation before which coin-
cides with it. An edge will be called T4-edge, if it is neither an innovation nor T3. Equipped
with these notions, the remaining sum can be split into the sums

∑′∑′′∑′′′

E
[
tr
(
Σ̂∗k
n

)]
=

1

mk

′∑ ′′∑ ′′′∑
E[Wj1 . . .Wjk ]E

[
Xi1j1Xi2j1Xi2j2 · · ·XikjkXi1jk

]
.

Here, the
∑′-summation is over different arrangement of the four different types of edges

(row innovation, column innovation, T3 and T4) at the 2k positions, the
∑′′-summation is

running over different canonical graphs with given arrangement of the four types for 2k po-
sitions, and the

∑′′′-summation over those constellations for which the graph is isomorphic
to the given canonical graph.

If each edge coincides at least with one other edge and if r denotes the number of row
innovations and l the number of T3-edges, then there are l− r column innovations and (2k−
2l) T4-edges. As shown in Yin et al. (1988) page 518 ff, the number of summands in the first
sum is bounded by

′∑
≤

k∑
l=1

l∑
r=1

(
k

r

)(
k

l− r

)(
2k− l

l

)
,
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the number of summands in the third sum can be estimated from above by

′′′∑
≤ qr+1nl−r

if the canonical graph corresponding to
∑′′′ possesses r row innovations and l T3-edges, and

finally, if t denotes the number of non-coincident T4-edges,

′′∑
≤ k2t(t+ 1)6k−6l,

where t ranges from 0 to 2k− 2l.

It remains to evaluate the corresponding summands

E
[
Wj1 . . .Wjk

]
E
[
Xi1j1Xi2j1Xi2j2 · · ·XikjkXi1jk

]
when there are r row innovations, l T3-edges and t non-coincident T4-edges. As argued in
Yin et al. (1988),E[Xi1j1Xi2j1Xi2j2 · · ·XikjkXi1jk

]≤ kt
(
δm

√
m
)2k−2l−t

,

while our Lemma 4.4 implies thatE[Wj1 . . .Wjk

]≤
(m
n

)l−r(
1 + cγ

m1+γ

n

)k

as there are l− r different indices ammong j1, . . . , jk. Putting these ingredients together, we
obtain

E
[
tr(Σ̂∗k

n )
]
≤ 1

mk

(
1 + cγ

m1+γ

n

)k
k∑

l=1

l∑
r=1

{(
k

r

)(
k

l− r

)(
2k− l

l

)
qr+1nl−r

×
2k−2l∑
t=0

k2t(t+ 1)6k−6lK
(m
n

)l−r
kt
(
δm

√
m
)2k−2l−t

}

≤ q
(
1 + cγ

m1+γ

n

)k
k∑

l=1

l∑
r=1

(
k

r

)(
k

l− r

)(
2k− l

l

)( q

m

)r

×
2k−2l∑
t=0

k3t(t+ 1)6k−6l
(
δm

√
m
)−t

δ2(k−l)
m .

Using now the same arguments as in Yin et al. (1988), pages 519 – 520 (replacing there n by
m and p by q) we finally obtain

E
[
tr(Σ̂∗k

n )
]
≤
(
1 + cγ

m1+γ

n

)k[(
2mq

)1/k(
1 +

√
δm

)2{(
1 +

√
q

m

)2
+
(
18δ1/6m γ

)6}]k
Note that

(
1+ cγ

m1+γ

n

)k → 1 and
(
1+

√
δm

)2{(
1+

√
q
m

)2
+
(
18δ

1/6
m γ

)6}→ (1+
√
c)2 as

m→∞. Furthermore, if m= o(
√
n) we use γ = 1/(1 + ε/2) for ε > to obtain(

2mq
)1/k → e2+ε

which proves (C.7) for any z > z(γ) = e2 in the case (a) of Theorem 4.3.
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If m= o(logn), we have m1+γ logm
n → 0 for any γ > 0, and it follows(

2mq
)1/k → e2/γ

for any γ. Therefore (C.7) holds for any z > (1 +
√
c)2, which completes the proof of Theo-

rem 4.3(a) and (c).

For a proof of part (b), note that it follows from the arguments in Bai and Yin (1993),

P
(
λmin

(
Σ̂∗
n

)
<K

)
= P

(
λmin

(
Σ̂∗
n − (1 + c)Iq

)
<K −

(
1−

√
c
)2 − 2

√
c
)

≤ P
(wwΣ̂∗

n − (1 + c)Iq
ww

S∞
> 2

√
c+

(
1−

√
c
)2 −K

)
≤ P

(wwΣ̂∗
n − cIq − diag

(
Σ̂∗
n

)ww
S∞

> 2
√
c+

1

2

((
1−

√
c
)2 −K

))
+ P

(wwdiag
(
Σ̂∗
n

)
− Iq

ww
S∞

>
1

2

((
1−

√
c
)2 −K

))
.

Hence, it remains to show that for any ε > 0 and any l ∈N,

P
(wwdiag

(
Σ̂∗
n

)
− Iq

ww
S∞

> ε
)
= o(m−l)(C.8)

and

P
(wwΣ̂∗

n − diag
(
Σ̂∗
n

)
− cIq

ww
S∞

> 2
√
c+ ε

)
= o(m−l).(C.9)

Proof of (C.8). Since q =O(m), it is sufficient to show

P
( 1

m

m∑
i=1

(
|X∗

i1|2 − 1
)> ε

)
= o(m−l).(C.10)

For the sequence k = km = γ logm, an application of Markov’s inequality yields an upper
bound on the left-hand side (recall that |Xij | ≤ δm

√
m)

m−2kε−2kE
[ m∑

i=1

(
|X∗

i |2 −E|X1|2
)]2k

=m−2kε−2kE
[ n∑

i=1

Wi

(
|Xi|2 −E|X1|2

)]2k

=m−2kε−2kl
∑

i1≥0,...,in≥0
i1+···+in=2k

(
2k

i1 . . . in

)
E
[ n∏
t=1

W it
t

(
|Xi|2 −E|X1|2

)it
]

≤ 22km−2kε−2k
k∑

l=1

(
n

l

) ∑
i1≥2,...,il≥2
i1+···+il=2k

(
2k

i1 . . . il

)
E
[ l∏
t=1

W it
t

] l∏
t=1

E|X1|2it

≤K22km−2kε−2k
k∑

l=1

nl
∑

i1≥2,...,il≥2
i1+···+il=2k

(
2k

i1 . . . il

)(m
n

)l(
1 + cγ

m1+γ

n

)k
l∏

t=1

E|X1|2it
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=K22km−2kε−2k
(
1 + cγ

m1+γ

n

)k
k∑

l=1

ml
∑

i1≥2,...,il≥2
i1+···+il=2k

(
2k

i1 . . . il

) l∏
t=1

E|X1|2it ,

where Lemma 4.4 has been applied in the last inequality. Arguing as in the proof of Lemma 2’
in Bai and Silverstein (2004), page 602 (where f = 1 and their m corresponds to k), we obtain
the upper bound

γ logm
( 16γδ2m logm

ε log(4δ4mm/E|X11|4))

)2γ logm
≤ γ(logm)

(32γδ2m
ε

)2γ logm

= γ(logm)m2γ log
(

32γδ2m
ε

)
(C.11)

if m is sufficiently large such that log(4δ4mm/E|X11|4)≥ 1
2 logm (note that by (D.6) even-

tually, δm ≥ m−1/8 as m → ∞). Because of δm → 0 as m → ∞, it follows that for any
a ∈ (0,1), there exists an integer m0 =m0(a) such that the expression in (C.11) is bounded
by m2γ loga for all m≥m0, which proves (C.10) and completes the proof of (C.8).

Proof of (C.9). With the notation T̂ ∗
n = Σ̂∗

n−diag
(
Σ̂∗
n

)
, it is sufficient to prove the following

result. There exists a positive constant C > 0, such that for every r ∈N and positive ε and l,

P
(wwT̂ ∗

n − cIq
wwr

S∞
>Cr42rcr/2 + ε

)
= o(m−l).(C.12)

To this aim, we need to establish the bootstrap analogs of lemmata 1’ – 8’ in the appendix of
Bai and Silverstein (2004). Since all of them can be deduced by our manipulation technique
and Lemma 4.4 in a straightforward manner, we omit them at this point.

PROOF OF COROLLARY 4.5. We begin part (b). By the discussion in Section B.1 we can
assume that Rn = 0, which gives

x⊤Σ̂∗
nx

∥x∥2
≥ λmin

( 1

m

m∑
i=1

X∗
i X

∗⊤
i

)x⊤LnL
⊤
n x

∥x∥2
≥ λmin

( 1

m

m∑
i=1

X∗
i X

∗⊤
i

)
λmin(Σn).

The assertion follows applying Theorem 4.3 for q′ × q′-matrix 1
m

∑m
i=1X

∗
i X

∗⊤
i . Part (a) is

an immediate consequence of the fact that the spectral norm is a matrix norm.

APPENDIX D: PROOF OF THE RESULTS IN SECTION 4.3

Throughout this section, we assume that Assumptions (A1) – (A3+) are satisfied. All proofs
have in common the truncation steps in (D.2), (D.3) and (D.11) discussed in the following
Section D.1 and D.2, respectively. The proofs of Theorem 4.6 and Proposition 4.9 require
additionally (D.12) and

ET̂n(fm)−EŤn(fm)→P 0(D.1)

D.1. Reduction to Ln and fm. Recalling the notation from Section B.1 we will will first
prove that we can replace the matrix ΠnAn in the decomposition (3.8) by the matrix Ln, that
is

T̂ ∗
n(f)− T̂ ∗

n,Ln
(fm)→P 0(D.2)

E∗T̂ ∗
n(fm)−E∗T̂ ∗

n,Ln
(fm)→P 0,(D.3)
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where fm := f1{|f |≤mℓ} and T̂ ∗
n,Ln

(f) and T̂ ∗
n,Ln

(fm) denotes the linear spectral statistics
corresponding to the matrix

Σ̂∗
n,Ln

:=
1

m
LnX

∗X∗⊤L⊤
n ,

and LnX
∗ = (LnX

∗
1 , . . . ,LnX

∗
m) ∈Rq×m. Define

Dn =
{
λmin(Σ̂

∗
n)>Kl, λmin(Σ̂

∗
n,Ln

)>Kl, ∥Σ̂∗
n,Ln

∥S∞ <Kr, ∥Σ̂∗
n∥S∞ <Kr

}
where constants Kl and Kr come from Corollary 4.5. By this result we have P(Dc

n) =
o(m−ℓ) for any ℓ ∈ N (note that due to the Representative Subpopulation Condition 3.4,
it follows that

∣∣∥Σ̂∗
n,Ln

)∥S∞ − ∥Σ̂∗
n∥S∞)

∣∣ = oP(1)). By the Lipschitz continuity of f , the
1-Wielandt-Hoffman inequality, and Assumption (A1), it follows that (note that on the set
[Kl,Kr] we have f = fm if m is sufficiently large)T̂ ∗

n,Ln
(fm)− T̂ ∗

n(f)
≤maxλ∈[Kl,Kr]|f

′(λ)|
q∑

j=1

λ̂∗
j,Ln

− λ̂∗
j |+ oP(1)

≤maxλ∈[Kl,Kr]|f
′(λ)|

wwΣ̂∗
n,Ln

− Σ̂∗
n

ww
S1

+ oP(1) ,

λ̂∗
j,Ln

is the jth eigenvalue of the matrix Σ̂∗
n,Ln

. By the discussion in Section B.1, the right-
hand side is of order oP(1) if EΠn

[
||Rn||2S2

]
= o(1), which proves (D.2). Similarly, we obtain

E∗
[T̂ ∗

n,Ln
(fm)− T̂ ∗

n(fm)
1Dn

]
≤maxλ∈[Kl,Kr]|f

′(λ)|E∗wwΣ̂∗
n,Ln

− Σ̂∗
n

ww
S1

= oP(1).

On the other hand, since P(Dc
n) = o(m−ℓ) for any ℓ ∈N, it follows for the remaining part

EE∗[|T̂ ∗
n,Ln

(fm)− T̂ ∗
n(fm)|1Dc

n

]
≤ 2qmℓP(Dc

n) = o(1)

which proves (D.3).
Therefore, we will assume in the following discussion that given the random projection Πn

the matrix Σ̂∗
n can be represented as

Σ̂∗
n =

1

m
LnX

∗X∗⊤L⊤
n ,

where Ln is a q× q′ matrix satisfying ∥Ln∥S∞ ≤ α<∞ (for all n ∈N) and X∗ is an q′×m
matrix and q′ = O(q). Furthermore, f is replaced by fm. Note that these arguments only
require the existence of moments of order 4.

D.2. Reduction to truncated components. We will continue truncating the random vari-
ables Xij . For this purpose we formulate the following lemma.

LEMMA D.1. There exists a sequence (δm)n∈N converging decreasingly to zero such that

δ−4
m E

(
I{|X11|≥δmm1/2}X

4
11

)
−→ 0 as n→∞.(D.4)

If in addition E|X11|6 <∞, then the sequence can be chosen such that

δ−6
m E

(
I{|X11|≥δmm1/2}X

6
11

)
−→ 0 as n→∞.(D.5)

If E|X11|4+ε <∞ for some ε > 0, then (D.4) holds true with δ−1
m = o

(
m

ε

2(4+ε)

)
.
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PROOF. The proof of (D.4) is given on page 559 in Bai and Silverstein (2004), that we repeat
here for the reader’s convenience. First observe that for any k ∈ N, there exists a strictly
increasing sequence (nk)k∈N with

k4E
(
I
{
|X11| ≥m1/2

nk
/k

}
X4

11

)
<

1

2k

by monotone convergence, because EX4
11 <∞. Choose δm = 1/k for n ∈ [nk, nk+1), δm =

1 for n < n1. Then, δm ↘ 0 and

δ−4
m E

(
I{|X11|≥δmm1/2}X

4
11

)
−→ 0 as n→∞.

The statement (D.5) under the assumption E|X11|6 < ∞ follows in the same way. If
E|X11|4+ε <∞,

δ−4
m E

(
I{|X11|≥δmm1/2}X

4
11

)
≤ δ−(4+ε)

m m−ε/2E|X11|4+ε,

which converges to zero if δ−1
m = o

(
m

ε

2(4+ε)

)
.

We choose the sequence (δm) such that Lemma D.1 holds and additionally such that

δmm1/8 →∞(D.6)

With this sequence, we show that it is sufficient to consider random variables which satisfy

|Xij | ≤ δm
√
m i= 1, . . . n, j = 1, . . . , p(D.7)

E X11 = 0(D.8)

Var(X11) = 1(D.9)

EX4
11 → 3.(D.10)

For this purpose, we introduce the notation

X̌ij =
XijI

{
|Xij | ≤ δm

√
m
}
−E

[
XijI

{
|Xij | ≤ δm

√
m
}]√

Var
(
XijI

{
|Xij | ≤ δm

√
m
}) .

We write

Σ̌∗
n :=

1

m

m∑
i=1

LnX̌
∗
i X̌

∗⊤
i L⊤

n

and denote by λ̌∗
i (i= 1, . . . , q) its eigenvalues in decreasing order and by

Ť ∗
n(f) =

q∑
i=1

f(λ̌∗
i )

the corresponding linear spectral statistic.

LEMMA D.2 (Bootstrap truncation lemma). Grant Assumptions (A1)–(A3+). Then

T̂ ∗
n(fm)− Ť ∗

n(fm)→P 0.(D.11)

If additionally E|X11|6 <∞, we have

E∗T̂ ∗
n(fm)−E∗Ť ∗

n(fm)→P 0.(D.12)
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PROOF OF LEMMA D.2. For the sequence (δm) specified above we set

X̃ij :=XijI{|Xij |< δm
√
m}

and denote by X̃∗
1 , . . . , X̃

∗
n the corresponding iid sample from n−1

∑n
i=1 δX̂i

. With

Σ̂∗
n =

1

m

m∑
i=1

Y ∗
i Y

∗⊤
i =

1

m

m∑
i=1

LnX
∗
i X

∗⊤
i L⊤

n(D.13)

and

B̃∗
n =

1

m

m∑
i=1

LnX̃
∗
i X̃

∗⊤
i L⊤

n(D.14)

we get by the union bound and Lemma D.1 that

P(Σ̂∗
n ̸= B̃∗

n)≤ P
(
X̃∗

ij ̸=X∗
ij for some (i, j)

)
≤mq′ P

(
X̃∗

11 ̸=X∗
11

)
(D.15)

=mq′E
( 1

n

n∑
i=1

I{|Xi1| ≥ δm
√
m}

)
=mq′ P(|X11|> δm

√
m)

≤Kδ−4
m

ˆ
{|X11|≥δm

√
m}

|X11|4dP= o(1).

Now, we are passing over from X̃1, . . . , X̃n to the centered and standardized modifications
X̌1, . . . , X̌n, where

X̌ij :=
X̃ij −EX̃ij

σn
with σn :=

√
Var(X̃ij),

and denote by X̌∗
1 , . . . , X̌

∗
m the corresponding iid sample from n−1

∑n
i=1 δX̃i

. Further, we
introduce X̌∗ = (X̌∗

1 , . . . , X̌
∗
m) and X̃∗ = (X̃∗

1 , . . . , X̃
∗
m),

Σ̌∗
n =

1

m

m∑
i=1

LnX̌
∗
i X̌

∗⊤
i L⊤

n = LnX̃
∗X̃∗⊤L⊤

n ,

and denote by λ̌∗
1 ≥ λ̌∗

2 ≥ · · · ≥ λ̌∗
q its eigenvalues with corresponding linear spectral statistic

Ť ∗
n(fm) =

q∑
j=1

fm(λ̌j).

By employing the Lipschitz continuity of f , the 1-Wielandt-Hoffman inequality and the rea-
soning of the proof of Lemma 2.7 in Bai (1999), we deduce the upper boundŤ ∗

n(fm)− T̃ ∗
n(fm)

≤maxλ∈[Kl,Kr]|f
′
m(λ)| ·

q∑
j=1

λ̌∗
j − λ̃∗

j |+ oP(1)

≤ 2maxλ∈[Kl,Kr]|f
′
m(λ)| ·

( 1

m
tr
[
Ln(X̃− X̌)(X− X̌)⊤L⊤

n

])1/2

×
(
tr
(
B̃∗

n

)
+ tr

(
Σ̌∗
n

))1/2
+ oP(1),(D.16)
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where T̃ ∗
n(fm) =

∑q
j=1 fm(λ̃j) denotes the linear spectral statistic corresponding to the ma-

trix B̃∗
n = LnX̌

∗X̌∗⊤L⊤
n . In order to bound the latter expression, observe that

1

m
tr
[
Ln(X̃− X̌)(X̃− X̌)⊤L⊤

n

]
≤ 2

m

(
1− 1

σn

)2
q∥B̃∗

n∥S∞ +
2

m

1

σ2
n

tr
[
Ln(EX̃1)(EX̃1)

⊤L⊤
n

]
≤ 2c

(σ2
n − 1)2

σ2
n(1 + σn)2

∥B̃∗
n∥S∞ +

2c

σ2
n

(EX̃11)
2∥Ln∥2S∞

.

But

|σ2
n − 1| ≤ 2E

(
I{|X11| ≥ δm

√
m}|X11|2

)
= o(δ2mm−1)

and

|EX̃11|= o(δmm−3/2),(D.17)

such that
1

m
tr
[
Ln(X̃− X̌)(X̃− X̌)⊤L⊤

n

]
= o(δ4mm−2)∥B̃∗

n∥S∞ + o(δ2mm−3)∥Ln∥2S∞
.

Plugging this bound into (D.16), we findŤ ∗
n(fm)− T̃ ∗

n(fm)
≤OP(1)o

(
δ2mm−1

√
∥B̃∗

n∥S∞ + o(δmm−3/2)
))

OP(
√
q),(D.18)

where we used the fact that, by Theorem 4.3 and (D.15), maxλ∈[Kl,Kr]|f ′(λ)|=OP(1) and

tr
(
B̃∗

n

)
+ tr

(
Σ̌∗
n

)
=OP(q).

This proves (D.11). Note that these arguments only require the existence of the moments
order 4.
For a proof of (D.12) we note that we need a substitute for (D.15) which allows to transfer
the E∗-expectations. For this purpose recall that T̂ ∗

n(fm) and T̃ ∗
n(fm) are the linear spectral

statistics corresponding to the matrices Σ̂∗
n and B̃∗

n in (D.13) and (D.14), respectively. By a
similar reasoning as in (D.16) we have

E
T̂ ∗

n(fm)− T̃ ∗
n(fm)

≤ 2maxλ∈[Kl,Kr]|f
′
m(λ)| ·

(
E
1

m
tr
[
Ln(X̃− X̌)(X− X̌)⊤L⊤

n

])1/2

×E
(
tr
(
B̃∗

n

)
+ tr

(
Σ̌∗
n

))1/2
+ 2qmℓP(Dc

n).(D.19)

By Theorem 4.3 we have 2qmℓP(Dc
n) = o(1). Moreover, E

(
tr
(
B̃∗

n

)
+tr

(
Σ̌∗
n

))1/2
=O(

√
q)

while we obtain for the other factor on the right-hand side of (D.19)

E
1

m
tr
[
Ln(X̃− X̌)(X− X̌)⊤L⊤

n

]
=

1

m
E∥Ln(X̃− X̌)∥2S2

≤ 1

m
∥Ln∥2S∞

E∥X̃− X̌∥2S2
.

Using (D.5) in Lemma D.1 it follows

1

m
E∥X̃− X̌∥2S2

=
1

m

m∑
i=1

q′∑
j=1

E
[
|Xij |21{|Xij | ≥ δm

√
m}

]
≤ δ2m

m
E|X11|6 ,

which implies E
T̂ ∗

n(fm)− T̃ ∗
n(fm)

= o(1). The bound E∗Ť ∗
n(fm)− T̃ ∗

n(fm)
= oP(1)

follows by similar arguments as used in the proof of the estimate (D.16).
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Summarizing the discussion of Section D.1 and D.2, we will from now assume that the ran-
dom variables Xij satisfy (D.7) - (D.10), that the vectors Xi have q′ =O(q) components and
that the matrix Ln is of dimension q × q′. Note that the matrix Ln can be a random matrix
which is independent of X1, . . .Xn.

D.3. Passing over to the bootstrapped process of Stieltjes transforms. Define

M∗
n(z) := q

(
m

µΣ̂∗
n
(z)−mE∗µΣ̂∗

n
(z)

)
= q

(
m

µΣ̂∗
n
(z)−E∗

[
m

µΣ̂∗
n
(z)

])
and

M∗
n,Dn

(z) := q
(
m

µΣ̂∗
n
(z)1Dn

−E∗
[
m

µΣ̂∗
n
(z)1Dn

])
,

where Dn =
{
λmin(Σ̂

∗
n)>Kl , ∥Σ̂∗

n∥S∞ <Kr

}
. Because

(D.20) T̂n(fm)−E∗T̂n(fm) = T̂n(fm)1Dn
−E∗

(
T̂n(fm)1Dn

)
+ oP(1)

by Corollary 4.5 and the relation

T̂n(fm)∗1Dn
−E∗

(
T̂n(fm)∗1Dn

)
=− 1

2πi

‰
fm(z)M∗

n,Dn
(z)dz

provided by the Cauchy integral formula, the result is deduced from the corresponding limit
theorem for ‰

fm(z)M∗
n,Dn

(z)dz,

where the curve integral is along any closed curve within a region on which f is analytic and
which encloses the interval [Kl,Kr]. The latter indeed boils down to proving a conditional
Donsker-type theorem of a truncated version of the bootstrapped process M∗

n(.), denoted by
M̂∗

n(.), see Section D.5. For a precise definition of M̂∗
n(.) let xl, xr be two real numbers with

xl ∈

{
(0,Kl) if c′ ∈ (0,1)

(−∞, 0) if c′ ≥ 1

and xr >Kr , where Kl and Kr are the constants introduced in Corollary 4.5 and

c′ = limsup
n→∞

q′

m
.

Moreover, define Cu = {x+ iv0 : x ∈ [xl, xr]} and

C = {xl + iv : v ∈ [0, v0]} ∪ Cu ∪ {xr + iv : v ∈ [0, v0]}

such that the closed curve C ∪ C̄ is contained in a region where f is analytic. Further, for
some null sequence (εn) satisfying

εn ≥m−α(D.21)

for some α ∈ (0,1), we introduce

Cl,n :=

{
{xl + iv : v ∈ [m−1εn, v0]}, if xl > 0

{xl + iv : v ∈ [0, v0]} if xl ≤ 0,
(D.22)

Cr,n := {xr + iv : v ∈ [m−1εn, v0]}
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and

Cn := Cl,n ∪ Cu ∪ Cr,n.(D.23)

Lastly, we define

M̂∗
n(z) =


M∗

n(z), for z ∈ Cn,
M∗

n(xr + im−1εn), for z = xr + iv with v ∈ [0,m−1εn]

M∗
n(xl + im−1εn), for z = xl + iv with xl > 0 and v ∈ [0,m−1εn],

and because of m(z̄) =m(z) for any Stieltjes transform m, we have M̂∗
n(z̄) := M̂∗

n(z) for
z ∈ C. Analogously, we define M̂∗

n,Dn
for the truncated version M∗

n,Dn
. Since

T̂n(fm)1Dn
−E∗

(
T̂n(fm)1Dn

)
=

‰
C∪C̄

fm(z)M∗
n,Dn

(z)dz

=

‰
C∪C̄

fm(z)M̂∗
n,Dn

(z)dz +O
(
8εn

q

m
∥fm∥C∪C̄

(∣∣Kr − xr
∣∣−1

+
∣∣Kl − xl

∣∣−1
))

=

‰
C∪C̄

fm(z)M̂∗
n(z)dz + oP(1)(D.24)

by Corollary 4.5, is sufficient to consider M̂∗
n in what follows. The essential part of the proof

of Theorem 4.6 consists of verifying the following Donsker-type result. As the restrictions of
fm and f to C ∪ C̄ coincide for m sufficiently large, Gaussianity of (D.20) then follows with
(D.24) from the continuous mapping Theorem.

PROPOSITION D.3 (Functional CLT for the conditional process M̂∗
n in probability). Grant

the conditions of either Theorem 4.6 or Proposition 4.9, then

dBL

{
L
((

M̂∗
n(z)

)
z∈C

X1, . . . ,Xn,Πn

)
, L(Z)

}
−→P 0

with a centered Gaussian process (Z) on C satisfying Z(z̄) = Z(z) and

E
(
Z(z1),Z(z2)

)
= 2

(m0
H)′(z1)(m

0
H)′(z2)(

m0
H(z1)−m0

H(z2)
)2 − 2

(z1 − z2)2
for z1, z2 ∈ C

(understood as its continuous extrapolation for the removable singularities at z1 = z2).

A central tool in the proof of this result is an analog of Proposition B.1 for the truncation in
Section D.1 with a bound which is not depending on z ∈ Cn. These results will be presented
first in the following section. The proof of Proposition D.3 is given in Section D.5.

D.4. A non-standard result on quadratic forms. For the statement of an analog of Propo-
sition B.1 for the truncation in Section D.1 we study the following matrices in the quadratic
form

C∗ = C∗(z) = L⊤
nD

∗
1(z)

−1Ln,(D.25)

C∗ = C∗(z) = L⊤
nD

∗
1(z)

−1MLn,(D.26)

C∗ = C∗(z) = L⊤
nD

∗
1(z)

−2Ln,(D.27)
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C∗ = C∗(z1, z2) = L⊤
nD

∗
12(z1)

−1LnL
⊤
nD

∗
12(z2)

−1Ln ,(D.28)

C∗ = C∗(z1, z2) = L⊤
nE∗

j

[
D∗

1j(z1)
−1

]
LnL

⊤
nD

∗
1j(z2)

−1Ln ,(D.29)

C∗ = C∗(z) = L⊤
nD

∗
1(z)

−2Ln,(D.30)

C∗ = C∗(z1, z2) = L⊤
nD

∗
1(z1)

−2D∗
1(z2)

−1Ln,(D.31)

C∗ = C∗(z1, z2) = L⊤
nD

∗
1(z1)

−1D∗
1(z2)

−1Ln(D.32)

for z, z1, z2 ∈ Cn. M ∈Cq×q is deterministic and of bounded spectral norm, uniformly in n.
Recall that the notation EX means integration with respect to X = (X1, . . . ,Xn). In other
words (as the projection is independent of X), the expectation is taken conditional on Πn.

PROPOSITION D.4. For any p ≥ 2, there exists some constant Kp > 0, such that for any
n ∈N,

EX

X∗⊤
1 C∗X∗

1 − trC∗p ≤Kp

(
mp−1δ2p−4

m +
mp+1

n

)
,

where Kp is a constant depending only on p and the matrix C∗ is given by one of the matrices
in (D.27) - (D.32).

PROOF. We denote by Σ̂∗
n,1,...,j the matrix. which is obtained from Σ̂∗

n by omitting the terms
involving X∗

1 , . . . ,X
∗
j (for j = 0 this is Σ∗

n) and the matrix Σ̃∗
n,1 is the empirical covariance

matrix of the vectors X̃∗
2 , . . . , X̃

∗
m with normalizing factor 1/m which are defined in (B.8).

By Corollary 4.5 (with an adaptation of its proof to the matrices Σ̂∗
n,1, Σ̂

∗
n,1,2 we find constants

Kl and Kr such that the event

An :=
{
λmin(Σ̃

∗
n,1)≥Kl, ∥Σ̃∗

n,1∥S∞ ≤Kr,(D.33)

λmin(Σ̂
∗
n,1,...,j)≥Kl, ∥Σ̂∗

n,1,...,j∥S∞ ≤Kr for j = 0,1,2
}
,

satisfies for all ℓ ∈N

P(Ac
n) = o(m−ℓ) .(D.34)

We will begin proving the statement for matrices of the form (D.25). Observing the arguments
as given in the proof of Proposition B.1 we obtain

EX

X∗⊤
1 C∗X∗

1 − trC∗p ≤ 2p−1
(
EX

X⊤
1 C̃∗X1 − tr C̃∗p(D.35)

+EX

X⊤
1 (C̃∗ −C∗)X1 − tr(C̃∗ −C∗)

p
)
,

where matrix C̃∗ is defined by (B.19) with M = Iq . By the same reasoning leading to equa-
tion (3.2) in Bai and Silverstein (2004) with a(v) = 1 and B(v) = C̃∗ it follows that

EX

X⊤
1 C̃∗X1 − tr C̃∗p ≤ c

δ2p−4∨0
m

m1∧p = c
δ2p−4
m

m
.

Note that the matrix C̃∗ satisfies the corresponding assumption for such an estimate, that is

∥C̃∗∥S∞ ≤ ∥Ln∥2S∞
∥(D̃∗

1(z))
−1∥S∞ ≤ c(1An

+ 1Ac
n
m1+α)≤ c(1 + 1Ac

n
m1+α),(D.36)

where D̃∗
1(z) is defined as D∗

1(z) with X∗
2 , . . . ,X

∗
m replaced by X̃∗

2 , . . . , X̃
∗
m.
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Now we turn to the second term in (D.35) and consider

EX

∣∣ tr(C̃∗ −C∗)
∣∣p ≤mpEX

∥∥C̃∗ −C∗∥∥p
S∞

≤mp∥Ln∥2pS∞
EX

∥∥D∗
1(z)

−1 − D̃∗
1(z)

−1
∥∥p
S∞

≤ cmpEX

[
∥D∗

1(z)
−1∥pS∞

∥D̃∗
1(z)

−1∥pS∞
∥Σ̂∗

n,1 − Σ̃∗
n,1∥

p
S∞

]
,

where the last inequality follows from the formula B−1 − A−1 = A−1(A − B)B−1. Note
that we have

∥D∗
1(z)

−1∥S∞ ≤
q

max
i=1

1

|z − λi(Σ̂∗
n,1)|

≤
q

max
i=1

1

|ℜ(z − λi(Σ̂∗
n,1))|

1An
+

|z|
ℑ(z)

1Ac
n

(D.37)

≤max
{ 1

|xr −Kr|
,

1

|xl −Kl|

}
+

|z|
ℑ(z)

1Ac
n

where Kl and Kr are the constants from Corollary 4.5. Moreover,

∥Σ̂∗
n,1 − Σ̃∗

n,1∥S∞ ≤ ∥Σn∥S∞∥X1∥2
∆∗

n

m
,

and
1

mp/2
EX∥X1∥p ≤ c,(D.38)

EX∥∆∗
n∥p ≤ cp

m

n
(D.39)

(note that (D.38) follows from the fact that here the random variable X1 is of dimension q′

and has independent components bounded by δm
√
m). Combining these estimates and and

using the corresponding bound for the quantity ∥D̃∗
1(z)

−1∥S∞ and obtain (observing (D.34)),
we arrive at

EX

∣∣ tr(C̃∗ −C∗)
∣∣p

≤ cmp
{
EX

[
1An

∥Σ̂∗
n,1 − Σ̃∗

n,1∥
p
S∞

]
+
∣∣ z

ℑ(z)
∣∣2pEX

[
1Ac

n
∥Σ̂∗

n,1 − Σ̃∗
n,1∥

p
S∞

]}
≤ cmp

{ 1

mp
EX |∆∗

n|pEX∥X1∥2p +
∣∣ z

ℑ(z)
∣∣2p(P(Ac

n)
)1/2(EX∥Σ̂∗

n,1 − Σ̃∗
n,1∥

2p
S∞

)1/2}
≤ cmp

{m

n
+m2p(1+α)(P(Ac

n)
)1/2√m

n

}

≤ c
mp+1

n
.

(D.40)

Similarly, we obtain

EX

∥∥X⊤
1 (C̃∗ −C∗)X1

∣∣p ≤ EX

[
∥X1∥12p∥C∗ −C∗∥pS∞

]
≤ cEX

[
∥X1∥2p∥D∗

1(z)
−1∥pS∞

∥D̃∗
1(z)

−1∥pS∞
∥X1∥2p

(∆∗
n

m

)p]
≤ c

mp

{
EX

[
1An

|∆∗
n|p∥X1∥4p

]
+
∣∣ z

ℑ(z)
∣∣2pEX

[
1Ac

n
|∆∗

n|p∥X1∥4p
]}

≤ c

mp

{m2p+1

n
+m(1+α)2p

(
P(Ac

n)
)1/2(EX [|∆∗

n|2p∥X1∥8p]
)1/2}

≤ c
mp+1

n
,
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by (D.34). Combining this estimate with (D.40) and (D.36) yields the statement of Proposi-
tion D.4 for the matrix (D.25).
The statement for the other matrices follow by similar arguments, which are omitted for the
sake of brevity. For, example, for the matrix (D.30) we use the identities

D̃∗
1(z)

−2 −D∗
1(z)

−2 =D∗
1(z)

−2
(
D∗

1(z)
2 − D̃∗

1(z)
2
)
D̃∗

1(z)
−2

D∗
1(z)

2 − D̃∗
1(z)

2 =
(
D∗

1(z)− D̃∗
1(z)

)
D̃∗

1(z) +D∗
1(z)

(
D∗

1(z)− D̃∗
1(z)

)
which gives

∥D̃∗
1(z)

−2 −D∗
1(z)

−2∥S∞ ≤ c∥D̃∗
1(z)

−2∥S∞∥D∗
1(z)

−2∥S∞

×
(
2|z|+ ∥Σ̂∗

n,1∥S∞ + ∥Σ̃∗
n,1∥S∞

)
∥Σ̂∗

n,1 − Σ̃∗
n,1∥S∞ .

We now proceed in the same way as before multiplying with (1An
+ 1c

An
), where we use

∥Σ̂∗
n,1∥2S∞

≤ ∥Σ̂∗
n,1∥2S2

≤ 1

m2

m∑
i,j=1

∥Xi∥2∥Xj∥2

on Ac
n.

REMARK D.5. Note that Proposition D.4 will replace Proposition B.1 in the following dis-
cussion. Moreover, in the case p= 2 both results yield the same estimate. This fact will be of
importance as we will use some of the estimates for Section B.4 - B.6 in the following discus-
sion which also hold under Assumption (A3+) (instead of (A3)) and the truncation scheme
considered in this section.

D.5. Proof of Proposition D.3.

D.5.1. Weak convergence of finite dimensional distributions in probability. Recall that E∗
j

denotes the conditional expectation operator corresponding to P̂n with respect to the σ-field
generated by X∗

1 , . . . ,X
∗
j (conditional on Πn) Similar calculations as in Section 2 (p. 569-

570) of Bai and Silverstein (2004) and an application of Proposition D.4 for the matrices
L⊤
nD

∗
1(z)

−1Ln and L⊤
nD

∗
1(z)

−2Ln yield for z ∈ Cn

M̂∗
n(z) := q

(
m

µΣ̂∗
n
(z)−E∗m

µΣ̂∗
n
(z)

)
=

m∑
j=1

Y ∗
j +OP

(
δ2m +

√
m2

n

)
=

m∑
j=1

Y ∗
j + oP(1)) ,

where

Y ∗
j =−(E∗

j −E∗
j−1)

(
β̄∗
j (z)δ

∗
j (z)− β̄∗

j (z)
2ε∗j (z)

1

m
tr
(
LnL

⊤
nD

∗
j (z)

−2
))

=−(E∗
j −E∗

j−1)
( d

dz
β̄∗
j (z)ε

∗
j (z)

)
.

For example, by the algebraic manipulations on page 569 in this reference we obtain

M̂∗
n(z) =

m∑
i=1

Y ∗
j +

m∑
i=1

Z∗
j

where

Z∗
j = (E∗

j −E∗
j−1)

[
β̄∗
j (z)(ε

∗
j (z)δ

∗
j (z)− β∗

j (z)r
∗⊤
j D−2

j (z)r∗j ε
∗
j (z)

2)
]
.
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The L2-norm of the first term is now estimated as follows

E
[
E∗

∣∣∣ m∑
i=1

(E∗
j −E∗

j−1)(β̄
∗
j (z)ε

∗
j (z)δ

∗
j (z))

∣∣∣2]= m∑
i=1

E
∣∣(E∗

j −E∗
j−1)(β̄

∗
j (z)ε

∗
j (z)δ

∗
j (z))

∣∣2]

≤ 4

m∑
i=1

E
∣∣β̄∗

j (z)ε
∗
j (z)δ

∗
j (z)

∣∣2]

=OP

(
δ2m +

√
m2

n

)
,(D.41)

where the last estimate follows from Proposition D.4 and the bounds |β̄∗
j (z)| ≤ |z|/ℑ(z). The

second term can be estimated by similar arguments and is of order OP(δ
4
m +m2/n). Note

that one crucial difference to the analysis of Bai and Silverstein (2004) is now caused by the
fact that the random variables ε∗j and δ∗j are not centered anymore with respect to E∗

X∗
j
:

E∗
X∗

j

(
r∗⊤j D∗

j (z)
−kr∗j

)
=

1

m
tr
(
LnL

⊤
nD

∗
j (z)

−k
)
̸= 1

m
tr
(
LnL

⊤
nD

∗
j (z)

−k
)
, k = 1,2.

In view of the limiting distribution result, it is therefore sufficient to study linear combinations
r∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

αiY
∗
j (zi) with α1, . . . , αr ∈C, r ∈N,

due to the Cramér-Wold device (since the real parts of these linear combinations are run-
ning over all real linear combinations of ℜ(

∑m
j=1 Y

∗
j (zi)),ℑ(

∑m
j=1 Yj(zi)), i= 1, . . . , r, as

α1, . . . , αr varies over C). Note furthermore that it is sufficient to consider the case ℑ(zi)> 0
(i= 1, . . . , r), because the distribution of any C(C,R2)-valued random variable Z is uniquely
determined by its finite dimensional distributions L(Z(z1), . . . ,Z(zk)) with z1, . . . , zk be-
longing to a dense subset of C and k ∈N. For this purpose, we shall prove that the conditions
of Theorem D.10 in the online supplement are satisfied for

ℜ
( r∑

i=1

m∑
j=1

αiY
∗
j (zi)

)
.

By the bounds |β̄∗
j (z)| ≤ |z|/ℑ(z) and the estimate 1

m
tr
(
LnL

⊤
nD

∗
j (z)

−2
)≤ q

m
∥Ln∥2S∞

· ∥D∗
j (z)

−2∥S∞ ≤ c(1 + o(1))
∥Ln∥2S∞

ℑ(z)2
,

we find by Proposition D.4 (with p= 2) that

E|Y ∗
j (z)|4 ≤K

( |z|4

ℑ(z)4
E|δ∗j (z)|4 +

|z|8

ℑ(z)16
c4(1 + o(1))E|ε∗j (z)|4

)
=O

(δ4m
m

+
m

n

)
as n→∞. Consequently,

E
[ m∑
j=1

E∗
( r∑

i=1

αiY
∗
j (zi)

2

I

{ r∑
i=1

αiY
∗
j (zi)| ≥ ε

})]
≤ 1

ε2

m∑
j=1

E
 r∑

j=1

αiY
∗
j (zi)

4

=O
(
δ4m +

m2

n

)
= o(1)(D.42)

as n→∞, and condition (D.88) of Theorem D.10 is fulfilled.
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In order to verify condition (D.87), it is sufficient to show that for z1, z2 with ℑ(z1) ̸= 0,
ℑ(z2) ̸= 0,

(D.43)
m∑
j=1

E∗
j−1Y

∗
j (z1)Y

∗
j (z2)−→P


1
3
(m0

H)′′′(z1)
(m0

H)′(z1)
− 1

2

(
(m0

H)′′(z1)
(m0

H)′(z1)

)2
if z1 = z2

2
(m0

H)′(z1)(m0
H)′(z2)(

m0
H(z1)−m0

H(z2)
)2 − 2

(z1−z2)2
if z1 ̸= z2

(note that Y ∗
j (z) = Y ∗

j (z̄)). By the theorem of dominated convergence,

∂2

∂z2∂z1
(D.43) = (D.44)

with
m∑
j=1

E∗
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As for the classical CLT of linear spectral statistics, it follows from Vitali’s convergence the-
orem that the convergence of (D.43) in probability follows from the corresponding stochastic
convergence of (D.44). For analyzing (D.44) we shall prove the following claims.
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CLAIM II.
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CLAIM III.
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In order to prove stochastic convergence and to determine the limit in probability of the
right-hand side in Claim III, we shall prove the representation
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= an(z1, z2)
1

m

m∑
j=1

(
1− j − 1

m
an(z1, z2)

)−1
+ oP(1)

for some function an(z1, z2) that will be specified in Claim VI. This is the most involved part
of the proof. Claims IV and V are intermediate steps on this way. For this purpose, we recall
the notation of D∗

ij(z), β
∗
ij(z) and b∗1(z) in (A.10), (A.11), and (A.12), respectively, which

will be used intensively in the following discussion.

CLAIM IV. There exists some constant K > 0, such that for all n ∈N and any j ≤m
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+R(z1, z2)

with E|R(z1, z2)| ≤K
√
m.

CLAIM V. Recall the notation of m̃0
n in (B.27). For any j ≤m,
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(D.48)

with |R′(z1, z2)|=OP(
√
m).

CLAIM VI: We shall conclude the stochastic convergence in (D.43):

m∑
j=1

E∗
j−1Y

∗
j (z1)Y

∗
j (z2)−→P


1
3
(m0

H)′′′(z1)
(m0

H)′(z1)
− 1

2

(
(m0

H)′′(z1)
(m0

H)′(z1)

)2
if z1 = z2

2
(m0

H)′(z1)(m0
H)′(z2)(

m0
H(z1)−m0

H(z2)
)2 − 2

(z1−z2)2
if z1 ̸= z2.

Note that the expression for z2 = z2 is the continuous extrapolation of the one for z1 ̸= z2 for
the removable singularities at z1 = z2.
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D.5.2. Proofs of Claim I – Claim VI.

Proof of Claim I. Due to the identity
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the claim follows if
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(D.49)

Proof of Claim II. Inserting the conditional expectation operator E∗, the proof follows by
representing the difference as a martingale difference sum and Burkholder’s inequality with
the exponent 2 and Lemma D.9.

Proof of Claim III. Since |b∗n(z)| ≤ |z|/ℑ(z), E∗
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=

m∑
j=1

E
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the proof is an immediate consequence of Lemma D.8.

Proof of Claim IV. The algebraic manipulations in Bai and Silverstein (2004) on page 572
provide the representation
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with

A∗(z1) =
∑

1≤i≤m
i ̸=j

(
z1I −

m− 1

m
b∗1(z1)LnL

⊤
n

)−1(
r∗i r

∗
i
⊤ − 1

m
LnL

⊤
n

)
D∗

ij(z1)
−1,

B∗(z1) =
∑

1≤i≤m
i ̸=j

(
β∗
ij(z1)− b∗1(z1)

)(
z1I −

m− 1

m
b∗1(z1)LnL

⊤
n

)−1
r∗i r

∗
i
⊤D∗

ij(z1)
−1

and

C∗(z1) =
1

m
b∗1(z1)

(
z1I −

m− 1

m
b∗1(z1)LnL

⊤
n

)−1
LnL

⊤
n

×
∑

1≤i≤m
i ̸=j

(
D∗

ij(z1)
−1 −D∗

j (z1)
−1

)
.

In order to prove Claim IV, we establish the following steps.

(i) If a possibly random q× q-matrix M satisfies ∥M∥S∞ ≤ c, then
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(iv) Moreover,
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(v) Each summand of A∗
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with E|R′′′(z1, z2)| ≤Km−1/2.

Having established these five steps, the proof of Claim IV is conducted as follows. By the
triangle and Jensen inequality,
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where the last inequality is established in steps (i) and (ii). By Jensen’s inequality, the bound
|b∗1(z1)| ≤ |z1|/ℑ(z1) and steps (iii) and (iv),
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It remains to prove the approximation
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(D.51)

Applying the approximation of step (v), we deduce
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which proves (D.51) and therefore the equation
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with E|R̃(z1, z2)| ≤K
√
m. Now, inserting the representation (D.50) into (D.52), this time

for D∗
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−1, and using (i) and (ii) together with the bound
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)
for non-random matrices M of uniformly bounded spectral norm by Proposition D.4,
Claim IV is verified.

• Proof of (i). First, applying the same reasoning as for inequality (2.10) in Bai and Silver-
stein (2004), we obtain the spectral norm boundwww(
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By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the upper bounds |β∗
12(z)|, |b∗1(z)| ≤ |z|/ℑ(z) and

∥D∗
ij(z)

−1∥S∞ ≤ 1/ℑ(z), (D.53), and Lemma D.9,

E
 tr

(
B∗(z1)M

)≤mE1/2
β∗

12(z1)− b∗1(z1)
2

×E1/2
r∗i ⊤D∗

ij(z1)
−1M

(
z1I −

m− 1

m
b∗1(z1)LnL

⊤
n

)−1
r∗i

2

≤ |z1|2

(ℑ(z1))2
E1/2

[r∗⊤1 r∗1
2wwD∗

ij(z1)
−1

ww2

S∞
∥M∥2S∞

×
www(

z1I −
m− 1

m
b∗1(z1)LnL

⊤
n

)−1www2

S∞

]
≤K

|z1|2(1 +m/(qℑ(z1)))
ℑ(z1)5

√
m.

• Proof of (ii). By the cyclic invariance of the trace, the bound |b∗1(z)| ≤ |z|/ℑ(z), the sub-
multiplicativity of ∥ · ∥S∞ , (D.53), and Lemma 2.6 in Silverstein and Bai (1995),

E
 tr

(
C∗(z1)M

)≤
∑

1≤i≤m
i ̸=j

E
[
1

m

b∗1(z1) tr

((
D∗

ij(z1)
−1 −D∗

j (z1)
−1

)
M

×
(
z1I −

m− 1

m
b∗1(z1)LnL

⊤
n

)−1
LnL

⊤
n

)]
≤Kc

|z1|(1 +m/(qℑ(z1)))
ℑ(z1)3

.

• Proof of (iii). Because of E∗
j = E∗

jE∗
X∗

i
for i > j, the triangle and Cauchy-Schwarz inequal-

ity,

E
 tr

(
E∗
j

(
A∗(z1)

)
LnL

⊤
nD

∗
j (z2)

−1LnL
⊤
n

)
− tr

(
E∗
j

(
Ǎ∗(z1)

)
LnL

⊤
nD

∗
j (z2)

−1LnL
⊤
n

)
= E

∑
i>j

tr
[(

z1I −
m− 1

m
b∗1(z1)LnL

⊤
n

)−1
E∗
X∗

i

(
r∗i r

∗
i
⊤ − 1

m
LnL

⊤
n

)
×E∗

j

(
D∗

ij(z1)
−1

)
LnL

⊤
nD

∗
j (z2)

−1LnL
⊤
n

]
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≤ 1

m

∑
i>j

E1/2
www 1

n

n∑
i=1

YiY
⊤
i −LnL

⊤
n

www2

S2

×E1/2
wwwE∗

j

(
D∗

ij(z1)
−1

)
LnL

⊤
nD

∗
j (z2)

−1LnL
⊤
n

(
z1I −

m− 1

m
b∗1(z1)LnL

⊤
n

)−1www2

S2

.

Applying (D.53) and the estimates ∥D∗
ij(z)∥S∞ , ∥D∗

j (z)∥S∞ ≤ 1/ℑ(z),

E1/2
wwwE∗

j

(
D∗

ij(z1)
−1

)
LnL

⊤
nD

∗
j (z2)

−1LnL
⊤
n ×

(
z1I −

m− 1

m
b∗1(z1)LnL

⊤
n

)−1www2

S2

≤K(z1, z2)
√
m,

while

E1/2
www 1

n

n∑
i=1

YiY
⊤
i −LnL

⊤
n

www2

S2

=O
( m√

n

)
,(D.54)

since both matrices are of dimension q× q. This proves (iii).
• Proof of (iv). Adding and subtracting D∗

ij(z2) and applying the Sherman-Morrison formula
to the difference D∗

j (z2)
−1−D∗

ij(z2)
−1 in the subsequent expression A∗

1(z1, z2), we obtain
the decomposition

tr
(
E∗
j

(
Ǎ∗(z1)

)
LnL

⊤
nD

∗
j (z2)

−1LnL
⊤
n

)
=A∗

1(z1, z2) +A∗
2(z1, z2) +A∗

3(z1, z2)

with

A∗
1(z1, z2) =−

∑
1≤i<j

β∗
ij(z2)r

∗
i
⊤E∗

j

(
D∗

ij(z1)
−1

)
LnL

⊤
nD

∗
ij(z2)

−1r∗i

× r∗i
⊤r∗i

⊤D∗
ij(z2)

−1LnL
⊤
n

(
z1Iq −

m− 1

m
b∗1(z1)LnL

⊤
n

)−1
r∗i

A∗
2(z1, z2) =− tr

{ ∑
1≤i<j

(
z1I −

m− 1

m
b∗1(z1)LnL

⊤
n

)−1 1

m
LnL

⊤
n

×E∗
j

(
D∗

ij(z1)
−1

)
LnL

⊤
n

(
D∗

j (z2)
−1 −D∗

ij(z2)
−1

)
LnL

⊤
n

}
A∗

3(z1, z2) = tr

{ ∑
1≤i<j

(
z1I −

m− 1

m
b∗1(z1)LnL

⊤
n

)−1(
r∗i r

∗
i
⊤ − 1

m
LnL

⊤
n

)
×E∗

j

(
D∗

ij(z1)
−1

)
LnL

⊤
nD

∗
ij(z2)

−1LnL
⊤
n

}
.

By Lemma 2.6 in Silverstein and Bai (1995) and (D.53),A∗
2(z1, z2)

≤K
1 +m/(qℑ(z1))

(ℑ(z1))2
.

Analogously to the proof of (i), we find

E
A∗

3(z1, z2)
≤K

1 +m/(qℑ(z1))
(ℑ(z1))3

√
m.

• Proof of (v). By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Lemma D.9, we have

E
(β∗

ij(z2)− b∗1(z2)
)
r∗i

⊤E∗
j

(
D∗

ij(z1)
−1

)
LnL

⊤
nD

∗
ij(z2)

−1r∗i
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× r∗i
⊤D∗

ij(z2)
−1LnL

⊤
n

(
z1I −

m− 1

m
b∗1(z1)LnL

⊤
n

)−1
r∗i


≤ E1/2

β∗
ij(z2)− b∗1(z2)

2 ·E1/2

r∗i ⊤E∗
j

(
D∗

ij(z1)
−1

)
LnL

⊤
nD

∗
ij(z2)

−1r∗i

× r∗i
⊤D∗

ij(z2)
−1LnL

⊤
n

(
z1I −

m− 1

m
b∗1(z1)LnL

⊤
n

)−1
r∗i

2

≤K(z1, z2)
1√
m
,

where the last inequality follows by a further application of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequal-
ity, (D.53), the bound |r∗1⊤Cr∗1| ≤ ∥C∥S∞∥r∗1∥2 and the fact that E∥r∗1∥p ≤ c, which fol-
lows from (D.38). Next,

E
b∗1(z2)r∗i ⊤E∗

j

(
D∗

ij(z1)
−1

)
LnL

⊤
nD

∗
ij(z2)

−1r∗i

× r∗i
⊤D∗

ij(z2)
−1LnL

⊤
n

(
z1I −

m− 1

m
b∗1(z1)LnL

⊤
n

)−1
r∗i

− b∗1(z2)
1

m2
tr
[
E∗
j

(
D∗

ij(z1)
−1

)
LnL

⊤
nD

∗
ij(z2)

−1LnL
⊤
n

]
× tr

[
D∗

ij(z2)
−1LnL

⊤
n

(
z1I −

m− 1

m
b∗1(z1)LnL

⊤
n

)−1
LnL

⊤
n

]
≤ E

b∗1(z2) 1m tr
[
E∗
j

(
D∗

ij(z1)
−1

)
LnL

⊤
nD

∗
ij(z2)

−1LnL
⊤
n

]
×
(
r∗i

⊤D∗
ij(z2)

−1LnL
⊤
n

(
z1I −

m− 1

m
b∗1(z1)LnL

⊤
n

)−1
r∗i

− 1

m
tr

[
D∗

ij(z2)
−1LnL

⊤
n

(
z1I −

m− 1

m
b∗1(z1)LnL

⊤
n

)−1
LnL

⊤
n

])
+E

b∗1(z2)(r∗i ⊤E∗
j

(
D∗

ij(z1)
−1

)
LnL

⊤
nD

∗
ij(z2)

−1r∗i

− 1

m
tr
[
E∗
j

(
D∗

ij(z1)
−1

)
LnL

⊤
nD

∗
ij(z2)

−1LnL
⊤
n

])
× r∗i

⊤D∗
ij(z2)

−1LnL
⊤
n

(
z1I −

m− 1

m
b∗1(z1)LnL

⊤
n

)−1
r∗i

.
By an application of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to the first term, (D.53), the bounds
|b∗1(z)| ≤ |z|/ℑ(z) and ∥D∗

ij(z)
−1∥S∞ ≤ 1/ℑ(z), and Proposition D.4, the right-hand side

of the last inequality is bounded by

K(z1, z2)
1√
m
.

Proof of Claim V. We shall prove

(D.55)
b∗1(z) + zm̃0

n(z)
=OP(m

−1/2).

First, b∗1(z)− b∗n(z)
=

b∗1(z)b∗n(z) 1mE∗ tr
(
LnL

⊤
n

(
D∗

1(z)
−1 −D∗

12(z)
−1

))
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≤ |z|2(
ℑ(z)

)3 ∥Ln∥2S∞

m

by the inequalities |b∗1(z)|, |b∗n(z)| ≤ |z|/ℑ(z) and Lemma 2.6 in Silverstein and Bai (1995).
Next, note that the estimate (B.40) is still valid under the truncation scheme used in section.
This follows by showing the inequality E|γ∗1(z)|2 =O( 1

m + m
n ) by an application of Propo-

sition D.4 with p= 2 and using the same arguments following equation (B.52). Therefore, it
follows that

E|b∗n(z)−E∗β∗
1(z)|=O(m−1/2),

and by (B.39) we have E∗β∗
1(z) = −zE∗m∗

n(z). Together with (B.29), which is also valid
under the truncation scheme used in section (see Remark D.5), we conclude (D.55). Replac-
ing successively b∗1(zi) in the left-hand side of (D.47) by zim̃

0
n(zi), i= 1,2, and employing

Lemma 2.6 in Silverstein and Bai (1995), the proof of Claim V is completed.

Proof of Claim VI. Note that we may rewrite (D.48) as

1

q
tr
(
E∗
j

(
D∗

j (z1)
−1

)
LnL

⊤
nE∗

j

(
D∗

j (z2)
−1

)
LnL

⊤
n

)
×
[
1 +

j − 1

m2
m̃0

n(z1)m̃
0
n(z2)

ˆ
t2(

1 + tm̃0
n(z1)

)(
1 + tm̃0

n(z2)
)dµΣ̃n(t)

]
=

q

m

1

z1z2

ˆ
t2(

1 + tm̃0
n(z1)

)(
1 + tm̃0

n(z2)
)dµΣ̃n(t) +OP(m

1/2).

As for (2.19) in Bai and Silverstein (2004),

limsup
n

 q

m

1

z1z2

ˆ
t2(

1 + tm̃0
n(z1)

)(
1 + tm̃0

n(z2)
)dµΣ̃n(t)

< 1.

Denoting

an(z1, z2) =
q

m

1

z1z2

ˆ
t2(

1 + tm̃0
n(z1)

)(
1 + tm̃0

n(z2)
)dµΣ̃n(t),

(D.44) can be written as

an(z1, z2)
1

m

m∑
j=1

(
1− j − 1

m
an(z1, z2)

)−1
+OP(m

−1/2).

We now use the Representative Subpopulation Condition 3.4 to conclude that

(D.56) an(z1, z2)−→
c

z1z2

ˆ
t2(

1 + tm0
H(z1)

)(
1 + tm0

H(z2)
)dH(t),

in probability. For this purpose, we note that it follows from (3.7), (A.1) and Condition 3.4
that µΣ̃n ⇒H in probability and m̃0

n(z)→m0
H(z) in probability, see equation (B.32). To-

gether with the fact that the sequence of bounded continuous functions

t 7→ t2(
1 + tm̃0

n(z1)
)(
1 + tm̃0

n(z2)
)

converges in probability uniformly on compacts to its limit, this implies (D.56). The final
steps in the proof of (D.43) are then the same as on page 578 in Bai and Silverstein (2004)
and omitted for the sake of brevity.
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D.5.3. Proof of Proposition D.3 under the unconditional tightness assumption on M∗
n . We

start with the following lemma whose assumption can be deduced from the unconditional
tightness of the sequence L(M̂∗

n) by an application of Markov’s inequality. Subsequently, we
use the abbreviation U := (X1, ,X2, . . .Π1,Π2, . . . ) and denote by PM̂∗

n(· |u) the conditional
distribution L

(
(M̂∗

n(z))z∈C |U = u
)
.

LEMMA D.6. Assume that for every ε > 0 and η > 0, there exists some compact set K such
that

(D.57) sup
n

P
(
PM̂∗

n(Kc|U)> ε
)
< η.

Then there exists some array of measurable sets (Am,n)m,n∈N with supn P(U ∈ Ac
m,n)→ 0

as m→∞, such that the family(
PM̂∗

n(·|u) : u ∈Am,n, n ∈N
)

is tight for every m ∈N.

PROOF. Let ε↘ 0 be some null sequence and ηk = 2−k, k ∈N. Let (Kk) be some increasing
sequence of compacts such that Kk satisfies (D.57) for εk and ηk. Define

Ac
m,n :=

⋃
k≥m

{
u : PM̂∗

n(Kc
k|u)> εk

}
.

Every measure PM̂∗
n(·|u) with u ∈Am,n satisfies PM̂∗

n(Kc
k|u)≤ εk, k ≥m. Hence, the family(

PM̂∗
n(·|u) : u ∈Am,n, n ∈N

)
is tight for every m ∈N and by the sigma-subadditivity,

sup
n

P(Ac
n,m)≤

∑
k≥m

1

2k
−→ 0 as m→∞.

Assume now that the condition of Lemma D.6 holds. Then the weak convergence of the finite
dimensional distribution in probability implies the assertion of Proposition D.3, which can be
seen as follows. We define for any measure R on the Borel σ-field on the continuous function
on C the operation

R · 1A(u) =

{
R if u ∈A

δ0 otherwise.

Then

P
(
dBL

(
PM̂∗

n(·|U),L(Z)
)
> ε

)
≤ P

(
dBL

(
PM̂∗

n(·|U),L(Z)
)
> ε, U ∈Am.n

)
+ P

(
U ∈Ac

m.n

)
= P

(
dBL

(
PM̂∗

n(·|U)1Am,n
(U),L(Z)1Am,n

(U)
)
> ε, U ∈Am.n

)
+ P

(
U ∈Ac

m.n

)
≤ P

(
dBL

(
PM̂∗

n(·|U)1Am,n
(U),L(Z)1Am,n

(U)
)
> ε

)
+ P

(
U ∈Ac

m.n

)
(D.58)

By Lemma D.6, the family
{
PM̂∗

n(·|u)1Am,n
(u)

}
n∈N is tight uniformly in u for every m ∈N.

The same holds true for the sequence
{
L(Z)1Am,n

(u)}n∈N which attains only the measures
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L(Z) and δ0. Now, let (nk) denote an arbitrary subsequence of (n). Then for every u, there
exists a further subsequence (n′

k) = (n′
k(u)) of (nk) such that

PM̂∗
n′
k (·|u)1Am,n′

k

(u)⇒ ν(u)

L(Z)1Am,n′
k

(u)⇒ ν̄(u)

for some measures ν(u) and ν̄(u). Moreover, by the weak convergence of the finite dimen-
sional distributions in probability established in Section D.5.1, we can choose this subse-
quence such that additionally,

L
(
(M̂∗

n(z1), . . . , M̂
∗
n(zℓ))|u

)
⇒L

(
(Z(z1), . . . ,Z(zℓ))|u

)
for all z1, . . . , zℓ ∈ (Q+ iQ+)∩C, ℓ ∈N and for all u ∈A, where A is a measurable set with
P(A) = 1. If ν̄(u) = δ0, then there exists a k0 = k0(u) such that u ∈Ac

m,n′
k

for all k ≥ k0. In
this case,

dBL

(
PM̂∗

n′
k (·|u)1Am,n′

k

(u), L(Z)1Am,n′
k

(u)

)
= 0 for all k ≥ k0.

Otherwise, if ν̄(u) = L(Z), there exists a k1 = k1(u) such that u ∈ Am,n′
k

for all k ≥ k1.
Consequently it follows that ν(u) = ν̄(u) which implies

dBL

(
PM̂∗

n′
k (·|u)1Am,n′

k

(u), L(Z)1Am,n′
k

(u)

)
1A(u)→ 0.

Summarizing, we have shown that for any subsequence (nk) and any u, there exists some
further subsubsequence (n′

k(u)) such that

dBL

(
PM̂∗

n′
k (·|u), L(Z)

)
1A∩Am,n′

k
(u)
(u)→ 0.

Therefore,

dBL

(
PM̂∗

n(·|u), L(Z)

)
1A∩Am,n

(u)→ 0 for every u .

By dominated convergence and P(A) = 1, this in turn implies

dBL

(
PM̂∗

n(·|U), L(Z)

)
1Am,n

(U)→P 0.

Thus, it follows from (D.58) that

limsup
n→∞

P
(
dBL

(
PM̂∗

n(·|U),L(Z)
)
> ε

)
≤ sup

n∈N
P
(
U ∈Ac

m.n

)
As the left-hand side does not depend on m, the assertion of Proposition D.3 now follows by
taking the limit m→∞.

D.5.4. Unconditional tightness of the process M∗
n . We only need to verify that assumption

(D.57) in Lemma D.6 is satisfied. But this can easily be deduced from the unconditional
tightness of the sequence L(M̂∗

n) by an application of Markov’s inequality.
Therefore, it is sufficient to prove the moment condition (12.51) in Billingsley (1968), that is

sup
n

sup
z1,z2

E
[
E∗

[ |M̂∗
n(z1)− M̂∗

n(z2)|1+r

|z1 − z2|1+r

]]
≤K(D.59)
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for a sufficiently small number r > 0, which will be specified below. Using similar arguments
as in Bai and Silverstein (2004), p.582 we obtain

M̂∗
n(z1)− M̂∗

n(z2)

z1 − z2
=H1n +H2n +H3n(D.60)

where

H1n =

m∑
j=1

(
E∗
j −E∗

j−1

)
β∗
j (z1)β

∗
j (z2)

(
rj

∗⊤(D∗
j (z1))

−1(D∗
j (z2))

−1r∗j
)2

H2n =−
m∑
j=1

(
E∗
j −E∗

j−1

)
β∗
j (z1)rj

∗⊤(D∗
j (z1))

−2(D∗
j (z2))

−1r∗j

H3n =−
m∑
j=1

(
E∗
j −E∗

j−1

)
β∗
j (z2)rj

∗⊤(D∗
j (z2))

−2(D∗
j (z1))

−1r∗j

We will show that the absolute moments of 1+ r of all three terms are bounded, where r will
be specified below and we have to use different arguments for the two different assumptions
in Theorem 4.6 and Proposition 4.9. In particular, from now on the arguments differ from
those given in the tightness proof of Bai and Silverstein (2004) as we have to address the
specific properties of the bootstrap.

D.5.4.1. Proof of tightness under the assumptions of Proposition 4.9. We begin deriving a
bound for the quantity H2n using the identity

b∗n(z) = β∗
1(z) + β∗

1(z)b
∗
n(z)γ

∗
1(z),

where β∗
1(z) and γ∗1(z) are defined in (A.7) and (B.49), respectively. It then follows by a

straightforward calculation that

H2n = b∗n(z1)W
∗
1 − b∗n(z1)W

∗
2

where

W ∗
1 =

m∑
j=1

(
E∗
j −E∗

j−1

)
rj

∗⊤D∗
j (z1)

−2D∗
j (z2)

−1r∗j ,

W ∗
2 =

m∑
j=1

(
E∗
j −E∗

j−1

)[
β∗
j (z1)rj

∗⊤D∗
j (z1)

−2D∗
j (z2)

−1r∗jγ
∗
j (z1)

]
.

Note that

E|H2n|1+r ≤C
(
E|b∗n(z1)W ∗

1 |1+r +E|b∗n(z1)W ∗
2 |1+r

)
,(D.61)

and that Hölder’s inequality gives for both terms on the right-hand side

E
[
|b∗n(z1)W ∗

j |1+r
]
≤
(
E
[
|b∗n(z1)|2(1+r)/(1−r)

])(1−r)/2(E[|W ∗
j |2

])(1+r)/2
(j = 1,2).

(D.62)

We will show at the end of this section that both factors s on the right-hand side are bounded,
that is

E
[
|b∗n(z)|q(r)

]
≤C(D.63)

E|W ∗
j |2 ≤C (j = 1,2)(D.64)
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for z ∈ Cn and

q(r) =
2(1 + r)

1− r
with r ∈

(
0,

η

8 + η

)
(D.65)

and η is the constant in the assumptions of Proposition 4.9. Therefore, observing (D.61) it
follows that E|H2n|1+r ≤ c for some constant c. The term H3n in the decomposition (D.60)
can be bounded in the same way, which means

E|Hjn|1+r ≤ c j = 2,3 .(D.66)

To derive a bound for the first term H1n we use the same arguments as in Bai and Silverstein
(2004) and obtain the representation

H1n = b∗n(z1)b
∗
n(z2)Y

∗
1 − b∗n(z2)Y

∗
2 − b∗n(z1)b

∗
n(z2)Y

∗
3(D.67)

where

Y ∗
1 =

m∑
j=1

(
E∗
j −E∗

j−1

)[(
rj

∗⊤(D∗
j (z1))

−1(D∗
j (z2))

−1r∗j
)2

−
( 1

m
tr
(
Ln(D

∗
j (z1))

−1(D∗
j (z2))

−1L⊤
n

))2]
Y ∗
2 =

m∑
j=1

(
E∗
j −E∗

j−1

)
β∗
j (z1)β

∗
j (z2)

(
rj

∗⊤(D∗
j (z1))

−1(D∗
j (z2))

−1r∗j
)2
γ∗j (z2)

Y ∗
3 =

m∑
j=1

(
E∗
j −E∗

j−1

)
β∗
j (z1)β

∗
j (z2)

(
rj

∗⊤(D∗
j (z1))

−1(D∗
j (z2))

−1r∗j
)2
γ∗j (z1)

This yields

E[|H1n|1+r]≤C(
(
E
[
|b∗n(z1)b∗n(z2)|q(r)

])(1−r)/2(E[|Y ∗
1 |2

])(1+r)/2(D.68)

+ (
(
E
[
|b∗n(z2)|q(r)

])(1−r)/2(E[|Y ∗
2 |2

])(1+r)/2

+ (
(
E
[
|b∗n(z1)b∗n(z2)|q(r)

])(1−r)/2(E[|Y ∗
3 |2

])(1+r)/2
,

where q(r) is defined in (D.65). At the end of this proof we will show that all expectations in
this expression are bounded, that is

E
[
|b∗n(z1)b∗n(z2)|q(r)

]
≤C(D.69)

E
[
|Y ∗

j |2
]
≤C. (j = 1,2,3)(D.70)

for some constant C > 0. It then follows that E[|H1n|1+r] ≤ c and combining this estimate
with (D.66) and (D.60) yields (D.59).
This proves tightness under the assumptions of Proposition 4.9, if we are able to show the
estimates (D.63), (D.64), (D.69) and (D.70), which will be done next.

Proof of (D.63): We recall the definition of the set An in (D.33), the estimate in (D.34) and
use the decomposition |b∗n(z)|= |b∗n(z)|(1An

+ 1Ac
n
). For the second term we have

E
[
1Ac

n
|b∗n(z)|q(r)

]
≤C

∣∣∣ z

ℑ(z)

∣∣∣q(r)P(Ac
n)(D.71)

≤Cmq(r)ε−q(r)
n P(Ac

n)≤Cmq(r)(1+α)P(Ac
n) = o(1),
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by (D.34). For the first term we note that on the set An we have ∥D∗(z)−1∥S∞ <C for some
constant by the arguments given in the derivation of (D.37). Moreover, on the set An we have

∥r∗1∥2 = ∥r∗1r∗1
⊤∥S∞ ≤

∥∥∥ m∑
j=1

r∗j r
∗
j
⊤
∥∥∥
S∞

+
∥∥∥ m∑

j=2

r∗j r
∗
j
⊤
∥∥∥
S∞

≤ 2Kr,(D.72)

and, recalling the definition of β∗
1(z) in (A.7) yields

(D.73) |β∗
1(z)|= |1− r∗j

⊤D∗(z)−1r∗j | ≤ 1 + ∥D∗(z)−1∥S∞∥r∗j∥2 <C

on An for some positive constant C . This gives

E
[
1An

|b∗n(z)|q(r)
]
≤C

(
1 +E

[
1An

|b∗n(z)|q(r)|γ∗1(z)|q(r)
])

.(D.74)

Next, we show that E
[
1An

|γ∗1(z)|q(r)
]

converges to 0. For this purpose we recall the defini-
tion of ε∗1(z) in (A.5) and obtain, the bound

E
[
1An

|γ∗1(z)− ε∗1(z)|q(r)
]

≤ 1

mq(r)
E
∣∣∣ m∑
j=2

(E∗
j −E∗

j−1)β
∗
1j(z)r

∗
j
⊤D∗

1j(z)
−1LnL

⊤
nD

∗
1j(z)

−1r∗j

∣∣∣q(r)
≤ C

mq(r)/2
E
[∣∣β∗

12(z)r
∗
2
⊤D∗

12(z)
−1LnL

⊤
nD

∗
12(z)

−1r∗2
∣∣q(r)]

where β∗
12(z) is defined in (A.11) and the last inequality follows from Lemma 2.1 in Li

(2003). Note that on the set An we have ∥D∗
12(z)

−1∥S∞ < C and |β∗
12(z)| ≤ C (which fol-

lows by similar calculations as used for the derivation of (D.73)). Observing (D.38), this
yields

E
[
1An

|γ∗1(z)− ε∗1(z)|q(r)
]
≤ C

mq(r)/2

(
P(An)

+E
[
1Ac

n

∣∣β∗
12(z)r

∗
2
⊤D∗

12(z)
−1LnL

⊤
nD

∗
12(z)

−1r∗2
∣∣q(r)])

≤ C

mq(r)/2
,(D.75)

where the last inequality follows by (D.34) and similar arguments as given before.
An application of Proposition D.4 with the matrix (D.25) then gives for any v ≥ 2

E
[
1An

|γ∗1(z)|ν
]
≤ c

(
E
[
1An

|ε∗1(z)|ν
]
+

1

mν/2

)
≤ c

(δ2ν−4
m

m
+

m

n
+

1

mν/2

)
= o(1).

(D.76)

Using this bound with ν = q(r) we continue with the estimate (D.74), and obtain by. Hölder’s
inequality (with q = 1/a and q′ = 1/(1− a) for any a ∈ (0,1))

E
[
1An

|b∗n(z)|q(r)
]

≤C
{
1
∣∣∣ z

ℑ(z)

∣∣∣q(r)(1−a)
E
[
1An

|b∗n(z)|q(r)a|γ∗1(z)|q(r)
]}

≤C
{
1 +mq(r)(1−a)ε−q(r)(1−a)

n

(
E
[
1An

|b∗n(z)|q(r)
])a

(E
[
1An

|γ∗1(z)|q(r)/(1−a))1−a
}

≤C
{
1 +

(
E
[
1An

|b∗n(z)|q(r)
])a

κn

}
,

(D.77)
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where we use (D.76) with ν = q(r)/(1− a) and the sequence κn is defined by

κn = ε−q(r)(1−a)
n mq(r)(1−a)

(δ2q(r)−4(1−a)
m

m1−a
+
(m
n

)1−a
+

1

mq(r)/2

)
(D.78)

We now discuss the three terms separately noting that we can choose the sequence εn in
(D.21) as a sequence converging to 0 at an arbitrarily slow rate as long as it satisfies εn ≥
m−α for some α ∈ (0,1). Therefore, we choose εn = 1/ logm and show that each of the three
terms without the logarithmic factor ε−q(r)(1−a)

n mq(r)(1−a) converges to 0 at a polynomial
rate. We begin with the second one

mq(r)(1−a)
(m
n

)1−a
=
(mq(r)+1

n

)1−a
=O

((mq(r)+1

m5+η

)1−a
)
=O

( 1

m2+η/2

)
where we use (D.65) and n=m5+η for the last equality. Note that the assumption m3+η =
O(n) would also yield the polynomial bound O

(
1

mη/2

)
, but we will need the stronger as-

sumption to derive a corresponding bound in the investigation of the term H1n.
Turning to the third term in (D.78), it is easy to see that this term converges to 0 at a polyno-
mial rate in m whenever a > 1/2, and therefore it remains to consider the first term. Here we
use the fact that we can choose δm =m−1/12, by Lemma D.1 (with ε= 2), which gives for
the third term

mq(r)(1−a) δ
2q(r)−4(1−a)
m

m1−a
=m

(1−a) 4(2r+1)

3(1−r)
− r+1

3(1−r) .

Therefore, by choosing a ∈ (0,1) larger than 1 − r+1
4(2r+1) it follows that this expression

converges to 0 at a polynomial rate as well. Consequently, (D.77) holds with a sequence
κn = o(1) and a constant a ∈ (0,1), which implies that the sequence E

[
1An

|b∗n(z)|q(r)
]

is
bounded. Combining this result with (D.71) proves the assertion (D.63).

Proof of (D.64): Note that

W ∗
1 =

m∑
j=1

(
E∗
j −E∗

j−1

){
rj

∗⊤D∗
j (z1)

−2D∗
j (z2)

−1r∗j −
1

m
tr
(
LnL

⊤
nD

∗
j (z1)

−2D∗
j (z2)

−1
)}

,

and Proposition D.4 with the matrix (D.31) gives

E
[
|W ∗

1 |2
]

= E
[
E∗[|W ∗

1 |2]
]

=

m∑
j=1

E
[∣∣∣(E∗

j −E∗
j−1

){
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−2D∗
j (z2)
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1

m
tr
(
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nD

∗
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−2D∗
j (z2)

−1Ln

))∣∣∣2]
≤ 4mE

[∣∣∣r1∗⊤D∗
1(z1)

−2D∗
1(z2)

−1r∗1 −
1

m
tr
(
L⊤
nD

∗
1(z1)

−2D∗
1(z2)

−1Ln

)∣∣∣2]

≤ 4mK2

( 1

m
+

m

n

)
≤ 4K2(1 + o(1))

(D.79)

For the term W ∗
2 we have

E[|W ∗
2 ||2] = E

[
E∗[|W ∗

2 |2]
]

=

m∑
j=1

E
[∣∣∣(E∗

j −E∗
j−1

)[
β∗
j (z1)rj

∗⊤D∗
j (z1)

−2D∗
j (z2)

−1r∗jγ
∗
j (z1)

]∣∣∣2]
≤ 4mE

∣∣β∗
1(z1)r1

∗⊤D∗
1(z1)

−2D∗
1(z2)

−1r∗1γ
∗
1(z1)

∣∣2 .
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We now use the decomposition 1= 1An
+ 1Ac

n
, (D.34) and (D.37) to obtain

E[|W ∗
2 ||2]≤ 4mE

∣∣1An
γ∗1(z1)

∣∣2 + o(1) =O(1),

where the last equality follows from (D.76) with ν = 2.

Proof of (D.69): By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality the assertion follows from the bound

E
[
|b∗n(z1)|2q(r)

]
≤ c

where q(r) = 2(1 + r)/(1− r). For this purpose we proceed as in the proof of (D.63) where
q(r) is replaced by 2q(r). Consequently, we have to show that the sequence

ε−2q(r)(1−a)
n m2q(r)(1−a)

(δ4q(r)−4(1−a)
m

m1−a
+
(m
n

)1−a
+

1

mq(r)

)
converges to 0. We use again εn = logm and show that each term without the logarithmic
factor ε−2q(r)(1−a)

n converges at a polynomial rate, say m−ρ for some small ρ > 0. For the
third this follows again for any a ∈ (1/2,1). For the second we now use the assumption
m5+η =O(n) which gives

m2q(r)
(m
n

)
=O

(
m

8r

1−r
−η

)
,(D.80)

where the exponent is negative by (D.65). Finally, using δm =m−1/12 we have for the third
term

m2q(r)(1−a) δ
4q(r)−4(1−a)
m

m1−a
=m

(1−a) 2(7r+5)

3(1−r)
− r+1

3(1−r)

which converges to 0 at a polynomial rate in m, if a > 1− r+1
2(7r+5) .

Proof of (D.70): For the sake of brevity we restrict ourselves to the term E|Y ∗
1 |2. Corre-

sponding bounds for E|Y ∗
2 |2 and E|Y ∗

3 |2 are derived in a similar way. Note that

E|Y ∗
1 |2 =
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j=1

E
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We recall the definition of the set An defined in (D.33), the decomposition 1= 1An

+ 1Ac
n

and the identity |a2 − b2|2 = |a− b|4 + 2(āb+ ab̄)|a− b|2, which give (observing (D.34))

mE1Ac
n
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(
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(
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)
for some positive constant C and

E1An
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tr
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≤ E
∣∣∣r1∗⊤(D∗
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−1(D∗
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m
tr
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∗
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m
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∗
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−1(D∗
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q

m
∥r∗1∥2

]
=O

( 1

m

)
,

where we have used Proposition D.4 for the matrix (D.32) and the estimate (D.37) on the set
An. The bound on E|Y ∗

1 |2 now follows.

D.5.4.2. Proof of tightness under the assumptions of Theorem 4.6. If the function f is ana-
lytic in a region of the complex plane containing the interval I defined in (4.4) we can choose
the contour in (D.23) such that

xl <Kl − limsup
n→∞

∥Σn∥S∞ and xr >Kr + limsup
n→∞

∥Σn∥S∞ ,

and it follows from (D.37) that

∥D∗
1(z)

−1∥S∞ ≤max
{ 1

|xl −Kl|
,

1

|xr −Kr|

}
<

1

limsupn→∞ ∥Σn∥S∞

on the set An. This implies that

limsup
n→∞

∣∣∣∣E∗
[ 1

m
tr
(
LnL

⊤
nD

∗
1(z)

−1
)]∣∣∣∣≤ limsup

n→∞
∥LnL

⊤
n ∥S∞∥D∗

1(z)
−1∥S∞ ≤ c < 1

on the set An. Consequently, we obtain the on the set An that

limsup
n→∞

|b∗n(z)| ≤ limsup
n→∞

1

1− 1
m∥LnL⊤

n ∥S∞∥D∗
1(z)

−1∥S∞

≤C <∞,

and it follows

|b∗n(z)| ≤ 1An
|b∗n(z)|+ 1Ac

n
|b∗n(z)| ≤C + 1Ac

n
|b∗n(z)| ≤C + 1Ac

n
m1+α(D.81)

for some positive constant C . We now prove (D.59) observing that

E
∣∣∣M̂∗

n(z1)− M̂∗
n(z2)

z1 − z2

∣∣∣1+r
≤C

(
E|H1n|1+r +E|H2n|1+r +E|H3n|1+r

)
,

where the moments E|Hjn|1+r can estimated by similar but simpler arguments as given be-
fore. For example,

E|H2n|1+r ≤C
(
E|b∗n(z1)W ∗

1 |1+r +E|b∗n(z1)W ∗
2 |1+r

)
where, by (D.62),

E
[
|b∗n(z)W ∗

j |1+r
]
≤
(
E
[
|b∗n(z)|2(1+r)/(1−r)

])(1−r)/2(E[|W ∗
j |2

])(1+r)/2
(j = 1,2).

The term E
[
|W ∗

j |2
]

can be bounded by the same arguments as given in Section D.5.4.1.
Moreover, by (D.81) and Corollary 4.5 we have

E
[
|b∗n(z)|2(1+r)/(1−r)

]
≤C(1 +E

[
1Ac

n
|b∗n(z)|2(1+r)/(1−r)

]
≤C(1 + o(1)),

which shows that E|H2n|1+r is bounded. The arguments for E|H3n|1+r and E|H1n|1+r are
similar and omitted for the sake of brevity.
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D.6. Auxiliary results. Recall that in the next two Lemmata we consider truncated, cen-
tered and normalized q′-dimensional random vector X1, . . . ,Xn (see the discussion in Sec-
tion D.1 and D.2).

LEMMA D.7. For k = 1, . . . ,m let

Ak(z) = L⊤
nE∗

k−1

(
β̄∗
k(z)D

∗
k(z)

−1
)
L⊤
n .

Then

E
E∗

X∗
k

(
X∗⊤

k Ak(z1)X
∗
k − tr(Ak(z1))

)
E∗
X∗

k

(
X∗⊤

k Ak(z2)X
∗
k − tr(Ak(z2))

)(D.82)

≤K(z1, z2)
(δ2mm2

√
n

+
m3

n

)
PROOF. Evaluating E∗

X∗
k

provides the upper bound

E
E∗
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k

(
X∗⊤

k Ak(z1)X
∗
k − tr(Ak(z1))

)
E∗
X∗

k

(
X∗⊤

k Ak(z2)X
∗
k − tr(Ak(z2))

)
≤ E

 1

n2

n∑
i=1

(
X⊤

i Ak(z1)Xi − tr(Ak(z1))
)(
X⊤

i Ak(z2)Xi − tr(Ak(z2))
)

+E
 1

n2

∑
i,i′∈{1,...n}:

i ̸=i′

(
X⊤

i Ak(z1)Xi − tr(Ak(z1))
)(
Xi′⊤Ak(z2)Xi′ − tr(Ak(z2))

).
(D.83)

By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

E
 1

n2

n∑
i=1

(
X⊤

i Ak(z1)Xi − tr(Ak(z1))
)(
X⊤

i Ak(z2)Xi − tr(Ak(z2))
)(D.84)

≤ 1

n
E1/2

X⊤
1 Ak(z1)X1 − tr(Ak(z1))

2E1/2
X⊤

1 Ak(z2)X1 − tr(Ak(z2))
.

We now investigate one factor using Jensen’s inequality for the conditional expectation and
the bound |β̄∗

j (z)| ≤
|z|

ℑ(z) :

E
X⊤

1 Ak(z1)X1 − tr(Ak(z1))
2

≤
( |z1|
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∗
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−1Ln)
2

≤K
(
m+

m3

n

)
,

where last inequality follows by the same arguments as given after formula (D.35) in the
proof Proposition D.4. Therefore, the right-hand side of (D.84) is bounded by

K
|z1||z2|

ℑ(z1)ℑ(z2)

(
1 +

m2

n

)m
n
.

We define i∗ℓ as the index j ∈ {1, . . . , n} with X∗
ℓ =Xj For k = 1, . . . ,m, we denote Îk =

{1, . . . , n} ∩ {i∗1, . . . , i∗k−1, i
∗
k+1, . . . , i

∗
m} and observe that ♯Îk ≤m and that Îk,X1, . . . ,Xn

are jointly independent. With the notation

Rki(z) =X⊤
i Ak(z)Xi − tr(Ak(z)), i= 1, . . . , n, k = 1, . . . ,m,
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we decompose the expression in (D.83) into

E
 1

n2

∑
i,i′∈{1,...n}:

i ̸=i′

Rki(z1)Rki′(z2)


≤ E

 1

n2

∑
i,i′∈Îk,i ̸=i′

Rki(z1)Rki′(z2)

+ E
 1

n2

∑
i,i′∈Îc

k,i ̸=i′

Rki(z1)Rki′(z2)


+E

 1

n2

∑
i∈Îc

k,i
′∈Îk

Rki(z1)Rki′(z2)

+E
 1

n2

∑
i∈Îk,i′∈Îc

k

Rki(z1)Rki′(z2)


and bound each summand separately. By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

E
 1

n2

∑
i,i′∈Îk,i ̸=i′

R1iR2i′

≤ 1

n2

∑
i ̸=i′

E1/4(I{i ∈ Îk})E1/4(I{i′ ∈ Îk})E1/4|R1i|4E1/4|R2i′ |4

≤
√
K
(δ2mm2

√
n

+
m3

n

)
.

For the last inequality, we use Jensen’s inequality for the conditional expectation, the
same arguments as given after formula (D.35) in the proof Proposition D.4 and the fact
that E(I{i ∈ Îk}) ≤ m

n , which follows because E(I{i ∈ Îk}) is independent of i and∑n
i=1E(I{i ∈ Îk})≤m.

Observing that, by Jensen’s inequality, the conditional expectations

E[Rki(z1)|Îk,{Xj : j ∈ Îk}]

vanish for i ∈ Îck, the conditional independence of Rki(z) and Rki′(z) for i ̸= i′, i, i′ ∈ Îck
given Îk and {Xj : j ∈ Îk}, and Lemma 2.7 of Bai and Silverstein (1998),

E2

 1

n2

∑
i,i′∈Îc

k,i ̸=i′

Rki(z1)Rki′(z2)


≤ E

1

n4

∑
i,i′∈Îc

k,i ̸=i′

{
E
[
Rki(z1)Rki(z1)Rki′(z2)Rki′(z2)

Îk,{Xj : j ∈ Îk}
]

+E
[
Rki(z1)Rki(z2)Rki′(z1)Rki′(z2)

Îk,{Xj : j ∈ Îk}
]}

= E
1

n4

∑
i,i′∈Îkc,i ̸=i′

{
E
[
|Rki(z1)|2

Îk,{Xj : j ∈ Îk}
]
E
[
|Rki′(z2)|2

Îk,{Xj : j ∈ Îk}
]

+E
[
Rki(z1)Rki(z2)

Îk,{Xj : j ∈ Îk}
]
E
[
Rki′(z1)R2i′(z2)

Îk,{Xj : j ∈ Îk}
]}

≤K
m2

n2
.

Next, by the same arguments as above and the same arguments as given after formula (D.35)
in the proof of Proposition D.4,

E2

 1

n2

∑
i∈Îc

k,i
′∈Îk

Rki(z1)Rki′(z2)


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≤ E
1

n4

∑
i,l∈Îc

k

i′,l′∈Îk

Rki′(z2)Rkl′(z2)E
[
Rki(z1)Rkl(z1)

Îk,{Xj : j ∈ Îk}
]

= E
1

n4

∑
i∈Îc

k

i′,l′∈Îk

Rki′(z2)Rkl′(z2)E
[
Rki(z1)Rki(z1)

Îk,{Xj : j ∈ Îk}
]

≤K(z1)
m

n3

∑
i,i′,i ̸=i′

E1/2|Rki′(z2)|2E1/2|Rkl′(z2)|2

≤K(z1, z2)
m2

n
.

Here, we applied Lemma B.26 of Bai and Silverstein (2010) to obtain

E
[
Rki(z1)Rki(z1)

Îk,{Xj : j ∈ Îk}
]
≤K(z1)m,

which yields the second inequality. The last expression

E
 1

n2

∑
i∈Îk,i′∈Îc

k

Rki(z1)Rki′(z2)


in the decomposition of (D.83) can be bounded analogously. Summarizing these calculations
yield (D.82), which completes the proof.

LEMMA D.8. For any k = 1, . . . ,m define

Ak(z) =
1

m
L⊤
nE∗

k−1

(
D∗

k(z)
−1

)
Ln =

1

m
L⊤
nE∗

k

(
D∗

k(z)
−1

)
Ln .

Then there exists some positive constant K(z1, z2) (independent of k) such that

E
EX∗

k

[(
X∗⊤

k Ak(z1)X
∗
k − trAk(z1)

)(
X∗⊤

k Ak(z2)X
∗
k − trAk(z2)

)
− 2 tr(Ak(z1)Ak(z2))

]
≤K(z1, z2)

( δ2m√
n
+

m

n
+ o

( 1

m

))
.

PROOF. Recall the notation of Îk in the proof of Lemma D.7. Evaluating E∗
X∗

1
provides the

upper bound

E
EX∗

k

[(
X∗⊤

k Ak(z1)X
∗
k − trAk(z1)

)(
X∗⊤

k Ak(z2)X
∗
k − trAk(z2)

)
− 2 tr(Ak(z1)Ak(z2))

]
= E

 1

n

n∑
i=1

(
X⊤

i Ak(z1)Xi − trAk(z1)
)(
X⊤

i Ak(z2)Xi − trAk(z2)
)

− 2 tr(Ak(z1)Ak(z2))


≤ E
 1

n

∑
i∈Îk

(
X⊤

i Ak(z1)Xi − trAk(z1)
)(
X⊤

i Ak(z2)Xi − trAk(z2)
)
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− 2 tr(Ak(z1)Ak(z2))
(D.85)

+E
 1

n

∑
i∈Îc

k

(
X⊤

i Ak(z1)Xi − trAk(z1)
)(
X⊤

i Ak(z2)Xi − trAk(z2)
)

− 2 tr(Ak(z1)Ak(z2))
(D.86)

We start with bounding (D.85). Since | tr(Ak(z1)Ak(z2))| ≤ m∥Ak(z1)∥S∞∥Ak(z2)∥S∞ ,
∥Ak(z1)∥S∞ ≤K(z1)/m and ♯Îk ≤m, we have

E
♯Îk

n
tr(A1A2)

≤K(z1, z2)
1

n
.

Next, by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and by the same arguments as given after formula
(D.35) in the proof Proposition D.4, it follows that

E
 1

n

∑
i∈Îk

(
X⊤

i Ak(z1)Xi − trAk(z1)
)(
X⊤

i Ak(z2)Xi − trAk(z2)
)

≤ 1

n

n∑
i=1

E1/2
(
1{i∈Îk}

)
E1/4

X⊤
i Ak(z1)Xi − trAk(z1)

4

×E1/4
X⊤

i Ak(z2)Xi − trAk(z2)
4

≤K(z1, z2)
1√
n

(
δ2m +

m√
n

)
.

As concerns (D.86), we use the same arguments as in the proof of Lemma D.7 and obtain

E2

 1

n

∑
i∈Îc

k

(
X⊤

i Ak(z1)Xi − trAk(z1)
)(
X⊤

i Ak(z2)Xi − trAk(z2)
)
− 2 tr(Ak(z1)Ak(z2))


≤ E

{
E
[
1

n2

∑
i,i′∈Îc

k

[(
X⊤

i Ak(z1)Xi − trAk(z1)
)(
X⊤

i Ak(z2)Xi − trAk(z2)
)

− 2 tr(Ak(z1)Ak(z2))
]

×
[(
X⊤

i′ Ak(z1)Xi′ − trAk(z1)
)(
X⊤

i′ Ak(z2)Xi′ − trAk(z2)
)

− 2 tr(Ak(z1)Ak(z2))
]

Îk,{Xj : j ∈ Îk}
]}

= E
1

n2

∑
i∈Îc

k

E
[(X⊤

i Ak(z1)Xi − trAk(z1)
)(
X⊤

i Ak(z2)Xi − trAk(z2)
)

− 2 tr(Al(z1)Ak(z2))
2

Îk,{Xj : j ∈ Îk}
]
+ K(z1, z2)o

( 1

m2

)
≤ 2

n
E
{
E1/2

[X⊤
i Ak(z1)Xi − trAk(z1)

4
Îk,{Xj : j ∈ Îk}

]
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×E1/2
[X⊤

i Ak(z2)Xi − trAk(z2)
4

Îk,{Xj : j ∈ Îk}
]}

+
8

n
E| tr(Ak(z1)Ak(z2))|2 + K(z1, z2)o

( 1

m2

)
≤K(z1, z2)

( δ4m
mn

+
m

n2
+ o

( 1

m2

))
,

where the last line follows from Lemma B.26 in in Bai and Silverstein (2010) and the trunca-
tion at level δm

√
m. In this estimate, the term K(z1, z2)o(1/m

2) is caused by the sum over
the mixed products with indices i ̸= i′ where the conditional expectation factorizes. Its bound
is due to (D.10) and formula (1.15) in Bai and Silverstein (2004), using that∣∣∣ q′∑

i=1

(Ak(z1))ii(Ak(z2))ii

∣∣∣≤ ∥Ak(z1)∥S2
∥Ak(z2)∥S2

≤ K(z1, z2)

m
.

LEMMA D.9. There exists some constant K(z)> 0, such that

E|β̄∗
1(z)− b∗n(z)|2 ≤K(z)

1

m
,

E|β∗
12(z)− b∗1(z)|2 ≤K(z)

1

m
.

PROOF. Note that by Proposition D.4, we have

E
∣∣β̄∗

j (z)− β∗
j (z)

∣∣2 ≤ E
∣∣∣∣ r∗

⊤

j D∗
j (z)

−1r∗j − 1
m tr

(
LnL

⊤

nD
∗
j (z)

−1)

(1 + r∗
⊤

j D∗
j (z)

−1r∗j )(1 +
1
m tr

(
LnL

⊤
nD

∗
j (z)

−1
)∣∣∣∣2

≤
( |z|
ℑ(z)

)2
E
∣∣∣r∗⊤

j D∗
j (z)

−1r∗j −
1

m
tr
(
LnL

⊤

nD
∗
j (z)

−1)
∣∣∣2

≤K(z)
( 1

m
+

m

n

)
≤K(z)

1

m
.

Moreover,

E|β∗
1(z)− b∗n(z)|2 = E|β∗

1(z)b
∗
n(z))γ

∗
1(z)|2

≤
( |z|
ℑ(z)

)2
E|γ∗1(z)|2 ≤K(z)

( 1

m
+

m

n

)
≤K(z)

1

m
,

which follows as in (B.52), where use Proposition D.4 instead of Proposition B.1 because of
the different truncation scheme. The first assertion now follows by Minkowskii’s inequality.
The second inequality is obtained analogously.

D.7. Bootstrap version of the Martingale-CLT.

THEOREM D.10 (Bootstrap Martingale-CLT). Let (Xj)j∈N be an iid-sequence, (Πn)n∈N
be some further sequence of random variables independent of (Xj)j∈N, and m ≤ n with
m=m(n)→∞. Conditional on X1, . . . ,Xn, let

X∗
1 , . . . ,X

∗
m

iid∼ P̂n =
1

n

n∑
k=1

δXi



BOOTSTRAPPING HIGH-DIMENSIONAL SAMPLE COVARIANCE MATRICES 75

denote the’m out of n’ bootstrap sample. Suppose that conditional on X1, . . . ,Xn and Πn,

Y ∗
n,1, . . . , Y

∗
n,m

is a real square integrable martingale difference sequence with respect to the bootstrap
canonical filtration (F∗

n,k)
m
k=1 with F∗

n,k = σ(X∗
1 , . . . ,X

∗
k |X1, . . . ,Xn,Πn). Assume that, as

n→∞,
m∑
k=1

E∗(|Y ∗
n,k|2

F∗
n,k−1

) P−→ σ2(D.87)

for some constant σ2 > 0 and
m∑
k=1

E∗
[
|Y ∗

n,k|211{|Y ∗
n,k|≥ε}

]
P−→ 0(D.88)

for each ε > 0. Then, as n→∞,

L
( m∑

k=1

Y ∗
n,k

X1, . . . ,Xn,Πn

)
=⇒N (0, σ2) in probability.(D.89)

PROOF. Preliminary, we assume that there exists some constant c > 0 with

sup
n

m∑
k=1

E∗(Y ∗2
n,k

Y ∗
1 , . . . , Y

∗
k−1

)
≤ c.(D.90)

CLAIM I. With Z∗
n =

∑m
k=1 Y

∗
n,k,

sup
t∈K

E∗ exp(itZ∗
n)− exp

(
− 1

2
t2σ2

) P−→ 0(D.91)

for any compact subset K ⊂R.

Proof of Claim I. The proof follows the lines in the proof of the classical martingale CLT,
replacing all expectations by conditional expectations E∗ and the canonical filtration corre-
spondingly. However, we state here locally uniform stochastic convergence rather than point-
wise stochastic convergence of the characteristic functions, which requires some extra care
with the transfer of arguments.

Write

σ∗2
n,l = E∗(Y ∗2

n,l |Y ∗
1 , . . . , Y

∗
l−1) for 2≤ l≤m, σ∗2

n,1 = E∗Y ∗2
n,1,

Σn,l =

l∑
k=1

σ∗2
n,k for 0≤ l≤m, and

Z∗
n,l =

l∑
k=1

Y ∗
n,k for 0≤ l≤m.

Let K ⊂R be compact. Then

sup
t∈K

E∗
[
exp

(
itZ∗

n

)
− exp

(
− 1

2
t2σ2

)]
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≤ sup
t∈K

E∗
[1− exp

(1
2
t2Σn,m

)
exp

(
− 1

2
t2σ2

)]
+ sup

t∈K

E∗
[
exp

(1
2
t2Σn,m

)
exp

(
itZ∗

n

)
− 1

]
=:AK +BK .

Choose some 0 ≤ tK ∈ R satisfying −tK ≤ x ≤ tK for all x ∈K . As Σn,m →P σ2 by as-
sumption and (D.90),

EAK ≤ E
(
exp

(1
2
t2K |Σn,m − σ2|

)
− 1

)
→ 0.

As concerns BK ,

BK = sup
t∈K

 m∑
k=1

E∗
[
exp

(
itZ∗

n,k−1

)
exp

(1
2
t2Σn,k

)(
exp(itY ∗

n,k)− exp
(
− 1

2
t2σ∗2

n,k

))]
≤ exp

(1
2
t2Kc

)
sup
t∈K

m∑
k=1

E∗
[E∗

(
exp

(
itY ∗

n,k

)
− exp

(
− 1

2
t2σ∗2

n,k

)F∗
n,k−1

)].
Still assuming the temporary condition (D.91), it remains to prove that the latter expression
converges to 0 in probability. Taylor’s approximation reveals

exp
(
itY ∗

n,k

)
= 1+ itY ∗

n,k −
1

2
t2Y ∗2

n,k + θ∗n,k(t)(D.92)

with

sup
t∈K

|θ∗n,k(t)| ≤ sup
t∈K

min
{
|tY ∗

n,k|3, |tY ∗
n,k|2

}
≤ (t2K + t3K)

(
Y ∗2
n,k11{|Y ∗

n,k|≥ε} + εY ∗2
n,k

)
for any ε > 0 as well as

exp
(1
2
t2σ∗2

n,k

)
= 1− 1

2
t2σ∗2

n,k + θ′n,k(t)(D.93)

with

sup
t∈K

|θ′n,k(t)| ≤ sup
t∈K

(1
2
t2σ∗2

n,k

)2
exp

(1
2
t2σ∗2

n,k

)
≤ t4Kσ∗4

n,k exp
(1
2
t2Kc

)
.

Therefore, with

cK = t2K + t3K + t4K exp
(1
2
t2Kc

)
,

we arrive at

sup
t∈K

m∑
k=1

E∗
[E∗

(
exp

(
itY ∗

n,k

)
− exp

(
− 1

2
t2σ∗2

k,n

)F∗
n,k−1

)]

≤ cK

m∑
k=1

[
E∗

(
Y ∗2
n,k11{|Y ∗

n,k|≥ε}

)
+ εE∗(σ∗2

n,k) +E∗(σ∗4
n,k)

]

≤ cK

[
εc+ cE∗

(
max

k=1,...,n
σ∗2
n,k

)
+

m∑
k=1

E∗
(
Y ∗2
n,k11{|Y ∗

n,j |≥ε}

)]
.(D.94)
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Because of σ∗2
n,l ≤ ε2 +

∑m
k=1E∗(Y ∗2

n,k11{|Y ∗
n,l|≥ε}) for any 1 ≤ l ≤ m, (D.88) reveals that

(D.94) is upper bounded by

cK(εc+ cε2) + oP(1).

Since ε > 0 was chosen arbitrarily, this proves (D.91).

CLAIM II. The sequence (Z∗
n) is tight in probability, i.e. for any ε > 0, there exists some

compact subset Kε ⊂R, such that

limsup
n→∞

P
(
P
(
Z∗
n ̸∈Kε

X1, . . . ,Xn,Πn

)
> ε

)
= 0.(D.95)

Proof of Claim II. Using the identityˆ u

−u

(
1− exp(itx)

)
d t= 2u− exp(iux)− exp(−iux)

ix
= 2u− 2 sin(ux)

x
,

we obtain by the Theorem of Fubini
1

u

ˆ u

−u

(
1−E∗ exp(itZ∗

n)
)
d t

=

ˆ (
2− 2 sin(ux)

ux

)
dPZ∗

n|X1,...,Xn,Πn(x)

≥ 2

ˆ
{|x|≥2/u}

(
1−

sin(ux)

ux

)dPZ∗
n|X1,...,Xn,Πn(x)

≥ P
(
|Z∗

n| ≥
2

u

X1, . . . ,Xn,Πn

)
,

where we used | sin(v)/v| ≤ 1 in the first inequality and | sin(ux)| ≤ 1 in the last line. Fix
now ε > 0 and choose u > 0 such that

1

u

ˆ u

−u

(
1− exp

(
− 1

2
t2σ2

))
d t≤ ε

2
.

With Kε = [−2/u,2/u], we obtain

limsup
n→∞

P
(
P
(
Z∗
n ̸∈Kε

X1, . . . ,Xn,Πn

)
> ε

)
≤ limsup

n→∞
P
(
1

u

ˆ u

−u

(
1−E∗ exp(itZ∗

n)
)
d t > ε

)
≤ limsup

n→∞
P
(
1

u

ˆ u

−u

(
E∗ exp(itZ∗

n)− exp
(
− 1

2
t2σ2

))
d t >

ε

2

)
.

The last expression is equal to zero by (D.91), which proves (D.95).

CLAIM III. For any bounded Lipschitz function f ,ˆ
f(Z∗

n)d Q̂n
P−→
ˆ

f dN (0, σ2) (n→∞),(D.96)

where Q̂n denotes the random distribution P( · |X1, . . . ,Xn,Πn).

Proof of Claim III. For any ε > 0, fix Kε = [−cε, cε] which satisfies N (0, σ2)(Kε)≥ 1− ε
and (D.95). Next, for any bounded Lipschitz function f and any ε > 0, there exists some
bounded Lipschitz function f̃ε with

f|Kε
= f̃ε|Kε

and f̃ε(x) = 0 for all x ∈ [−cε − ∥f∥sup, cε + ∥f∥sup]c,
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and ˆ f(Z∗
n)d Q̂n −

ˆ
f dN (0, σ2)


≤ 2∥f∥supQ̂n

(
Z∗
n ̸∈Kε

)
+ 2∥f∥supN (0, σ2)

(
Kc

ε

)
+

ˆ f̃ε(Z
∗
n)d Q̂n −

ˆ
f̃ε dN (0, σ2)


≤
ˆ f̃ε(Z

∗
n)d Q̂n −

ˆ
f̃ε dN (0, σ2)

+ 4∥f∥supε+ oP(1).

Identifying the endpoint −cε − ∥f∥sup with cε + ∥f∥sup yields the torus Tε on which fε is
continuous. As the complex linear combinations of the monomials

mj : x 7→ exp

(
i

2π

2cε + 2
jx

)
, j ∈ Z,

restricted to Tε form a point-separating self-adjoint C-algebra of functions on Tε which in-
cludes constants, the Stone-Weierstraß theorem reveals that they are dense in the space of
continuous complex functions on Tε with respect to the topology of uniform convergence.
Hence, there exists some linear combination Pf,ε =

∑m
j=1αjmj such that

sup
−cε−∥f∥sup≤x≤cε+∥f∥sup

f̃ε(x)− Pf,ε(x)
< ε.(D.97)

Moreover, since f̃ε is bounded in absolute value by 1 and Pf,ε is (2cε + 2)-periodic, (D.97)
reveals ∥Pf,ε∥sup ≤ ∥f∥sup + ε. Claim I and Claim II then implyˆ f̃ε(Z

∗
n)d Q̂n −

ˆ
f̃ε dN (0, σ2)


≤
ˆ cε+∥f∥sup

−cε−∥f∥sup

f̃ε(x)− Pf,ε(x)
d

(
Q̂Z∗

n
n +N (0, σ2)

)
+ (∥f∥sup + ε)Q̂n

(
Z∗
n ̸∈Kε

)
+ (∥f∥sup + ε)N (0, σ2)

(
Kc

ε

)
+

ˆ Pf,ε(Z
∗
n)d Q̂n −

ˆ
Pf,ε dN (0, σ2)


≤ 2ε+ 2(∥f∥sup + ε)ε+ oP(1).

Summarizing,ˆ f(Z∗
n)d Q̂n −

ˆ
f dN (0, σ2)

≤ 6∥f∥supε+ 2ε(1 + ε) + oP(1).

Since ε > 0 is arbitrary, this proves (D.96).

CLAIM IV. As n→∞,

dBL

(
L
(
Z∗
n

X1, . . . ,Xn,Πn

)
, N (0, σ2)

)
P−→ 0.(D.98)

Proof of Claim IV. As in the proof of claim III, for any ε > 0, fix Kε = [−cε, cε] which
satisfies N (0, σ2)(Kε)≥ 1− ε and (D.95). Denote the closed unit ball of bounded Lipschitz
functions as introduced in Subsection A.1 by

B =
{
f ∈BL : ∥f∥BL ≤ 1

}
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and define

BKε
=
{
g :Kε →R : g = f|Kε

for some f ∈B
}
.

Then the set BKε
is closed with respect to the topology of uniform convergence and there-

fore compact by the Arzelà-Ascoli theorem. Hence, for any ε > 0, there exist N ∈ N and
f1, . . . , fN ∈B, such that for any f ∈B, there exists some gf ∈ {f1, . . . , fN} with

sup
x∈Kε

|f(x)− gf (x)|< ε.

As a consequence,

sup
f∈B

ˆ (f − gf )(d Q̂Z∗
n

n − dN (0, σ2))


≤ sup

f∈B

ˆ
Kε

|f − gf |d(Q̂Z∗
n

n +N (0, σ2)) + 2Q̂Z∗
n

n (Kc
ε) + 2N (0, σ2)(Kc

ε)

≤ 6ε+ oP(1)

and therefore,

dBL

(
L
(
Z∗
n

X1, . . . ,Xn,Πn

)
, N (0, σ2)

)
≤ max

j=1,...,N

ˆ fj(d Q̂Z∗
n

n − dN (0, σ2))

+ 6ε+ oP(1)

= 6ε+ oP(1)

by (D.96). As ε > 0 was arbitrary, this proves (D.98).

To remove assumption (D.90), the same argument as in the proof of the classical martingale-
CLT can be applied.
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