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In this paper we study the problem of comparing the means of a single
observation and a reference sample in the presence of a common data covari-
ance matrix, where the data dimension p grows linearly with the number of
samples n and p/n converges to a number between 0 and 1. The approach
we take is to replace the sample covariance matrix with a nonlinear shrink-
age estimator—i.e., a matrix with the same eigenvectors—in Hotelling’s T 2

test. Current approaches of this sort typically assume that the data covariance
matrix has a condition number or spiked rank that increases slowly with di-
mension. However, this assumption is ill-suited to data sets containing many
strongly correlated background covariates, as often found in finance, genetics,
and remote sensing. To address this problem we construct, using variational
methods and new local random-matrix laws, a nonlinear covariance shrink-
age method tailored to optimize detection performance across a broad range
of spiked ranks and condition numbers. We then demonstrate, via both simu-
lated and real-world data, that our method outperforms existing approaches.

1. Introduction. Comparing the means of two samples sharing a covariance matrix is
a fundamental problem in multivariate statistics, and Hotelling’s T 2 test is often the method
of choice when the number of samples n is much larger than the data dimension p [And63,
Mui09]. In the more modern high-dimensional regime where n grows linearly with p, various
authors [BS96, CQ10, LAP+20b] have proposed improvements that effectively replace the
sample covariance matrix Sn appearing in the test by an affine function of Sn, also known
as a linear shrinkage estimator [LW04, ML05, CM14]. However, for data corrupted by many
strongly correlated signals, linear shrinkage can result in low testing power, likely because
its single affine parameter cannot accurately model the full covariance spectrum [RML+22].
Therefore, more flexible nonlinear functions of the sample covariance matrix are needed.

Such scenarios featuring many strong correlations commonly arise in genetic microar-
ray analysis [JL09] and heavily cluttered signal processing [BT02]. As a result, the problem
of nonlinearly transforming—i.e., shrinking—the spectrum of a sample covariance matrix
for various applications has been a significant topic [Ste75, Ste86, DS85, Nad14, DGJ18,
LAP20a, LW22]. Stein provided an early glimpse into nonlinear shrinkage theory, but work
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stalled for many years due to a theoretically opaque “eigenvalue-isotonization” procedure.
It was not until the recent work of Ledoit and Wolf [LW20] that a computationally efficient
nonlinear shrinkage method was found and proven to be asymptotically optimal compared
to any oracle shrinkage method for various loss functions of interest. Since then, this type of
shrinkage has been successfully applied to many domains, including financial portfolio opti-
mization [LW17b, LW20] and radar signature detection [RMH21]. However, to our knowl-
edge, nonlinear shrinkage has not yet been rigorously explored for Hotelling’s T 2, despite
the envisioned importance of doing so [NPW21].

In this paper, we develop the theory of nonlinear covariance shrinkage for Hotelling’s T 2.
To enable the use of the powerful local anisotropic law of random matrix theory [KY17],
we limit our attention to monotonic, bounded, and positive limiting spectral densities with
bounded positive support. Although this choice may seem restrictive at first, we note that our
model accurately approximates many finite-dimensional matrices drawn from other popular
ones, such as the generalized spiked model [BY12], as well as many matrices withO(p) large
eigenvalues.

As a preliminary to our main results, in Theorems 3 and 5 we find a stochastic convergence
rate associated with Ledoit and Wolf’s nonlinear shrinkage eigenvalues from [LW20]. Our
main accomplishments in this paper are then the following:

1. In Theorem 6, we establish significance levels for the Hotelling T 2 test modified with
covariance shrinkage.

2. In Theorem 7, we formulate and solve a deterministic variational problem for a shrinkage
function that approximately optimizes the test’s detection power.

3. In Theorem 8, we find an empirical approximation to the above shrinkage function for
finite sample sizes that has the same asymptotic power.

We present these results and their preliminaries in the following sections. In Section 2,
we provide an outline of the mean-shift detection problem to be considered, shrinkage es-
timators, and the shrinkage-modified Hotelling T 2 statistic (SRHT). In Section 3, we give
an overview of the relevant local-law results in random matrix theory and present our sub-
gaussian data model. In Section 4, we introduce the idea of nonlinear covariance shrinkage
and present our convergence-rate analysis of Ledoit and Wolf’s nonlinear shrinkage eigen-
values. In Section 5, we present our three main accomplishments listed above. In Section 6,
we present our empirical results, showing that our approach outperforms existing ones on
various simulated and real-world data.

2. Background on covariance shrinkage and Hotelling’s T 2. Mean-shift detection
in this paper will mean the problem of comparing the mean of an observation to that of a
reference data set having the same covariance matrix. Formulated as a hypothesis test, the
question is, given i.i.d. random vectors x1,x2, . . . ,xn ∼ P and a random vector y∼Q with
cov(x1) = cov(y), to decide between H0 : E[x1] = E[y] and H1 : E[x1] ̸= E[y]. When the
common covariance matrix Σ is known, a typical test statistic for mean-shift detection is the
energy detector, which takes the form

(1) (y− x)′Σ−1(y− x)
H1

≷
H0

τ,

where x is the sample mean of {xi}, τ is some detection threshold, and ( · )′ denotes the
transpose operation. However, unless n is large—i.e., much larger than p—it not realistic to
assume that one can approximate all the p2 entries of Σ with much accuracy. In this case, it
is standard to replace Σ by some estimator Σ̂. The focus of this paper is on how to choose Σ̂
in the high-dimensional regime, where n and p go to infinity and p/n→ ϕ ∈ (0,1).
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Very often Σ̂ is chosen to be the sample covariance matrix of {xi}, defined to be

(2) Sn :=
1

n− 1

n∑
i=1

(xi − x)(xi − x)′ =
1

n− 1
Xn

(
1− 1

n
x1p

)
X′

n,

where Xn is the p× n matrix [x1,x2, . . . ,xn] and 1p is the 1× p vector (1,1, . . . ,1). The
resulting plug-in energy detector can be identified with Hotelling’s T 2 statistic [Mui09] for
large n. However, although this choice minimizes asymptotic detection loss compared to (1)
when n≫ p, there is no reason to believe it has the same property in the high-dimensional
regime. Indeed, Hotelling’s T 2 is inconsistent in this regime [BS96].

A natural alternative approach is to choose Σ̂
−1

to be a precision shrinkage estimator,
which we define to be a positive semi-definite matrix that has the same eigenvectors as Sn.
In this case, we call the resulting test statistic a shrinakge-regularized Hotelling T 2 statistic,
or SRHT statistic. Regarding precision shrinkage estimators, the most common ones take
the form f(Sn) =

∑p
i=1 f(λi)uiu

′
i for some continuous, deterministic function f , where Sn

is diagonalized as
∑p

i=1 λiuiu
′
i. However, the values taken by f could depend on random

quantities, such as the full spectrum of Sn [LW20]. Given a sequence of shrinkage functions
fn, we will always assume fn are almost surely continuous and uniformly bounded for large
enough n.

The most common type of shrinkage-function sequence fn corresponds to ridge or “linear”
shrinkage and takes the fn(x) = 1/(x+λn) for some scalars λn > 0. This choice corresponds
to the regularized Hotelling T 2 test statistics of [LAP+20b], which form a one-parameter
subclass of the SRHTs we consider. Linear shrinkage is extremely well-studied, but for all the
effort devoted to it, virtually all procedures for finding λn appear to either depend on ad hoc
rules of thumb, suffer from numerical instability, or incur high computationally complexity,
calling into question their usefulness in real-time applications.

In order to find the asymptotic distribution of the SRHT

(3) T̃ 2
n ≡ T̃ 2

n(fn) := (yn − xn)
′fn(Sn)(yn − xn),

we will need to summarize and develop a few results in random-matrix and nonlinear-
shrinkage theory. In particular, we will need to provide a summary of the theory of so-called
nonlinear shrinkage estimators, in which fn(x) is generally not of the form (x+ λ)−1. This
more flexible type of shrinkage estimator has been an active subject of study beginning as
early as with C. Stein [Ste75], but has only in the last decade or so been put on a solid
theoretical foundation by Ledoit and Wolf [LW17a] and their collaborator S. Péché [LP11].
Motivated by questions of Sharpe-ratio optimization in mathematical finance, Ledoit and
Wolf showed that the optimal relative weights in an investment portfolio can be obtained by
applying their precision estimator to a known vector of real asset returns. In the context of hy-
pothesis testing, some of our earlier work [RMH21] showed that input signal-to-interference-
plus-noise ratio in radar detection is mathematically equivalent to the Sharpe ratio, so that the
same eigenvalues approximately optimize power when used as replacements for the sample
eigenvalues in an “adaptive matched filter,” as defined in [RFKN92]. In the present paper, we
provide a similar analysis for SRHTs.

3. Background on random matrix theory. The starting point of nonlinear shrinkage
theory is the celebrated Marčenko–Pastur Theorem [MP67, Sil95], which we will now state
in one of its modern forms. We emphasize that the samples xni and sample means xn, both
of increasing dimension, depend on n (and p) by denoting them as xni and xn. We write the
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sample matrix again in block form as Xn = [xn1,xn2, . . . ,xnn], which can be visualized as
in the following diagram:

p


xn1 xn2 · · · xnn


n︷ ︸︸ ︷

Given that Sn = (n− 1)−1Xn(1− n−1xn1p)Xn, as before, the norm difference of Sn and
S̃n = n−1XnX

′
n goes to zero when the population has mean zero. As a result of this and shift

invariance, we will frequently assume the mean vanishes and identify S̃n with Sn, comment-
ing on any complications that arise in the case of nonzero mean as necessary.

Except when commenting on the nonzero-mean case, we will assume throughout the rest
of the paper the following data model (H1)-(H5) for the xni’s unless otherwise noted.

(H1) Xn can be expressed as Σ
1/2
n Wn, where Wn is a matrix of i.i.d. random variables

∼W with zero mean, unit variance, and E[esW ]≤ es2/2 for all real s.
(H2) Σn is a deterministic symmetric positive-definite p × p matrix with eigenvalues
τn1, τn2, . . . τnp,

(H3) There is ϕ ∈ (0,1) such that |p/n− ϕ|=O(1/p) as n,p→∞,
(H4) As n,p→∞, (a) defining δτ to be the Dirac mass at τ , the population spectral distribu-

tion πn = p−1
∑p

i=1 δτni
of Σn converges weakly to some limiting distribution, π∞ with

compact positive support, and (b) all population eigenvalues eventually lie in this bounded
set,

(H5) π∞ is absolutely continuous, and dπ∞(x)/dx is positive, monotonic, and bounded on
its support.

The assumptions (H1)-(H4) closely mimic the assumptions of [LW20]. The moment con-
dition in (H1), also known as one-subgaussianity, can easily be relaxed to a sub-Weibull-type
condition, but we will not be concerned this generalization since the analysis is much the
same. Similarly, our assumption in (H3) that ϕ ∈ (0,1) is weaker than Ledoit and Wolf’s,
which allows for the “sample-starved” case of ϕ > 1, but we leave analysis of this extension
for future work since it is longer, is more technical, and does not particularly clarify our main
results.

We note that the assumption (H3) means that we will be able to use the condition “as n→
∞” as a substitute for the equivalent but more verbose condition “n,p→∞ and p/n= ϕ+
O(1/p).” Even more briefly, when we express a convergence relation, such as ∥Σn − Ip∥→ 0
without identifying a limiting regime, it will be understood that this convergence occurs as n
(and thus p) goes to infinity.

Our primary notion of convergence rate in probability will be that of stochastic domina-
tion, defined as follows as in [KY17] :

DEFINITION 1. Let Xn(u) and Yn(u) be random variables, parameterized by a family
of real vectors u ∈ U . We say Xn is stochastically dominated by Yn uniformly in u if for all
ϵ,D > 0 we have

sup
u∈U

Pr [Xn(u)< nϵYn(u)]≤ n−D

for all n greater than some n0(ϵ,D). More briefly, we write |Xn| ≺ Yn or Xn =O≺(Yn).
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REMARK 1. The underlying set U parameterizing random variables of interest will of-
ten not be explicitly identified; instead the notation O≺( · ) will be implicitly taken to mean
uniform stochastic domination over all parameters (e.g., matrix indices or complex spectral
parameters) not expressly deemed constant. As a further notational remark, |Xn| ⪅ Yn will
mean Xn = O(Yn) with probability as above, and Xn ≍ Yn will mean both |Xn|⪅ Yn and
|Yn|⪅Xn.

We note that the sample covariance matrix can be expressed just as before, except with
terms indexed by n to indicate their increasing dimension and dependence on n:

Sn = (n− 1)−1
n∑

i=1

(xni − xn)(xni − xn)
′.

Further, we will frequently make use of the sample eigen-decomposition:

Sn =

p∑
i=1

λniuniu
′
ni,

where uni are almost surely uniquely defined since the probability of repeated sample eigen-
values is zero. The Marčenko–Pastur Theorem, then, is essentially a statement about the
limiting behavior of the resolvent Rn(z) of Sn, given by

Rn(z) = (Sn − zIp)−1,

and the spectral measure of Sn: namely,

µn = p−1
p∑

i=1

δλni
.

A strong form of the Marčenko–Pastur Theorem due to Knowles and Yin is reproduced be-
low.

THEOREM 1 (Local Marčenko–Pastur Laws [KY17]). Assume (H1)-(H5) and that µn is
the spectral distribution of the sample covariance matrix Sn. Let

mn(z) := p−1tr(Rn(z)).

Then for all bounded z = x+ iη in the complex upper half plane C+, we have

(4) mn(z) =m∞(z) +O≺

(
1

nη

)
as n,p→∞, where m∞(z) is the unique solution to

(5) m∞(z) =

∫ ∞

0

dπ∞(τ)

τ(1− ϕ− ϕzm∞(z))− z
.

Furthermore, (the “small-scale” laws) there is a nonrandom measure µ∞ such that

(6) sup
(a,b)⊂R

|µn(a, b)− µ∞(a, b)| ≺ 1

n

and, uniformly in f ∈C2,

(7)
∫
f dµn =

∫
f dµ∞ +O≺

(
∥f∥1
n

+
∥f ′∥1
n

+
∥f ′′∥
n2

)
,

as n,p→∞.
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Fig 1: Marchenko-Pastur law w(x) = dµ∞(x)/dx (red) versus histogram of eigenvalues of
Sn for n= 5000, p= 1000, and Σn = Ip. Due the error bounds of roughly 1/n in the small-
scale law of Theorem 1, a fairly high-resolution histogram matches w(x) reasonably well.

PROOF. The first statement is the main conclusions of the fluctuating-averaging argument
in the cited paper. The small-scale laws follow from the somewhat more general Corollary 1
and Lemma 6 of Appendix B. Both small-scale laws are immediate consequences of existing
work by Helffer and Sjöstrand, which that appendix reproduces for convenience.

REMARK 2. The classical Marčenko–Pastur Theorems of [Sil95] hold under more gen-
eral moment and spectral conditions, but only provide oa.s.(1) convergence rates. The condi-
tion (H5) is sufficient to obtain our conclusion, but not necessary: a somewhat more general
spectral criterion than (H5) is provided in [KY17, Definition 2.7]. If only convergence in
probability is needed, we conjecture that the condition on dπ∞(x)/dx can be dropped com-
pletely.

Throughout this paper, we will let F := suppµ∞, let w(x) := dµ∞(x)/dx, and let κ(x) be
defined as the distance from x to the boundary of F . Some important facts are that F is the
union of finitely many disjoint closed intervals of nonzero length [BS+98], and that w(x) is
a smooth function except near the edges of these intervals, where w(x) and κ(x)1/2 are on
the same order of magnitude [KY17].

REMARK 3. We note that the integral equation (5) does not have a known solution for
m∞(z) except in special cases, such as when Σn = Ip or π∞ is otherwise a convex combi-
nation of two Dirac masses. As a result, the same is true for w(x). The rare solvable case of
Σn = Ip, and its relation to the small-scale law of Theorem 1, is illustrated in Figure 1.

Define the Stieltjies transform of a positive measure ρ by S[dρ](z) :=
∫
(t−z)−1 dρ(t), so

that mn(z) = S[dµn](z). It turns out that µ∞ is defined by m∞(z) = S[dµ∞](z) for z ∈C+,
and that exteding m∞(z) and related Stieltjies transforms to the real line will be of interest.
In [SC+95], it is shown that for x ∈R the following limit exits

lim
z∈C+→x

m∞(z) =: m̆(x),
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and, further Im[m̆(x)] = πw(x). Another fact is that the real part of m̆(x) is given by
πH[dµ∞](x) [LW20, Supplement A.1], where the Hilbert transform H[dρ](x) of a finite
Borel measure ρ with dρ/dx ∈ Lq for q ∈ (1,∞) is given by the principle-value integral

H[dρ](x) := p.v.
1

π

∫
dρ(t)

t− x
,

which we will also define to be the Hilbert transform of dρ/dx. Combining these two results
about m̆(x), we get

m̆(x) = πH[dµ∞](x) + iπw(x). (x ∈R)
It follows in much the same way that if f ∈ L1(dµ∞), we may write

(8) lim
z∈C+→x

S[f dµ∞](z) = πH[f dµ∞](x) + iπf(x)w(x)

for all x ∈R. We emphasize that Hilbert transforms of the form H[f dx] will, as usual,often
be written as H[f ] or simply Hf . For example, H[f dµ∞] will often be denoted by H[fw].

4. Nonlinear shrinkage background and refinements. In a seminal paper extending
the classical Marčenko–Pastur theorem of [Sil95], Ledoit and Péché [LP11] derive an almost
sure deterministic limit for generalized resolvents of the form Θg

n(z) = p−1tr(g(Σn)Rn(z)),
where g is a bounded piece-wise continuous function applied spectrally to Σn. These resol-
vents are important in covariance and precision shrinkage, as well as in the determination of
asymptotic eigenvector biases, which appear, for example, in principle-components analysis.

We present in Subsection 4.1 a refinement of the Ledoit–Péché theory that provides ex-
plicit convergence rates—analogous to Theorem 1’s refinement of the classical Marčenko–
Pastur theorem. Then in Subsection 4.2, we present a similar refinement of Ledoit and Wolf’s
work [LW20], which can be seen as the empirical version of Ledoit and Péché’s law. These
refinements will enable us to standardize the SRHTs of interest in Section 5.

4.1. Ledoit–Péché Theory. The functions Θg(z) are of particular interest when g(x) =
1, just discussed in Theorem 1, and when g(x) = id(x) ≡ x, which is the subject of this
section. When g = id, we will simplify notation by writing Θn(z) instead of Θid

n (z). Then
the following analogue of the classical Marčenko–Pastur theorem holds.

THEOREM 2 ([LP11]). Assume (H1)-(H4) and z ∈C+. Let

Θn(z) := p−1tr(ΣnRn(z)).

Then Θn(z) = S[dνn](z), where

νn :=
1

p

p∑
i=1

u′
niΣnuniδλni

,

and there exists a nonrandom analytic function Θ∞(z) such that

(9) Θn(z) = Θ∞(z) + oa.s.(1)

as n,p→∞. Furthermore, if Hw(x) is the Hilbert transform of w(x) and the function
δ :R+→R+ is defined by

(10) δ(x) =
x

[1− ϕ− ϕπxHw(x)]2 + ϕ2π2x2w(x)2

then

(11) dνn→ δ dµ∞ =: dν∞

weakly almost surely as n,p→∞.
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PROOF. The first statement follows from diagonalization of Rn(z) and the circular-
permutation property of trace. Equation (9) follows from [LP11, Theorem 2]. Equation (11)
follows from [LP11, Theorem 4].

REMARK 4. The form of (10) differs in appearance from the form given in Ledoit and
Péché’s paper, but defines the same function of x. The form given there is

1

|1− ϕ− ϕxm̆(x)|2
.

As we discussed the last section, the imaginary part of m̆(x) is just πw(x), and the real part
is π times the Hilbert transform of dµ∞(x) =w(x)dx, so the identification is complete.

The choice g = id studied in this section is important for several reasons. First, the coef-
ficients of the measure νn resulting from Θg

n(z) optimize various loss functions of statistical
interest, such as Frobenius loss [LP11], reverse Stein loss [LW18], the Sharpe ratio appearing
in portfolio balancing [LW17b], and the Reed–Mallet–Brennan figure of merit in radar de-
tection [RMH21], assuming an ignorant signal prior for the latter two. A potential wrinkle, as
discussed in Remark 3, is that w(x) has no known closed form expression except in a handful
of special cases. However, fortunately, Ledoit and Wolf [LW20] have developed observable
substitutes for w(x) and Hw(x) in δ(x) that exhibit various forms of consistency, as we will
discuss in Theorem 4.

For the applications just mentioned, more machinery is not needed, but for the application
in this paper, an explicit rate of convergence is needed between w(x) and its substitute. We
will address this rate in the next subsection, but first we need to refine Theorem 2 so that it
includes precise convergence rates.

THEOREM 3 (Local Ledoit–Péché Laws). Assume (H1)-(H5) and z is bounded in C+.
Then we have the following analogue of (4) from Theorem 1:

(12) Θn(z) = Θ∞(z) +O≺

(
1

nη

)
as n,p→∞. Furthermore (the “small-scale laws,”) we have the following analogue of (6)
from Theorem 1:

(13) sup
(a,b)⊂R

|νn(a, b)− ν∞(a, b)| ≺ 1

n

and, uniformly in f ∈C2,

(14)
∫
f dνn =

∫
f dν∞ +O≺

(
∥f∥1
n

+
∥f ′∥1
n

+
∥f ′′∥
n2

)
,

as n,p→∞.

PROOF. Equation (12) is proved in Appendix A, and Equations (13) and (14) are proved
in Appendix B.

4.2. Ledoit–Wolf Approximation. In this subsection, we present the approximations de-
vised by Ledoit and Wolf [LW17a] for the Marčenko–Pastur density w(x) and its Hilbert
transform. Upon substituion in the expression for δ(x), these approximations give rise to a
shrinkage function d̃n(x) that exhibits uniform convergence in probability to δ(x) on F . As
discussed, this mode of convergence is sufficient to establish asymptotic optimality in the
applications of [LW20, RMH21].
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Our main refinement of [LW20] is to develop an explicit rate of convergence for d̃n(x)
to δ(x), although we study convergence in L1(dµn) instead of in L∞(dµ∞). With this es-
sentially more relaxed convergence mode, we are able to obtain convergence at a rate of
O≺(n

−2/3), which will be fast enough for standardization and optimization of the SRHTs
that will be our focus starting in the next section.

First we describe the main approximation result of [LW20]. As mentioned before, the
idea is to replace w(x) and Hw(x) in δ(x) by suitable substitutes. First, one replaces w(x)
everywhere by

(15) w̃n(x) := p−1
p∑

i=1

kni(x),

where

(16) kni(x) :=
1

n−1/3λni
k

(
x− λni
n−1/3λni

)
for a suitable bump-like kernel function k with known Hilbert transform K . Second, they
replace Hw(x) in δ(x) by

(17) Hw̃n(x) := p−1
p∑

i=1

Kni(x),

where

(18) Kni(x) :=
1

n−1/3λni
K

(
x− λni
n−1/3λni

)
.

using invariance properties of H.
The main theoretical result of [LW20] is then the following, which proves that if these

replacements are made in δ(x), the resulting function consistently estimates δ(x).

THEOREM 4 (Theorem 4.1 of [LW20]). Assume (H1)-(H4) and k(x) = 1
2π

√
(4− x2)+

and K(x) = (2π)−1(−x + sign(x)
√

(x2 − 4)+), where ( · )+ = max{ · ,0}. Then, with
w̃n(x) as in (15) and Hw̃n(x) as in (17), the function

d̃n(x) =
x

[1− ϕ− ϕπxHw̃n(x)]2 + ϕ2π2x2w̃n(x)2

has the property that

sup
x∈F
|d̃n(x)− δ(x)|

converges to zero in probability as n,p→∞.

REMARK 5. The authors actually choose k(x) to be the so-called Epanechnikov kernel
3(1−x2/5)+/(4

√
5) in the main body of their paper, but remark in [LW20, Supplement D.5]

that the semicircular kernel above works equally well in theory. We choose the latter since
the Epanechnikov kernel appears to require much more care in its implementation to avoid
numerical instabilities.

As indicated above, we do not analyze rates of stochastic convergence in the rather strong
L∞(µ∞) norm that appears in the above theorem since L1(µn) convergence will suffice for
our purposes. The following theorem provides an explicit rate for this type of convergence
and is our main contribution the Ledoit and Wolf’s approximation framework.
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THEOREM 5 (Error Analysis of Ledoit–Wolf Eigenvalues in L1(µn)). Making the same
assumptions as in Theorem 4, plus (H5), we have

p−1
p∑

i=1

∣∣∣d̃n(λni)− δ(λni)∣∣∣≺ 1

n2/3

as n,p→∞.

PROOF. See Appendix C.

With this result in hand, we may now return to our application of mean-shift detection.

5. Shrinkage-regularized Hotelling T 2 statistics (SRHTs). In order to discuss the
asymptotic properties of our test statistic (3), we must now introduce a model for our test
datum y = yn. This random vector must, like the xni’s, of course be p× 1 and increasing
in dimension as n increases. We assume that yn = µn +Σ

1/2
n zn for some unknown vector

(possibly random) µn, where the components of zn are i.i.d. ∼W and independent of xni.
In other words, we assume yn −µn and {xni}ni=1 are jointly i.i.d.

In Subsection 5.1, we find significance levels for the SRHT. Then in Subsection 5.2, we
find a surrogate functional for detection performance, identify an (unobservable) shrinkage
function that optimizes it in the limit, and present an an empirical shrinkage function that
approximates it. Throughout this section we will need the following notion of a regular se-
quence of functions.

DEFINITION 2. Suppose fn ∈C2(R) be a sequence for which |fn| is uniformly bounded
for large enough n, and |f ′n| ≺ n1/3 and |f ′′n | ≺ n2/3. Then we say fn is regular.

5.1. Significance level. In this subsection, we fix a regular sequence fn and determine
a significance level for T̃ 2

n = T̃ 2
n(fn). Suppose we shift and rescale by empirical quantities

m̃np≍ p and σ̃n
√
p≍√p, obtaining

(19) Ẑn :=
T̃ 2
n − m̃np

σ̃n
√
p

,

Performing a binomial expansion on T̃ 2
n , it can be shown that the mean and variance of T̃ 2

n

are both almost surely of order p and that the quantity xn can be almost surely replaced by
µn in the limit. Thus, if we define the following unobservable quantity

Ẑo
n :=

z′nΣ̃nzn − m̃np

σ̃n
√
p

,

then Ẑn − Ẑo
n converges in distribution to δ0, where Σ̃n =Σ

1/2
n fn(Sn)Σ

1/2
n .

Let Zo
n be the additional unobservable quantity defined as follows

(20) Zo
n :=

z′nΣ̃nzn −mnp

σn
√
p

,

where

mn ≡mn(fn) := p−1
p∑

i=1

fn(λni)u
′
niΣuni

and

σ2n ≡ σ2n(fn) := p−1tr(fn(Sn)Σnfn(Sn)Σn).
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In the special case where the fourth moment of W matches a standard normal’s, this statistic
is asymptotically normal by conditioning on Xn, applying Berry-Esseen, and taking the ex-
pectation over the distribution of Xn. Thus, comparing Zo

n, Ẑo
n, and Ẑn motivates choosing

m̃n and σ̃n to consistently approximate mn and σn. Suitable approximations will be given in
Lemma 2, but first we need a lemma approximating σn using a deterministic limiting form.

LEMMA 1. Assume (H1)-(H5) and let H := L2(F ). Let σ2∞(f, g) be a quadratic form
on H ×H defined by

(21) σ2∞(f, g) =

∫
F
Tf(x)Tg(x)xδ(x)dµ∞(x),

where T :H→H is defined by

Tf(x) = f(x)− ϕπ (H [fdν∞] (x)−H[dν∞](x)f(x)) . (x ∈ F )

Then, if fn is regular we have

(22) σn(fn) = σ∞(fn, fn) + oa.s.(1)

as n,p→∞.

PROOF. See Appendix D.

With these formulas in mind, we now present our choices of σ̃n and m̃n, as well as the
resulting asymptotic equivalence of Ẑn and Zo

n.

LEMMA 2. Assume (H1)-(H5) and that fn is regular. Let

m̃n ≡ m̃n(fn) := p−1
p∑

i=1

fn(λni)d̃n(λni)

and

(23) Tnf(x) := f(x)− 1

n

p∑
j=1

(f(λnj)− f(x))d̃n(λnj)Knj(x)

and

σ̃2n ≡ σ̃2n(fn) := p−1
p∑

i=1

[Tnfn(λni)]
2 λnid̃n(λni).(24)

Then, with Ẑn and Zo
n as defined in (19) and (20), Ẑn − Zo

n converges in distribution to δ0
as n,p→∞.

PROOF. It follows from Theorems 3 and 5 together is that we have

|mn(fn)− m̃n|p√
p

=
√
p|mn(fn)− m̃n| ≺

√
p

(
∥fn∥
n

+
∥f ′n∥
n

+ n−4/3

)
+

√
p

n2/3
≺ 1

n1/6

as n→∞. Thus, as long as σ̃n is a consistent approximation of σn(fn) our choice of m̃n

is suitable. The consistency of σ̃n and σn(fn) follows from the formal similarity of (24) and
(21) and the analysis of Appendix E.
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It remains to calculate the asymptotic significance level of either Zo
n or Ẑn. It follows from

the Hanson–Wright inequality [RV13] and the fact that ∥Σ̃n∥ = ∥Σnfn(Sn)∥ that, almost
surely,

Pr
[
|z′nfn(Sn)zn −mnp|> τ |Xn,H0

]
≤ 2exp

[
−cmin

(
τ2

C4σ2np
,

τ

C2 ∥Σnfn(Sn)∥

)](25)

for an absolute known constant c and some C depending only on the moments of W . Scaling
τ by σn

√
p, this upper bound can naturally be used to set a nontrivial asymptotic bound on

the false-alarm rate, since the second term in the minimum then goes to infinity like
√
p,

almost surely. By the defintion of Zo
n, then, we have:

(26) Pr [Zo
n > τ |Xn,H0]≤ 2exp(−cτ2/C4) + oa.s.(1).

Taking the expectation with respect to the distribution of Xn and using Lemma 2 gives the
following main result for this subsection.

THEOREM 6. Assume (H1)-(H5), that fn is regular, and that c and C are the known
constants defined above. Then

Pr
[
Ẑn > τ | H0

]
≤ 2exp(−cτ2/C4) + o(1)

as n,p→∞.

REMARK 6. Consider again the case where the fourth moment of W matches that of a
standard normal. In this case, Theorem 6 can be strengthened by saying that Ẑn is asymp-
totically standard normal under H0, since, as mentioned earlier, the same is true of Zo

n. For
numerical evidence of this claim, see Figure 2.

5.2. Detection power and optimal shrinkage. Assume again that fn is a regular se-
quence. Further, assume now thatH1 is in force and consider the detection rate. By expanding
quadratic forms, the asymptotic variance of T̃ 2

n conditioned on Xn and µn is given by

E[W 4]
∑
i

(Σ̃n)
2
ii + 3

∑
i ̸=j

(Σ̃n)ij + 4µ′
nfn(Sn)Σfn(Sn)µn.(27)

Since large values of ∥µn∥2 would trivialize the hypothesis test, we assume for now that
∥µn∥2 = oa.s.(

√
p), which allows us to ignore the term containing µn above. Thus, T̃ 2

n has
the same asymptotic variance under H1 and H0. Arguing similarly, define

(28) Un ≡Un(fn) :=
µ′
nfn(Sn)µn

σ̃n
√
p

,

the difference between Ẑn under H1 and H0 is given by

2z′nΣ
1/2
n fn(Sn)µn

σ̃n
√
p

+ Un,

and and the co-term of Un can be neglected due to the asymptotic assumption on ∥µn∥2 and
another application of Hanson–Wright. Thus, the mean of Ẑn conditioned on Xn and µn is
Un larger under H1 than under H0.
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Fig 2: A plot showing Ẑn of (19) to be roughly standard normal when both the test datum y
and the training data {xi} are a coloring matrix times a vector of uniform random variables
whose first four moments match a standard Gaussian’s. Here, the dimension is 200, the pop-
ulation covariance is the sum of a matrix with Unif[0,1] eigenvalues and rank-40 matrix with
eigenvalues 10(40−j)/10 for j = 0, ...39.

As a result, Un − Ẑn is subgaussian under H1, so that using Hanson–Wright again as in
(25), we have

Pr
[
Ẑn > τ |Xn,µn,H1

]
≥ 1−Pr

[
|Un − Ẑn| ≥ (Un − τ)+ |Xn,µn,H1

]
≥ 1− 2exp

(
−c(Un − τ)2+/C4

)
+ oa.s.(1)

(29)

as n,p→∞. Moreover, taking the expectation over the distributions of µn and Xn gives

(30) Pr
[
Ẑn > τ | H1

]
≥ 1− 2E exp

(
−c(Un − τ)2+/C4

)
+ o(1).

Crucially, any almost-sure limit of Un appears to be a surrogate for detection performance.
As a result, a reasonable goal appears to treat Un(fn) as a utility functional and choose fn to
almost-surely maximize it.

REMARK 7. Although the above argument only shows Un to be a meaningful surrogate
when it exceeds τ , with a bit of algebra it can be shown that the same surrogate arises when-
ever the fourth moment of W does not exceed a standard normal’s, and that this surrogate is
meaningful for all values of τ in that case. In particular, the same surrogate arises when the
fourth moment of W equals a standard normal’s, in which case Un − Ẑn is asymptotically
standard normal, as before. Thus, there are cases of interest in which our detection-power
surrogate is a reasonable objective functional regardless of the value of τ .

Since the direction in Rp of the signal µn is unknown, it is not possible to analyze the
utility functional Un without additional information. To rectify this shortcoming, one often
assumes some sort of prior on µn. For example, in [LAP+20b], the authors assume µn ∼
N (0,Ωn) with Ωn being some properly scaled monomial function of Σn. In this paper, we
allow for more general dispersion matrices, but require a rate of convergence, as follows.
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ASSUMPTION (Assumption (H6)). Let µn be a random vector independent of zn for
which E[yn | µn] = µn, and let µn ∼ N (0,Ωn) for some ∥Ωn∥ ≍ n1/2. Further, assume
there is a measure ω such that dω/dµ∞ is C1 on some neighborhood of F and, for η =
Imz > 0,

(31) p−3/2tr (ΩnRn(z)) =

∫
dω(x)

x− z
+O≺

(
1

nη

)
.

REMARK 8. By inspection, assuming ∥Ωn∥ ≍ n1/2 ensures that ∥µn∥
2 ≍ n1/2 and thus

that Un is of order 1, which is precisely the condition that ensures the hypothesis test is
tractable but not trivially so in the limit. By Theorem 1 and 3, two suitable examples of Ωn

are p1/2Ip and p1/2Σn. The signal prior corresponding to the former example is the ignorant
prior, which is commonly applicable in cases where preexisting signal information is absent.
If the example of p1/2Σn is applicable, then the signal tends to be obscured not just by noise
but by the strongest sources of background interference, which results in a more challenging
detection problem.

In the following theorem, we will show that under this new assumption (H6), the utilities
Un(fn), like the variances σn(fn) from the previous subsection, can be approximated using
a deterministic form. Further, this deterministic form can be optimized by solving a varia-
tional problem explicitly terms of Hilbert transforms—a fact that will be highly useful for
our eventual goal of approximately optimizing the utility for finite sample sizes. Making the
important definitions

g(x) := 1− ϕ− ϕπxHw(x) and G(x) :=−ϕπxw(x),

we make our claim precise as follows.

THEOREM 7. Assume (H1)-(H6). Then

(a) (Deterministic Limit.) Suppose fn is regular. Then

Un(fn) = U(fn, ω) + oa.s.(1),

as n→∞, where

U(f,ω) =
∫
f dω

σ∞(f, f)
.

(b) (Optimal Limiting Shrinkage.) If ω′(x) = dω(x)/dx and Ω(x) is the Hilbert transform
H[ω′](x) and id(x)≡ x, then f ∈ L2(F ) 7→ U(f,ω) is maximized by the function

(32) f∗ :=
g2ω′ + gGΩ

δw id
−H

[
G2Ω+Ggω′

δw id

]
.

PROOF. See Appendix F for part (a) and Appendix G for part (b).

The main thing that remains is constructing fn as a suitable approximation to the optimizer
f∗ of U( · , ω), which is accomplished by the following theorem.

THEOREM 8. Assume (H1)-(H6). Let

g̃n(x) = 1− ϕ− ϕπxHw̃n(x)
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and

ξnj =
g̃n(λnj)

2u′
njΩnunj − ϕπλnj g̃n(λnj)p−1

∑p
i=1u

′
niΩnuniKni(x− λni)

d̃n(λnj)λnj

and

ηnj =−
ϕπλnj
g̃n(λnj)

ξnj

Further, let fn(Sn) be the precision shrinkage estimator that maps the sample eigenvalue λni
to

(33) ξni − p−1
p∑

j=1

ηnjKnj(λni − λnj).

Then fn is regular and satisfies

(34) lim
n→∞

Un(fn) = U(f∗, ω). (a.s.)

As a result, the lower bound on detection power in (30) is maximized by fn and almost-surely
asymptotically equivalent to

(35) 1− 2exp
(
−c(Un(fn)− τ)2+/C4

)
.

PROOF. The vectors ξni and ηni correspond to (g2ω′ + gGΩ)/(δwid) and G2Ω +
Ggω′)/(δwid) evaluated at λni, respectively. See Appendix H for details. The last statement
and (35) arise from (29) after taking expectations and almost-sure limits.

6. Empirical results. In this section we present a number of numerical tests of our pro-
posed shrinkage algorithm. One set of tests is performed in the somewhat sterile environment
where we choose the population covariance matrix and generate simulated data satisfying
the moment conditions in (H1)-(H6). Another set of tests concerns the real-world “Crawdad
umich/rss” data set [HIPS22]. In the real-world set, a sensor network collects a time series
of received signal strengths during periods of activity and inactivity in a lab setting. In this
case, the population covariance matrix and data model are, of course, unknown, but the truth
information of when people entered and exited the lab is known.

In the simulated environment, we find that our algorithm outperforms the competitors,
which we will describe below—sometimes by significant margins. For the crawdad data, we
imagine that there are significant dependencies and inhomogeneities between the samples,
making the number of independent samples different from the number of training samples,
apparently corrupting some of the detectors. Nevertheless, our detector performs as well as
the best competitor in our tests.

Before we discuss results further, we describe the alternative algorithms we chose as com-
parators.

6.1. Competing algorithms.

6.1.1. BS96 and CQ10. In the context of broader two-sample testing, where two sam-
ples have mean x1 and x2, Bai and Saranadasa [BS96] suggest replacing Hotelling’s T 2

with ∥x1 − x2∥2, effectively using the trivial shrinkage estimator of f(Sn) = Ip, under the
“condition-number” assumption that ∥Σn∥2≪ tr

(
Σ2

n

)
holds. This requirement does indeed

hold in our model since we assume uniform spectral boundedness of Σn; however, if the
limiting condition number of Σn is even somewhat large, the assumption may not become
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relevant until p is enormous, resulting in slow convergence. Nevertheless, the detector has the
desirable qualities that, asymptotically, it has known constant false-alarm rate and predictable
detection power.

Similar to BS96, but also suitable to the case of p≫ n, Chen and Qin [CQ10] propose a
test that is asymptotically optimal given a similar constraint on the condition number of Σn.
To be precise, the covariance matrix is required to satisfy the constraint tr(Σ4

n)≪ tr2(Σ2
n).

Their test statistic for samples {x1i}n1

i=1 and {x2i}n2

i=1 is∑n1

i ̸=j x
′
1ix1j

n1(n1 − 1)
+

∑n2

i ̸=j x
′
2ix2j

n2(n2 − 1)
−

2
∑n1

i=1

∑n2

j=1 x
′
1ix2j

n1n2
,

Although this test statistic, BS96, and several other algorithms we describe are applicable
to values of n1 and n2 that both differ from 1, we will always assume that n2 = 1 for the
sake of comparison with ours. In our simulations, we do not test the ultra-high-dimensional
regime or the case where the condition number diverges, apparently making CQ10 perform
equivalently to BS96. As a result, in the plots that follow we will show only CQ10 to represent
both algorithms.

6.1.2. LAPPW20. Li et al. [LAP+20b] assume instead that Σn follows the well-known
spiked covariance model of Johnstone [Joh01], i.e., that the all the eigenvalues of Σn are
equal to one except for a fixed finite number that are larger. While this assumption may not
clash with the condition-number assumptions of BS96 and CQ10 in the limit, a spiked matrix
with large condition could require an extremely large value of p before those algorithms begin
to exhibit the type of performance they asymptotically guarantee. In LAPPW20, the “pooled”
sample covariance matrix Sn (equivalent to our Sn when n2 = 1) is replaced by the linear
shrinkage estimator of the form Sn + λIp, for some data-dependent λ > 0. The constant λ
is chosen to locally maximize an asymptotic utility function similar to ours, where the signal
prior is Ip,Σn,Σ

2
n, or some linear combination thereof. (Higher-order polynomials in Σn

can be handled similarly.) The proposed method of maximization is to use a grid search from
p−1tr(Sn) to 20∥Sn∥ to maximize a spiked analogue of U(f,ω) for f(x) = x+ λ.

In our implementation, we only consider signal priors of Ip and Σn, and we perform a
log-scale grid search on the designated interval consisting of 1× 106 points.

Like BS96 and CQ10, LAPPW20 has a known asymptotically constant false-alarm rate
and predictable detection power. Further, Li et al. remark that LAPPW20 reduces to BS96
for population covariance matrices that have condition number sufficiently close to one.

6.1.3. LW22. Based Ledoit and Wolf’s work in [LW22], which is a refinement of earlier
work [LW20], we choose to replace the sample covariance matrix with the “quadratic inverse
shrinkage” estimator using code provided by the authors in their appendix. Although the
algebraic form of their covariance estimator appears slightly different compared to the one in
their earlier work and our Theorem 5, it continues to satisfy the conclusions of Theorem 4,
differing mainly in the choice of kernel function k to be the Cauchy density 1/(π(1 + x2)).

6.1.4. CWH11. The mean-shift detector of Chen et al. [CWH11] is applied in a simi-
lar context to ours, where two samples are tested but one sample is just a singleton. Their
model is a somewhat different generalization of the Gaussian one, though. They assume
a spherically-invariant-random-vectors, or elliptical, data model, rather than a separable-
covariates model as we do. The Marčenko–Pastur Theorem happens to be valid in both set-
tings, so it would not be a surprise if their work extends to our model and vice versa.

Fundamentally, CWH11 is an extension of the well-known covariance M-estimation al-
gorithm of Tyler [Tyl87] to the sample-starved case of n < p, by formulating and iteratively
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solving a fixed-point equation. (Thus, in the plots we will show, CWH11 is equivalent to
the Tyler estimator.) This linear shrinkage is shown to outperform Ledoit and Wolf’s linear
shrinkage algorithm [LW04], for example, on a supervised detection task using the crawdad
data set.

6.1.5. Proposed algorithm. The proposed algorithm is essentially just the approximation
to f∗ described in Theorem 8. The only modification we make is to replace every shrunken
eigenvalue by its max with 0. Since f∗ is asymptotically non-negative, this does not impact
consistency and can only accelerate convergence.

6.2. Results for synthetic subgaussian data. For our first series of experiments, we
tested our detector on artificially generated training and test data sets in Matlab. The
data generation process was similar to that in [RML+22]. First, let p = 200, choose a
signal prior covariance Ω and signal magnitude γ, choose the number of training sam-
ples n, and generate a p × p covariance matrix Σ with piece-wise log-linear eigenvalues
{10κi/40}40i=1 ∪ {10(i−1)/(40(p−41))}p−40

i=1 for some κ≥ 1. (See Figure 3 for a scree plot with
κ= 2.) Next, perform 100 Monte Carlo trials as follows:

• Generate an i.i.d. p× n matrix Z with uniformly distributed components of mean 0 and
variance 1. Let X=Σ1/2Z, the training-data matrix.

• Generate a large number test observations, some signal-free ones distributed as the
columns of X, and some signal-containing ones, which are signal-free observations added
to γz/∥z∥, where z∼N (0,Ω).

• Compute Sn as in (2) and generate detection scores for each algorithm in the last section
and each test observation.

Once detection scores have been generated for all 100 trials, they are assembled into ap-
proximate receiver-operator-characteristic (ROC) curves of size versus power by counting
the number of H0 and H1 observations that exceed each of a large number of thresholds.

Figures 4 and 5 show the cases of Ω= I, n= 300, and κ= 1,2,4, and 8.

REMARK 9. We note that essentially equivalent results can be observed in the more
nearly spiked model where the trailing 160 eigenvalues of Σ are chosen to be 1, suggesting
that our results may extend beyond the model of (H5) to the spiked model. Nevertheless, to
demonstrate the validity of our results under the conditions we have given, we choose instead
to conduct tests in which (H5) is more closely approximated.

6.3. Results for measured data. In addition to testing our algorithm on synthetically gen-
erated subgaussian data, we also test our algorithm on real, measured sensor-network data.
The data collect to which we apply our method is the crawdad umich/rss one [HIPS22], in
which 14 Mica2 sensors were distributed throughout a lab space to detect whether a person
was present and/or moving there. In order to do so, the sensor network collected and recorded
received signal strength (RSS) measurements for each sender-receiver pair of sensors, total-
ing p= 14 · 13 = 182 measurements at each time instant. Whether or not there was activity
in the room was known in the experiment and can be used to determine the performance of a
detection algorithm applied to the data. RSS measurements were collected over 3127 time in-
stants, spaced 0.5 seconds apart, with 327 time instants corresponding to activity. In addition
to human activity, RSS measurements were weakened/disturbed by background interference
and noise due to cellular, wifi, and radio signals, and other nuisance sources of EM radiation.
Further, the data are de-trended in the same way as in the simulations of [CWH11].
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Fig 3: Scree plot of population covariance matrix chosen to generate artificial data, κ= 2.

In contrast to our tests in the previous section, one does not know a priori the signal prior
for the crawdad data collect. A natural guess might be the ignorant prior of Ω∝ Ip. However,
this choice appears to result in fairly poor performance, suggesting that the true prior distri-
bution of signals is not completely isotropic. A more conservative assumption, accounting
for a much more challenging type of signal behavior, would be the assumption that Ω∝Σ,
the unknown population covariance matrix. This would mean that signals indicating human
activity are well-masked by interfering signals, with the likelihood of a human signal in a
given direction being correlated to the strength of an interfering signal in that direction. This
assumption could of course be made even more conservative if replaced by Ω∝Σk for some
k ≥ 2, for example, but for simplicity we do not concern ourselves with such assumptions
here.

Assuming that Ω ∝ Σ means that, according to (31), in the limit ω(x) should be equal
to δ(x). We also calibrate LAPPW20 so that the signal prior of Ω ∝ Σ is assumed, as in
[LAP+20b].

Our experimental procedure is to pick 1000 samples of size n from the 3127 − 327 =
2800 inactive time indices, and for each sample test the remaining 3127 − n time indices,
generating a detection statistic for each using our algorithm and the comparators from the last
section. We then generate an empirical ROC curve for each algorithm by plotting how many
detection statistics for inactive and active time indices exceed a sliding threshold relative to
the totals of 2800 and 327, respectively. Our results for n = 200 and n = 300 are shown in
Figure 6.

The most noticable feature of this figure is that our algorithm roughly ties with LW22.
Similar experiments with synthetic data show the same pattern, which is intriguing since
the eigenvalues of LW22 differ significantly from ours—in particular, since many of ours
are zero. This trend suggests that the class of nearly optimal estimators is fairly flexible in
some settings. An interesting avenue for future research would be to explore whether this
flexibility can be exploited to improve the mean and/or variance of our algorithm’s finite-
sample performance.
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(a) LW22 and Proposed perform similarly, and CQ10 dominates the others due to relatively low con-
dition number.

(b) Proposed outperforms LW22 since Σ ≈ I is now less accurate. LAPPW20 now outperforms the
others, likely due to the increasing condition number and relatively more spikey nature of the spectrum.
(See Figure 3.)

Fig 4: Gap between Proposed and alternatives increases with κ.
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(a) Proposed dominates LW22 to an even greater degree, likely for the same reason as in Figure 4b.
CWH11 outperforms the others, including LAPPW20, likely due to its stringent search requirements
for a regularization factor.

(b) Proposed dominates perhaps to an even greater degree. CWH11, LAPPW20, and CQ10 all lie on
the chance line, possibly due to the high condition number and/or numerical instabilities.

Fig 5: Proposed dominates for high condition number κ.
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Fig 6: Our detector approximately ties with LW22 and Hotelling for best on the crawdad data
set for n= 300 and 200. (Hotelling not shown for n= 300 due to tie.) The lower performance
of CQ10 and LAPPW20 suggests that the training data are not i.i.d. and/or do not have a
common spiked or well-conditioned covariance matrix.
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APPENDIX A: CONVERGENCE RATE OF THE LEDOIT–PÉCHÉ ANALYTIC
FUNCTION

First we make an important remark about notation.

REMARK 10. In this appendix and the following ones, some of the formulas will in-
volve many key quantities that depend on n, which could result in an excessive number of
subscripts. As a result, we will follow the convention of [KY17] and typically omit indices
of n, so that all quantities not expressly deemed constant (as the measure π∞ is) may have
a hidden dependence on n. Thus, we abbreviate mn(z) by m(z), Σn by Σ, Sn by S, the
sample resolvent Rn(z) by R(z), etc; and statements such as m(z)→m∞(z) (a.s.) should
cause no confusion. Having made this note, however, we will still occasionally use indices of
n for emphasis or clarity.

The result about Θ(z) ≡ Θn(z) will follow by carefully keeping track of the estimation
errors in [LP11, Lemma 2]. Their result is principally a study of p−1tr(SR(z)), due to the
resolvent identity

p−1tr(SR(z)) = 1+ zm(z),

where we have suppressed three subscripts of n. From this identity, if one could say that
p−1tr(SR(z)) is in some sense approximately p−1tr(ΣR(z)) = Θ(, almost-sure conver-
gence of the right-hand side would follow from almost-sure convergence of m(z) and the
fact that Σ is spectrally bounded.

In actuality, the two normalized traces do not converge to each others’ limits in our asymp-
totic regime, but they are functionally related. The right-hand side above is, by the averaged
local Marčenko–Pastur law, the same as 1+ zm∞(z), up to error O≺

(
n−1η−1

)
. Further that

quantity, by [LP11, Lemma 2] can be expressed as

(36) 1 + zm∞(z) =
ϕΘ∞(z)

ϕ+ ϕ2Θ∞(z)
.

Thus,

(37) p−1tr(SR(z)) =
ϕΘ∞(z)

ϕ+ ϕ2Θ∞(z)
.

Our approach will be to study the left-hand side, relate it to Θ(z), and use that relationship
to make and explicit comparison with Θ∞(z).

First, we need a lemma.

LEMMA 3. Assume (H1)-(H5). Then there is are constants A,a > 0 such that, almost
surely, for all bounded z ∈C+ and sufficiently large n

(38) a≤ |1 + ϕΘ(z)| ≤A.

PROOF. The idea is to use the fact that the limit as η→ 0+ of (A) is δ(x)/x, as defined in
Theorem 2, then to use that theorem to bound it. In addition, we use the asymptotic equiva-
lence of Θ(z) and Θ∞(z) that theorem.

By [PWY23] and the fact that the spectral density is piecewise C∞, the functionm∞(x) is
smooth except possibly at finitely many points, and δ(x) is therefore continuous and bounded.
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In addition, by Theorem 2, δ(x) can only exceed ∥Σ∥ ≥maxu∗
iΣui on a set of measure zero.

Thus, δ(x)≤ ∥Σ∥ on all of F , which we recall is suppµ∞\{0}. Thus, we get

(39) |1− ϕ− ϕxm̆(x)|2 ≥ minF

∥Σ∥
for all x ∈E. Using the fact that |m∞(z)− m̆(x)| ≍ η, we get that |zm∞(z)− xm̆(x)| ≍ η
and for small enough η,

(40) |1− ϕ− ϕzm(z)| ≥ 1/A

for some large enough A.
Similarly, we may upper bound the function in (39) by (maxF )

∥∥Σ−1
∥∥, so that (40) can

be augmented to

(41) 1/a≥ |1− ϕ− ϕzm(z)| ≥ 1/A

for some sufficiently small a > 0.
Finally, we get the following additional identity from [LP11, Lemma 2], equivalent to (36)

above:

1 + ϕΘ∞(z) =
1

1− ϕ− ϕzm∞(z)
.

Combining with (41) gives the desired result.

It will be convenient if to define a few quantities related to the sample resolvent. First,
let cj = xj/

√
n, where we recall that xj is standing in for xnj . By (H1), an alterna-

tive expression for cj is Σ1/2zj/
√
n, where zj is a vector of i.i.d. zero-mean, variance-

one subgaussian random variables. Next, we define R(j)(z) to be (S − zI − cjc
′
j)

−1 and
R(kj)(z) = (S− zI− cjc

′
j − ckc

′
k)

−1. Finally, we define Θj(z) = p−1tr(ΣR(j)(z)) .
Our next preliminary result comes from [SB95, Lemma 2.6]:

(42)
1

p

∣∣∣tr(Σ(R(j)(z)−R(z))
)∣∣∣≤ ∥Σ∥

pη

We also have that c′jR
(j)(z)cj converges almost surely to Θj(z) by concentration of

quadratic forms in subgaussian variables, which by (42), converges almost surely at a rate
of O(n−1η−1) to Θ(z). Thus, a corollary of Lemma 3 is that there is a > 0 such that

(43) |1 + ϕΘj(z)| ≥ a (all j ≤ n and z ∈C+)

almost surely for sufficiently large n. Likewise, since 1 + ϕc′jR
(j)(z)cj is one larger than a

quadratic form in subgaussian random vectors, it converges almost surely to the left side of
(43), and

(44) |1 + c′jR
(j)(z)cj | ≥ a. (all j ≤ n and z ∈C+)

almost surely for sufficiently large n.
We continue to follow along with the argument in the appendix of [LP11], as prescribed

above. Some algebra shows that

1 + zm(z) = 1+ p−1tr(SR(z))

= p−1tr

(
n∑

i=1

cic
′
iR(z)

)

= p−1
n∑

i=1

c′iR(z)ci.
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Using the Woodbury–Morrison identity gives

R(z) =R(i)(z)− R(i)(z)cic
′
iR

(i)(z)

1 + c′iR
(i)(z)ci

,(45)

so that p−1tr(SR(z)) becomes

1

p

n∑
i=1

c′iR
(i)(z)ci

1 + c′iR
(i)(z)ci

.(46)

In order to estimate the above, we define the error

ϵi := c′iR
(i)(z)ci − ϕΘi(z).

Our next lemma concerns the order of magnitude of ϵi.

LEMMA 4. Assume (H1)-(H5). Then |ϵi| ≺ 1/
√
ηn.

PROOF. By Hanson–Wright [RV13],

Pr
[
|ϵi| ≥ t |R(i)(z)

]
≤ 2exp

−cmin

 n2t2

C4
∥∥∥Σ1/2R(i)(z)Σ1/2

∥∥∥2
HS

,
nt

C2
∥∥ΣR(i)(z)

∥∥

 ,

for some C > 0 depnding only on the moments of W . Thus, we would like to estimate the
Hilbert-Schmidt norm above: namely,

tr
(
ΣR(i)(z)ΣR(i)(z)∗

)
≤ ∥Σ∥ tr

(
R(i)(z)ΣRi(z))

)
(47)

⪅
p∑

k=1

u′
kΣuk

|λ̃k − z|2
(48)

=
p

iη

(
Θi(z)−Θi(z)

)
,

where λ̃i are the eigenvalues of S − cic
′
i. Since, as discussed in Section 4.2, Θi(z) has a

limiting value as z→ x ∈R\{0}, the left-hand side of (47) has order at most n/η as n→∞,
almost surely. It can also be seen that the spectral norm has order at most 1/η. Thus, taking t
to be nϵ/

√
ηn and smoothing the conditional expectation gives the result.

Using Woodbury to expand R(j)(z) as R(ij)(z) = (R(j)(z)−1 − cic
′
i)
−1 and apply-

ing the ideas of Lemma 4 and (48) again, this time to the squared Frobenius norm of
ΣR(ij)(z)ΣR(ij)(z)∗, we get an “almost-independence” result for ϵi and ϵj , the proof of
which is omitted:

LEMMA 5. Assume (H1)-(H5) and that i ̸= j. Then |ϵiϵj | ≺ n−2η−2.

We continue with our analysis of p−1tr(SR(z)), returning to (46). Letting f(x) = (x−
1)/x, we see that

p−1tr(SR(z)) = p−1
n∑

i=1

f(1 + c′iR
(i)(z)ci).
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The mean value theorem tell us |f(x)− f(y)| ≤ |x− y|/a2 for x, y ≥ a > 0, so that we can
make the following estimate∣∣∣∣∣p−1tr(SR(z))− p−1

n∑
i=1

f
(
1 + ϕΘi(z)

)∣∣∣∣∣
2

(49)

≤ 1

a4

(
p−1

n∑
i=1

|ϵi|

)2

⪅ p−2
n∑

i=1

|ϵi|2 + p−2
∑
i ̸=j

|ϵiϵj |

≺ 1

n2η2
.(50)

Thus, p−1tr(SR(z)) can be replaced by p−1
∑n

i=1 f
(
1 + ϕΘi(z)

)
in our main identity

(37), commiting only another error of O≺
(
n−1η−1

)
. Repeating the argument (49)-(50) for

comparing p−1
∑n

i=1 f
(
1 + ϕΘi(z)

)
and p−1

∑n
i=1 f (1 + ϕΘ(z)), gives yet another error

of order O≺
(
n−1η−1

)
. Thus, we get

(51) p−1
n∑

i=1

f (1 + ϕΘ(z)) =
ϕΘ∞(z)

ϕ+ ϕ2Θ∞(z)
.

But the left-hand side above is just

n

p

ϕΘn(z)

1 + ϕΘn(z)
,

where we have re-added subscripts of n for emphasis. Using n/p− 1/ϕ=O(1/p) gives

1

1 + ϕΘn(z)
=

1

1+ ϕΘ∞(z)
+O≺

(
1

nη

)
.

Since, by Lemma 3 again, |1+ϕΘ∞(z)| is asymptotically almost surely bounded above and
below, this identity is readily inverted to give the desired result.

APPENDIX B: HELFFER-SJÖSTRAND RESULTS

This section closely follows [BGK16, Section 8]. The main result of this section is as
follows.

LEMMA 6. Assume (H1)-(H5). Then, uniformly for f ∈C2(R), we have

(52)
∫
fdµ−

∫
fdµ∞ =O≺

(
1

n
∥f∥1 +

1

n

∥∥f ′∥∥
1
+

1

n2
∥∥f ′′∥∥

1

)
Moreover, letting ν be the sample Ledoit-Péché measure and ν∞ its limit, we have the

same result when µ and µ∞ are replaced with ν and ν∞

We have stated Lemma 6 in this way to accomodate general n-dependent functions f . One
consequence is the more familiar “law on small scales”:
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COROLLARY 1. Let I = [a, b]⊆R be an interval. Then uniformly in I ,

(53) µ(I)− µ∞(I) =O≺

(
1

n

)
and

(54) ν(I)− ν∞(I) =O≺

(
1

n

)
PROOF OF COROLLARY 1. Fix ϵ > 0 and let η = nϵ−1. Let f : R→ [0,1] be C∞, equal

1 on I , equal 0 on (a− η, b+ η)c, and satisfy ∥f ′∥∞ ≤ Cη−1 and ∥f ′′∥∞ ≤ Cη−2. Thus f
“just barely” dominates the indicator function of I . Lemma 6 implies that

(55)
∫
fdµ−

∫
fdµ∞ =O≺

(
n−1

)
so that, using the facts that the density of µ∞ is bounded and, by Lemma 3, the density of
ν∞ is bounded,

(56) µ(I)≥
∫
fdµ−Cn−1+ϵ =

∫
fdµ∞ +O≺

(
n−1

)
≥ µ∞(I) +O≺

(
n−1

)
.

Repeating this logic when f is instead “just barely” dominated by the indicator function of I
provides the reverse inequality.

PROOF OF LEMMA 6. We proceed under the assumption that f is compactly supported;
this only strengthens the bound since the supports of µ and ν are bounded by some fixed
constant with high probability.

Let µ̂= µ− µ∞, and let m̂=m−m∞ be the Stieltjes transform of µ̂.
Let ϵ > 0 and η = n−1+ϵ.
Let χ ∈ C∞(R, [0,1]) be a smooth cutoff function with χ(0) > 0. Lastly, let h ∈

C∞(R, [0,1]) be supported on [a− η, b+ η], be identically 1 on [a, b], and satisfy ∥h′∥∞ ≤
Cη−1,∥h′′∥∞ ≤Cη−2.

By Helffer-Sjöstrand formula, we may write the left-hand side of equation (52) as

(57)
∫
f(λ)µ̂(dλ) =

1

2π

∫
dx

∫
dy (∂x + ı∂y)

[(
f(x) + ıyf ′(x)

)
χ(y)

]
m̂(x+ ıy),

which upon expanding and using that the left-hand side is real, reads∫
f(λ)µ̂(dλ) =− 1

2π

∫
dx

∫
dyf ′′(x)χ(y)y Im m̂(x+ ıy)

− 1

2π

∫
dx

∫
dyf(x)χ′(y) Im m̂(x+ ıy)

− 1

2π

∫
dx

∫
dyf ′(x)χ′(y)yRe m̂(x+ ıy)

(58)

The second and third terms are easiest to bound. Since |m̂| ≤ η uniformly on the purely
complex set suppχ′(y)⊆C, we bound the second term by

⪅

∣∣∣∣∫ dxf(x)

∫
dyχ′(y) Im m̂(x+ ıy)

∣∣∣∣
⪅ η

∫
dx |f(x)| .

(59)
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Similarly the third term is bounded by

⪅

∣∣∣∣∫ dxf ′(x)

∫
dyχ′(y)yRe m̂(x+ ıy)

∣∣∣∣
⪅ η

∫
dx
∣∣f ′(x)∣∣ .(60)

Now, we must bound the first term

(61) − 1

2π

∫
dx

∫
dyf ′′(x)χ(y)y Im m̂(x+ iy).

First we bound

(62) − 1

2π

∫
dx

∫
|y|≤η

dyf ′′(x)χ(y)y Im m̂(x+ iy).

It is a general fact of Stieltjes transforms t of positive measures that

(63) y 7→ y|t(x+ iy)|

is nondecreasing for y > 0 and for any x. Since η|m̂(x+ iη)| ≤ η with high probability, and
moreover η|m∞(x+iη)| ≤ η since the density of µ∞ is bounded, we find that η|m(x+iη)| ≤
η. This general fact may then be applied to both y|m(x+ iy)| and y|m∞(x+ iy)|, together
with t(z) = t(z), to establish

(64) max
|y|≤η
|ym̂(x+ iy)| ≤ η

with high probability. Now we may bound (62) by

(65) ⪅
∫
dx
∣∣f ′′(x)∣∣ ∫

|y|≤η
dy · η ⪅ η2

∫
dx
∣∣f ′′(x)∣∣

with high probability.
Lastly we bound

(66) − 1

2π

∫
dx

∫
|y|>η

dyf ′′(x)χ(y)y Im m̂(x+ iy).

This is more difficult that the previous bound because the simple bound |f ′′| ≤Cη−2 is not
affordable any longer. The way around this is to use that

∫
dxf ′′(x) has a much tigher bound

than
∫
dx |f ′′(x)|, through the fundamental theorem of calculus. Some care is still required,

however, since we must not bound
∫
dxf ′′(x) only but the larger expression (66) which has

another x-dependent factor in the integrand.
We integrate by parts: first in x, noting that f ′ vanishes at ±∞,

− 1

2π

∫
dx

∫
|y|>η

dyf ′′(x)χ(y)y Im m̂(x+ iy)

=
1

2π

∫
dx

∫
|y|>η

dyf ′(x)χ(y)y∂x Im m̂(x+ iy)

=− 1

2π

∫
dx

∫
|y|>η

dyf ′(x)χ(y)y∂yRe m̂(x+ iy)

(67)
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where in the last line we used the holomorphy of m̂, and then integrating over y,

=− 1

2π

∫
dx

∫
|y|>η

dyf ′(x)χ(y)y∂yRe m̂(x+ iy)

=− 1

2π

∫
dxf ′(x)

(
[yχ(y)Re m̂(x+ iy)]−η

η −
∫
|y|>η

dy(χ(y) + yχ′(y))Re m̂(x+ iy)

)
(68)

Continuing,

|·|⪅
∫
dx
∣∣f ′(x)∣∣ ∣∣∣∣∣O(η)−

∫
|y|>η

dy(χ(y)Re m̂(x+ iy) + yχ′(y)Re m̂(x+ iy))

∣∣∣∣∣
⪅
∫
dx
∣∣f ′(x)∣∣(O(η) +

∫
|y|>η

dyχ(y) |Re m̂(x+ iy)|+
∫
|y|>1

y |Re m̂(x+ iy)|

)

⪅
∫
dx
∣∣f ′(x)∣∣(O(η) +

∫ 1

η
dy
η

y
+O (η)

)
⪅
∫
dx
∣∣f ′(x)∣∣ (O(η)− η log η)

⪅ η log η

∫
dx
∣∣f ′(x)∣∣

(69)

with high probability, where we have used (64) in the middle step. Thus, we have established
equations (66), (61), and ultimately, (52).

The proof is exactly the same when µ,µ∞ are replaced with ν, ν∞.

APPENDIX C: L1 ERROR IN THE LEDOIT–WOLF EIGENVALUES

In what follows, using our convention of suppressing subscripts of n, L1(µ) will denote
the n-dependent norm L1(µn), and w̃(x) will denote w̃n(x), for example.

The goal is to approximate δ(x) = x/|1 − ϕ − ϕxm̆(x)|2 in the L1(µ)-norm. Since the
denominator |1 − ϕ − ϕxm̆(x)|2 is bounded away from zero for x in a neighborhood of
F by Lemma 3 and m̆(x) = πHw(x) + iπw(x), it suffices to show ∥Hw̃−Hw∥L1(µ) and
∥w̃−w∥L1(µ) are both O≺(n

−2/3). Throughout this and later appendices, ∆ will stand for
n−1/3.

For the sake of brevity, we will alternatively denote w̃(x) to be the additive convolution
φ∆ ∗µ, where φ∆(x) is the even function ∆−1k(x/∆), and µ is again the empirical spectral
measure. This marks a slight departure from the multiplicative convolution with the approx-
imation to the identity x 7→∆−1k((x− 1)/∆) appearing in the theorem, but the proofs are
identical to order ∆2 after appropriate logarithmic transformations and Hilbert-transform in-
variances are applied. The reason the multiplicative convolution was originally proposed is a
practical one: the smallest estimated eigenvalue becomes positive more quickly as n→∞.

Our first main result of this section is the following.

LEMMA 7. Assume the conditions of Theorem 5. Then w̃ satisfies

(70)
1

p

p∑
i=1

|w̃(λi)−w(λi)| ≺ n−2/3.
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(In other words, ∥w̃−w∥L1(µ) ≺ n−2/3 .)

PROOF. We will use the decomposition, with w∆ := φ∆ ∗ dµ∞:

|w− w̃| ≤ |w−w∆|+ |φ∆ ∗ (dµ∞ − dµ)|.(71)

By Lemma 6, the second term of the right-hand side above is

(72) ≺ n−1 ∥φ∆∥1 + n−1 ∥∂xφ∆∥1 + n−2
∥∥∂2xφ∆

∥∥
1
.

We only consider the case where φ and φ′ have no more than 3 monotonic intervals. The
fundamental theorem of calculus then yields

≺ n−1 + 6n−1 ∥φ∆∥∞ + 6n−2 ∥∂xφ∆∥∞
≺ n−1 + 6n−1∆−1 + 6n−2∆−2 ≺∆−1n−1

(73)

so that

(74)
1

p

p∑
i=1

|w∆(λi)− w̃(λi)| ≺∆−1n−1.

We will now focus on the first term.
We sum |w−w∆|(λi) over λi falling into two cases: κ < 2∆ and κ > 2∆, where κ= κ(λi)

is the distance from the spectral edge. We note that, as in [KY17], w(x)≍ κ(x)1/2 for x near
the spectral edge.

For κ(x)≤ 2∆, we have

|w(x)−w∆(x)| ≤
∫ x+∆

x−∆
φ∆(x− t)|w(x)−w(t)|dt

⪅
∫ x+∆

x−∆
|φ∆(x− t)|∆1/2 dt

≤∆1/2.

(75)

Therefore, we have

(76)
1

p

∑
κ(λi)≤2∆

|w(x)−w∆(x)| ≤
(
C(2∆)3/2 + pϵ−1

)
∆1/2 ⪅∆2

with high probability, where we estimated the number of terms in the sum using the small-
scale clause of Theorem 1.

For κ(x)> 2∆, Taylor-expanding w(t) about t= x and using evenness of φ gives that

w(x)−w∆(x) =

∫ x+∆

x−∆
φ∆(x− t)(w(x)−w(t))dt

=

∫ x+∆

x−∆
φ∆(x− t)

·
(
w′(x)(x− t)− w′′(x)

2
(x− t)2 +O(∆3 max

[x−∆,x+∆]
w′′′)

)
dt

⪅∆2(κ(x)−∆)−3/2

⪅∆2κ(x)−3/2

(77)

where we have used [KY17] again to bound
∣∣w(k)

∣∣⪅ κ1/2−k for any fixed k.
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Therefore, we have

(78)
1

p

∑
κ(λi)>2∆

|w(x)−w∆(x)|⪅
1

p

∑
κ(λi)>2∆

∆2κ(λi)
−3/2

The right hand side is precisely

(79)
∫
f̃dµ,

where f̃(x) := ∆2κ(x)−3/21κ(x)>2∆. The only difficulty in applying Lemma 6 is that f̃ is
discontinuous, so we must adjust it. Let g :R→ [0,1] be C∞, equal 0 for x≥ 2, equal 1 for
x≤ 1 and satisfy ∥g′∥∞ + ∥g′′∥∞ ≤C . Then define

(80) f(x) = f̃(x)g((2∆)−1κ(x)),

which is now C2 and satisfies

∥f∥1 +
∥∥f ′∥∥

1
+
∥∥f ′′∥∥

1
≤ 1.(81)

Therefore Lemma 6 gives
1

p

∑
κ(λi)>2∆

|w(x)−w∆(x)|⪅
1

p

∑
κ(λi)>2∆

∆2κ(λi)
3/2

⪅
∫
f̃(x)dµ(x)

=

∫
f̃(x)dµ∞(x) +O≺(n

−1)

⪅
∫
f̃(x)κ(x)1/2dx+O≺(n

−1)

⪅∆2

∫
κ(x)>2∆

κ(x)−3/2κ(x)1/2 dx+O≺(n
−1)

≍∆2 log |∆| ≺∆2

(82)

with high probability.
Equations (76) and (82) together establish that

(83)
1

p

p∑
i=1

|w̃(λi)−w∆(λi)| ≺∆2,

which, with equation (74) gives

(84)
1

p

p∑
i=1

|w(λi)− w̃(λi)| ≺∆2 +∆−1n−1.

Thus the choice of ∆= n−1/3 becomes clear, and we conclude the proof.

The Hilbert transform Hw may be treated in much the same way as w.

LEMMA 8. Assume the conditions of Theorem 5. Then Hw̃ satisfies

(85)
1

p

p∑
i=1

|Hw̃(λi)−Hw(λi)| ≺ n−2/3.
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PROOF. We decompose:

|Hw−Hwµ
∆| ≤ |Hw−Hw∆|+ |Hw∆ −Hw̃|(86)

Using the relation between H and convolution, the above may be written as

|Hw−φ∆ ∗ (Hw)|+ |(Hφ∆) ∗ µ∞ − (Hφ∆) ∗ µ|(87)

The latter term may be written, letting φ̂ :=Hφ, as

(88) |(Hφ∆) ∗ µ∞ − (Hφ∆) ∗ µ|= |φ̂∆ ∗ µ∞ − φ̂∆ ∗ µ|
Let f = φ̂∆ · g, where g is C∞, equals 1 on [−C,C], equals 0 on R \ [−2C,2C], and has
bounded first and second derivatives, for some large constant C . As in the proof of Lemma 7,
we use Lemma 6: uniformly in x≤C/2,

|φ̂∆ ∗ µ∞(x)− φ̂∆ ∗ µ(x)|= |f ∗ µ∞(x)− f ∗ µ(x)|

≺ n−1 ∥f∥1 + n−1
∥∥f ′∥∥

1
+ n−2

∥∥f ′′∥∥
1

(89)

(the appearance of ∥f∥1 is why we needed to attenuate φ̂∆ by a cutoff function:Hφ is not L1;
we may do this because µ∞ and µ have uniformly bounded support with high probability).
Now we may conclude similarly to in the argument leading to (74). We have that ∥f∥1 ⪅
| log∆|, and that f and f ′ may be ensured to have a bounded number of monotonic intervals,
so that ∥f ′∥1 ⪅ ∥f∥∞ ⪅∆−1 and ∥f ′′∥1 ⪅ ∥f ′∥∞ ⪅∆−2.

Now we treat the former term

(90) ∥Hw−φ∆ ∗ (Hw)∥
Now, Hw is analytic inside the support of µ∞. We have for Hw that

(91) (Hw)(k) ⪅ κ(x)1/2−k

for any fixed k just as we had for w, so that we may repeat the argument in Lemma 7.

APPENDIX D: DETERMINISTIC LIMITING VARIANCE

We choose the somewhat more general task of estimating p−1tr(Ξnfn(Sn)Σngn(Sn)) for
some matrix Ξn having

(92) p−1
p∑

i=1

u′
niΞnuni

λni − z
=

∫
ξ(x)

x− z
dx+O≺

(
1

nη

)
for some bounded measurable ξ :R→R and all z ∈C+. By Theorem 2 and Appendix B, this
is certainly true of Σn—the value of Ξn that is of most interest—in which case ξ(x) = δ(x).

The strategy is to first estimate the alternating trace above for f and g equal to resolvent
functions, then use the usual limiting argument as complex arguments go the real axis to go
from resolvent functions to continuous functions. For the remainder of this appendix, we will
resume exercising the convention of suppressing most subscripts of n.

Assume as a first case that f(λ) ≡ fn(λ) = (λ− xz − iηz)−1 and g(λ) ≡ gn(λ) = (λ−
xv − iηv)−1 for positive and distinct ηx and ηz , and let z = xz + iηz and w = xv + iηv . Our
first main goal will be to show that

p−1tr (Ξf(S)Σg(S)) =

p−1
p∑

i=1

λiu
′
iΞui

(λi − z)(λi − v)

(
1 +

1

n

p∑
i=1

u′
iΣui

λi − z

)(
1 +

1

n

p∑
i=1

u′
iΣui

λi − v

)

+O≺

(
1

nηzηv

)
.

(93)
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To this end, we first observe the following:

p−1tr(R(z)ΞR(v)) = p−1tr(R(v)R(z)Ξ)

= p−1
p∑

i=1

u′
iΞui

(λi − z)(λi − v)
,(94)

Consider

(95) p−1tr(ΞR(v)) + zp−1tr(R(z)ΞR(v)).

Since I+ zR(z) = SR(z), we can write the above as

p−1tr((I+ zR(z))ΞR(v))

= p−1tr(SR(z)ΞR(v)).

Writing S=
∑n

k=1 ckc
′
k, with ck defined as in Appendix A, we get the above is

p−1
n∑

k=1

c′kR(z)ΞR(v)ck.(96)

Another application of the Woodbury formula (45) gives the following expansion of (96).

p−1
n∑

k=1

c′kR
(k)(z)ΞR(k)(v)ck+

− p−1
n∑

k=1

c′kR
(k)(z)ΞR(k)(v)ck

(
1− 1

1 + c′kR
(k)(v)ck

)
+

− p−1
n∑

k=1

c′kR
(k)(z)ΞR(k)(v)ck

(
1− 1

1 + c′kR
(k)(z)ck

)
+

+ p−1
n∑

k=1

c′kR
(k)(z)ΞR(k)(v)ck

c′kR
(k)(z)ck

1 + c′kR
(k)(z)ck

c′kR
(k)(v)ck

1 + c′kR
(k)(v)ck

= p−1
n∑

k=1

c′kR
(k)(z)ΞR(k)(v)ck(

1 + c′kR
(k)(z)ck

) (
1 + c′kR

(k)(v)ck
) .(97)

Observe that

fk(w) =w′Σ1/2R(k)(z)Σ1/2w

is a quadratic form in w. Since Σ−1/2ck is a subgaussian random vector, Hanson–Wright
then implies ∣∣∣∣c′kR(k)(z)ck −

tr(ΣR(k)(z))

n

∣∣∣∣≺( 1

ηz
√
p

)
.

By a similar calculation,∣∣∣∣c′kR(k)(z)ΞR(k)(v)ck −
tr(ΣR(k)(z)ΞR(k)(v))

n

∣∣∣∣≺( 1

ηzηv
√
p

)
.

Using uniformity in k, we could use the same bound for (97), but we can improve the factor
of 1/

√
p to 1/p using the “almost-independence” argument identical to Lemma 5, obtaining:

(98) p−1
n∑

k=1

1
ntr(ΣR(k)(z)ΞR(k)(v))(

1 + 1
ntr(ΣR(k)(z))

) (
1 + 1

ntr(ΣR(k)(v))
) +O≺

(
1

ηzηvp

)
.
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Using the fact that R(k)(z) can be replaced by R(z) with an error of only O(n−1η−1) (by
Woodbury again), (98) becomes

1

p

tr(ΣR(z)ΞR(v))(
1 + 1

ntr(ΣR(z))
) (

1 + 1
ntr(ΣR(v))

) +O≺

(
1

ηzηvp

)
.

Comparing to (94) and (95) gives

1

p

p∑
i=1

u′
iΞui

λi − v
+ z

(
p−1

p∑
i=1

u′
iΞui

(λi − z)(λi − v)

)

=
1

p

tr(ΣR(z)ΞR(v))(
1 + 1

ntr(ΣR(z))
) (

1 + 1
ntr(ΣR(v))

) +O≺

(
1

ηzηvp

)
so that, using the asymptotic boundedness of 1+ 1

ntr(ΣR(z)), proved in Lemma 3, we have

1

p
tr(ΣR(z)ΞR(v))

=

(
1 +

1

n

p∑
i=1

u′
iΣui

λi − z

)(
1 +

1

n

p∑
i=1

u′
iΣui

λi − v

)
p−1

p∑
i=1

λiu
′
iΞui

(λi − z)(λi − v)
(99)

+O≺

(
1

ηzηvp

)
,

which accomplishes the goal of (93).
Applying the argument of Appendix B to the real and imaginary parts of

n−1
∑
i

u′
iΣui

λi − z

and using linearity allows us to replace this summation by z 7→ ϕ
∫
dν(λ)/(λ − z), with a

negligible error of 1/(nmin{ηz, ηv}). Similarly, using partial fractions on the remaining sum
and assuming lim infn |ηz/ηv − 1| ̸= 0 allows us to replace this sum by∫

λξ(λ)

(λ− z)(λ− v)
dµ∞(λ) +O≺

(
1

ηzηvp

)
.

Expanding the resulting product of three integral expressions and using Fubini’s theorem and
some algebra gives

p−1tr (Ξf(S)Σg(S))

=

∫
f(x)g(x)xξ(x)dµ∞(x)

− ϕ
∫
R2

f(x)
g(y)− g(x)
y− x

xξ(x)dµ∞(x)dν∞(y)

− ϕ
∫
R2

g(x)
f(y)− f(x)

y− x
xξ(x)dµ∞(x)dν∞(y)

+ ϕ2
∫
R3

g(u)− g(x)
u− x

f(y)− f(x)
y− x

xξ(x)dµ∞(x)dν∞(y)dν∞(u) +O≺

(
1

ηzηvn

)
.

(100)

Next, we claim that this identity holds for general regular functions f̃ ≡ f̃n and g̃ ≡ g̃n.
For this, we simply integrate against f̃(ηz) and g̃(ηv) and let ηz and ηv go to zero at a



34 ROBINSON AND LATIMER

rate faster than n−1/3 but slower than n−1/2. This results in the above equality with f ←
f̃ ∗ φηz

and g← g̃ ∗ φηv
, where φ is the Cauchy kernel. Further, since f̃ is regular, we have

f̃ ∗ φη(x) = f̃(x) +O≺(n
2/3η2) uniformly in x, and so we replace these convolutions by f̃

and g̃, incurring only oa.s.(1) error. The claim follows since our choice of ηz, ηv implies that
the error of O≺(n

−1η−1
z η−1

v ) goes to zero almost surely.
Thus, we may assume (100) holds for general regular functions f and g and the right-hand

side of this identity can be factored, giving

(101) σ2∞(f, g; ξ) :=

∫
Tf(x)Tg(x)xξ(x)dµ∞(x)

since linearity of the Hilbert transform can be used to express T as

Tf(x) = f(x)− ϕ
∫
f(y)− f(x)

y− x
dν∞(y).

In particular, (100) holds if the right-hand side is replaced by σ2∞(f, f) = σ2∞(f, f ; δ), as
desired.

APPENDIX E: CONSISTENCY OF VARIANCE ESTIMATE

The main technical step will be to prove that

(102)
∥∥∥(Tnfn − Tfn)(j)∥∥∥

L1(E)
≺∆2−j

for derivatives of order j = 0,1, and 2, where ∆= n−1/3.
First we consider j = 0. The terms of Tnfn(x) and Tfn(x) that depend on x can be shown

to be consistent with one another in L1(µn) within O≺(∆
2) using Appendices B and C. The

terms not depending on x are of the form Hw[fnd̃n] and H̃w[fnd̃n], where

(103) Hwf ≡Hw[f ] :=H[fw]
and

(104) H̃wf(x)≡ H̃w[f ](x) := p−1
p∑

i=1

f(λi)Khni
(x− λi),

To simplify our analysis, as before, we make the replacement hni←∆ inKhni
above. Similar

to before, without this replacement H̃w[f ](x) is a convolution with respect to multiplication
rather than addition, so the analyses do not significantly differ in character.

As a result of the above analysis, showing (102) for j = 0 can be reduced to the following
lemma.

LEMMA 9. Assume (H1)-(H5) and that f is regular. Then we have the following estimate∥∥∥(H̃w[f ]−Hw[f ]
)
w
∥∥∥q
q
≺∆2(105)

for any finite q ≥ 1.

PROOF. Using the notationK∆(x) =∆−1K(x/∆) and, we have H̃w[f ] =K∆ ∗ (f dµn).
Using the Helffer-Sjöstrand argument of Appendix B and the fact that

∥(d/dλ)K∆(x− λ)∥1 ⪅ 1/∆ and
∥∥(d/dλ)2K∆(x− λ)

∥∥
1
⪅ 1/∆2,

we get that H̃wf can be approximated by

(106)
∫
f(λ)K∆(x− λ)w(λ)dλ=

∫
f(λ)K∆(x− λ)w(λ)φ(λ)dλ
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where φ is a smooth cutoff function with φ′ ≤∆−1 and φ′′ ≤∆−2 that takes the value 1 on
F and 0 on R\(F +∆). By Appendix B, then, the error in the above approximation of H̃wf
can be written as
(107)

O≺

(
∥fK∥L1(F )

n
+
∥f ′K + fK ′/∆∥L1(F )

n
+

∥∥f ′′K + f ′K ′/∆+ fK ′′/∆2
∥∥
L1(F )

n2

)
,

which is O≺
(
∆2
)

since f ′′ is bounded and K,K ′, and K ′′ are integrable on F .
We may now use the anti-self-adjointess of the Hilbert transform to obtain from the integral

above

Hw[f ] ∗ k∆(x) =
∫
H[fw](λ)k∆(x− λ)dλ.

Using continuity and/or the properties of approximate identities, this function converges in
various modes to the desired function Hwf , but we have yet to establish the desired mode
and rate of convergence.

Up to this point, we have shown that H̃w[f ] is an O≺(∆
2) approximation to Hw[f ] ∗ k∆

with repect to the Lebesgue measure’s infinity norm. We next show thatHw[f ]∗k∆ converges
to Hwf at a rate of O≺(∆

2/q) in the Lq(µ∞) norm for finite q ≥ 1. That is,

(108)
∫
|Hw[f ] ∗ k∆(λ)−Hwf(λ)|qwdx≺∆2.

This estimate follows from the fact that the integrand is eventually bounded and for q = 1
the left-hand side is bounded by O≺(∆

2| log∆|) = O≺(∆
2) in exactly the same way as

in Lemma 6, since square-root behavior of w near the spectral edges implies square-root
behavior of H[fw] near the spectral edges.

Now let us reconsider σ̃2n(fn) = p−1
∑p

i=1 Tnfn(λni)
2λnid̃n(λni). The terms d̃n(λni)

may be replaced by δ(λni) by the work in Appendix C, commiting only an error of order
O≺(∆

2). The result is equivalent to

σ2∞(fn, fn) =

∫
Tfn(λ)

2λδ(λ)dµ∞(λ)

up to an error of order

O≺

(
∥gn∥1
n

+
∥g′n∥1
n

+
∥g′′n∥1
n2

)
,

where gn = (Tnfn)
2 − (Tfn)

2. The first term is stochastically dominated by ∆2/n by the
lemma and discussion above, and the fact that fn, and thus gn, is uniformly bounded. For
the second and third term, we need (102) with j = 1 and j = 2. But these cases follow by
observing that ∆j+ϵ(Tnfn − Tfn)(j) is regular for j ∈ {1,2} and small positive ϵ, using
linearity and the fact that g(j)n ≺∆−j . The theorem is proved.

APPENDIX F: PROOF OF THEOREM 7(A)

Since Lemma 1 proves σ̃n(fn) = σ∞(fn, fn) + oa.s.(1), it suffices to show that

(109) p−1/2µ′
nfn(Sn)µn =

∫
fn dω+ oa.s.(1).

By Hanson–Wright, the left side is almost-surely equivalent to

p−3/2tr(fn(Sn)Ωn).
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Thus, by following the argument of Appendix B again, we get that the error in (109) is

p−3/2tr(fn(Sn)Ωn) =

∫
fn dω+O≺

(
∥fn∥1
n

+
∥f ′n∥1
n

+
∥f ′′n∥1
n2

)
,

which is oa.s.(1) by regularity, as desired.

APPENDIX G: PROOF OF THEOREM 7(B)

We prove the theorem for a slightly more general objective function. Let

(110) U(f,ω, ξ) =
∫
f dω

σξ(f, f ; ξ)
,

where σ( · ; ξ) was defined in (101). This objective function arises, for instance, in the work
of Ledoit and Wolf on financial portfolio optimization, in which case ξ ≡ 1, though we will
not pursue this case in more detail.

More suggestively, we may re-express U(f,ω, ξ) as follows:

(111)
⟨f,ω′⟩√

⟨MidwξTf,Tf⟩
,

where ⟨ · ⟩ is the inner product on H ×H . Taking A = T ′MidwξT : H → H , where T ′ is
the transpose of T :H→H , Cauchy-Schwarz implies that this ratio is maximized precisely
when

f =A−1ω′.

Inversion of the operator A can be performed in two main steps. First, writing A−1 =
T−1M−1

idwξ(T
′)−1, we would like to invert T ′. A next, minor step is to multiply by the re-

ciprocal of the function x 7→ xw(x)ξ(x). The second major step is to invert T , which can be
done by writing T−1 = ((T ′)−1)′—just the adjoint of the previously found inverse (T ′)−1.

For the first main step, observe that T takes the following form:

Tf(x) = b(x)f(x)− ϕp.v.
∫

f(y)

y− x
dν∞(y)(112)

= b(x)f(x)− ϕπH[fδw](x)(113)

where

b(x) := 1+ ϕπH[dν∞](x).

Thus,

T ′f(x) = b(x)f(x)−B(x)H[f ](x),(114)

where

(115) B(x) :=−ϕπδ(x)w(x).

In order to invert T ′, we need a lemma.

LEMMA 10. The equation T ′f = φ ∈H has the unique solution

(116) f = gφ+GH[φ],

where g(x) = 1− ϕ− ϕπxHw(x) and G(x) =−ϕπxw(x).
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PROOF. We show this in two steps. First, we simplify b by considering the analytic signal
b + iB and its extension to the complex upper half-plane. Second, we invert T ′ on H by
solving a singular integral equation.

First we simplify b.
As mentioned in (36), this Stieltjies transform satisfies an identity equivalent to

1 + ϕΘ∞(z) =
1

1− ϕ− ϕzm∞(z)
.

Using the result from Theorem 2 that for x > 0,

lim
η→0+

Im [Θ∞(x+ iη)] = πδ(x)w(x) = πdν∞(x)/dx

Thus, by the properties of the Hilbert transform, πH[dν∞] is given by the limit of the real
part of Θ∞(z) as Imz→ 0+, and similarly g is given by the following:

b(x) = lim
η→0+

Re [1 + ϕΘ∞(x+ iη)]

= Re lim
η→0+

1

1− ϕ− ϕzm∞(z)

= Re

[
1

1− ϕ− ϕxm̆(x)

]
=

1− ϕ− ϕxRe[m̆(x)]

|1− ϕ− ϕxm̆(x)|2
.

By the fact that m̆(x) = πH[dµ∞] + iπw(x), the above can be written

1− ϕ− ϕπxHw(x)
(1− ϕ− ϕπxHw(x))2 + ϕ2π2x2w(x)2

.

Assume T ′f = φ ∈H . Observe that we may write

b(x) = 1+ ϕπH[δw](x).

Using the fact that 1 has vanishing Hilbert transform andH is an anti-involution, we observe
that B(x) =H[b](x). Thus, we may take the Hilbert transform of (114) and use the identity
H[bf −BHf ] =Bf + bHf of [CL77] to obtain

Bf + bHf =Hφ.

Together with (114), this yields a two-by-two linear system for f and Hf , which can be
solved for f as follows:

(117) (T ′)−1φ= f =
bφ+BHφ
b2 +B2

.

In order to simplify the coefficients b/(b2 +B2) and B/(b2 +B2), observe that

B(x) =−ϕπδ(x)w(x) = −ϕπxw(x)
(1− ϕ− ϕπxHw(x))2 + ϕ2π2x2w(x)2

,

so that

(118)
b(x)

b(x)2 +B(x)2
= 1− ϕ− ϕπxHw(x) = g(x)

and
B(x)

b(x)2 +B(x)2
=−ϕπxw(x) =G(x),
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by the definitions of g and G. In other words,

(119) (T ′)−1φ= gφ+GHφ,

as desired.

As a result of the above lemma, we may easily apply (T ′)−1 to ω′. The next step is to
apply in the inverse of Midwξ to the result, obtaining

f∗ :=M−1
idwξ(T

′)−1ω′(120)

=
1

idwξ

(
gω′ +GH[ω′]

)
.(121)

The above lemma also enables us to easily compute ((T ′)−1)′, which coincides with T−1,
the final operator we must apply. Using the anti-self-adjointness ofH and the self-adjointness
of multiplication operators, one obtains that for φ ∈H

T−1φ= ((T ′)−1)′φ= gφ−H [Gφ] .

Thus,

A−1ω′ = T−1f∗

= gf∗ −H [Gf∗]

= g
gω′ +GH[ω′]

idwξ
−H

[
G
gω′ +GH[ω′]

idwξ

]
,

as desired.

APPENDIX H: CONSISTENCY OF PROPOSED SHRINKER

As in previous appendices, we will frequently suppress subscripts of n wherever they
are unnecessary. As in Appendix C, we will use w̃(x) and Hw̃(x) to denote the additive
convolutions of µ with k or K rather than the multiplicative ones, with the understanding
that our results can easily be adapted to the multiplicative versions.

The main idea will then be to show almost-sure convergence of p−3/2tr(fn(Sn)Ωn) to∫
f∗ dω and σ2n(fn) to σ2∞(f∗, f∗). For the former, Appendix B and Cauchy-Schwarz imply

that the identity ∥(fn − f∗)w∥2
a.s.→ 0 is sufficient. For the latter, by the triangle inequality, it

suffices to show that σ2∞(fn − f∗, fn − f∗)
a.s.→ 0. By using the expression of σ2∞( · ) in terms

of the bounded operator T :H→H , we see that this also follows if ∥(fn − f∗)w∥2
a.s.→ 0.

To establish this norm’s convergence, observe that from Appendix G, f∗ takes the form
of ψ1Ψ+ ψ2Hw[ψ3Ψ] +Hw[ψ4Hw[Ψ]], where Ψ = ω′/w is non-singular and ψj are non-
singular functions depending on Hw, and that fn is obtained by simply replacing each in-
stance ofHw with H̃w andHw withHw̃. To shorten our argument, we will analyze only the
term Hw[ψ4Hw[Ψ]]− H̃w[ψ̃4H̃w[Ψ]], where ψ̃4 is obtained from ψ4 by substitution of Hw̃
for Hw. The other terms can be analyzed similarly.

Thus, for brevity’s sake, for the rest of this appendix, we define f = ψ4Hw[Ψ] and f̃ =
ψ̃4H̃w[Ψ]. Since f and f̃ are regular, Lemma 9 gives∥∥∥(H̃wf̃ −Hwf

)
w
∥∥∥
2

≺
∥∥∥(Hwf̃ −Hwf

)
w
∥∥∥
2
,
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This inequality can be continued as

≺
∥∥∥(f̃ − f)w∥∥∥

2

=
∥∥∥(ψ̃4H̃wΨ−ψ4HwΨ

)
w
∥∥∥
2

≺
∥∥∥H̃wΨ−HwΨ

∥∥∥
2

≺∆,

where we have used Lemma 9 in the last step and Appendix C in the previous step, together
with the fact that ψ4, ψ̃4, and Ψ are almost surely bounded as n→∞. The proof is complete.
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