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Abstract

We consider the extreme eigenvalues of the sample covariance matrix Q = Y Y ∗ under the generalized

elliptical model that Y = Σ1/2XD. Here Σ is a bounded p × p positive definite deterministic matrix

representing the population covariance structure, X is a p×n random matrix containing either indepen-

dent columns sampled from the unit sphere in R
p or i.i.d. centered entries with variance n−1, and D is

a diagonal random matrix containing i.i.d. entries and independent of X. Such a model finds important

applications in statistics and machine learning. For example, when X contains independent samples from

the unit sphere, Q is the sample covariance matrix of elliptically distributed data. For another instance,

when X contains i.i.d. entries, then Q can be understood as the bootstrapped sample covariance matrix

for Σ1/2X where D represents the resampling scheme or random weights.

In this paper, assuming that p and n are comparably large, we prove that the extreme edge eigenvalues

of Q can have several types of distributions depending on Σ and D asymptotically. These distributions

include: Gumbel, Fréchet, Weibull, Tracy-Widom, Gaussian or their mixtures. On the one hand, when

the random variables in D have unbounded support, the edge eigenvalues of Q can have either Gumbel

or Fréchet distribution depending on the tail decay property of D. On the other hand, when the random

variables in D have bounded support, under some mild regularity assumptions on Σ, the edge eigenvalues
of Q can exhibit Weibull, Tracy-Widom, Gaussian or their mixtures. The phase transitions rely on the

behavior of the random variables of D near the edges of their supports and the aspect ratio p/n. Based
on our theoretical results, we consider two important applications. First, we propose some statistics and

procedure based on edge statistics to detect and estimate the possible spikes for elliptically distributed

data. We also justify their superior theoretical properties. Second, in the context of a factor model, by

using the multiplier bootstrap procedure via selecting the weights in D, we establish the second order

asymptotic relation of the eigenvalues between the bootstrapped and unbootstrapped sample covariance

matrices. Based on the results, we propose a new algorithm to infer and estimate the number of factors

in the factor model. Numerical simulations also confirm the accuracy and powerfulness of our proposed

methods and illustrate better performance compared to some existing methods in the literature.
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1 Introduction

Covariance matrix plays prominent roles in almost every aspect of multivariate data analysis. In the last
few decades, due to technological advancements and availability of massive data collected from novel re-
sources, there has been a growing interest in developing methodologies and tools to response to this high-
dimensionality and complexity. This situation is certainly not suited for the classical multivariate statistics,
but rather calls for techniques from high dimensional statistics [95]. Consider yi ∼ y ∈ R

p, 1 6 i 6 n, are
i.i.d. observations of a random vector y that

y = ξTx ∈ R
p, (1.1)

where ξ ∈ R is a random variable, T ∗T = Σ ∈ Rp×p is some positive definite deterministic matrix, and
x ∈ Rp is a random vector that is independent of ξ. For high dimensionality, we mean that p and n are
comparably large.

The model (1.1) is referred to as the generalized elliptical model [33] which finds important applications
in statistics. We now list but a few examples. First, when x is distributed on the unit sphere S

p−1, it
becomes the elliptically distributed data as in [43] which includes multivariate Pearson and multivariate
student-t distributions as special examples. The model is commonly used in finance, robust statistics and
signal processing to model the heterogeneity and heavy tailness [49, 50, 55, 74, 84, 88]. Second, when x
contains i.i.d. centered random variables with variance n−1, it has been widely used in financial econometrics,
multivariate data analysis and modern statistical learning theory [34, 35, 65, 93]. Finally, when ξ is regarded
as a random weight or sampling, (1.1) is closely related to high dimensional bootstrap method and deep
learning theory. For example, in [36, 96], the authors consider the problem of non-parametric bootstrap for
individual eigenvalues where ξ follows the multinomial distribution. For another instance, in [67, 71], the
authors consider the construction of bootstrapped confidence intervals for spectral projectors or spectrum
where ξ follows either Gaussian distribution or Pareto distribution. Additionally, in the analysis of neural
networks [76, 77, 78], the columns of the input-output Jacobian matrices have the form of (1.1); see Examples
2.2 and 2.3 for more details.

Given the samples yi = ξiTxi, 1 6 i 6 n, we can write the data matrix Y = TXD, where X = (xi) and
D is a diagonal matrix containing {ξi}. Then the sample covariance matrix can be constructed as follows

Q := Y Y ∗ ≡ TXD2X∗T ∗. (1.2)

We refer the readers to Section 2.1 for more precise definitions. An important topic in the statistical study of
sample covariance matrices is the asymptotics of the largest eigenvalues of Q. They are of great interests to
signal processing [9, 29, 69, 85], principal component analysis and factor model analysis [3, 39, 40, 72, 73, 75],
covariance matrix testing [53, 54], statistical learning theory [41, 42, 47] and time series analysis [13, 82, 97],
to name but a few. Motivated by these applications, in this paper, we study the largest eigenvalues of sample
covariance matrices Q in (1.2) under the generalized elliptical model (1.1) and consider various applications
in signal detection and high dimensional bootstrap. In what follows, we first provide a summary of some
related results in Section 1.1. Then we offer an overview of our results in Section 1.2.

1.1 Summary of some existing related results

In this subsection, we summarize the results related to the model (1.2) in random matrix theory and high
dimensional statistics literature, with a focus on the extreme eigenvalues and their applications.

It can be seen that (1.2) has a separable covariance structure with D being random and possibly un-
bounded. In the literature, such a model has been studied to some extent when both T and D are bounded
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and deterministic. Under this setting, on the global scale, the empirical spectral distribution (ESD) of Q can
be best formulated by its Stieltjes transform whose limit can be described via a system of two equations. For
example, when X contains i.i.d. entries satisfying some moment assumptions, the system of equations has
been derived and studied in various works, for example [19, 33, 79, 98]. A special case is when D = I, the two
equations will be reduced to a single equation whose solution is known as the (deformed) Marchenko-Pastur
(MP) law as studied in [68]. Similar results have been obtained when X contains i.i.d. columns sampled
from the unit sphere [33, 50].

On the local scale, individual edge eigenvalues have also been studied in various contexts. Especially,
under some regularity conditions and moment assumptions, the edge eigenvalues of Q will obey the Tracy-
Widom (TW) distribution [87] asymptotically. Such results have first been established for the case when
D = I under various moment assumptions in [9, 27, 32, 46, 51, 52, 58, 63, 80] and then extended to the
general D settings in [29, 92]. We emphasize that in order to see the TW law, the limiting ESD near the
edge needs to exhibit a square root decay behavior. Additionally, motivated by statistical applications,
another research line is to study the outlier eigenvalues of Q if a few spikes are added on T ∗T or D2. When
X has i.i.d. entries, the spiked covariance matrix model (i.e., D = I) has been studied under different
setups, for example, in [5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 15, 22, 52, 99] and the spiked separable covariance matrix model (i.e.,
general D) has been investigated in [28]. In these spiked models, roughly speaking, when the spikes are
larger than some threshold, the outlier eigenvalues will detach from the bulk spectrum and follow Gaussian
asymptotically. The non-outlier eigenvalues will stick to the right-most edge of the spectrum and follow TW
law asymptotically.

In contrast, less is touched when D is random. On the macroscopic scale, the limiting ESD of Q has been
studied to some extend in [33, 50, 98]. Especially, when X contains independent samples from the unit sphere
or i.i.d. entries satisfying certain moment conditions, the Stieltjes transforms of the limiting ESD can also be
characterized by two equations. Much less is known for each individual edge eigenvalue. On the one hand,
when X has i.i.d. columns sampled from the unit sphere, under strong conditions on D2 so that the Stieltjes
transform of the liming ESD of Q is governed by only one equation, [90] proved that the TW law held for
the extreme eigenvalues and [49] studied an associated spiked model. We emphasize that even though the
aforementioned two papers allow certain randomness on D, it requires that its entries are infinitely divisible
satisfying certain moment assumptions. In this sense, after being properly scaled, D is almost deterministic
and isotropic. This also explains the reason that this assumption reduces two equations to only one for the
limiting ESD. To relax the assumptions on D for elliptically distributed data, we mention that in a recent
work [25], the first two authors of this paper prove that when D has bounded support and the limiting ESD
exhibits a square-root decay behavior, the edge eigenvalues of Q also follow TW asymptotically. On the
other hand, when X has i.i.d. entries, Σ = I and the entries of D have bounded support, it was shown in
[60] that the edge eigenvalues can have Weibull or Gaussian distributions depending on the edge behavior of
the density of the entries of D.

1.2 An overview of our results, contributions and novelties

In this subsection, we provide an informal overview of our results and outline the main contributions and
novelties of our paper. Motivated by the statistical applications discussed above and the challenges summa-
rized in Section 1.1, we study the distributions of the edge eigenvalues (cf. the first few largest eigenvalues)
of Q in (1.2) when D2 is random and possibly unbounded, and X either contains independent columns from
unit sphere or i.i.d. entries. We prove that depending on D2, Σ and the aspect ratio p/n, the edge eigenvalues
can have various types of distributions asymptotically, including the three extreme value distributions for
sequences of i.i.d. random variables [10] (cf. Gumbel, Fréchet and Weibull), the TW law, Gaussian, or the
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mixture of TW law and Gaussian. To guide the readers, we now give a heuristic description of our results.

On the one hand, when D has unbounded support, for convenience, as in Assumption 2.4, we impose some
mild assumptions on the tail decay behavior due to their popular usage which cover most of the commonly
used random variables with unbounded supports. In Theorem 3.1 below, we prove that after being properly
scaled by some constant ϕ (cf. (3.2)), with probability tending to one, ϕ−1λ1(Q) will be sufficiently close
to ξ2(1). Furthermore, depending on the behavior of D, since ξ2(1) follows Fréchet distribution for polynomial

type tail decay (cf. (2.5)) and Gumbel distribution for exponential type tail decay (cf. (2.6)) (see Lemma
A.15 below), we see that ϕ−1λ1(Q) will follow either Fréchet or Gumbel distribution.

On the other hand, when D has bounded support, say (0, l], we prove that under some mild regularity
conditions on Σ (cf. Assumption 2.10), λ1(Q) can have different behaviors depending on the properties of
the cumulative distribution function (CDF) of the entries of D2 near l, Σ and p/n. We assume that the CDF
near l exhibits polynomial decay with exponent d + 1 as in (2.7). In Theorem 3.3 below, we prove that if
d > 1, there exists a threshold ς3 ≡ ς3(D,Σ) in (3.5) so that when n/p > ς3, there exist some constants

c1, c2 and c3, with probability tending to one, c1n
1

d+1 (λ1(Q)−c2) will be sufficiently close to c3n
1

d+1 (ξ2(1)− l).

Since the distribution of the latter statistic can be studied using extreme value theory (cf. Lemma A.15), we
conclude that after being properly scaled and centered, λ1(Q) will follow Weibull distribution asymptotically.
Moreover, when d > 1 but n/p < ς3, a transition will occur in the sense that λ1(Q) will be influenced by
an average of all {ξ2i } so that λ1(Q) will follow Gaussian asymptotically. Finally, when −1 < d 6 1,
the asymptotic distribution of λ1(Q) can be characterized by a convolution of TW law and Gaussian with
potentially vanishing variance. Especially, we will see a sharp transition between TW limit and Gaussian
limit when the variance of the Gaussian part crosses the order of n−1/6.

Our results also find important applications in high dimensional statistics. In Section 4, we consider two
such applications. First, based on the edge statistics, we propose some methodology to detect and estimate
the number of spikes in Σ for the generalized elliptical model (1.1) for general settings of ξ with possibly
unbounded support and heavy tails. Second, in the context of high-dimensional factor model, we show that
the multiplier bootstrap procedure together with a resampling scheme can still work if the random sampling
weights are properly chosen. For better theoretical understanding of our methodologies, we establish the
first order convergence results and transitions for outlier and nonoutlier eigenvalues in Theorem 4.1, and
further theoretical justification of our applications can be found in Corollary 4.1. Moreover, in Theorem 4.2,
we establish the results on the eigenvalues of the sample covariance matrices with and without multiplier
bootstrap. We remark that our theory and applications are highly compatible. The theoretical results are
not only interesting and natural on their own, they are also highly motivated by and indispensable in the
applications, which are all fundamental problems in the statistics literature.

We highlight several technical components, insights and novelties of our paper. We refer the readers
to Section 3.2 for more details. The arguments for D with unbounded and bounded supports are quite
different. First, when D has unbounded support, the eigenvalues will be divergent. In this setting, we
utilize a perturbation argument. However, as in this case, the limiting ESD of Q may also have unbounded
support, the perturbation approach developed in [15, 28, 57] cannot be applied directly. Instead, we modify
the perturbation arguments by isolating yi corresponding to ξ2(1) from the data matrix Y as in (1.2); see
Section 3.2 for more detailed discussion. We mention that in our discussion, the scaling in ESD is still of the
order n−1 so that the smaller eigenvalues of Q are bounded and the larger eigenvalues will be divergent. By
doing so, the Stieltjes transforms are still governed by a system of two equations. In contrast, for some other
random matrix models with i.i.d. heavy tailed entries [2], where the first few eigenvalues are also divergent,
the authors used the scaling so that the larger eigenvalues were bounded and the smaller eigenvalues would
be vanishing. This will result in Poisson convergence. Due to the complicatedness of our model (1.1), we
find that it is more involved to apply the idea of [2], if applicable. Second, when D has bounded support,
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our arguments are non-perturbative and generalize those used in [62, 60]. In this case, the limiting ESD is
bounded and we denote its rightmost edge as L+. When d > 1 and n/p > ς3, L+ can be fully characterized
by only one equation (cf. (3.7)) and λ1 can be connected to ξ2(1) by a sophisticated understanding of the

Stieltjes transforms of the limiting ESDs. On the other hand, when n/p < ς3, L+ and some other quantities
involving the Stieltjes transforms will be determined together by a system of equations (cf. (C.34)). Then
the distribution of λ1 can be connected with an average of all {ξ2i }. Similar arguments apply to the setting
−1 < d 6 1; see Section 3.2 for more details. Finally, our actual proof relies on two technical inputs. One is
the detailed analysis of the Stieltjes transforms of the limiting ESD on local scales in some carefully chosen
spectral domains. The other one is the local laws of the resolvents; see Section A.1 for more details.

The rest of this article is organized as follows. In Section 2, we define the generalized elliptical models,
provide some examples and some basic assumptions. We also give the asymptotic laws. In Section 3, we
provide the main results and offer the sketch of the proof strategies. In Section 4, we study two statistical
applications using our established results. Theoretical justifications and numerical simulations are also
provided. The technical proofs are deferred to the appendices. In particular, in Appendix A, we provide
some preliminary results and the averaged local laws. In Appendix B, we prove the averaged local laws near
the edges. In Appendix C, we provide the asymptotic locations of the edge eigenvalues and prove the main
results and other results related to our statistical applications. Finally, some auxiliary lemmas are proved in
Appendix D.

Conventions. Let C+ be the complex upper half plane. We denote C > 0 as a generic constant whose value
may change from line to line. For two sequences of deterministic positive values {an} and {bn}, we write
an = O(bn) if an 6 Cbn for some positive constant C > 0. In addition, if both an = O(bn) and bn = O(an),
we write an ≍ bn. Moreover, we write an = o(bn) if an 6 cnbn for some positive sequence cn ↓ 0. Moreover,
for a sequence of random variables {xn} and positive real values {an}, we use xn = OP(an) to state that
xn/an is stochastically bounded. Similarly, we use xn = oP(an) to say that xn/an converges to zero in
probability. For a sequence of positive random variables {yn}, we use y(k), 1 6 k 6 n, for its order statistics
with y(1) > y(2) > · · · > y(n) > 0.

2 Generalized elliptical models and asymptotic laws

2.1 The model, motivating examples and basic assumptions

In this subsection, we introduce our model and some assumptions. Throughout the paper, we consider data
matrix of the following form

Y = TXD, (2.1)

where T is a p1 × p, p1 > p, deterministic matrix, D is an n × n diagonal random matrix containing i.i.d.
random variables, and X is a p× n random matrix independent of D.

Motivated by statistical applications and for the purpose of definiteness, we consider the following two
general classes of random matrix models in the form of (2.1). To avoid repetition, we summarize the model
settings as follows.

Assumption 2.1. Throughout the paper, we consider the following two model settings in the form of (2.1):

(1). Elliptically distributed data. In this setting, we assume that the columns of X are i.i.d. distributed
on the unit sphere; that is to say

X = (u1, · · · ,un), ui
i.i.d.∼ U(Sp−1).
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Moreover, we assume that T ∗T = Σ. Due to rotational invariance, without loss of generality, we assume
that Σ is a diagonal matrix so that Σ = diag {σ1, · · · , σp} .

(2). Separable covariance i.i.d. data. In this setting, we assume that the entries of X = (xij) are
centered i.i.d. random variables satisfying that for 1 6 i 6 p, 1 6 j 6 n,

Exij = 0, Ex2
ij =

1

n
. (2.2)

Moreover, we assume that for all k ∈ N, there exists some constant Ck > 0 so that E|√nxij |k 6 Ck.
Finally, for T, we assume that p1 = p and T = Σ1/2 for some positive definite matrix Σ.

To illustrate the generality and usefulness of the concerned models in Assumption 2.1, we provide a few
examples and discuss their concrete applications in the statistical literature.

Example 2.2. For model (1) of Assumption 2.1, according to [17], the columns of Y, {yi}, 1 6 i 6 n, follow
the elliptical distributions. More specifically, we can denote

yi = ξiTui, (2.3)

where ξi > 0 are some nonnegative random variables independent of ui. The class of elliptical distributions are
natural generalization of the multivariate normal distributions which remains the simple linear dependence
structure but allows for heavy tails. For example, when ξi ∼

√
Fp,ν , where Fp,ν is an F distributed random

variable with p and ν degrees of freedom, then yi has a multivariate student-t distribution with ν degree of
freedom and dispersion matrix Σ provided it has full rank; see Example 4 of [45] for more details. Such a
distribution has found important applications in finance [84].

Example 2.3. For model (2) of Assumption 2.1, it has been used in many different contexts. We can write
the columns of Y, {yi}, 1 6 i 6 n, as follows

yi = ξiΣ
1/2xi.

First, when xi’s are Gaussian, the data has been used in [34, 35] to study the performance of high dimensional
robust regressions and used in [50] to study the large MIMO systems in wireless communications. Second,
when the entries xi have more general distributions, in [65, 93], the model has been utilized to study the
covariance structures in various settings. Third, when ξi’s are chosen as the random sampling weights, the
model has been used to study the high dimensional bootstrap in [36, 71, 96]. Finally, model (2) with the
data matrix (2.1) appears frequently in deep neural networks and are closely related to the input-output
Jacobian matrices [76, 77, 78].

In what follows, we study the extreme singular values of Y, i.e., the first few largest eigenvalues of the p×p
sample covariance matrix Q in (1.2). Or equivalently, the first few largest eigenvalues of its n×n companion
Q

Q := DX∗T ∗TXD ≡ DX∗ΣXD. (2.4)

In the rest of this subsection, we introduce the two main technical assumptions. The first assumption (cf.
Assumption 2.4) is imposed on the random diagonal matrix D.

Assumption 2.4. Let D2 = diag
{
ξ21 , · · · , ξ2n

}
. Moreover, for its entries, we assume ξ2i ∼ ξ2, 1 6 i 6 n,

are i.i.d. generated from a nonnegative and non-degenerated random variable ξ2 satisfying the following
assumptions.
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(i) Unbounded support case. We assume that ξ2 has an unbounded support and satisfies either of the
following two conditions:
(a). ξ2 is a regularly varying random variable [83] that

P(ξ2 > x) =
L(x)

xα
, x → ∞, (2.5)

for some α ∈ [2,+∞), where L(x) is a slowly varying function in the sense that for all t > 0,
limx→∞ L(tx)/L(x) = 1.

(b). ξ2 has an exponential decay tail in the sense that for some constant β > 0 and any fixed constant
t > 0

Eetξ
2β

< ∞. (2.6)

(ii) Bounded support case. We assume that ξ2 has a bounded support on (0, l] for fixed some constant
l > 0. Moreover, for some constant d > −1, we assume that

P(l − ξ2 6 x) ≍ xd+1. (2.7)

Finally, let F (x) be the cumulative distribution function (CDF) of ξ2, we assume that

0 < b := lim
x↑l

1− F (x)

(l − x)d+1
< ∞. (2.8)

Remark 2.5. Several remarks are in order. First, for the unbounded case, (2.5) indicates that the tails of
ξ2 decay polynomially. Many commonly used distributions are included in this category. To name but a few,
Pareto distribution, F distribution and student-t distribution. Moreover, according to extreme value theory
(see Lemma A.15 below), when (2.5) is satisfied, ξ2(1) follows Fréchet distribution asymptotically. Second,

for the unbounded setting, (2.6) implies that the tails of ξ2 decay exponentially. In fact, by elementary
calculations [48], it is not hard to see that when (2.6) holds, it is necessarily that the CDF of ξ2 admits

P(ξ2 > x) = exp(−g(x)), (2.9)

for some positive decreasing function g(x) > 0. Furthermore, if

g ∈ C∞([0,∞)), lim
x↑∞

(1/g′(x))′ = 0, (2.10)

we see from Lemma A.15 that ξ2(1) follows Gumbel distribution asymptotically. In fact, many commonly
used distributions, for instance, Chi-squared distribution, exponential distribution and Gamma distribution,
satisfy these conditions. Third, for the bounded case, (2.7) indicates that ξ2 has a possible polynomial decay
behavior near the edge. Under the assumption of (2.8), we see from Lemma A.15 that ξ2(1) obeys Weibull

distribution asymptotically. The conditions allow for many distributions like (shifted) Beta distribution,
uniform distribution and U-quadratic distribution. In summary, we emphasize that our assumptions in
Assumption 2.4 are general and mild and cover many commonly used examples. In contrast, as mentioned
in Section 1.1, existing literature only handles deterministic or nearly deterministic ξ2i , 1 6 i 6 n.

The second assumption (cf. Assumption 2.6) introduces some mild conditions on the aspect ratio p/n and
the population covariance matrix Σ.
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Assumption 2.6. We assume the following conditions hold true for some small constant 0 < τ < 1.

(i) On dimensionality. Throughout the paper, we consider the high dimensional regime that

τ 6 φ :=
p

n
6 τ−1. (2.11)

(ii) On Σ. For the eigenvalues of Σ, denoted as σi, 1 6 i 6 p, we assume that

τ 6 σp 6 σp−1 6 · · · 6 σ2 6 σ1 6 τ−1. (2.12)

We remark that (2.11) is commonly used in randommatrix theory and high dimensional statistics literature
for quantifying the high dimensionality. (2.12) states the eigenvalues of the population covariance matrix
are bounded from above and below. On the one hand, when ξ2 has unbounded support as in Case (i) of
Assumption 2.4, (2.12) is the only assumption imposed on Σ. On the other hand, when ξ2 has bounded
support as in Case (ii) of Assumption 2.4, we will provide an additional mild assumption, Assumption 2.10,
after some necessary notations are introduced.

2.2 Resolvents and asymptotic laws

In this subsection, we introduce some results on the limiting global laws of the eigenvalues of the sample
covariance matrices. Recall that the empirical spectral distributions (ESD) of Q and Q in (1.2) and (2.4)
are defined as

µQ :=
1

p

p∑

i=1

δλi(Q), µQ :=
1

n

n∑

j=1

δλj(Q).

For z = E + iη ∈ C+, denote the resolvents

G(z) = (Q− zI)−1 ∈ R
p×p, G(z) = (Q− zI)−1 ∈ R

n×n. (2.13)

Correspondingly, the Stieltjes transforms are denoted as

mQ :=

∫
1

x− z
µQ =

1

p
tr(G(z)), mQ :=

∫
1

x− z
µQ =

1

n
tr(G(z)). (2.14)

Since Q and Q share the same non-trivial eigenvalues, it suffices to study µQ and mQ. To characterize the
limit of µQ, similarly to [19, 28, 33, 50, 79, 98], we consider a system of equations. To avoid repetitions, we
summarize these equations in the following definition.

Definition 2.7 (Systems of consistent equations). For z ∈ C+, we define the triplets (m1n,m2n,mn) ∈ C
3
+,

via the following systems of equations.

1. When Y in (2.1) is generated from the elliptically distributed data as in Case (1) of Assumption 2.1,
the equations denoted are as follows

m1n(z) =
1

p

p∑

i=1

σi

−z(1 + σim2n(z))
, m2n(z) =

1

p

n∑

i=1

ξ2i
−z(1 + ξ2im1n(z))

, (2.15)

mn(z) =
1

p

p∑

i=1

1

−z(1 + σim2n(z))
.
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2. When Y in (2.1) is generated from the separable covariance i.i.d. data as in Case (2) of Assumption
2.1, the equations are denoted as follows

m1n(z) =
1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

−z(1 + σim2n(z))
, m2n(z) =

1

n

n∑

i=1

ξ2i
−z(1 + ξ2im1n(z))

, (2.16)

mn(z) =
1

p

p∑

i=1

1

−z(1 + σim2n(z))
.

For sufficiently large n, we find that µQ has a nonrandom deterministic equivalent and can be uniquely
characterized by the above consistent equations. This is summarized by the following theorem.

Theorem 2.8. Suppose Assumptions 2.1, 2.4 and 2.6 hold. Then conditional on some event Ω ≡ Ωn that
P(Ω) = 1−o(1), for any z ∈ C+, when n is sufficiently large, there exists a unique solution (m1n(z),m2n(z),mn(z)) ∈
C3

+ to the systems of equations in (2.15) and (2.16). Moreover, mn(z) is the Stieltjes transform of some
probability density function ρ ≡ ρn defined on R which can be obtained using the inversion formula.

Proof. The proofs can be obtained by following lines of the arguments of [33, Theorem 2] and [79, Theorem
1], or [28, Theorem 2.4] verbatim. We omit the details.

Remark 2.9. Several remarks on Theorem 2.8 are in order. First, the probability event Ω can be constructed
explicitly as in Defition A.9 and Lemma A.11. Second, we prove an unconditional counterpart for Theorem
2.8 by integrating out the randomness of ξ2. Recall F (x) is the CDF of ξ2. We take (2.16) for an example
where the systems of equations are defined as follows

m1n,c(z) =
1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

−z(1 + σim2n,c(z))
, m2n,c(z) =

∫ l

0

s

−z(1 + sm1n,c(z))
dF (s), (2.17)

mn,c(z) =
1

p

p∑

i=1

1

−z(1 + σim2n,c(z))
.

In this setting, (m1n,c,m2n,c,mn,c) is always deterministic. Especially, when ξ2 has bounded support as in
Case (ii), we can actually obtain stronger results as in [79] that the support of the associated probability
density function ρ̃ is bounded and denoted as

supp(ρ̃) = [L−, L+]. (2.18)

Finally, we will see later that the conditional and unconditional version are both useful in their own aspects.
To be more specific, the conditional version is more powerful when ξ2 has unbounded support whereas the
unconditional version is more convenient when ξ2 has bounded support.

Thanks to Theorem 2.8, it is easy to see that the study of the systems of equations in (2.15) and (2.16)
can be reduced to the analysis of

Fn(m1n(z), z) = 0, z ∈ C+, (2.19)

where Fn(·, ·) are defined as follows corresponding to (2.15) and (2.16), respectively

Fn(m1n(z), z) =
1

p

p∑

i=1

σi

−z + σi

p

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n(z)

−m1n(z), (2.20)
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and

Fn(m1n(z), z) =
1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

−z + σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n(z)

−m1n(z). (2.21)

Finally, armed with the above notations, we introduce some additional assumption on Σ which will
be used when ξ2 has bounded support in the sense of (ii) of Assumption 2.4. Such an assumption has been
frequently used in the random matrix theory literature, for example, see [9, 27, 28, 29, 32, 58, 63]. Recall
the notations m2n,c and L+ in Remark 2.9.

Assumption 2.10. When (ii) of Assumption 2.4 holds, for Σ satisfying Assumption 2.6, we assume that
for some constant τ > 0

min
16i6p

|1 + σim2n,c(L+)| > τ.

3 Main results and proof strategies

3.1 Main results

Our main results are summarized in Theorems 3.1 and 3.3 below. We first provide the results for the extreme
eigenvalues when ξ2 has unbounded support in the sense that (i) of Assumption 2.4 holds. Denote

σ̄ =
1

p

p∑

i=1

σi.

Recall F (x) is the cumulative distribution function (CDF) of ξ2i , 1 6 i 6 n. Denote

bn := inf

{
x : 1− F (x) 6

1

n

}
. (3.1)

Let λ1 be the largest eigenvalue of Q. Our first result is stated as follows.

Theorem 3.1 (The unbounded support case). Suppose Assumptions 2.1, 2.6 and (i) of Assumption 2.4
hold. Then we have that when n is sufficiently large

λ1

ξ2(1)
= ϕ+ oP(1).

where

ϕ :=

{
σ̄, if Case (1) of Assumption 2.1 holds,

φσ̄, if Case (2) of Assumption 2.1 holds.
(3.2)

Consequently, when (2.5) holds, ϕ−1λ1 follows the Fréchet distribution asymptotically in the sense that for
x > 0

lim
n→∞

P

(
λ1

ϕbn
6 x

)
= exp

(
−x−α

)
. (3.3)

Moreover, when (2.6) and (2.10) hold, ϕ−1λ1 follows the Gumbel distribution asymptotically in the sense
that for x ∈ R

lim
n→∞

P
(
g′(bn)

[
ϕ−1λ1 − bn

]
6 x

)
= exp

(
−e−x

)
, (3.4)

where we recall g is defined in (2.9).

10



Remark 3.2. Three remarks are in order. First, Theorem 3.1 states that when ξ2 has unbounded support,
λ1 will be divergent. Moreover, after being properly centered and scaled, λ1 will have a similar behavior to
ξ2(1). Especially, when ξ2 has a polynomial decay tail as in (2.5), we can obtain the Fréchet limit and when

ξ2 has an exponential decay tail as in (2.6), we can get the Gumbel limit. Second, the above results can be
generalized to the joint distribution of k largest eigenvalues for any fixed k. That is, for all si ∈ R, 1 6 i 6 k,
(3.3) can be generalized to

lim
n→∞

P

((
λi

ϕbn
6 si

)

16i6k

)
= lim

n→∞
P



(
ξ2(i)

bn
6 si

)

16i6k


 ,

and (3.4) can be generalized to

lim
n→∞

P

(
g′(bn)

(
ϕ−1λi − bn 6 si

)
16i6k

)
= lim

n→∞
P

(
g′(bn)

(
ξ2(i) − bn 6 si

)
16i6k

)
.

Since the joint distribution of the order statistics of {ξ2i } can be computed explicitly [18], the above formulas
give a complete description of the finite-dimensional correlation functions of the extremal eigenvalues. Third,
Theorem 3.1 shows that even when Σ has no spikes, due to the effect of extreme values of {ξ2i }, the first
few eigenvalues of Q can also be divergent. Consequently, in order to be properly detected, if exist, the true
spikes of Σ have to be divergent; see Theorem 4.1 for more detail.

Next, we state the results when ξ2 has bounded support in the sense that (ii) of Assumption 2.4 holds.
Recall F (x) and l from (2.8) and L+ from (2.18). Let

s1 :=

∫ l

0

l2s2

(l − s)2
dF (s), s2 :=

∫ l

0

ls

l− s
dF (s), s3 :=

1

p

p∑

i=1

σ2
i ς1

(L+ − σiς2)2
, s4 :=

1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

(−L+ + σiς2)2
,

and

v :=

(
s

1 + sm1n,c(L+)

)2

dF (s)−
(∫

s

1 + sm1n,c(L+)
dF (s)

)2

.

Using the above notations, we further denote that for k = 1, 2, 3, 4,

ςk :=

{
φ−1sk, when (1) of Assumption 2.1 holds

sk, when (2) of Assumption 2.1 holds
. (3.5)

Moreover, we denote

ϑ :=

{
φ−2v, when (1) of Assumption 2.1 holds

v, when (2) of Assumption 2.1 holds
. (3.6)

Our second result is summarized as follows. Recall the exponent d in (2.7).

Theorem 3.3 (The bounded support case). Suppose Assumptions 2.1, 2.6, 2.10 and (ii) of Assumption 2.4
hold. Then we have that when n is sufficiently large,

(1). When d > 1 and φ−1 > ς3 in (3.5), we have that L+ satisfies

1 =
1

p

p∑

i=1

−lσi

−L+ + σiς2
, when (1) of Assumption 2.1 holds,
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and

1 =
1

n

p∑

i=1

−lσi

−L+ + σiς2
, when (2) of Assumption 2.1 holds. (3.7)

Moreover, we have that

n
1

d+1

∣∣∣∣
(

λ1 − L+

ς−1
4 (1− φς3)

)
−
(
ξ2(1) − l

)∣∣∣∣ = oP(1). (3.8)

Consequently, we have that λ1 − L+ follows Weibull distribution with parameter d + 1 asymptotically
in the sense that for x 6 0

lim
n→∞

P

(
(bn)d+1

ς−1
4 (1− φς3)

(λ1 − L+) 6 x

)
= exp

(
−|x|d+1

)
, (3.9)

where b is defined in (2.8).

(2). When d > 1 and φ−1 < ς3, we have that λ1 is asymptotically Gaussian in the sense that

lim
n→∞

P

(√
nϑ−1(λ1 − L+) 6 x

)
= Φ(x), (3.10)

where Φ(x) is the CDF of a real standard Gaussian random variable.

(3). When −1 < d 6 1, we have that

λ1 − L+ = ν1 + ν2 +OP(n
−1),

where for some γ defined in (A.19) below, n2/3γν1 follows the type-1 Tracy-Widom law asymptot-
ically and

√
nν2/ϑ

1/2 follows standard Gaussian distribution asymptotically. More specifically, if
ϑ = o(n−1/3),

lim
n→∞

(
n2/3γ(λ1 − L+) 6 x

)
= T(x),

where T(x) is the CDF of the type-1 Tracy-Widom distribution. Moreover, if ϑ ≫ n−1/3, (3.10) holds.

Remark 3.4. When ξ2 has bounded support as in (2.7), λ1 will be bounded and can have several phase
transitions depending on the exponent d, aspect ratio φ and the threshold ς3 which encodes the information
of Σ and the distribution of ξ2. We provide several remarks here. First, in the setting when d > 1, on the
one hand, when φ−1 > ς3, after being properly centered and scaled, λ1 will have similar asymptotics as ξ2(1)
and Weibull limit will be obtained. On the other hand when φ−1 < ς3, λ1 will be influenced by all {ξ2i } and
hence asymptotically Gaussian. For the critical case φ−1 = ς3, we believe there will be a phase transition
connecting Gaussian and Weibull. Since this is out of the scope of the paper which focuses on statistical
applications, we will pursue this direction in the future works. Second, when −1 < d 6 1, ρ in Theorem 2.8
will have a square root decay behavior. In this setting, λ1 will be influenced by two components, the TW
part ν1 and the Gaussian part ν2. The TW part is due to the square root behavior and the Gaussian is due to
the fact that λ1 will be potentially influenced by all {ξ2i }; see Section 3.2 for more details. We mention that
the variance of the Gaussian part can potentially decay and ν1 and ν2 are in generally dependent. Finally,
as discussed in Remark 3.2, we can generalize the results of Theorem 3.3 to the joint distribution of k largest
eigenvalues for any fixed k. We omit the details.
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3.2 Strategy for the proof

In this subsection, we provide a sketch of the proof strategies. The bounded and unbounded settings will
require different treatments. For simplicity of the discussion, we focus on the separable covariance i.i.d. data
as in Case (2) of Assumption 2.1. Similar arguments apply to the elliptical data as in Case (1) of Assumption
2.1 with minor modifications.

We start with the discussion of the main idea of proof when ξ is bounded, i.e., Theorem 3.3. The
arguments are non-perturbative and require a sophisticated understanding on the systems of equations as in
(2.16) on the local scales. A crucial input is the local behavior of the asymptotic law near the rightmost edge
of the spectrum (cf. Lemma A.4) which is the generalization of [62]. More specifically, for our concerned
matrix (1.2), it turns out that the behavior varies according to the combination of the exponent d in (2.7)
and the aspect ratio p/n. Especially, for the unconditionally density function as in Remark 2.9, we find that
the asymptotic law has square root decay behavior (i.e., ρ̃(x) in (2.18) satisfies that ρ̃(x) ∼

√
L+ − x) when

either −1 < d 6 1 or d > 1 and φ−1 < ς3 as in (3.5). Moreover, the square root behavior will be updated to
general polynomial behavior (i.e., ρ̃(x) ∼ (L+ − x)d) when d > 1 and φ−1 > ς3); see Lemma A.4 for a more
precise statement.

In the actual proof, we need to introduce a quantity L̂+ which is the edge of the density function ρ
as in Theorem 2.8 for some fixed realization of {ξ2i } in some high probability event Ω. In fact, as will be

proved in Lemma A.4, L+ = L̂++OP(n
−1/2+δ) for some small constant δ > 0 and the properties of ρ̃ can be

inherited to ρ when conditional on Ω. Then for the former case when square root decay behavior exhibits, we
can check that the assumptions of [25, 29] are satisfied so that conditional on Ω, n2/3(λ1 − L̂+) obeys TW
law asymptotically with constant order variance. For the unconditional distribution, it suffices to analyze
the fluctuation of L̂+. In general, due to the i.i.d. assumption of D2, by CLT, L̂ is asymptotically Gaussian
whose variance can decay to zero. Therefore, overall, the distribution can be represented as a summation
of TW law and Gaussian (with possibly vanishing variance) as in (3) of Theorem 3.3. Especially, when
d > 1 and φ−1 < ς3, the variance of the Gaussian part is of constant order one so that λ1 is asymptotically
Gaussian as in (2) of Theorem 3.3. We mention that in this setting, the edge eigenvalues are influenced by

all {ξ2i } and the edge L̂+ is regular in the sense that (C.37) holds.
For the latter case when square root behavior disappears, i.e., (1) of Theorem 3.3, the discussion is

more subtle. Our idea provides a nontrivial generalization of [62]. Similarly to the aforementioned argument,

we shall mainly work with L̂+ −λ1 for some fixed realization {ξ2i } from Ω. In this setting, a key observation

is that L̂+ is irregular and can be represented as the solution of the equation that (cf. see (A.9))

m1n(L̂+) = −l−1. (3.11)

Moreover, for z ∈ C+ in a small neighborhood of L̂+, m1n(z) can be expanded linearly with an error much

smaller than n−1/(d+1) as in part (a) of Lemma A.4. That is, for some constant α, m1n(z) − m1n(L̂+) =

α(z − L̂+) + o(n−1/(d+1)). In order to prove (3.8), we separate our proof into two steps. First, we show that

λ1 is close to L̂+. The discussion relies on two parts. In the first part, we introduce some auxiliary quantity
E0 as follows. For some fixed sufficiently small constant ǫd > 0, let

η0 = n−1/2−ǫd , (3.12)

and z0 = E0 + iη0 as the solution of the following equation

Rem1n(E0 + iη0) = −ξ−2
(1) . (3.13)
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In fact, as discussed in Remark A.5, there exists at least one solution satisfying (3.13) and we always choose

the one with the largest E0. Combining (3.11), (3.13) and the linear expansion around m1n(L̂+) for z0, we

see that L̂+ is close to E0; see the proof of Proposition C.2. In the second part, we prove that λ1 is close
to E0 by analyzing the Stieltjes transforms of the matrix (1.2); see (C.19). Second, we connect λ1 with ξ2(1)
by approximating (3.13) that Rem1n(λ1 + iη0) ≈ −ξ−2

(1) ; see (C.20). Combining the linear expansion around

L̂+ for λ1 + iη0, we can conclude the proof of (3.8) for L̂+. For the unconditional result with L+, it follows

directly from Lemma A.4 that L+ = L̂++OP(n
−1/2+δ) and d > 1. Consequently, we can conclude that λ1 is

only influenced by ξ2(1) and asymptotically Weibull using the extreme value theory as summarized in Lemma
A.15. We point out the proof of the second step relies on the averaged local law. Due to the non-square root
decay behavior and lack of stability bound, the local laws cannot be analyzed as in [28, 58, 63, 80, 92]. As

mentioned in (3.11), even the characterization of the edge L̂+ is different from the form in the aforementioned
works. To address this issue, we need to adapt and generalize the strategies of [60, 62].

Then we discuss the unbounded ξ2 case as in Theorem 3.1. In these settings, the proof strategy is
perturbative since the edge is divergent. Instead of directly analyzing the systems as in Definition 2.7, we
introduce a real auxiliary quantity µ1 > 0 governed by some master equations. More specifically, for the
pair (µ1,m1n(µ1)) satisfying Fn(m1n(µ1), µ1) = 0 for Fn(·, ·) defined in (2.20) and (2.21), we set µ1 to be
the largest solution of the following equation

1 + (ξ2(1) + d1)m1n(µ1) = 0, (3.14)

where for some fixed sufficiently small constant ǫ > 0, d1 is defined as

d1 :=

{
n1/α−ǫ, if (2.5) holds;

1, if (2.6) holds.
(3.15)

According to the results of extreme value theory as summarized in Lemma A.15, we have that d1 = oP(ξ
2
(1)).

As will be seen in (C.6), d1 is introduced mainly for some technical reasons.
On the one hand, in contrast to (3.13), we point out that m1n(µ1) = limη↓0 m1n(µ1+iη) is valid. In fact,

we can replace z1 ∈ C+ with µ1 in (3.14), according to (2.19) and (2.21), by an argument similar to (C.7),
we have that z1 ≍ ξ2(1). Then the validity is guaranteed by Lemma A.1 and Remark A.2; see Remark D.1 for
more detail. Second, observe that

h(µ1) :=
1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

µ1

ξ2
(1)

+d1
− σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
ξ2
(1)

+d1−ξ2j

= 1. (3.16)

It is clear that h(µ1) a continuous decreasing function on µ1 and not hard to see there always exists a solution
on the interval,

(a,+∞) , a ≡ a(n) :=
σ1

n

n∑

j=1

ξ2j (ξ
2
(1) + d1)

ξ2(1) + d1 − ξ2j
.

In fact, using (C.6) below, we find that when n is sufficiently large, h(a) ≫ 1 and h(∞) = 0.
Now we proceed to explain how to utilize (3.14) to conclude the proof. On the one hand, (3.14) provides

a natural way to connect µ1 and ξ2(1). In fact, by (3.16) and the properties of order statistics of {ξ2i } as

in (A.21) and (A.22), for ϕ defined in (3.2), we see from (C.7) that µ1/ξ
2
(1) = ϕ + oP(1). On the other

hand, (3.14) links µ1 with λ1 with a perturbation argument similar to [15, 22, 28]. The discussion contains
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two steps. In step one, we see that according to (C.5), λ1 can be uniquely characterized by the equation
M(λ1) = 0 where M(·) is a random quantity defined in (C.4) by isolating the column in (2.1) associated
with ξ2(1). To connect M(µ1) back with (3.14), we need to establish the local laws. Thanks to the divergence
of µ1 and the large deviation control as in Lemma A.14, we only need to prove the averaged local law as in
Theorem A.7; see equations (C.10) and (C.11) for more details. The above arguments basically yields that
1 + (ξ2(1) + d1)m1n(λ1) ≈ 0. Together with (3.14), by a continuity and stability analysis, we can show that

λ1/µ1 = 1 + oP(1). Combining the above arguments, we can build the connection between λ1 and ξ2(1) and
conclude the proof together with extreme value theory as summarized in Lemma A.15.

We mention that the two crucial equations for the bounded and unbounded settings are (3.13) and (3.14),
respectively. The proof of the bounded case is non-perturbative because the random counterpart of (3.13)
(cf. (C.20)) is introduced non-perturbatively. In contrast, the unbounded case is perturbative since the
random counterpart of (3.14) (cf. (C.4)) is introduced by isolating the column of the data matrix associated
with ξ2(1). Even though the pertubative approach is usually used in the literature for studying the deformed

random matrix models, to list but a few [8, 11, 15, 21, 28] or see Theorem 4.1 below, it is also natural for
us to study our model in the unbounded setting since ξ2(1) is unbounded and also well separated from other

order statistics of {ξ2i } with high probability; see (A.21) and (A.22).

4 Statistical applications

In this section, we will consider several statistical applications to illustrate the usefulness of the established
results. In Section 4.1, we will provide some useful statistics and procedure to detect and estimate the
number of spikes for data generated from a possibly spiked elliptically distributed model as in Example
2.2. In Section 4.2, we examine the performance for high dimensional bootstrap with different weights as
discussed in Example 2.3.

Before proceeding to the discussion of the two applications, we first pause to introduce the spiked
population covariance matrix model which has gained increasing popularity in high dimensional data analysis.
To avoid confusion, in what follows, we will consistently use Σ for a population covariance matrix without
spikes and use Σ̃ for a population covariance matrix possibly with spikes. Moreover, following [22, 28, 52],
for Σ =

∑p
i=1 σiviv

∗
i , where {vi} are the eigenvectors of Σ, and some fixed integer r > 0, we define the

spiked model Σ̃ as follows

Σ̃ =

p∑

i=1

σ̃iviv
∗
i , (4.1)

where σ̃i = σi for i > r and σ̃1 > σ̃2 > · · · > σ̃r > σ̃r+1 are r values representing the larger spikes. When

r = 0, we notice that Σ̃ = Σ.

4.1 Detection and estimation of the number of spikes for elliptically distributed

data

Detection and estimation of the number of spikes is an important problem in many areas such as signal
processing [69, 85], financial economics [3, 40, 72] and biomedical research [30, 56]. Most of the existing
results and methods have focused on the spiked sample covariance matrix that D = I in (1.2) and X has
i.i.d. entries, to list but a few, [3, 9, 16, 30, 40, 56, 72, 75]. In this paper, we consider such a problem for
elliptically distributed data when (1) of Assumption 2.4 holds.
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Motivated by the discussions in Example 2.2, for the matrix D, we consider the unbounded support
case as in (i) of Assumption 2.4 which allows high dimensional heavy tailed data sets. More specifically, we

consider the data matrix Ỹ = (ỹi) that

ỹi = ξiΣ̃
1/2ui ∈ R

p, 1 6 i 6 n, (4.2)

where ui, 1 6 i 6 n, are independently distributed on the unit sphere and Σ̃ is denoted in (4.1). Let the

non-zero eigenvalues of Ỹ Ỹ ∗ be
µ1 > µ2 > · · · > µmin{p,n} > 0. (4.3)

We are interested in proposing some statistics based on {µi} to study the following hypothesis testing problem

H0 : r = r0 vs Ha : r > r0, (4.4)

where r0 is some pre-given integer representing our belief of the true value of r. When r0 = 0, it reduces
to the detection of the existence of signals. Note that based on (4.4), we can generate a natural sequential
testing estimate of r, that is

r̂ := inf {r0 > 0 : H0 is accepted} . (4.5)

In order to propose some data-adaptive statistics to test (4.4), we first analyze the theoretical proprieties

of the first few largest eigenvalues of Ỹ Ỹ ∗. The results are summarized in the following theorem. Recall (4.3)
and denote

T :=

{
n1/α logn, if (2.5) holds;

log1/β n, if (2.6) holds.

Theorem 4.1. Suppose (i) of Assumption 2.4 and Assumption 2.6 hold. For the spikes in (4.1), we assume
that

σ̃r ≫ T. (4.6)

Then when n is sufficiently large

(1). For 1 6 i 6 r, we have that
µi

σ̃i
= φ−1

Eξ2 + oP(1).

(2). Recall d1 in (3.15) and {λi} are the eigenvalues of the non-spiked model Σ1/2XD2X∗Σ1/2. For any
fixed integer k, we have that

|µr+i − λi| = OP

(
n−1/2+2ǫd1

)
, 1 6 i 6 k. (4.7)

Remark 4.2. Two remarks are in order. First, on the one hand, part (1) of Theorem 4.1 implies that the
outlier eigenvalues have the same order as their associated spikes. On the other hand, part (2) shows that
the extremal non-outlier eigenvalue will stick to the largest eigenvalue of the non-spiked model. Combining
Theorem 4.1 and Remark 3.2, we find that µr+i, 1 6 i 6 k follow either Fréchet or Gumbel distribution
depending on the tail behavior of ξ2. Combining the results of (1) and (2), using (A.21) and (A.22), under the
assumption of (4.6), we find that the outliers and non-outliers are separated and this provides the theoretical
guarantee for detecting the spikes. Second, in Theorem 4.1, motivated by our applications, we only prove the
results for the elliptical data under the unbounded setting of ξ2. However, similar results can be obtained
for the seperable covariance i.i.d. data and bounded ξ2. Since this is out of the scope of the current paper,
we will pursue this direction in the future, for example, see [26].
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Based on the discussions in Remark 4.2 that the distributions of {µr+i} are known, following the ideas of
[29, 72], we can make use of the non-outlier eigenvalues to test (4.4). However, in practice, the parameters
in (3.3) and (3.4) are usually unknown. To resolve this issue, we use the following statistics

T ≡ T(r0) := max
r0<i6r∗

µi − µi+1

µi+1 − µi+2
, (4.8)

and

Tr0 :=
µr0+1 − µr0+2

µr∗+1 − µr∗+2
, (4.9)

where r∗ is a pre-chosen large fixed integer that is interpreted as the maximum possible number of spikes
the model can have. It is easy to see from the discussions in Remark 4.2 that both T and Tr0 can be used to
count the number of outlier eigenvalues that correspond to the spikes through a sequential testing procedure
as in (4.5), except that (4.9) used fewer sample eigenvalues which can possibly have better finite sample
performance as discussed in [29].

Corresponding to the above statistics, for some properly chosen critical value δ
(1)
n and δ

(2)
n , we can follow

(4.5) to define the sequential testing estimators

r̂1 := inf
{
r0 > 0 : T(r0) < δ(1)n

}
, r̂2 := inf

{
r0 > 0 : Tr0 < δ(2)n

}
. (4.10)

Then we examine the properties of the proposed statistics and estimators and show that both of them will
be consistent estimators of r once the critical values are chosen properly. Denote

G1 := max
16i6r∗−r0

ξ2(i) − ξ2(i+1)

ξ2(i+1) − ξ2(i+2)

, G2 :=
ξ2(1) − ξ2(2)

ξ2(r∗−r0+1) − ξ2(r∗−r0+2)

.

Corollary 4.3. Suppose the assumptions of Theorem 4.1 hold and r∗ > r. Under the null hypothesis H0 in
(4.4), we have that for all x ∈ R

lim
n→∞

P (T 6 x) = lim
n→∞

P(G1 6 x), and lim
n→∞

P (Tr0 6 x) = lim
n→∞

P(G2 6 x). (4.11)

On the other hand, if δ
(1)
n Tσ̃−1

r → 0, then

lim
n→∞

P

(
T > δ(1)n

)
= 1, under Ha; (4.12)

if δ
(2)
n T(σ̃r0+1 − σ̃r0+2)

−1 → 0, then

lim
n→∞

P

(
Tr0 > δ(2)n

)
= 1, under Ha;

Consequently, if δ
(1)
n → ∞ and δ

(1)
n Tσ̃−1

r → 0, then

lim
n→∞

P (r̂1 = r) = 1, (4.13)

if δ
(2)
n → ∞ and δ

(2)
n T(σ̃r0+1 − σ̃r0+2)

−1 → 0, then

lim
n→∞

P (r̂2 = r) = 1.
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Remark 4.4. We remark that the conditions δ
(1)
n → ∞ and δ

(2)
n → ∞ are necessary and sufficient to

guarantee that T and Tr0 have asymptotic zero type I errors. Moreover, for any fixed r∗ − r0, the joint
distributions of {ξ2(i)}16i6r∗−r0+2 can be calculated explicitly as in [83]. In fact, in the study of extreme

value theory, {ξ2(i) − ξ2(i+1)} are called the spacings of {ξ2(i)} [70] whose distributions can also be calculated

explicitly in some settings. For example, if ξ2i are i.i.d. exponential distribution with parameter t > 0, then
ξ2(i)−ξ2(i+1) will be i.i.d. exponential distribution with parameter t/(n−i). In general, it is hard to get explicit
expressions for the limiting distributions of G1 and G2, but it is easy to check that both distributions are
supported on the whole positive real line so that it is necessary to let the critical values to diverge. Finally,
following the ideas of [28, 29, 72, 75], since G1 and G2 only depend on {ξ2i }, we can numerically generate
the critical values to calibrate the empirical distributions of G1 and G2.

Inspired by Corollar 4.3 and Remark 4.4, we can test (4.4) using the statistics T and Tr0 . Given some
type I error rate α (say α = 0.1), the critical values can be generated numerically through G1 and G2,
respectively as in the procedure below Theorem 4.3 of [28]. More specifically, we can generate a sequence of
N, say N = 104, {ξ2k,i}, 1 6 k 6 N, and the associated sequence of statistics {Gk,1} and {Gk,2}. Given the

level α, we can choose δ
(t)
n so that for t = 1, 2,

#{Gk,t 6 δ
(t)
n }

N
> 1− α.

We point out that by the constructions of G1 and G2, people need to know the distribution of {ξ2i }. However,
in the simulations below, we show that the performance of the proposed statistics and the choices of the
critical values are relatively robust against the correct choices of {ξ2i }, as long as the tail behavior of the
distributions are specified.

In what follows, we conduct Monte-Carlo simulations to demonstrate the accuracy, power and robust-
ness of our proposed statistics for (4.4) for the elliptically distributed data under various settings of ξ2. More
specifically, we will consider the following four setups: (1). Gamma distribution with shape parameter 5
and rate parameter 5; (2). Pareto distribution with scale parameter xmin = 0.75 and shape parameter 3;
(3). Exponential distribution with rate parameter 1; (4). Squares of student-t distribution with 3 degrees of
freedom. For the possibly spiked population covariance matrix, we consider Johnstone’s spiked model [52]

Σ̃ = diag {σ̃1, · · · , σ̃r, 1, 1, · · · , 1} .

First, we study our proposed statistics. We check the accuracy under α = 0.1 when the null hypothesis
H0 in (4.4) holds with the setting r0 = 2, σ̃1 = 25, σ̃2 = 20 with various choices of φ = 0.5, 1, 2. Under
this null hypothesis, we also examine the power of the statistics when Ha in (4.4) holds with r = 3 with
σ̃1 = 25, σ̃2 = 20 and some σ̃3 > 0. We can conclude from Figures 1 and 2 that both statistics are reasonably
accurate and powerful. Especially for the power, once σ̃3 is in a certain range which depends on the behavior
of ξ2, i.e., (4.6) is satisfied, our statistics will be able to reject Ha. We can also make the same conclusion as
[29] that Tr0 has slightly better finite sample performance in terms of power since it uses a smaller number
of eigenvalues.

Second, we compare the performance of our approaches with some existing ones. Since most of the
existing literature focus on the estimation of the number of the spikes instead of inferring, we compare the
performance of our inference based estimators r̂1 and r̂2 in (4.10) with the existing ones. For definiteness,
we compare our estimators with the ones proposed in [16, 56, 75]. The above estimators are all developed to

estimate the number of spikes when the samples are generated from Σ̃1/2xi under various assumptions on Σ̃
with xi having mean zero i.i.d. entries. In Figure 3, we compare the accuracy of our estimators when r = 1
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(a) Accuracy of T in (4.8).
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(b) Accuracy of Tr0 in (4.9).

Figure 1: Simulated type I error rates under the nominal level 0.1 for T and Tr0 . Here (1)-(4) corresponds
to the four different settings of ξ2. We take n = 400 and report the results based on 2,000 Monte-Carlo
simulations.
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Figure 2: Simulated power under the nominal level 0.1 for T and Tr0 . We take φ = 0.5, n = 400 and report
the results based on 2,000 Monte-Carlo simulations. Similar results can be reported for the cases φ = 1, 2.

under setting (2) for ξ2 and a wide range of σ̃1. For comparison, we conduct 2,000 Monte-Carlo simulations
and report the correct detection ratio (CDR); that is, the ratio between the number of simulations that
r = 1 is estimated correctly and the total number of simulations 2,000. We can find that our estimators
outperform the existing ones once the spikes are reasonably large.

Finally, we discuss the robustness of our proposed methods against the choices of ξ2. As mentioned
earlier, the constructions of G1 and G2 require the knowledge of the distribution of {ξ2i } which may be too
restrictive. In Figure 4, we checked the robustness of statistics in terms of accuracy when applied to infer
the null hypothesis in (4.4) with r0 = 2. Especially, the true distribution of D follows setting (2), i.e., Pareto
distribution with parameters 0.75 and 3. However, when we construct the critical values from G1 and G2, we
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Figure 3: Comparison of estimation. In the above figures, ”CHP” refers to the method from [16], ”PY”
refers to the method from [75], ”KML” refers to the method from [56], and ”M1” and ”M2” refer to using
our method via r̂1 and r̂2 in (4.10), respectively. Here n = 400.

choose misspecified distributions (a). Pareto distribution with parameters 1 and 4, (b). Squares of student-t
distribution with 2 degrees of freedom. We can conclude that the performance of the proposed statistics and
the choices of the critical values are relatively robust. In fact, we have also conducted simulations to check
the power and similar conclusions can also be made.

4.2 High dimensional multiplier bootstrap with applications in common factors

selection

The bootstrap [20, 31] is a central tool in statistics which resamples a single dataset to create many sim-
ulated samples to enable inference when very little is known about the properties of the data-generating
distribution. In multivariate statistical analysis, bootstrap has witnessed many successful applications in
real world problems related to principal component analysis (PCA), especially the ones related to solving
inference problems on the population covariance matrices, to list but a few [44, 64, 89] and see [94] for more
references. Even though the asymptotic theory showing that bootstrap generally works in the context of
PCA with low-dimensional data (i.e., when p is much smaller than the size n) is well-established, see [12] for
example, less is touched in the high dimensional setting (2.11). To our best knowledge, the existing works
mostly focus on the spectral norm or the spectral projections under various assumptions on the population
covariance matrix, to list but a few, [59, 66, 91, 94]. But generally, much less is known about each individual
eigenvalue.

In what follows, we study the performance of multiplier bootstrap when applied to investigate the first
few eigenvalues of the population covariance matrix under a spiked covariance matrix model. For simplicity,
we assume that the data matrix is generated as Ŷ := Σ̃1/2X with X satisfying (2) of Assumption 2.1. Such
a model finds important applications in financial economics especially in the large scale factor models where
all economic variables can be explained by a few common components, see [4, 86] for a survey of the factor

models. For Ŷ = (ŷi), where ŷi, 1 6 i 6 n, are i.i.d. sampled from the factor model

ŷ = Lf + e ∈ R
p, (4.14)

where f is an r × 1 low rank (unobserved) factor, L is a p × r low rank loading matrix and e is the p × 1

20



0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

(a) (b)
Misspecified setting

S
im

u
la

te
d

 T
y
p

e
−

I 
e

rr
o

r

φ = 0.5

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

(a) (b)
Misspecified setting

S
im

u
la

te
d

 T
y
p

e
−

I 
e

rr
o

r

φ = 1

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

(a) (b)
Misspecified setting

S
im

u
la

te
d

 T
y
p

e
−

I 
e

rr
o

r

φ = 2

(a) Accuracy of T in (4.8).

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

(a) (b)
Misspecified setting

S
im

u
la

te
d

 T
y
p

e
−

I 
e

rr
o

r

φ = 0.5

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

(a) (b)
Misspecified setting

S
im

u
la

te
d

 T
y
p

e
−

I 
e

rr
o

r

φ = 1

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

(a) (b)
Misspecified setting

S
im

u
la

te
d

 T
y
p

e
−

I 
e

rr
o

r

φ = 2

(b) Accuracy of Tr0 in (4.9).

Figure 4: Simulated type I error rates under the nominal level 0.1 for T and Tr0 under misspecified settings.
Here (a) and (b) correspond to the two misspecified settings. We take n = 400 and report the results based
on 2,000 Monte-Carlo simulations.

idiosyncratic error which is independent of f . For the purpose of identifiability, following [3, 4, 40, 86], we
assume that Cov(f , f) = Ir. Therefore, the covariance structure of ŷ can be written as LL∗ + Cov(e, e)

which has a spiked structure as Σ̃. In financial economics, an important question is to understand how many
common components are needed in order to understand the economic variables. Formally, we are interested
in testing the value of r via the hypothesis testing problem

H0 : r > r0 vs Ha : r < r0, (4.15)

where r0 is some pre-given integer representing our belief of the value of r. Corresponding to (4.5), we can
propose the sequential testing estimator for r as

r̂ := sup {r0 > 0 : H0 is accepted} . (4.16)

We point out that the two testing problems (4.4) and (4.15) are closely related but different so that our
proposed procedure and the associated estimators for r are also different.

In the literature, many methods based on the eigenvalues of the sample covariance matrix, i.e., Q̂ =
Σ̃1/2XX∗Σ̃1/2, have been proposed for the hypothesis testing problem (4.15) in terms of factor models
under our setting, for example, see [1, 3, 16, 40, 73]. In what follows, we propose a different approach
based on multiplier bootstrap procedure. Our motivation is from [96] where the authors used a standard

bootstrap based approach. We see that under the above setup, Q̃ = Σ̃1/2XD2X∗Σ̃1/2 can be regarded as
the bootstrapped sample covariance matrix with the entries in D2 being the random weights.

We now state the main results on the relation between the eigenvalues of the sample covariance matrices
with and without multiplier bootstrap. Denote the non-zero eigenvalues of Q̂ as λ̂1 > λ̂2 > · · · > λ̂min{p,n} >
0. Recall (4.3). For simplicity and definiteness, we follow [4, 86] and assume that the entries in the factor f

and error e are independent so that Σ̃ = diag{σ̃1, · · · , σ̃p} is diagonal. For simplicity and definiteness, we
assume that for some constant τ > 0

σ̃i

σ̃i+1
> 1 + τ, 1 6 i 6 r. (4.17)
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Theorem 4.5. Suppose Assumption 2.6, (4.6) and (4.17) hold. Moreover, for the entries of X, we assume

(2) of Assumption 2.1 holds. Then for 1 6 i 6 r, we have that when conditional on the data matrix Σ̃1/2X

lim
n→∞

P

(√
n

V

(
µi

λ̂i

− Eξ2
)

6 x

)
= Φ(x), where V := m4Eξ

4 − (Eξ2)2.

Here m4 = E(
√
nx11)

4 > 1 due to (2.2) so that V > 0, and Φ(x) is the CDF of a real standard Gaussian
random variable.

Remark 4.6. Several remarks are in order. First, combining Theorem 4.5 with Theorem 3.1 and Remark
3.2, we see that we can propose an accurate and powerful procedure (see Algorithm 1 below) to test (4.15)
using the first few outlier eigenvalues. In fact, using the discussions in Remark 4.2, we see that there exists
a sharp phase transition between i 6 r and i > r, where the outliers are asymptotically Gaussian whereas
the extremal non-outliers follow Gumbel or Fréchet distribution. Second, in Section 4.1, instead of using the
outlier eigenvalues, we utilize the extremal non-outlier eigenvalues in (4.8) and (4.9). The main reason is
that in Section 4.1, we considered a different hypothesis testing problem (4.4) instead of (4.15). But both
approaches are accurate and powerful in terms of the estimation of r. Third, similar to the discussions in
Section 3.3 of [96], Theorem 4.5 and its proof, in general,we see the multiplier bootstrap is biased in terms of

replicating the distribution of λ̂i− σ̃i. Finally, in the current paper, we only consider the multiplier bootstrap
when the entries in D are independent. However, our approach can also apply to the standard bootstrap
when (ξ1, · · · , ξn) follows n-dimensional multinomial distribution with success probabilities (n−1, · · · , n−1).
Since this is not the focus of the current paper, we will pursue this direction in the future works.

Based on Theorems 4.5 and Remark 4.6, we can propose the following resampling procedure to test (4.15)
utilizing the outlier eigenvalues.

Algorithm 1 Resampling testing for (4.15)

Inputs: r0,V, λ̂r0 , the distribution of ξ2, number of resampling B (say 1,000), type I error α and the
standard Z-score z1−α/2.
Step One: Generate B i.i.d. copies of the matrices D2

k, k = 1, 2, · · · , B. Compute the associated

bootstrapped matrices Q̃k = Σ̃1/2XD2
kX

∗Σ̃1/2 and the sequence of eigenvalues µk,r0 , 1 6 k 6 B, where

µk,r0 is the r0-th eigenvalue of Q̃k.

Step Two: Compute T̂k :=
√
n/V(µk,r0/λ̂r0 − Eξ2) and let B∗ = #{k : |T̂k| 6 z1−α/2}.

Output: p-value of the test can be computed as p := 1− B∗

B . Reject H0 in (4.15) if p < α.

In what follows, we conduct Monte-Carlo simulations to demonstrate the accuracy, power and robust-
ness of our proposed Algorithm 1 under the factor model setup (4.14). For simplicity, considering the setups

in [40, 96], in the simulations, for the data matrix Ŷ ∈ Rp×n, we assume that

Ŷ = δL′F+E,

where L′ ∈ Rp×3 is the loading matrix whose rows are independent Gaussian random vectors in R3 with
covariance matrix diag{1.3, 0.8, 0.5}, F ∈ R3×n is the factor score matrix independent of L′ with i.i.d.
standard Gaussian entries and E ∈ R

p×n is a standard Gaussian matrix independent of the factor loading
and score matrices. Here δ > 0 is the factor strength. Under this setup, the null of (4.15) can be characterized
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as H0 : r = 3 which reduces to checking whether δ is large enough. The alternative of (4.15) can be expressed
as Ha : r = 0 which reduces to checking whether δ = 0.

First, we study our proposed statistics. We check the accuracy under α = 0.1 under the null that r = 3
with δ = 3. Moreover, we also examine the power of the statistics for the alternative when r = 0 which
implies δ = 0. We can conclude from Figure 5 that our Algorithm 1 is reasonably accurate and powerful for
various choices of weights ξ2 under different settings of φ.
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Figure 5: Simulated type I error rates and power under the nominal level 0.1 for our proposed Algorithm 1.
Here we consider three different settings of multiplier ξ2 : (I). Gamma distribution with parameters 15 and
15, (II). exp(1) distribution, and (III). χ2

1 distribution. We take n = 400 and report the results based on
2,000 Monte-Carlo simulations. The entries of X are i.i.d. Gaussian with mean zero and variance n−1.

Second, we compare the performance of our approaches with some existing ones. Again, since most of
the existing literature focus on the estimation of the number of the spikes instead of inferring, we compare
the performance of our inference based estimator r̂ in (4.16) with a few existing ones for estimating the
number of factors in the context of factor model. For definiteness, we compare our estimators with the ones
proposed in [1, 3, 16, 40, 73]. In Figure 6, we compare the accuracy of our estimators when r = 3 using CDR
as in Figure 3. We can find that our estimators can outperform some of the existing ones especially when
the spikes are not that large.

A Some preliminary results

In this section, we introduce some preliminary results which will be used in the proofs. First, in Section A.1,
we provide the properties of the asymptotic local laws m1n,m2n and mn from Definition 2.7 and establish
the averaged local laws. Second, in Section A.2, we examine the properties of the entries of D2 and construct
some probability events to which our arguments will be restricted. Finally, in Section A.3, we provide some
useful lemmas and a short review of the extreme value theory.

A.1 Properties of asymptotic laws and averaged local laws

We start with introducing the properties of the asymptotic local laws as in Definition 2.7. We now define
the sets of spectral parameters as follows. For ξ2 with unbounded support as in Case (i) of Assumption 2.4,
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Figure 6: Comparison of estimation. In the above figures, ”CHP” refers to the method from [16], ”AH”
refers to the method from [1], ”BN” refers to the method from [3], ”FGZ” refers to the method from [40],
”ON” refers to the method from [73], and ”RS” refers to our proposed method in Algorithm 1 where the
entries of D2 are i.i.d. exp(1) random variables. Here n = 400 and the entries of X are i.i.d. Gaussian with
mean zero and variance n−1. The CDR is reported using 2,000 simulations.

for µ1 defined in (3.14) and d1 defined in (3.15) and some sufficiently large constant C > 0, we denote

Du ≡ Du(C) :=
{
z = E + iη ∈ C+ : |E − µ1| 6 Cd1, n−2/3 ≤ η ≤ Cµ1

}
. (A.1)

For ξ2 with bounded support as in Case (ii) of Assumption 2.4, for some sufficiently small constants c, ǫd > 0,
we denote (recall L+ in (2.18))

Db ≡ Db(c) :=
{
z = E + iη ∈ C+ : L+ − c ≤ E ≤ L+ + c, n−1/2−ǫd ≤ η ≤ n−1/(d+1)+ǫd

}
. (A.2)

Throughout the paper, we will frequently use the minors of a matrix. For the data matrix Y in (2.1),
denote the index set I = {1, . . . , n}. Given an index set T ⊂ I, we introduce the notation Y (T ) to denote
the p× (n−|T |) minor of Y obtained from removing all the ith columns of Y for i ∈ T and keep the original
indices of Y . In particular, Y (∅) = Y . For convenience, we briefly write ({i}), ({i, j}) and {i, j} ∪ T as (i),
(i, j) and (ijT ) respectively. Correspondingly, we denote their sample covariance matrices and resolvents as

Q(T ) = (Y (T ))(Y (T ))∗, Q(T ) = (Y (T ))∗(Y (T )). (A.3)

and
G(T )(z) = (Q(T ) − zI)−1, G(T )(z) = (Q(T ) − zI)−1. (A.4)

Similar to (2.14) and Definition 2.7, we can define m
(T )
Q (z), m

(T )
Q (z), m

(T )
1n (z), m

(T )
2n (z) and m

(T )
n (z) by

removing yi, i ∈ T or ξ2i , i ∈ T .
We begin with the summary of the results when ξ2 has unbounded support as in Case (i) of Assumption

2.4. The proofs will be deferred to Section D.1. Conditional on some probability event, we provide some
useful deterministic estimates form1n,m2n andmn(z) on the above concerned spectral domain (A.1). Denote
the control parameter e as follows

e :=

{
logn
n1/α , if (2.5) holds;

1
log1/β n

, if (2.6) holds.
(A.5)
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Lemma A.1. Suppose Assumptions 2.1, 2.6 and (i) of Assumption 2.4 hold. For any fixed realization
{ξ2i } ∈ Ω where Ω ≡ Ωn is some probability event that P(Ω) = 1− o(1), we have

1. For z ∈ Du, we have that for some constants C1, C2 > 0

Rem1n(z) ≍ −E−1, C1ηE
−2 6 Imm1n(z) 6 C2ηE

−1.

2. When |E − µ1| 6 Cd1 for some sufficiently large constant C > 0, let m1n(E) = limη↓0 m1n(E + iη),
then we have that

m1n(E) ≍ −E−1.

3. For z ∈ Du and e defined in (A.5), we have that

|m2n(z)| = O(e), |mn(z)| = O(E−1),

Imm2n(z) = O(ηE−1), Immn(z) = O(ηE−2).

Remark A.2. The above lemma provides some controls for the Stieltjes transforms. Three remarks are in
order. First, the construction of the probability event Ω will be given in Section A.2. Second, by a discussion
similar to (C.7), conditional on Ω, we can replace µ1 with ϕξ2(1). Third, The above results hold when we

replace m1n,m2n and mn with m
(T )
1n ,m

(T )
2n and m

(T )
n for any finite T .

Then we state the results when ξ2 has bounded support as in Case (ii) of Assumption 2.4. As mentioned
in Remark 2.9, for the bounded support case, it will be more convenient to use both the conditional and
unconditional systems. For the conditional setting, when restricted to Ω, we denote the rightmost edge of ρ
as L̂+. Moreover, parallel to (3.5), we introduce the following quantities

ς̂1 :=





1
p

∑n
j=1

l2ξ4j
(l−ξ2j )

2 ,

1
n

∑n
j=1

l2ξ4j
(l−ξ2j )

2

ς̂2 :=





1
p

∑n
j=1

lξ2j
l−ξ2j

, if (1) of Assumption 2.1 holds

1
n

∑n
j=1

lξ2j
l−ξ2j

, if (2) of Assumption 2.1 holds
, (A.6)

ς̂3 :=





φ−1

p

∑p
i=1

σ2
i ς̂1

(L̂+−σi ς̂2)2

1
p

∑p
i=1

σ2
i ς̂1

(L̂+−σi ς̂2)2
,

ς̂4 :=





1
p

∑p
i=1

σi

(−L̂++σi ς̂2)2
, if (1) of Assumption 2.1 holds

1
n

∑p
i=1

σi

(−L̂++σi ς̂2)2
, if (2) of Assumption 2.1 holds

.

Furthermore, we need the following spectral parameter set

D′
b =

{
z ∈ Db : |1 + ξ2jm1n,c(z)| >

1

2
n−1/(d+1)−ǫd , for all 2 6 j 6 n

}
. (A.7)

Remark A.3. We will see from (C.20) and (A.23) that with probability 1− oP(1), λ1 + iη0 ∈ D′
b.

Lemma A.4. Suppose Assumptions 2.1, 2.6, 2.10 and (ii) of Assumption 2.4 hold. Then for any fixed
realization {ξ2i } ∈ Ω where Ω ≡ Ωn is some probability event that P(Ω) = 1 − o(1), for sufficiently large n,
we have that

(a). If d > 1 and φ−1 > ς̂3, L̂+ can be expressed explicitly by the following equations

1 =
1

p

∑

i

−lσi

(−L̂+ + σi ς̂2)
, when (1) of Assumption 2.1 holds, (A.8)
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and

1 =
1

n

∑

i

−lσi

(−L̂+ + σi ς̂2)
, when (2) of Assumption 2.1 holds. (A.9)

Moreover, for any 0 ≤ κ ≤ L̂+,

ρ(L̂+ − κ) ≍ κd, (A.10)

Moreover, for some sufficiently small constant ǫ > 0

ςk = ς̂k +O(n−1/2+ǫ), k = 1, 2, 3, 4; L+ = L̂+ +O(n−1/2+ǫ). (A.11)

In addition, let z = L̂+ − κ+ iη ∈ Db, then

m1n(L̂+)−m1n(z) =
ς̂4

(1− φς̂3)

(
L̂+ − z

)
+O((logn)(κ+ η)min{d,2}). (A.12)

Similarly, for any z, z′ ∈ Db, we have

m1n(z)−m1n(z
′) =

ς̂4
(1 − φς̂3)

(z − z′) + O((logn)(n−1/(d+1))min{d−1,1}|z − z′|). (A.13)

Finally, for z ∈ D′
b in (A.7), we have that

Imm1n(z) = O

(
max

{
η,

1

nη

})
, Immn(z) = O

(
max

{
η,

1

nη

})
. (A.14)

Moreover, for z0 defined in (3.13), we have that

Imm1n(z0) ≍ n−1/2, Immn(z0) ≍ n−1/2. (A.15)

and for z = E + iη0 ∈ D′
b in (A.7), we have that

Imm1n(z) ≍ η0, Immn(z) ≍ η0, (A.16)

if |z − z0| > Cn−1/2+3ǫd for some constant C > 0.

(b). If −1 < d 6 1 or d > 1 and φ−1 < ς̂3, we have that for some fixed constant τ > 0 and all 1 6 i 6 n
∣∣∣1 + ξ2i m1n(L̂+)

∣∣∣ > τ. (A.17)

Moreover, we have that for any 0 ≤ κ ≤ L̂+,

ρ(L̂+ − κ) ≍ κ1/2. (A.18)

Equivalently, for some constant γ > 0, we have for κ ↓ 0

ρ(L̂+ − κ) =
1

π
γ3/2

√
κ+O(κ). (A.19)

Finally, the results of (a) an (b) still hold unconditionally when m1n is replaced by m1n,c, ρ is replaced

by ρ̃ and L̂+ is replaced by L+ as in Remark 2.9 where ς̂3 and ς̂4 should be replaced by ς3 and ς4 as in (3.5).
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Remark A.5. Using discussions similar to the paragraphs around equation (5.1) of [60], by (A.12), (A.23)

and the fact m1n(L̂+) = −l−1, we see that (3.13) has at least one solution.

Then we provide the results of the averaged local laws. Throughout the paper, we will consistently use
the notion of stochastic domination to systematize the statements of the form “ξ is bounded by ζ with high
probability up to a small power of n.”

Definition A.6 (Stochastic domination). (i) Let

ξ =
(
ξ(n)(u) : n ∈ N, u ∈ U (n)

)
, ζ =

(
ζ(n)(u) : n ∈ N, u ∈ U (n)

)
,

be two families of nonnegative random variables, where U (n) is a possibly n-dependent parameter set. We
say ξ is stochastically dominated by ζ, uniformly in u, if for any fixed (small) ǫ > 0 and (large) D > 0,

sup
u∈U(n)

P

(
ξ(n)(u) > nǫζ(n)(u)

)
≤ n−D

for large enough n ≥ n0(ǫ,D), and we shall use the notation ξ ≺ ζ. Throughout this paper, the stochastic
domination will always be uniform in all parameters that are not explicitly fixed, such as the matrix indices
and the spectral parameter z. If for some complex family ξ we have |ξ| ≺ ζ, then we will also write ξ ≺ ζ or
ξ = O≺(ζ).

(ii) We say an event Ξ holds with high probability if for any constant D > 0, P(Ξ) ≥ 1 − n−D for large
enough n.

Similar to [19, 28, 79, 92], instead of working directly with mQ and mQ in (2.14), it is more convenient to
study the following quantities

m1(z) =

{
1
p tr (G(z)Σ) ,
1
n tr (G(z)Σ) ,

m2(z) =

{
1
p

∑n
i=1 ξ

2
i Gii(z), if Case (1) of Assumption 2.1 holds,

1
n

∑n
i=1 ξ

2
i Gii(z) if Case (2) of Assumption 2.1 holds,

(A.20)

Analogously, using the minors in (A.3), we can define m
(T )
1 (z) and m

(T )
2 (z). The following Theorem A.7

summarizes the averaged local laws for unbounded ξ2 which will be used in our proof for the main results.
Its proof can be found in Section B.1.

Theorem A.7 (Averaged local laws for unbounded support ξ2). Suppose Assumptions 2.1, 2.6 and (i) of
Assumption 2.4 hold. For any fixed realization {ξ2i } ∈ Ω where Ω ≡ Ωn is introduced in Lemma A.1, let

m
(1)
1 (z) and m

(1)
1n (z) be defined by removing the column or entries associated with ξ2(1). We have that the

followings hold true uniformly for z ∈ Du in (A.1)

1. If Case (a) of (i) of Assumption 2.4 holds, we have that

m
(1)
1 (z) = m

(1)
1n (z) + O≺

(
n−1/2−2/α

)
.

2. If Case (b) of (i) of Assumption 2.4 holds, we have that

m
(1)
1 (z) = m

(1)
1n (z) + O≺

(
n−1/2

)
.
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Then we provide the averaged local laws for bounded ξ2. Recall mQ defined in (2.14).

Theorem A.8 (Averaged local laws for bounded support ξ2). Suppose Assumptions 2.1, 2.6, 2.10 and (ii)
of Assumption 2.4 hold. When d > 1 and φ−1 > ς3, for any fixed realization {ξ2i } ∈ Ω where Ω ≡ Ωn

is introduced in Lemma A.4, for η0 defined in (3.12), we have that the followings hold true uniformly for
z ∈ D′

b in (A.7)

|m1n(z)−m1n,c(z)| 6 n−1/2+ǫd , |m1(z)−m1n(z)| = O≺
(
(nη0)

−1
)
,

and
|mn(z)−mn,c(z)| 6 n−1/2+ǫd , |mQ(z)−mn(z)| = O≺

(
(nη0)

−1
)
.

A.2 Characterization of ”good configurations”

In this subsection, independent of Section A.1, we define some probability events which are some ”good
configurations” for the first few largest eigenvalues of D2. Our proofs will be restricted on these probability
events. In fact, as will be seen in Lemma A.11, under Assumption 2.4, these probability events hold with
high probability when n is sufficiently large.

Recall Assumption 2.4 and
D2 = diag

{
ξ21 , · · · , ξ2n

}
.

Moreover, we define the order statistics of {ξ2i } as

ξ2(1) > ξ2(2) > · · · > ξ2(n).

In what follows, we define these probability events according to the various assumptions of {ξ2i } in (2.5)–(2.7).

Definition A.9. Denote Ω ≡ Ωn be the event on {ξ2i } so that the following conditions hold:

(a). Unbounded support with polynomial decay. When {ξ2i } has unbounded support with
polynomial decay tail as in (2.5), we assume that for all ǫ ∈ (0, 1/α), b ∈ (1/2, 1] and some constants
C, c > 1, the following holds on Ω

ξ2(1) − ξ2(2) ≥ C−1n1/α log−1 n,

C−1n1/α log−1 n ≤ ξ2(1) ≤ Cn1/α logn,

ξ2(i) − ξ2(i+1) ≥ C−1nǫ log−1 n, 1 6 i <
√
n,

ξ2(1) − ξ2(⌈nb⌉) ≥ c−1n1/α log−1 n,

1

n

n∑

i=1

ξ2i < ∞.

(A.21)

(b). Unbounded support with exponential decay. When {ξ2i } has unbounded support with
polynomial decay tail as in (2.6), we assume that for some constant C > 1, the following holds on Ω

ξ2(1) − ξ2(2) ≥ C−1 log1/β n,

C−1 log1/β n ≤ ξ2(1) ≤ C log1/β n,

1

n

n∑

i=1

ξ2i < ∞.

(A.22)
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(c). Bounded support with d > 1. When {ξ2i } has bounded support satisfying (2.7) with d > 1,
we assume that for some sufficiently small constant ǫ > 0, ǫd < 1/8(1/2− 1/(d + 1)), 0 < b 6 1 and
0 < Cl < l, the following holds on Ω

n−1/(d+1)−ǫd < l − ξ2(1) < n−1/(d+1) log n,

ξ2(1) − ξ2(2) > n−1/(d+1)−ǫd,

l − ξ2(⌊bn⌋) > Cl,

1

n

n∑

i=1

ξ2i ≤ l,

∣∣∣∣∣
1

n

n∑

i=1

ξ2i
1 + ξ2i m1n,c(z)

−
∫

t

1 + tm1n,c(z)
dF (t)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
Cnǫ

√
n
, for z ∈ Db,

(A.23)

where we recall that F (t) is the distribution of ξ2 and C > 0 is some generic constant.

Remark A.10. Two remarks are in order. First, on the event Ω, for the unbounded support case, according
to (a) and (b), we see that the first few largest ξ2i are divergent and well separated from each other. Second,
for the bounded support case, we only provide the results for d > 1 in (c). Nevertheless, it is easy to see
that similar results can be obtained for −1 < d 6 1.

The following lemma shows that under Assumption 2.4, the probability event Ω happens with high prob-
ability in all the four settings. The proof will be given in Section D.2.

Lemma A.11. Let Ω be the events defined in Definition A.9, suppose Assumption 2.4 holds, we then have
that when n is sufficiently large

P(Ω) = 1−O(log−D n),

for some constant D > 0.

A.3 Some useful lemmas and a summary of extreme value theory

In this subsection, we first provide some technical lemmas which will be used in our proof. The following
resolvent identities play an important role in our proof. Recall the resolvents defined in (2.13) and the minors
defined in (A.3).

Lemma A.12 (Resolvent identities). Let {yi} ⊂ Rp be the columns of Y as in (2.1), then we have that

Gii(z) = − 1

z + zy∗
iG

(i)(z)yi
,

Gij(z) = zGii(z)G(i)
jj (z)y

∗
iG

(ij)(z)yj i 6= j,

Gij(z) = G(k)
ij (z) +

Gik(z)Gkj(z)

Gkk(z)
i, j 6= k.

Proof. The proof is straightforward using Schur’s complement formula; for example see [80, Lemma 2.3].

Lemma A.13 (Some useful matrix identities). For any finite subset T ⊂ {1, . . . , n}, we have that

∥∥∥G(T )Σ1/2
∥∥∥
2

F
= η−1 ImTr

(
G(T )Σ

)
. (A.24)
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Moreover, we have that
∣∣∣Tr(G(i) − G)

∣∣∣ ≤ η−1,
∣∣∣Tr(G(i) −G)

∣∣∣ ≤ |z|−1 + η−1, (A.25)
∣∣∣ImTr(G(i) − G)

∣∣∣ ≤ η|z|−2 + η−1.

Proof. Due to similarity, we focus our discussion on the separable covariance i.i.d. data, i.e., Case (2) of
Assumption 2.1. In fact, it is easier to handle Case (1) since Σ can be always assumed to be diagonal.

We start with the proof of (A.24). Recall (A.4). We can write

G(T ) =
(
Σ1/2X(T )D2X(T )Σ1/2 − z

)−1

.

Let the spectral decomposition Σ = UΛU∗. Observe that

‖G(T )Σ1/2‖2F = Tr

((
Σ1/2X(T )D2X(T )Σ1/2 − z

)−1

UΛU∗
(
Σ1/2X(T )D2X(T )Σ1/2 − z̄

)−1
)

= Tr

(
U
(
Λ1/2U∗X(T )D2X(T )UΛ1/2 − z

)−1

U∗UΛU∗U
(
Λ1/2U∗X(T )D2X(T )UΛ1/2 − z̄

)−1

U∗
)

=

∥∥∥∥
(
Λ1/2U∗X(T )D2X(T )UΛ1/2 − z

)−1

Λ1/2

∥∥∥∥
2

F

= η−1 ImTr

[(
Λ1/2U∗X(T )D2X(T )UΛ1/2 − z

)−1

Λ

]
,

= η−1 ImTr

[
U∗U

(
Λ1/2U∗X(T )D2X(T )UΛ1/2 − z

)−1

U∗UΛ

]
,

= η−1 ImTr
(
G(T )Σ

)
,

where in the fourth step we used Ward’s identity (see the equation below (4.42) of [23]).
Second, the proof of (A.25) follows from the definitions of the resolvents; see [27, Lemma A.4] and the

proof of [9, Lemma 4.6] for more detail.

Lemma A.14 (Large deviation bounds). Let u = (u1, u2, · · · , up)
∗, ũ = (ũ1, ũ2, · · · , ũp)

∗ ∈ Rp be two real
independent random vectors. Moreover, let A be a p× p matrix independent of the above vectors. Then the
following holds.

(1). When the entries of the random vectors are centered i.i.d. random variables with variance n−1 and
E|√nvi|k 6 Ck, where vi = ui, ũi, 1 6 i 6 p, then we have that

|ũ∗u| ≺
√

‖u‖2
n

, |u∗Aũ| ≺ 1

n
‖A‖F , |u∗Au− 1

n
TrA| ≺ 1

n
‖A‖F .

(2). When the random vectors are sampled from U(Sp−1), then we have that

|ũ∗u| ≺
√

‖u‖2
p

, |u∗Aũ| ≺ 1

p
‖A‖F , |u∗Au− 1

p
TrA| ≺ 1

p
‖A‖F .
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Proof. The proof of (1) can be found in Lemma 3.4 of [80] or Lemma 5.6 of [92]; the proof of (2) can be
found in Lemma I.3 of [90].

In what follows, we provide a mini-review of the extreme value theory for a sequence of i.i.d. random
variables following [48]. For more systematic treatments, we refer to the monographs [10, 18, 43, 83].

Lemma A.15 (Fisher-Tippett-Gnedenko Theorem). Let {x2
i } be a sequence of i.i.d. random variables and

denote Mn := x2
(1) as the largest order statistic.

1. If there exist some constants αn > 0 and βn ∈ R and some non-degenerate cdf G such that α−1
n (Mn−βn)

converges in distribution to G, then G belongs to the type of one of the following three cdfs:

Gumbel : G0(x) = exp(−e−x), x ∈ R,

Fréchet : G1,α(x) = exp(−x−α), x > 0, α > 0,

Weibull : G2,α(x) = exp(−|x|α), x 6 0, α > 0.

2. Recall (3.1). First, if {xi} satisfies (2.5), we have that

Mn

bn

d⇒ G1,α,

Moreover, if we futher assume limx↑∞ L(x) = C for some constant C > 0, then bn = (Cn)1/α. Second,
if {xi} satisfies (2.6) and (2.10), we have that

g′(bn)(Mn − bn)
d⇒ G0.

Finally, if (2.7) holds, recall b in (2.8), we have that

(bn)1/(d+1)(Mn − l)
d⇒ G2,d+1.

Proof. The proof can be found in the standard textbook or review article regarding extreme value theory.
For example, see [48] and [10].

B Proof of averaged local laws

In this section, we prove the local laws Theorems A.7 and A.8. Throughout the proof, due to similarity, we
focus on the discussion of the separable covariance i.i.d. model as in Case (2) of Assumption 2.1 and only
briefly explain the main differences from the elliptically distributed model as in Case (1) of Assumption 2.1.

B.1 Unbounded support setting: proof of Theorem A.7

In this section, we will prove Theorem A.7. Due to similarity, we focus on the proof of part 1 and briefly
discuss that of part 2. The proof contains two steps. In the first step, we will establish the results for the
results of Q outside the bulk of the spectrum on the domain D̃u denoted as follows

D̃u ≡ D̃u(C) :=
{
z = E + iη : 0 < E − µ1 6 Cd1, n−2/3 ≤ η ≤ Cµ1

}
. (B.1)

That is, we will establish the following proposition.
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Proposition B.1. Under the assumptions of Theorem A.7, the following results hold uniformly on the
spectral domain D̃u in (B.1) when conditional on the event Ω in Lemma A.11.

(1). If Case (a) of (i) of Assumption 2.4 holds, we have that

Gij(z) = − δij
z(1 +m1n(z)ξ2i )

+ O≺
(
n−1/2−1/α

)
, (B.2)

where δij is the Dirac delta function so that δij = 1 when i = j and δij = 0 when i 6= j. Moreover, we
have that

m1(z) = m1n(z) + O≺
(
n−1/2−2/α

)
, m2(z) = m2n(z) + O≺

(
n−1/2−1/α

)
,

and
mQ(z) = mn(z) + O≺

(
n−1/2−2/α

)
. (B.3)

(2). If Case (b) of (i) of Assumption 2.4 holds, we have that the results in part (1) hold by setting α = ∞.

Once Proposition B.1 is proved, we can quantify the rough locations of the eigenvalues of Q as summarized
in the following lemma.

Lemma B.2. Suppose Assumptions 2.1, 2.6 and (i) of Assumption 2.4 hold. For some sufficiently large
constant C > 0, with high probability, for any fixed realization {ξ2i } ∈ Ω where Ω ≡ Ωn is introduced in
Lemma A.11, for all 1 6 i 6 min{p, n}, we have that

λi(Q) /∈ (µ1, Cn1/α logn), if Case (i)-a of Assumption 2.4 holds, (B.4)

and
λi(Q) /∈ (µ1, C log1/β n), if Case (i)-b of Assumption 2.4 holds. (B.5)

Proof. Due to similarity, we focus our arguments on (B.4). We prove the results by contradiction. Assume

there is an eigenvalue of Q lies in the interval as in (B.4), denote as λ̂. Let z = λ̂+in−2/3. Since z ∈ D̃u ⊂ Du

as in (A.1), by Lemma A.1, we obtain Immn(z) = ηλ̂−2. According to (C.7) and (A.21), we have that on
the event Ω

µ1 & n1/α log−1 n. (B.6)

Together with (B.3), we readily see that

ImmQ(z) = Immn(z) + Im(mQ(z)−mn(z))

≺ n−2/α−2/3 + n−1/2−2/α ≺ n−1/2−2/α.
(B.7)

On the other hand, we have

ImmQ(z) =
1

n

∑

i

η

(λi − λ̂)2 + η2
≥ 1

nη
= n−1/3,

which contradicts (B.7). Therefore, there is no eigenvalue in this interval. Similarly, we can prove (B.5).

The only difference is that (B.6) should be replaced by µ1 & log1/β n according to (A.22) so that the error
rate in (B.7) should be updated to n−1/2. This completes the proof.

Armed with the above lemma, we can proceed to the second step to conclude the proof of Theorem A.7.
In what follows, we first provide the proof of Proposition B.1 in Section B.1.1. After that, we prove Theorem
A.7 in Section B.1.2.
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B.1.1 Proof of Proposition B.1

We first prepare two lemmas. The first one is to establish Proposition B.1 for large scale of η.

Lemma B.3 (Average local law for large η). Proposition B.1 holds when η = Cµ1.

Proof. As mentioned before, due to similarity, we focus on the study of the separable covariance i.i.d.
model as in Case (2) of Assumption 2.1 when ξ2 satisfies (2.5). The main differences from the other cases
will be explained in the end of the proof. In what follows, without loss of generality, we assume that
ξ21 > ξ22 > · · · > ξ2n.

Note that according to (C.7), (A.21) and the definition of d1 in (3.15), on the event Ω, we have that

E ≍ ξ21 . (B.8)

When η = CE, we have max
{
‖G(T )‖, ‖G(T )‖

}
≤ η−1 = C

−1E−1 for any finite T ⊂ {1, . . . , n} by definition.
The main idea is to explore the relation of m1 and m2 using Lemma A.12. We start with m2. By Lemma
A.12 and definition of m2 in (A.20), we have

m2 =
1

n

n∑

i=1

ξ2i
−z − zy∗

iG
(i)yi

=
1

n

n∑

i=1

ξ2i
−z(1 + ξ2i n

−1trG(i)Σ + Zi)
, (B.9)

Zi = y∗
iG

(i)yi − ξ2i n
−1trG(i)Σ.

As yi is independent of G
(i), by (1) of Lemma A.14, we see that

Zi ≺
ξ2i
n
‖G(i)Σ‖F ≤ ξ2i

n
‖G(i)‖‖Σ‖F ≺ ξ2i√

nη
. (B.10)

Moreover, using the definition of m1 in (A.20) and the second resolvent identity, we readily obtain that for
some constant C > 0

1

n
tr(G(i)Σ)−m1(z) =

1

n
y∗
iGΣG(i)yi ≤ C

ξ2i
nη2

. (B.11)

Moreover, by (B.8) and the form of η, we find that for some constant C > 0

|1 + ξ2i m1| ≥ 1− CC
−1 > 0,

when C > 0 is chosen to be sufficiently large. Together with (B.9), we obtain

m2 =
1

n

n∑

i=1

ξ2i

−z(1 + ξ2im1 +O≺(
ξ2i√
nη

))
=

1

n

n∑

i=1

ξ2i
−z(1 + ξ2i m1)

+ O≺(n
−1/2−1/α), (B.12)

where we used (A.21).
Then we work with m1. Decompose that

Q− zI =
n∑

i=1

yiy
∗
i + zm2(z)Σ− z(I +m2(z)Σ).

Applying resolvent expansion to the order one, we obtain that

G = −z−1(I +m2(z)Σ)
−1 + z−1G

(
n∑

i=1

yiy
∗
i + zm2(z)Σ

)
(I +m2(z)Σ)

−1.
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Furthermore, using Shernman-Morrison formula, we have that

Gyi =
G(i)yi

1 + y∗
iG

(i)yi
. (B.13)

Combining the above two identities and Lemma A.12, we can further write

G = −z−1(I +m2(z)Σ)
−1 +

[
z−1

n∑

i=1

G(i)(yiy
∗
i − n−1ξ2iΣ)

1 + y∗
iG

(i)yi
(I +m2(z)Σ)

−1

]

+

[
z−1 1

n

n∑

i=1

(G(i) −G)ξ2i Σ

1 + y∗
iG

(i)yi
(I +m2(z)Σ)

−1

]

:= −z−1(I +m2(z)Σ)
−1 +R1 +R2.

(B.14)

In what follows, we control the two error terms R1, R2. For R1, we notice that

z

n
tr(R1Σ) =

1

n

∑

i

tr

(
G(i)(yiy

∗
i − n−1ξ2iΣ)

1 + y∗
iG

(i)yi
(I +m

(i)
2 Σ)−1Σ

)

+
1

n

∑

i

tr

(
G(i)(yiy

∗
i − n−1ξ2iΣ)

1 + y∗
iG

(i)yi
(I +m2Σ)

−1(m
(i)
2 −m2)Σ(I +m

(i)
2 Σ)−1Σ

)

:= R11 + R12.

(B.15)

Since ‖G(i)‖ ≤ η−1, using (B.8), (A.21), with high probability, we have that for some constant C > 0,

|m(i)
2 (z)| ≤ 1

n

∑

j 6=i

ξ2j |G(i)
jj | ≤ C

log2 n

n1/α
. (B.16)

Moreover, according to (B.10), with high probability, when n is sufficiently large, we have that for some
constant C > 0

|1 + y∗
iG

(i)yi| ≍ |1 + ξ2i n
−1trG(i)Σ| > 1− CC

−1 > 0, (B.17)

whenever C is chosen sufficiently large. Consequently, for all i, we have that

tr

(
G(i)(yiy

∗
i − n−1ξ2iΣ)

1 + y∗
iG

(i)yi
(I +m

(i)
2 Σ)−1Σ

)
≍ tr

(
ξ2i G

(i)(uiu
∗
i − n−1I)(I +m

(i)
2 Σ)−1Σ2

)

= ξ2i

(
u∗
iG

(i)(I +m
(i)
2 Σ)−1Σ2ui − n−1tr

(
G(i)(I +m

(i)
2 Σ)−1Σ2

))

≺ ξ2i
1

η
√
n
,

(B.18)

where in the third step we used (1) of Lemma A.14. Together with (A.21) and (B.8), we find that

R11 ≺ n−1/2−1/α.

For R12, using the definition in (A.20) and the identity in Lemma A.12 and the definition of G(i) (see (B.28)
below), we see that

m2(z)−m
(i)
2 (z) =

1

n

n∑

j=1

ξ2j (Gjj − G(i)
jj ) =

1

n

∑

j 6=i

ξ2j
GjiGij

Gii
+

ξ2i (Gii − |z|−1)

n
. (B.19)
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In addition, using Lemma A.12 and a discussion similar to (B.17), we conclude that

1

Gii(z)
= −z − zy∗

iG
(i)yi ≺ |z|.

Moreover, by Lemmas A.12 and A.14, we have that

Gij(z) = zGii(z)G(i)
jj (z)y

∗
iG

(ij)yj ≺ |z|η−2|ξiξj |n−1‖G(ij)‖F ≺ n−1/2|z|η−3|ξiξj |, i 6= j.

Combining the above bounds with (A.21), we see that

m2(z)−m
(i)
2 (z) ≺ n−1−1/α.

Together with (B.17) and (B.18), we arrive at

R12 ≺ 1

η2n3/2
.

Using the above bounds, we see that
z

n
tr(R1Σ) ≺ n−1/2−1/α.

For R2, applying the Sherman–Morrison formula to ((G(i))−1 + yiy
∗
i )

−1, we obtain that

1

n

∣∣∣∣tr
(
(G(i) −G)Σ(I +m2Σ)

−1Σ

1 + y∗
iG

(i)yi

)∣∣∣∣ =
1

n

∣∣∣∣
y∗
iG

(i)Σ(I +m2Σ)
−1ΣGyi

1 + y∗
iG

(i)yi

∣∣∣∣

≺ ξ2i
nη2

,

(B.20)

where in the second step we used Lemma A.14 and (B.17) and a discussion similar to (B.16). Together with
the definition of R2 in (B.14), by (A.21), we find that

z

n
|tr(R2Σ)| ≤

1

n2

∑

i

ξ2i
η2

≺ n−1−2/α.

As a result, in light of the definition m1 in (A.20), we have

m1 =
1

n
tr(G(z)Σ) = −z−1 1

n
tr((I +m2(z)Σ)

−1Σ) + O≺(n
−1/2−2/α)

= − 1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

z(1 +m2σi)
+ O≺(n

−1/2−2/α).
(B.21)

We first control m2(z)−m2n(z). Recall m2n(z) in (2.16). Combing (B.12) and (B.21), we have that

m2(z)−m2n(z) =
1

n

n∑

i=1

(
ξ2i

−z(1 + ξ2i m1)
+

ξ2i
z(1 + ξ2im1n)

)
+O≺(n

−1/2−1/α) (B.22)

=
1

n

n∑

i=1

ξ4i (m1 −m1n)

z(1 + ξ2im1)(1 + ξ2im1n)
+ O≺(n

−1/2−1/α)
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=

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

ξ4i
z(1 + ξ2i m1)(1 + ξ2i m1n)

)(
1

n

n∑

i=1

σ2
i (m2 −m2n)

z(1 + σim2)(1 + σim2n)

)
+O≺(n

−1/2−1/α).

By a discussion similar to (B.16) and (B.17) with high probability, when n is sufficiently large, we have that

|m2 −m2n| = O

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

ξ4i
z2

|m2 −m2n|
)

+O≺(n
−1/2−1/α)

= O(n−2/α|m2 −m2n|) + O≺(n
−1/2−1/α),

where in the second step we used (A.21). Then we can conclude that m2 −m2n ≺ n−1/2−1/α. By a similar
procedure, we also have m1 −m1n ≺ n−1/2−2/α.

Armed with the above two results, we proceed to finish the rest of the proof. Recall mQ in (2.14). Using
(B.14) and a discussion similar to (B.21), one can see that

mQ =
1

p
tr(G(z)) = −1

p

p∑

i=1

1

z(1 +m2σi)
+ O≺(n

−1/2−2/α)

= −1

p

p∑

i=1

1

z(1 +m2nσi)
+

1

p

p∑

i=1

(m2 −m2n)σi

z(1 +m2σi)(1 +m2nσi)
+ O≺(n

−1/2−2/α)

= mn +O≺(n
−1/2−2/α),

(B.23)

where in the last step we recall mn(z) in (2.16). Finally, for the control of the matrix G, for the diagonal
entries, by Lemma A.12 and a discussion similar to (B.10) and B.11, we have

Gii = − 1

z(1 + y∗
iG

(i)yi)
= − 1

z(1 + ξ2i n
−1trG(i)Σ +O≺(

ξ2i√
nη

))

= − 1

z(1 + ξ2im1 +O≺(
ξ2i√
nη

))
= − 1

z(1 + ξ2im1n)
+ O≺(n

−1/2−1/α).

For off-diagonal entries, together with Lemmas A.12 and A.14, we have

|Gij | ≤ |z||Gii||G(i)
ii ||y∗

iG
(ij)yj | ≺ n−1/2−2/α.

This completes the proof when (2.5) holds. For the case (2.6), the main difference is to use the estimates of
(A.22) instead of (A.21) whenever it is needed, for example, (B.9). We omit further details.

For the elliptical model as in Case (1) of Assumption 2.1, the discussions are similar by using the
definitions in (2.15) and (A.20) with (2) of Lemma A.14. The main difference is that (B.14) should be
replaced by

G = −z−1(I +m2(z)Σ)
−1 +

[
z−1

n∑

i=1

G(i)(yiy
∗
i − p−1ξ2iΣ)

1 + y∗
iG

(i)yi
(I +m2(z)Σ)

−1

]

+

[
z−1 1

p

n∑

i=1

(G(i) −G)ξ2i Σ

1 + y∗
iG

(i)yi
(I +m2(z)Σ)

−1

]
.

The rest can then be proved verbatim with some minor changes. We omit further details due to similarity.
This completes our proof.
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The second component is to prove Proposition B.1 under a priori control of the resolvent which is sum-
marized in the following lemma.

Lemma B.4. Proposition B.1 holds if (B.2) holds uniformly for z ∈ D̃u.

Proof. As before, due to similarity, we focus on the study of the separable covariance i.i.d. model as in Case
(2) of Assumption 2.1 when ξ2 satisfies (2.5).

Note that according to the priori control (B.2), we have that for 1 6 i 6= j 6 n

Gii =
1

z(1 + ξ2im1n(z)
+ O≺(n

−1/2−1/α), Gij = O≺(n
−1/2−1/α). (B.24)

For the diagonal entries, when i = 1, using (3.14), we observe that

G11 = − 1

z(1 + ξ21m1n(z))
+ O≺(n

−1/2−1/α)

= − 1

z(1 + ξ21m1n(µ1))
+

zξ21(m1n(z)−m1n(µ1))

(z(1 + ξ21m1n(µ1)))(z(1 + ξ21m1n(z)))
+ O≺(n

−1/2−1/α)

=
1

zd1m1n(µ1)
− zξ21(m1n(z)−m1n(µ1))

zd1m1n(µ1)

(
G11 + O≺(n

−1/2−2/α)
)
+O≺(n

−1/2−1/α)

=
1

zd1m1n(µ1)
− zξ21

zd1m1n(µ1)
(G11 +O≺(n

−1/2−1/α))×O≺(n
−1/α) + O≺(n

−1/2−1/α),

(B.25)

where in the fourth step we used Lemma A.1. By Lemma A.1, (C.7) and (A.21), this yields that for some
constant C > 0

|G11| =
1

|zd1m1n(µ1)|
+O≺(n

−1/2−1/α)

=
C

d1
+O≺(n

−1/2−1/α).

(B.26)

Similarly, when 2 6 i 6 n, by (A.21) and the definition of d1, using Lemma A.1, we see that

Gii = O≺(n
−1/α). (B.27)

We also provide some basic controls for the matrix G(i) for all 1 6 i 6 n. By definition and an elementary
calculation, it is not hard to see that

G(i)
ii = −z−1; G(i)

ik = 0, 1 6 k 6= i 6 n. (B.28)

Moreover, using (B.24), (B.27) and the third identity of Lemma A.12, we find that for 1 6 i 6 n,

G(i)
kk = O≺(n

−1/α), k 6= i; G(i)
kl = O≺(n

−1/2−1/α), k, l 6= i; (B.29)

With the above preparation, we now proceed to the control of Zi in (B.9), unlike in (B.10), since Q and

37



Q have the same non-zero eigenvalues, we control it as follows using the above bounds

Zi ≺
ξ2i
n
‖G(i)Σ‖F ≺ ξ2i

n
‖G(i)‖F =

ξ2i
n
(tr((G(i))2))1/2 ≤ ξ2i

n
tr((G(i))2)1/2 +

ξ2i
n

√
|n− p|
|z|

≍ ξ2i
n
‖G(i)‖F +

ξ2i
n

n1/2

n1/α

=
ξ2i
n


(G(i)

ii )2 +
∑

j 6=i

(G(i)
jj )

2 +
∑

j 6=k 6=i

(G(i)
jk )

2




1/2

+
ξ2i
n

n1/2

n1/α

≺ ξ21
n

(
|z|−2 + nn−2/α + n2n−1−2/α

)1/2
+

ξ2i
n

n1/2

n1/α

≺ ξ2i
n1/2+1/α

,

(B.30)

where in the third and fourth steps we used (B.28) and (B.29).

Besides, unlike in (B.11), by a discussion similar to (B.30), we now have from Lemma A.14 that

Ti :=
1

n
trG(i)Σ−m1(z) =

1

n
y∗
iGΣG(i)yi =

1

n

y∗
iG

(i)ΣG(i)yi

1 + y∗
iG

(i)yi

≺ ξ2i
n

n−1‖G(i)‖2F
|1 + y∗

iG
(i)yi|

≺ ξ2i
n2

|z||Gii|
(
‖G(i)‖2F +

n

n2/α

)
,

≺ ξ2i
n1+2/α

.

(B.31)

where in the second step we used the relation (B.13), in the third step we used Lemma A.12 and in the last
two steps we used a discussion similar to (B.30).

With the above control, we now use an idea similar to the proof of Lemma B.3 to conclude the proof.
The key ingredient is to explore the relation of m1 and m2. We start with m2. Using the above notations
and Lemma A.12, we find that

1

−z(1 + ξ2im1(z))
=

1

G−1
ii + z(Zi + Ti)

. (B.32)

Consequently, by (B.26), (B.27), (B.30) and (B.31), we see that

1

−z(1 + ξ2im1(z))
≺ n−1/α. (B.33)
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Then using the decomposition as in (B.9), we have that

m2 =
1

n

ξ21
−z(1 + ξ21n

−1 trG(1)Σ + Z1)
+

1

n

n∑

i=2

ξ2i
−z(1 + ξ2i n

−1 trG(i)Σ + Zi)

=
1

n

ξ21
−z(1 + ξ21m1(z) + ξ21n

−1−2/α + Z1)
+

1

n

n∑

i=2

ξ2i
−z(1 + ξ2im1(z) + ξ2i n

−1−2/α + Zi)

=
1

n

n∑

i=1

ξ2i
−z(1 + ξ2im1(z))

+ O≺

(
n−3/2 +

1

n

n∑

i=2

ξ4i
|z|n1/2+1/α

)

=
1

n

n∑

i=1

ξ2i
−z(1 + ξ2im1(z))

+ O≺(n
−1/2−1/α),

(B.34)

where in the second step we used (B.31), in the third step we used a discussion similar to (B.25) and in the
last step we used (A.21). Then we study m1 using the arguments as between (B.14) and (B.21). We provide

the key ingredients as follows. First, for R11 in (B.15), note that by definition of m
(i)
2 and (B.28), we have

that

∣∣∣m(i)
2

∣∣∣ ≤ 1

n



∑

j 6=i

ξ2j |G(i)
jj |+ |z|−1




≤ 1

n



∑

j 6=1

ξ2j

(
|Gjj |+

|Gj1||G1j |
|G11|

)
+ |z|−1




≺ n−1/α,

where in the second step we used Lemma A.12 and in the last step we used (B.24), (B.27) and (A.21).
Moreover, by Lemma A.12 and (B.27), we find that (1 + y∗

iG
(i)yi)

−1 ≺ 1. Therefore, we conclude that for
all 1 6 i 6 n,

tr

(
G(i)(yiy

∗
i − n−1ξ2iΣ)

1 + y∗
iG

(i)yi
(I +m

(i)
2 Σ)−1Σ

)
≍ tr

(
ξ2iG

(i)(uiu
∗
i − n−1I)(I +m

(i)
2 Σ)−1Σ2

)

= ξ2i

(
u∗
iG

(i)(I +m
(i)
2 Σ)−1Σ2ui − n−1tr

(
G(i)(I +m

(i)
2 Σ)−1Σ2

))

≺ ξ2i
n
‖G(i)‖F ≺ ξ2i

n1/2+1/α
,

where in the last step we used a discussion similar to (B.30). Together with (A.21), we can conclude that
R11 ≺ n−1/2−1/α. For R12, using (B.19), (B.24) and (B.27)

m2 −m
(i)
2 ≺ 1

n

∑

j 6=i

ξ2i n
−1−2/α

n−1/α
+

1

n
≺ n−1.

Then by an argument similar to (B.20), we can conclude that R12 ≺ n−1−1/α. Similarly, for R2, we have that

1

n

∣∣∣∣tr
(
(G(i) −G)Σ(I +m2Σ)

−1Σ

1 + y∗
iG

(i)yi

)∣∣∣∣ =
1

n

∣∣∣∣
y∗
iG

(i)Σ(I +m2Σ)
−1ΣGyi

1 + y∗
iG

(i)yi

∣∣∣∣

≍ 1

n

∣∣∣y∗
iG

(i)Σ(I +m2Σ)
−1ΣG(i)yi

∣∣∣ ≺ ξ2i
n2

‖G(i)‖F ‖G‖F ≺ ξ2i
n1+2/α

.
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Consequently, we have that
z

n
|tr(R2Σ)| ≺

1

n

∑

i

ξ2i
n1+1/α

≺ n−1−1/α.

Combining all the above arguments, we find that (B.21) still holds true. Armed with all the above
controls, using an argument similar to the discussions between (B.22) and (B.23), we can conclude the proof.

Combining the above two lemmas, we now proceed to the proof of Proposition B.1. We will use a continuity
argument as in [27, Lemma A.12] or [14, Section 4.1]. In fact, our discussion is easier since the real part

in the spectral domain D̃u is divergent so that the rate is independent of η. Due to similarity, we focus on
explaining the key ingredients.

Proof of Proposition B.1. As before, due to similarity, we focus on the study of the separable covariance
i.i.d. model as in Case (2) of Assumption 2.1 when ξ2 satisfies (2.5).

For each z = E+iη ∈ D̃u, we fix the real part and construct a sequence {ηj} by setting ηj = Cµ1− jn−3.
Then it is clear that η falls in an interval [ηj−1, ηj ] for some 0 ≤ j ≤ Cn1/α+3, C > 0 is some constant.

In Lemma B.3, we have proved that the results hold for η0. Now we assume (B.2) holds for some ηj .
Then according to Lemma B.4, we have that

|m1(zj)−m1n(zj)|+ |mQ(zj)−mn(zj)| ≺ n−1/2−2/α, |m2(zj)−m2n(zj)| ≺ n−1/2−1/α.

For any η′ lying in the interval [ηk−1, ηk], denote z′ = E + iη′ and zj = E + iηj . According to the first
resolvent identity, we have that

‖G(z′)− G(zj)‖ 6 n−3‖G(z′)‖‖G(zj)‖ ≺ n−11/6−1/α, (B.35)

where in the second step we used the basic bound ‖G(z′)‖ 6 n2/3, (B.24), (B.27) and Gershgorin circle
theorem.

On the one hand, according to the definitions in (A.20), using the first resolvent identity, we have that

m1(z
′)−m1(zj) =

1

n
tr[(G(z′)−G(zj))Σ] =

1

n4
tr(G(z′)G(zj)Σ) ≺

1

n4ηj
‖G(zj)‖F ≺ n−17/6−1/α,

where in the last step we used a discussion similar to (B.30). Similarly, combining (B.35) and (A.21), we
have that

m2(z
′)−m2(zj) =

1

n

n∑

i=1

ξ2i (Gii(z
′)− Gii(zj)) ≺ n−11/6−1/α,

and by a discussion similar to (B.30)

|mQ(z
′)−mQ(zj)| =

1

p
|tr (G(z′)−G(zj))| 6 n−4‖G(z′)‖F ‖G(zj)‖F

≺ n−4(n1−2/α)1/2n1/2+2/3 = n−7/3−1/α.

On the other hand, using the definitions in (2.16), we decompose that

m1n(z
′)−m1n(zj) =

1

n

∑

i

(
σi

−z′(1 + σim2n(z′))
− σi

−z′(1 + σim2n(zj))

)

+
1

n

∑

i

(
σi

−z′(1 + σim2n(zj))
− σi

−zj(1 + σim2n(zj))

)

:= M11 +M12.
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For M11, according to Lemma A.1 and (2.16), we readily obtain that

M11 =
1

n

∑

i

σ2
i

−z′(1 + σim2n(z′))(1 + σim2n(zj))

(
m2n(zj)−m2n(z

′)
)

= O(|z′|−1)× 1

n

∑

i

( ξ2i
−zj(1 + ξ2im1n(zj))

− ξ2i
−zj(1 + ξ2im1n(z′))

)

+O(|z′|−1)× 1

n

∑

i

(
ξ2i

−zj(1 + ξ2i m1n(z′))
− ξ2i

−z′(1 + ξ2i m1n(z′))

)

= O(|z′|−1)× (M11,1 + M11,2) .

For M11,1, by a discussion similar to (B.26) and (B.27), we find that

M11,1 =
1

n

n∑

i=1

ξ4i
−zj(1 + ξ2im1n(z′))(1 + ξ2im1n(zj))

(m1n(z
′)−m1n(zj))

≺


 ξ41
−nzjd21|m1n(zj)||m1n(z′)|

+
1

n

∑

i≥2

ξ4i
|z′(1 + ξ21m1n(z′))(1 + ξ2im1n(zj))|


× |m1n(zj)−m1n(z

′)|

≺ o(1)× |m1n(zj)−m1n(z
′)|.

Similarly, for M11,2, we have that

M11,2 =
1

n

∑

i

ξ2i (zj − z′)

z′zj(1 + ξ2im1n(z′))
≺ z′ − zj

z′zj
≺ n−3−2/α.

Analogously, we can prove that M12 ≺ n−3−4/α. Therefore, combining the above bounds with (A.21), we
see that

|m1n(z
′)−m1n(zj)| ≺ n−3−2/α.

By similar procedures and arguments, we can also prove that

|m2n(z
′)−m2n(zj)| ≺ n−3−2/α, |mn(z

′)−mn(zj)| ≺ n−3−2/α.

and

∥∥(z′)−1(I +m1n(z
′)D2)−1 − (zj)

−1(I +m1n(zj)D
2)−1

∥∥ ≺ n−3−2/α.

Therefore, combining all the above bounds with triangle inequality, we see that the results of part 1 of
Theorem A.7 hold for z′. Using an induction procedure and a standard lattice argument (for example, see

[14, 27]), we find that the results hold for all z ∈ D̃u and conclude the proof of Proposition B.1.

B.1.2 Proof of Theorem A.7

Once Proposition B.1 is proved, we can roughly locate the edge eigenvalues of Q as in Lemma B.2 so that
we can expand the spectral domain from D̃u to Du for Q(1) and conclude the proof of Theorem A.7.
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As before, we focus on the study of the separable covariance i.i.d. model as in Case (2) of Assumption

2.1 when ξ2 satisfies (2.5). Recall the definitions of µ2 and λ
(1)
1 around (C.1) and in Figure 7. By Lemma

B.2 and an analogous argument, as well as Weyl’s inequality, we find that conditional on the event Ω, with
high probability,

µ1 > λ1 > µ2 > λ
(1)
1 . (B.36)

By (C.7) and a similar argument, we see that µk ≍ ξ2k, k = 1, 2. Together with (A.21), we have that
µ1 − µ2 ≥ C1n

1/α log−1 n for some constant C1 > 0 on the event Ω. This implies for some constant C > 0,
for z ∈ Du,

|λ(1)
1 − z| ≥ Cn1/α log−1 n, (B.37)

Now we proceed to the proof of Theorem A.7. Recall (A.3) and (A.4).

Proof of Theorem A.7. Again, we focus on the study of the separable covariance i.i.d. model as in Case
(2) of Assumption 2.1 when ξ2 satisfies (2.5).

Observe by (B.37) that it holds uniformly for z ∈ Du and T ⊂ {2, . . . , n}, for some constant C1 > 0

‖G(1T )‖ 6 C1n
−1/α logn. (B.38)

By the definition of m
(1)
2 and a decomposition similar to (B.9), we have that

m
(1)
2 =

1

n

n∑

i=2

ξ2i
−z − zy∗

iG
(1i)yi

=
1

n

n∑

i=2

ξ2i

−z(1 + ξ2i n
−1 trG(1i)Σ + Z

(1)
i )

,

Z
(1)
i = y∗

iG
(1i)yi − ξ2i n

−1 trG(1i)Σ.

By arguments similar to (B.10) and (B.11) but with (B.38), we obtain that

Z
(1)
i ≺ ξ2i

n
‖G(1i)Σ‖F ≤ ξ2i

n
‖G(1i)‖‖Σ‖F ≺ ξ2i

n1/2
n−1/α,

1

n
tr(G(1i)Σ)−m

(1)
1 (z) =

1

n
y∗G(1)ΣG(1i)yi ≺

ξ2i
n
n−2/α.

In addition, using (B.38) and a discussion similar to (B.32)–(B.34), we readily see that

m
(1)
2 =

1

n

n∑

i=2

ξ2i

−z(1 + ξ2i m
(1)
1 )

+ O≺
(
n−1/2−1/α

)
.

Using the decomposition

Q(1) − zI =
n∑

i=2

yiy
∗
i + zm

(1)
2 (z)Σ− z(I +m

(1)
2 (z)Σ),

by arguments similar to (B.14)–(B.21) with ‖G(1T )‖ = ‖G(1T )‖ ≺ n−1/α, we conclude that

m
(1)
1 = −z−1 1

n
tr((I +m

(1)
2 (z)Σ)−1Σ) + O≺

(
n−1/2−2/α

)

= − 1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

z(1 +m
(1)
2 σi)

+ O≺
(
n−1/2−2/α

)
.
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Combining with the definitions in (2.16), we see that

m
(1)
1 (z)−m

(1)
1n (z) = − 1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

z(1 + σim
(1)
2 (z))

+
1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

z(1 + σim
(1)
2n (z))

+ O≺(n
−1/2−2/α)

=
1

n

p∑

i=1

σ2
i (m

(1)
2 (z)−m

(1)
2n (z))

z(1 + σim
(1)
2n (z))(1 + σim

(1)
2 (z))

+ O≺(n
−1/2−2/α)

=

(
1

n

p∑

i=1

σ2
i

z(1 + σim
(1)
2n (z))(1 + σim

(1)
2 (z))

)(
1

n

n∑

i=2

ξ4i (m
(1)
1 (z)−m

(1)
1n (z))

z(1 + ξ2i m
(1)
1 (z))(1 + ξ2im

(1)
1n (z))

)
+O≺(n

−1/2−2/α)

= o(1)(m
(1)
1 (z)−m

(1)
1n (z)) + O≺(n

−1/2−2/α),

where in the third step we used a discussion similar to (B.33) and (A.21). This completes our proof.

B.2 Bounded support setting: proof of Theorem A.8

In this section, we will prove Theorem A.8. In Section B.2.1, we study m1n,c(z) −m1n(z) and mn,c −mn,
which is a counterpart of Lemma 4.4 of [60]. Then in Section B.2.2, we study m1n(z)−m1(z) and mQ−mn,
which is a counterpart of Proposition 5.1 of [60]. Due to similarity, we only provide the details for the
separable covariance i.i.d data as in (2) of Assumption 2.1. The elliptical data can be handled similarly.

B.2.1 Control of m1n,c(z)−m1n(z) and mn,c(z)−mn(z)

Due to similarity, we focus on |m1n,c − m1n| and briefly discuss |mn,c − mn| in the end. The proof ideas
follow Lemma 4.5 of [62] or Lemma 4.4 of [60]. We focus on explaining the parts deviates the most.

Proof. According to the definitions of m1n,c and m1n in (2.17) and (2.16), we observe that

|m1n,c(z)−m1n(z)| 6

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

−z + σi

∫
s

1+sm1n,c(z)
dF (s)

− 1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

−z + σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n,c(z)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

+ |m1n,c(z)−m1n(z)|

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

1

n

p∑

i=1

σ2
i

n

∑n
j=1

ξ4j
(1+ξ2jm1n(z))(1+ξ2jm1n,c(z))

(−z + σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n(z)

)(−z + σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n,c(z)

)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
(B.39)

:= P1 + P2.

On the one hand, for P1, we have that

P1 =
1

n

p∑

i=1

σ2
i |n−1

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n,c(z)

−
∫

s
1+sm1n,c(z)

dF (s)|

|(−z + σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n,c(z)

)(−z + σi

∫
s

1+sm1n,c(z)
dF (s))|

.

Since z ∈ D′
b ⊂ Db, according to Assumption 2.10 and the continuity of m1n,c, we conclude that | −

z + σi

∫
s

1+sm1n,c(z)
dF (s))| > c for some constant c > 0. Together with (A.23), we show that | − z +
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σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n,c(z)

| > c′ for some c′ > 0 when n is sufficiently large. Using (A.23) again, we conclude that

on Ω, for some small constant ǫ > 0 and some constant C > 0

P1 6 Cn−1/2+ǫ. (B.40)

On the other hand, for P2, for notional convenience, we further write it as P2 = |m1n,c(z)−m1n(z)|×|T|.
For T, by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have that

|T| 6 E1E2, (B.41)

where Ek, k = 1, 2, are defined as

E1 :=




1

n

p∑

i=1

σ2
i

n

∑n
j=1

ξ4j
(1+ξ2jm1n(z))2

| − z + σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n(z)

|2




1/2

,

E2 :=




1

n

p∑

i=1

σ2
i

n

∑n
j=1

ξ4j
(1+ξ2jm1n,c(z))2

| − z + σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n,c(z)

|2




1/2

.

(B.42)

Together with the identity (D.21) below and the fact m1n(z) ≍ 1 for z ∈ D′
b, we find that E1 6 1. For the

term E2, we first consider a closely related quantity W(z) defined as

W(z) :=
1

n

p∑

i=1

σ2
i

∫
s2

|1+sm1n,c(z)|2dF (s)

| − z + σi

∫
s2

(1+sm1n,c(z))2
dF (s)|2

= 1− η
|m1n,c(z)|2
Imm1n,c(z)

.

By assumption that φ−1 > ς3, (3.7) that m1n,c(L+) = −l−1 and recall the notations in (3.5), we see that

W(L+) < 1. (B.43)

Armed with (B.43), using (A.23) and Assumption 2.10, we can apply an argument similar to Lemma A.6 of
[62] or Lemma A.7 of [60] to conclude that when n is sufficiently large, for z ∈ Db,

E2
2 = W(L+) + o(1) < c

′, (B.44)

for some constant 0 < c
′ < 1. Consequently, we find that when n is sufficiently large, E2 < 1. Together with

(B.41), we can conclude that |T| < 1. This yields that

P2 = c|m1n,c −m1n|,
for some constant 0 < c < 1.

Inserting the above control back into (B.39), using (B.40), we can conclude our proof that

m1n,c = m1n(z) + O(n−1/2+ǫ). (B.45)

The proof of mn,c −mn follows from an argument similar to (B.39) using (2.16) and (2.17) that

mn(z) =
1

p

p∑

i=1

1

−z + σin−1
∑n

j=1

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n

, mn,c(z) =
1

p

p∑

i=1

1

−z + σi

∫ l

0
s

1+sm1n,c(z)
dF (s)

,

the results of m1n,c −m1n and (A.23). We omit the details.
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B.2.2 Control of m1n(z)−m1(z) and mn(z)−mQ(z)

Due to similarity, we focus on |m1n,c −m1n| and will briefly discuss how to study |mQ −mn| from line to
line. The proof ideas follow Proposition 5.1 of [62] or Proposition 5.1 of [60]. We focus on explaining the
parts deviates the most. The proof relies on the following two lemmas.

Lemma B.5. Conditional on the event Ω in Theorem A.8, for all z = E + iη ∈ D′
b with n−1/2+ǫd ≤ η ≤

n−1/(d+1)+ǫd, we have

|m1n(z)−m1(z)| ≺
1

nη0
, |mn(z)−mQ(z)| ≺

1

nη0
.

Lemma B.6. Assuming that |m1n(z)−m1(z)| ≺ nǫd(nη0)
−1, then conditional on the event Ω, we have that

for all z ∈ D′
b

|m1n(z)−m1(z)| ≺
1

nη0
, |mn(z)−mQ(z)| ≺

1

nη0
.

Armed with the above two lemmas, we now proceed to the control of m1n(z)−m1(z).

Proof: control of m1n(z)−m1(z) and mn(z)−mQ(z). Due to similarity, we only prove m1n(z)−m1(z).
We prove this by mathematical induction as that of Proposition 5.1 of [62]. Fix E such that z = E+iη0 ∈ D′

b,
we consider a sequence (ηj) defined by ηj = η0 + jn−2. Let K be the smallest positive integer such that
ηK ≥ n−1/2+ǫd . Note that for j = K, by Lemma B.5, we have that

|m1n(zj)−m1(zj)| ≺
1

nη0
.

Then for any z = E + iη with ηj−1 ≤ η ≤ ηj , we have that for some constant C > 0

|m1(zj)−m(z)| = 1

n
tr [(G(zj)−G(z))Σ] =

|zj − z|
n

tr(G(zj)G(z)Σ) ≤ C
|zj − z|
η2j−1

≤ C
n2ǫd

n
,

where we used the first resolvent identity and the trivial bound |G(z)| 6 η−1, and similarly

|m1n(zj)−m1n(z)| =
∣∣∣∣
∫ [

1

x− zj
− 1

x− z

]
ρ(x)dx

∣∣∣∣ ≤
|zj − z|
η2j−1

≤ n2ǫd

n
.

Thus we find that if |m1n(zj)−m1(zj)| ≺ 1
nη0

, then by Lemma B.6, for some constant C′ > 0

|m1n(z)−m1(z)| ≤ |m1n(zj)−m1(zj)|+
C′n2ǫd

n
≺ nǫd

nη0
. (B.46)

This gives the result that |m1n(z) − m1(z)| ≺ (nη0)
−1 for z = E + iη with ηj−1 ≤ η ≤ ηj . The proof

for each z can be completed by an induction on j. Finally, using an induction procedure and a standard
lattice argument (for example, see [14, 27]), we find that the results hold for all z ∈ D′

b. More specifically,
we construct a lattice L from z′ = E′ + iη0 ∈ D′

b with |z − z′| ≤ n−3. It is obvious that the bound holds
uniformly on L. For any z = E+iη0 /∈ L, we find a z′ ∈ L and then |z−z′| ≤ n−3. Moreover, using resolvent
identity, we can conclude that |m1(z)−m1(z

′)| ≤ η−2
0 |z − z′| ≪ (nη0)

−1. Therefore, we conclude the proof.
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In what follows, we prove lemmas B.5 and B.6. The proofs are similar to those of Lemmas 5.6 and 5.7 of
[62], except that we will need a weak local law as follows.

Proposition B.7 (Weak averaged local law). Suppose the assumptions of Theorem A.8 hold. We have that
for z ∈ D′

b

|mQ(z)−mn(z)|+ |m1(z)−m1n(z)|+ |m2(z)−m2n(z)| = O≺
(
(nη)−1/4

)
.

Proof. The proof of Proposition B.7 is relatively standard in the random matrix literature, for example, see
Section 4.1 of [14] or Section 3.6 of [37] or Appendix A.2 of [27] or Section 5.2 of [92]. Due to similarity, as
in Lemma 5.12 of [92], we only provide the key ingredients. Define the z-dependent parameter

Ψ(z) :=

√
Imm1(z)

nη
+

1

nη
. (B.47)

Recall (B.9). By Lemma A.14 and (A.24), we find that

Zi ≺
ξ2i
n
‖G(i)Σ1/2‖F 6 l

√
Imm

(i)
1 (z)

nη
≍ Ψ, (B.48)

where in the last step we used (A.25). Together with (A.25) and the first equation of (B.9), we conclude
that

m2 =
1

n

n∑

i=1

ξ2i
−z(1 + ξ2im1(z) + O≺(Ψ))

. (B.49)

For m1(z), recall (B.14). According to the definition of m1(z) in (A.20), we have that

m1(z) =
1

n
tr(G(z)Σ) = − 1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

z(1 +m2(z)σi)
+

1

n
tr(R1Σ) +

1

n
tr(R2Σ). (B.50)

Similarly, for mQ(z) in (2.14), we have that

mQ(z) =
1

p
tr(G(z)) = −1

p

p∑

i=1

1

z(1 +m2(z)σi)
+

1

p
tr(R1) +

1

p
tr(R2). (B.51)

On the one hand, when η ≍ 1, by a discussion similar to (5.45) of [92] , we find that ‖(I+m
(i)
2 Σ)−1‖ < ∞.

Then using (B.48), by a discussion similar to the equations between (B.15) and (B.21), we find that

m1(z) = − 1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

z(1 +m2(z)σi)
+ O≺

( 1
n

∑

i

ξ2iΨ

z(1 + ξ2im1(z) + O≺(Ψ))

)
. (B.52)

Similarly, we have

mQ(z) = −1

p

p∑

i=1

1

z(1 +m2(z)σi)
+ O≺

(1
p

∑

i

ξ2i Ψ

z(1 + ξ2i m1(z) + O≺(Ψ))

)
.
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On the other hand, denote Ξ := {|Gij(z)+δij(z(1+m1n(z)ξ
2
i ))

−1|+ |m2(z)−m2n(z)| 6 (logn)−1}. When

restricted on Ξ, by Assumption 2.10, we also have that ‖(I +m
(i)
2 Σ)−1‖ < ∞. By an analogous argument,

we find that (B.52) also holds true. By an argument similar to (B.29) using Lemma A.12, we have that for
i 6= j, 1(η > 1)Gij ≺ Ψ, 1(Ξ)Gij ≺ Ψ.

The above arguments show that the counterparts of Lemmas 5.9 and 5.10 of [92] hold. Therefore, by the
same arguments as in Lemma 5.12 of [92], we can conclude the proof.

Next we provide some useful controls whose proofs and results will be used in the proof of Lemmas B.5 and
B.6. The results and arguments are analogous to Lemma 5.4 of [62]. We only point out the key ingredients
in our proof and refer the readers to [62] for more details.

Lemma B.8. Suppose the assumptions of Theorem A.8 hold. Then we have that on Ω and for all z =
E + iη0 ∈ D′

b

Imm1(z) ≺
1

nη0
, ImmQ(z) ≺

1

nη0
.

Proof. Due to similarity, we focus our proof on ImmQ(z). We prove by contradiction. Given some ǫ > 0,
conditional on Ω, for some sufficiently small constants 0 < c1, c2 < 1, we first introduce a probability event
Ξ1 ≡ Ξ1(ǫ) so that the followings holds:

1. For z ∈ D′
b,

|mQ(z)−mn(z)|+ |m1(z)−m1n(z)|+ |m2(z)−m2n(z)| 6 (nη)−1/4+c1ǫ.

2. For z ∈ D′
b and Zi in (B.9),

max
i

Zi 6 nc2ǫΨ.

According to Proposition B.7 and (B.48), we find that there exists some large constant D > 0 so that
P(Ξ1) = 1−n−D. In what follows, we restrict ourselves on Ξ1 so that the discussions are purely deterministic.

Assuming that

Imm1(z) > nǫ 1

nη0
.

We then conclude from the definition of Ψ in (B.47) that

Ψ = o(Imm1(z)). (B.53)

Moreover, by (A.15) and (A.16), we readily see that Imm1n(z) ≪ Imm1(z). This implies that for some
constant C > 0

|m1n(z)−m1(z)| ≥ | Imm1n − Imm1| > Cnǫ 1

nη0
. (B.54)

On the other hand, by Proposition B.7 and Assumption 2.10, we see that (B.52) still holds. Together
with m1n in (2.16), using (B.9), we find that

m1n −m1 =
1

n

p∑

i=1

σ2
i

n

∑
j

ξ4j (m1n−m1)+ξ2jO(nc2ǫΨ)

(1+ξ2jm1n)(1+ξ2jm1+O(nc2ǫΨ))

(z − σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n

)(z − σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1+O(nc2ǫΨ)

)
+ O(nc2ǫΨ)
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= C1(m1n −m1) + C2 +O(nc2ǫΨ), (B.55)

where C1,C2 are defined as

C1 :=
1

n

p∑

i=1

σ2
i

n

∑
j

ξ4j
(1+ξ2jm1n)(1+ξ2jm1+O(nc2ǫΨ))

(z − σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n

)(z − σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1+O(nc2ǫΨ)

)
,

C2 :=
1

n

p∑

i=1

σ2
i

n

∑
j

ξ2jO(nc2ǫΨ)

(1+ξ2jm1n)(1+ξ2jm1+O(nc2ǫΨ))

(z − σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n

)(z − σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1+O(nc2ǫΨ)

)
.

We first control C2. It is easy to see that m1 ∼ 1 by contradiction. If m1 ≪ 1, one can observe from (B.49)
that m2 ∼ 1 which yields m1 ≍ 1 by (B.52). If m1 ≫ 1, we have m2 ≪ 1 from (B.49), and then it gives
that m1 ≍ 1 by (B.52). Similarly, we can show that m2 ≍ 1. Together with Proposition B.7, we find that
m1n,m2n ≍ 1. Since z ≍ 1, using the definition of m2n in (2.16) and Proposition B.7, we find that

1

n

∑

j

ξ2jO(nc2ǫΨ)

(1 + ξ2jm1n)(1 + ξ2jm1 +O(nc2ǫΨ))
= O(nc2ǫΨ).

Moreover, by Proposition B.7, (B.45) and Assumption 2.10, we find that

1

n

∑

i

1

(z − σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n

)(z − σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1+O(nc2ǫΨ)

)
≍ 1.

This yields that
C2 = O(nc2ǫΨ). (B.56)

For C1, using Proposition B.7 and Assumption 2.10, by an argument similar to (B.41), we can conclude
that when n is sufficiently large, for some constant 0 < c < 1,

C1 6 c. (B.57)

Combining (B.55), (B.56) and (B.57), we conclude that

|m1n −m1| = O(nc2ǫΨ),

which contradicts (B.54) since c2 < 1 is sufficiently small. This completes our proof for each fixed z. For
uniformity in z, we can follow a standard lattice argument as discussed below (B.46). This finishes the proof.
The discussion for mQ follows from an analogous discussion with the help of (B.49) and (B.52).

Remark B.9. Two remarks are in order. First, it is easy to see that repeating the proof of Lemma B.8, we
can prove the results for all η as specified in (A.2). Second, we remark that combining (B.48) and Lemma
B.8, when z = E + iη0 ∈ D′

b, we have that conditional on Ω

Zi ≺
1

nη0
.

Armed with the above discussions and results, following the strategies of Lemmas 5.6 and 5.7 of [62] or
[60], we prove Lemmas B.5 and B.6 using similar arguments as in Lemma B.8. Due to similarity, we only
provide the key ingredients.
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Proof of Lemmas B.5 and B.6. Due to similarity, we focus our proof on Lemma B.5 and briefly mention
that of Lemma B.6 in the end. Due to similarity, we only explain |m1n(z)−m1(z)|.

The proof is similar to that of Lemma B.8 and we prove by contradiction. We also restrict ourselves
on the event Ξ1 in Lemma B.8. We assume that |m1n(z) − m1(z)| > nǫ(nη0)

−1. To see a contraction, in
addition to the the arguments of Lemma B.8, we need to provide a finer control for Ψ since in the current
proof it depends on η instead of η0. Note that

nc2ǫΨ = nc2ǫ

√
| Imm1 − Imm1n + Imm1n|

nη
+ nc2ǫ

1

nη

≤ nc2ǫ

√
| Imm1 − Imm1n|

nη
+ nc2ǫ

√
Imm1n

nη
+ nc2ǫ

1

nη

= o(|m1 −m1n|),

(B.58)

where in the last step we used (A.14) and the assumption |m1n(z) − m1(z)| > nǫ(nη0)
−1 ≫ (nη)−1 when

n−1/2+ǫd 6 η 6 n−1/(d+1)+ǫd . Replacing nc2ǫΨ with o(|m1 − m1n|) in the arguments between (B.55) and
(B.57), we find that |m1n−m1| = o(|m1n−m1|) which is a contraction. This proves the result for each fixed
z. The uniformity follows from the same lattice argument as mentioned in the end of the proof of Lemma
B.8.

The proof of Lemma B.6 is similar. We also prove by contradiction and assume that nǫ(nη0)
−1 <

|m1(z) − m1n(z)| ≤ nǫ+ǫd(nη0)
−1. Under this assumption, together with (A.15) and (A.16), we find that

(B.58) still holds true. The rest of the arguments are similar and we omit the details.

C Locations for extreme eigenvalues and proof of the main

results

In this section, we study the first order convergent limits of the largest eigenvalues of Q, i.e., λ1(Q). In
Section C.1, we investigate the case when {ξ2i } have unbounded support as in (i) of Assumption 2.4. In
Section C.2, we study the bounded support case as in (ii) of Assumption 2.4.

C.1 The unbounded support case

In order to quantify the location of λ1 ≡ λ1(Q), we need to introduce several auxiliary quantities. Recall
µ1 defined in (3.14). Similarly, we denote µ2 by replacing ξ2(1) with ξ2(2) in (3.14). Moreover, for d1 and the

sufficiently small constant ǫ > 0 in (3.15), we denote

µ±
1 := µ1 ± n−1/2+2ǫd1, (C.1)

and recall that
Q(1) := Q− y(1)y

∗
(1), (C.2)

where y(1) is the column of Y in (2.1) associated with ξ2(1). Accordingly, we denote the largest eigenvalue of

Q(1) as λ
(1)
1 ≡ λ1(Q

(1)). Throughout this section, we shall prove Figure 7 so that the location of λ1 can be
quantified with high probability on the event Ω.

More formally, the main result is summarized in Proposition C.1 below.
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λ2 λ
(1)
1

µ2 µ−
1

µ1 µ+
1

λ1 is here

Figure 7: Location of the largest eigenvalue of Q.

Proposition C.1. Suppose Assumptions 2.1, 2.6 and (i) of Assumption 2.4 hold. For some sufficiently
small constant ǫ > 0 and µ±

1 defined in (C.1), condition on the probability event Ω in Lemma A.11, with
high probability, we have that

λ1 ∈ [µ−
1 , µ

+
1 ].

We now proceed to the proof of Proposition C.1 following the structure described in Figure 7.

Proof of Proposition C.1. Due to similarity, we focus on the study of the separable covariance i.i.d.
model as in Case (2) of Assumption 2.1 when ξ2 satisfies (2.5). The main differences from the other cases
will be explained in the end of the proof.

In what follows, we restrict the discussion on the probability event Ω in Lemma A.11. By Weyl’s

inequality, we have that λ2 6 λ
(1)
1 . Moreover, by (B.36), we see that with high probability λ

(1)
1 < µ2. The

rest of the proof leaves to prove that the following two claims:

µ1 − µ2 > n1/α log−1 n, (C.3)

and for Q(1) in (C.2) and

M(λ) = 1 + y∗
(1)G

(1)
1 (λ)y(1), G

(1)
1 (λ) := (Q(1) − λI)−1, (C.4)

M(λ) changes sign with high probability at µ−
1 and µ+

1 . In fact, for λ1, it should satisfy the following equation
with high probability

det(λ1I − y(1)y
∗
(1) −Q(1)) = 0 ⇒ M(λ1) = 0, (C.5)

as long as λ1 > λ
(1)
1 . On the other hand, if M(λ) changes sign at µ±

1 , by continuity, there must at least be
an eigenvalue of Q in the interval [µ−

1 , µ
+
1 ]. If (C.3) holds, combining the above arguments, we see that the

only possibility is λ1 and it is also true that λ1 > λ
(1)
1 .

We first justify (C.3). Recall that µ1 is defined in (3.14) according to

1 + (ξ2(1) + d1)m1n(µ1) = 0.

Together with (2.19) and (2.21), we readily obtain that

1 =
1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

µ1

ξ2
(1)

+d1
− σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2
(j)

ξ2
(1)

+d1−ξ2
(j)

.

50



Recall (A.5). Using the definition of d1 and (A.21), we see that on Ω, for some constant C > 0

1

n

n∑

j=1

ξ2(j)

ξ2(1) + d1 − ξ2(j)
=

1

n

ξ2(1)

d1
+

1

n

n∑

j=2

ξ2(j)

ξ2(1) + d1 − ξ2(j)

≤ Cnǫ logn

n
+

1

n

n∑

j=2

ξ2(j)

ξ2(1) + d1 − ξ2(2)

≤ Cnǫ logn

n
+

C logn

n1/α
= Ce.

(C.6)

Using the definition of ϕ in (3.2), the above arguments imply that on Ω

µ1

ξ2(1) + d1
= ϕ+O(e). (C.7)

By an analogous argument, we have that for some constants Ck > 0, k = 1, 2, 3,

1

n




n∑

j=1

ξ2(j)

ξ2(1) + d1 − ξ2(j)
−

n∑

j=2

ξ2(j)

ξ2(2) + d1 − ξ2(j)




=
1

n


ξ2(1)

d1
+

n∑

j=2

ξ2(j)

ξ2(1) + d1 − ξ2(j)
−

n∑

j=2

ξ2(j)

ξ2(2) + d1 − ξ2(j)




= C1e−
1

n

n∑

j=2

ξ2(j)(ξ
2
(1) − ξ2(2))

(ξ2(1) + d1 − ξ2(j))(ξ
2
(2) + d1 − ξ2(j))

≥ C1e−
1

n

n∑

j=2

ξ2(j)

ξ2(2) + d1 − ξ2(j)

> C2e,

and on the other hand

1

n




n∑

j=1

ξ2(j)

ξ2(1) + d1 − ξ2(j)
−

n∑

j=2

ξ2(j)

ξ2(2) + d1 − ξ2(j)




≤ 1

n


ξ2(1)

d1
+
∑

j=2

ξ2(j)

ξ2(1) + d1 − ξ2(j)
+
∑

j=2

ξ2(j)

ξ2(2) + d1 − ξ2(j)




6 C3e.

Using the above control, the definition of µ2 and a discussion similar to (C.7), we can prove that

µ2

ξ2(2) + d1
= φσ̄ +O(e). (C.8)

Combining (C.7) and (C.8), we immediately see that

µ1

ξ2(1) + d1
− µ2

ξ2(2) + d1
= O(e). (C.9)
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This implies that

µ1 − µ2 = (ξ2(1) + d1)

(
µ1

ξ2(1) + d1
− µ2

ξ2(2) + d1

)
+ µ2

(
ξ2(1) + d1

ξ2(2) + d1
− 1

)

= (ξ2(1) + d1)

(
µ1

ξ2(1) + d1
− µ2

ξ2(2) + d1

)
+

µ2

ξ2(2) + d1

(
ξ2(1) − ξ2(2)

)

≥ n2/α log−1 n,

where in the third step we used (C.9), (A.21) and the definition of e2 in (A.5). This completes the proof of
(C.3).

Next, we will show that

M(µ−
1 ) < 0, M(µ+

1 ) > 0.

Due to similarity, in what follows, we focus on the first inequality. Note that

y∗
1G

(1)
1 (µ−

1 )y1 = ξ2(1)u
∗
1Σ

1/2G
(1)
1 (µ−

1 )Σ
1/2u1.

Moreover, recall that m
(1)
1 (µ−

1 ) = n−1 tr(Σ1/2G
(1)
1 (µ−

1 )Σ
1/2). Then according to Lemma A.14, we have that

y∗
1G

(1)
1 (µ−

1 )y1 = ξ2(1)m
(1)
1 (µ−

1 ) + O≺

(
ξ2(1)

n
‖G(1)

1 (µ−
1 )‖F

)

= ξ2(1)m
(1)
1 (µ−

1 ) + O≺

(
ξ2(1)

n1/2+1/α

)
, (C.10)

where in the second step we used (C.3) and the fact µ2 > λ
(1)
1 . Moreover, for some sufficiently small constant

ǫ0 > 0 and z0 = µ−
1 + in−1/2−ǫ0 , we can decompose that

m
(1)
1 (µ−

1 ) =
[
m

(1)
1 (µ−

1 )−m
(1)
1 (z0)

]
+
[
m

(1)
1 (z0)−m

(1)
1n (z0)

]
+
[
m

(1)
1n (z0)−m

(1)
1n (µ

−
1 )
]
+m

(1)
1n (µ

−
1 )

= P1 + P2 + P3 +m
(1)
1n (µ

−
1 ). (C.11)

First, by Theorem A.7, we have that P2 ≺ n−1/2−2/α. Second, let {v(1)
i } be the eigenvectors of Q(1)

associated with the eigenvalues {λ(1)
i }, then we have that

|P1| ≤
1

n

p∑

i=1

|Tv(1)
i |2

∣∣∣∣∣
1

λ
(1)
i − µ−

1

− 1

λ
(1)
i − z0

∣∣∣∣∣

=
1

n

p∑

i=1

|Tv(1)
i |2

∣∣∣∣∣
in−1/2−ǫ0

(λ
(1)
i − µ−

1 )(λ
(1)
i − z0)

∣∣∣∣∣

≤ 1

n

p∑

i=1

|Tv(1)
i |2

∣∣∣ in
−1/2−ǫ0 +O≺(n−2/α−1/2 log2 n)

|λ(1)
i − z0|2

∣∣∣

≺ Im(m
(1)
1 (z0))×O≺(n

−1/2−ǫ0) ≺ n−1−1/α,
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where in the third step we used (C.3) and the fact µ2 > λ
(1)
1 and in the last step we used Lemma A.1, (C.7)

and (A.21). Third, according to Lemma 2.8, we can decompose that

P3 =
1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

−z0(1 +
σi

n

∑n
j=2

ξ2
(j)

−z0(1+m
(1)
1n (z0)ξ2(j))

)
− 1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

−µ−
1 (1 +

σi

n

∑n
j=2

ξ2
(j)

−µ−

1 (1+m
(1)
1n (µ−

1 )ξ2
(j)

)
)

=



1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

−z0(1 +
σi

n

∑n
j=2

ξ2
(j)

−z0(1+m
(1)
1n (z0)ξ2(j))

)
− 1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

−z0(1 +
σi

n

∑n
j=2

ξ2
(j)

−µ−

1 (1+m
(1)
1n (µ−

1 )ξ2
(j)

)
)




+



1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

−z0(1 +
σi

n

∑n
j=2

ξ2
(j)

−µ−

1 (1+m
(1)
1n (µ−

1 )ξ2
(j)

)
)
− 1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

−µ−
1 (1 +

σi

n

∑n
j=2

ξ2
(j)

−µ−

1 (1+m
(1)
1n (µ−

1 )ξ2
(j)

)
)




:= M(1)
31 +M(1)

32 .

Note that according to (C.7), (C.3), (A.21) and Lemma A.1, we conclude that with high probability |1 +

σim
(1)
2n (z0)|, |1 + σim

(1)
2n (µ

−
1 )| ∼ 1. For M(1)

31 , using the definitions in (2.16) and the above bounds, we have
that with high probability

M(1)
31 =

1

n

p∑

i=1

σ2
i

−z0(1 + σim
(1)
2n (z))(1 + σim

(1)
2n (µ

−
1 ))

(
m

(1)
2n (µ

−
1 )−m

(1)
2n (z)

)
(C.12)

= O(|z0|−1)× 1

n

n∑

j=2


 ξ2(j)

−µ−
1 (1 + ξ2(j)m

(1)
1n (µ

−
1 ))

−
ξ2(j)

−z(1 + ξ2(j)m
(1)
1n (z0))




= O(|z0|−1)× 1

n

n∑

j=2


 ξ2(j)

−µ−
1 (1 + ξ2(j)m

(1)
1n (µ

−
1 ))

−
ξ2(j)

−µ−
1 (1 + ξ2(j)m

(1)
1n (z0))




+O(|z0|−1)× 1

n

n∑

j=2


 ξ2(j)

−µ−
1 (1 + ξ2(j)m

(1)
1n (z))

−
ξ2(j)

−z(1 + ξ2(j)m
(1)
1n (z0))




= O(|z0|−1)× 1

n

n∑

j=2

ξ4(j)(m
(1)
1n (z0)−m

(1)
1n (µ

−
1 ))

−µ−
1 (1 + ξ2(j)m

(1)
1n (µ

−
1 ))(1 + ξ2(j)m

(1)
1n (z0))

+ O(|z0|−1)× 1

n

n∑

j=2

ξ2(j)(µ
−
1 − z0)

zµ−
1 (1 + ξ2(j)m

(1)
1n (z0))

= o(1)× (m
(1)
1n (z0)−m

(1)
1n (µ

−
1 )) + O(n−2/α−1/2−ǫ0).

where in the second to last step we used Lemma A.1 and in the last step we used Lemma A.1 and (A.21).
This implies with high probability

M(1)
31 = O

(
n−2/α−1/2−ǫ0

)
.

Similarly, for M(1)
32 , we have that

M(1)
32 =

1

n

p∑

i=1

σi(z0 − µ−
1 )

z0µ
−
1 (1 + σim

(1)
2n (µ

−
1 ))

= O(n−2/α−1/2−ǫ0).

(C.13)
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Combining the above arguments, we have that P3 = O
(
n−2/α−1/2−ǫ0

)
.

Inserting the bounds of Pk, 1 6 k 6 3 into (C.11), we conclude that

|m(1)
1 (µ−

1 )−m
(1)
1n (µ

−
1 )| ≺ n−1/α−1/2−ǫ0 .

Together with (C.10) and (A.21), it yields that

M(µ−
1 ) = 1 + (ξ2(1) + d1)m

(1)
1n (µ

−
1 ) + O≺(n

−1/2−ǫ0). (C.14)

In what follows, we study 1 + (ξ2(1) + d1)m
(1)
1n (µ

−
1 ). We rewrite that

1 + (ξ2(1) + d1)m
(1)
1n (µ

−
1 ) = 1 + (ξ2(1) + d1)m

(1)
1n (µ1)− (ξ2(1) + d1)

(
m

(1)
1n (µ1)−m

(1)
1n (µ

−
1 )
)
. (C.15)

Using the definition for µ1 that 1 + (ξ2(1) + d1)m1n(µ1) = 0 and the definitions in (2.16), by a discussion

similar to (C.12), we have that for some constant C > 0

1 + (ξ2(1) + d1)m
(1)
1n (µ1)

= 1 + (ξ2(1) + d1)m1n(µ1) + (ξ2(1) + d1)
(
m

(1)
1n (µ1)−m1n(µ1)

)

= (ξ2(1) + d1)
1

n

p∑

i=1

(
σi

−µ1(1 + σim
(1)
2n (µ1))

− σi

−µ1(1 + σim2n(µ1))

)

= (ξ2(1) + d1)

[
1

n

p∑

i=1

σ2
i

−µ1(1 + σim
(1)
2n (µ1))(1 + σim2n(µ1))

]
(
m2n(µ1)−m

(1)
2n (µ1)

)

6 C
(ξ2(1) + d1)

µ1
×

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

n

n∑

j=1

ξ2(j)

−µ1(1 + ξ2(j)m1n(µ1))
− 1

n

n∑

j=2

ξ2(j)

−µ1(1 + ξ2(j)m
(1)
1n (µ1))

∣∣∣∣∣∣

6 C
(ξ2(1) + d1)

µ1
× ξ2(2)|m

(1)
1n (µ1)−m1n(µ1)|+ n−1.

(C.16)

where in the last step we again used (A.21). This yields that

|(ξ2(1) + d1)
(
m

(1)
1n (µ1)−m1n(µ1)

)
| 6 C

(ξ2(1) + d1)

µ1
× ξ2(2)|m

(1)
1n (µ1)−m1n(µ1)|+ n−1,

which implies that (ξ2(1) + d1)
(
m

(1)
1n (µ1)−m1n(µ1)

)
= O(n−1). Together with (C.15), we have

1 + (ξ2(1) + d1)m
(1)
1n (µ

−
1 ) = −(ξ2(1) + d1)

(
m

(1)
1n (µ1)−m

(1)
1n (µ

−
1 )
)
+O(n−1). (C.17)

Recall that we have proved the facts that µ1, µ
−
1 > λ

(1)
1 , by Theorem A.8 and the monotonicity of m

(1)
1

outside the bulk, the first term on the right-hand side of (C.17) is negative. In order to show M(µ−
1 ) < 0,

in light of (C.14), it suffices to show that its magnitude is much larger than O(n−1/2−ǫ0). To see this, we
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decompose that

m
(1)
1n (µ1)−m

(1)
1n (µ

−
1 )

=
1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

−µ1(1 + σim
(1)
2n (µ1))

− 1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

−µ−
1 (1 + σim

(1)
2n (µ

−
1 ))

=



1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

−µ1(1 +
σi

n

∑n
j=2

ξ2
(j)

−µ1(1+ξ2
(j)

m
(1)
1n (µ1)

)
− 1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

−µ1(1 +
σi

n

∑n
j=2

ξ2
(j)

−µ1(1+ξ2
(j)

m
(1)
1n (µ−

1 ))
)




+



1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

−µ1(1 +
σi

n

∑n
j=2

ξ2
(j)

−µ1(1+ξ2
(j)

m
(1)
1n (µ−

1 ))
)
− 1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

−µ−
1 (1 +

σi

n

∑n
j=2

ξ2
(j)

−µ−

1 (1+ξ2
(j)

m
(1)
1n (µ−

1 ))
)




:= M̃(1)
11 + M̃(1)

12 .

Similar to the discussion of (C.12), we have that M̃(1)
11 ,

M̃(1)
11 =

1

n

p∑

i=1

σ2
i

(
1
n

∑n
j=2

ξ2(j)

−µ1(1+ξ2
(j)

m
(1)
1n (λ))

− 1
n

∑n
j=2

ξ2(j)

−µ1(1+ξ2
(j)

m
(1)
1n (µ1))

)

−µ1(1 +
σi

n

∑n
j=2

ξ2
(j)

−µ1(1+ξ2
(j)

m
(1)
1n (µ1))

)(1 + σi

n

∑n
j=2

ξ2
(j)

−µ1(1+ξ2
(j)

m
(1)
1n (µ−

1 ))
)

= O(
1

µ1
)× 1

n

n∑

j=2

ξ4(j)(m
(1)
1n (µ1)−m

(1)
1n (µ

−
1 ))

−µ1(1 + ξ2(j)m
(1)
1n (µ

−
1 ))(1 + ξ2(j)m

(1)
1n (µ1))

= o(1)× (m
(1)
1n (µ1)−m

(1)
1n (µ

−
1 )).

Moreover, similar to (C.13), for M̃(1)
12 we have that with high probability

M̃(1)
12 =

1

n

p∑

i=1

σi(µ1 − µ−
1 )

µ1µ
−
1 (1 +

σi

n

∑n
j=2

ξ2
(j)

−µ1(1+ξ2
(j)

m
(1)
1n (µ−

1 ))
)(1 + σi

n

∑n
j=2

ξ2
(j)

−µ−

1 (1+ξ2
(j)

m
(1)
1n (µ−

1 ))
)

≍ µ1 − µ−
1

µ−
1 µ1

≍ n−1/2−1/α+ǫ.

This implies that

m
(1)
1n (µ1)−m

(1)
1n (λ) ≍ n−1/2−1/α+ǫ.

Together with (C.17), the definition of d2 and (A.21), we readily see that

1 + (ξ2(1) + d2)m
(1)
1n (µ

−
1 )) ≍ −n−1/2+ǫ, (C.18)

which concludes the proof ofM(µ−
1 ) < 0 when n is sufficiently large. Similarly, we can prove thatM(µ+

1 ) > 0.
Before concluding the proof, we briefly discuss the proof of the other cases. For the case (2.6), the main

difference is to utilize the second part of Theorem A.7. For elliptical model, we repeat the proof verbatim
with some minor modification. For example, in (C.6), we need to apply (A.22) and in (C.7) we need to use
the definition in (2.20) and for (C.10) we need to use (2) of Lemma A.14. We omit further details.
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C.2 The bounded support case

In this section, we study the first order convergence of λ1 under the assumptions of part (1) of Theorem 3.3.
The other parts will be discussed in Section C.3. The main result of this section can be summarized in the
following proposition. As before, due to similarity, we only prove for the separable covariance i.i.d. data as
in (2) of Assumption 2.1.

Proposition C.2. Suppose the assumptions of part (1) of Theorem 3.3 hold, then conditional on the prob-
ability event as in Lemma A.4, we have that

∣∣∣∣∣λ1 −
(
L̂+ − 1− φς̂3

ς̂4

l − ξ2(1)

lξ2(1)

)∣∣∣∣∣ = OP

[
1

n1/(d+1)

(
n3ǫd

n−1/(d+1)+1/2
+

logn

n1/(d+1)

)]
.

The proof of Proposition C.2 relies crucially on the following lemma whose justification will be provided in
the end of this section.

Lemma C.3. Suppose the assumptions of Proposition C.2 hold. Recall E0 defined in (3.13). Conditional
on the probability event Ω as in Lemma A.4, we have that

λ1 = E0 +OP

(
n−1/2+3ǫd

)
, (C.19)

and

Rem1n(λ1 + iη0) = − 1

ξ2(1)
+OP(n

−1/2+3ǫd). (C.20)

Armed with Lemma C.3, we proceed to the proof of Proposition C.2.

Proof of Proposition C.2. Recall (A.9), we have that conditional on Ω, m1n(L̂+) = −l−1. Together with
(A.12), we conclude that

Rem1n(L̂+ + in−1/2−ǫd) = −l−1 +O(n−1/2−ǫd).

Moreover, according to the definition in (3.13), we have that

Rem1n(E0 + in−1/2−ǫd) = −ξ2(1).

By (A.23), we obtain that conditional on Ω

Rem1n(L̂+ + in−1/2−ǫd) = Rem1n(E0 + in−1/2−ǫd) + O

(
logn

nd+1

)
,

which implies that L̂+ = E0+O(logn/nd+1). Let Ξ be the probability event that (C.19) holds. We therefore
conclude from (A.11) that when restricted on Ξ and n is sufficiently large, λ1 + iη0 ∈ Db. Consequently, by
part I of Lemma A.4, we find the following holds on Ξ

m1n(L̂+)−m1n(λ1 + iη0) =
ς̂4

(1− φς̂3)

(
L̂+ − λ1 − iη0

)
+O

(
(log n)(n−1/(d+1))min{d,2}

)
. (C.21)

Again by m1n(L̂+) = −l−1, Together with the second part of Lemma C.3, considering the real parts of both
sides of (C.21), we obtain that on Ξ

−l−1 + ξ−2
(1) + OP(n

−1/2+3ǫd) =
ς̂4

(1− φς̂3)

(
L̂+ − λ1

)
+O

(
(log n)(n−1/(d+1))min{d,2}

)
.
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This completes our proof.

The rest of this section leaves to the proof of Lemma C.3. We first prove the following lemma which will
be used in the proof of Lemma C.3. It essentially locates the points in D′

b for which ImmQ(z) ≫ η0 near
the edge. It is a counterpart of [62, Lemmas 5.12, 5.13 and 5.15] and [60, Lemmas 5.13, 5.14 and 5.16]. Due
to similarity, we only sketch the key points of the proof. Recall z0 defined in (3.13).

Lemma C.4. Suppose the assumptions of Lemma C.3, we have that the followings holds with high probability

(1). For any z = E + iη0 ∈ D′
b satisfying that |z − z0| > n−1/2+3ǫd ,

Imm1(z) ≍ η0, ImmQ(z) ≍ η0. (C.22)

(2). For m
(1)
1 (z) and m

(1)
Q (z) defined around (A.4), we have that for all z = E + iη0 ∈ D′

b,

Imm
(1)
1 (z) ≍ η0, Imm

(1)
Q (z) ≍ η0. (C.23)

(3). There exists some E′
0 ∈ R such that for z′0 = E′

0 + iη0, the followings holds simultaneously

|z′0 − z0| 6 n−1/2+3ǫd , and Imm(z′0) ≫ η0. (C.24)

Proof. Due to similarity, we focus our discussion on m1(z) and will explain the minor differences for mQ(z)
from line to line. Recall (B.9). Our proof relies on the following fluctuation average which provides a stronger
control on n−1

∑p
i=1 Zi than the one in Remark B.9. They are counterparts of Lemmas 5.8 and 5.9 and

Corollary 5.10 of [62]. We deter its proof to Appendix D.3.

Lemma C.5. Suppose the assumptions of Lemma C.4 hold, we have that the followings holds on Ω

(1). For all i 6= 1 and all z = E + iη0 ∈ D′
b, we have that

|m2 −m
(1)
2 | ≺ 1

nη0
, |m2 −m

(i)
2 |+ |m(i)

2 −m
(i1)
2 | ≺ n−1+1/(d+1)+4ǫd . (C.25)

(2). For all z ∈ D′
b, ∣∣∣∣∣

1

n

n∑

i=2

Zi

∣∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣∣
1

n

n∑

i=2

Z
(1)
i

∣∣∣∣∣ ≺ n−1/2− 1
2 (

1
2− 1

d+1 )+2ǫd .

(3). For all z ∈ D′
b, ∣∣∣∣∣

1

n

n∑

i=2

(ξ2i + ξ4i )Zi

(1 + ξ2im1n(z))2

∣∣∣∣∣ ≺ n−1/2− 1
2 (

1
2− 1

d+1 )+2ǫd .

Armed with Lemma C.5, we proceed to finish our proof. The proof of part (1) is similar to that of (A.16)
by using the local law Theorem A.8. We only provide the key arguments. Using (B.50), (B.48), and (B.49),
we see that

m1 = − 1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

z − σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1+Zj

+
1

n
tr(R1Σ) +

1

n
tr(R2Σ).
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According to Theorem A.8, by a discussion similar to (B.52) using Remark B.9, we have that

Imm1(z) =
1

n

p∑

i=1

σiη0

|z − σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n+Zj

|2
+

1

n

p∑

i=1

σ2
i

n

∑n
j=1

ξ4j Imm1+ξ2j ImZj

|1+ξ2jm1n+Zj |2

|z − σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n+Zj

|2

+O≺


 1

n

n∑

j=1

Zj

|1 + ξ2jm1n + Zj |2
+

1

(nη0)2




:= R1 + R2 + R3.

(C.26)

Together with Assumption 2.10, (A.23) and Remark B.9, we find that for some small constant c′ > 0, when
n is sufficiently large, ∣∣∣∣∣∣

z − σi

n

n∑

j=1

ξ2j
1 + ξ2jm1n(z) + Zj

∣∣∣∣∣∣
> c′. (C.27)

This implies that
R1 ≍ η0. (C.28)

For R2, on the one hand, by Theorem A.8 and (B.44), we can conclude that there exists some constant
0 < c′ < 1,

1

n

p∑

i=1

σ2
i

n

∑n
j=1

ξ4j
|1+ξ2jm1n+Zj |2

|z − σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n+Zj

|2
6 c′ < 1.

Moreover, as |z − z0| > n−1/2+3ǫd , according to (A.13) and Remark B.9, we find that 1 + ξ2jm1n(z) + Zj >

Cn−1/2+3ǫd for some constant C > 0. Together with (C.27) and (3) of Lemma C.5, we find that with high
probability

1

n

p∑

i=1

σ2
i

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j ImZj

|1+ξ2jm1n+Zj |2

|z − σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n+Zj

|2
≪ η0.

Consequently, we have that with high probability

R2 = c′ Imm1 + o(η0). (C.29)

Similarly, we can prove that with high probability R3 = o(η0). Together with (C.28), (C.29) and (C.26),
we can conclude the prove of m1(z). The discussion for mQ(z) is similar except we need to use (B.49) and
(B.51).

The proof of part (2) is similar to that of part (1) using Lemma C.5, Theorem A.8 and Remark B.9. The
idea is analogous to the proof of Lemma 5.13 of [62] or Lemma 5.14 of [60]. We omit further details.

Finally, for part (3), we find from Lemma A.14, (C.23) and (A.24) that for some small constant ǫ′ < ǫd/2,
with high probability,

|Z1| 6 n−1/2+ǫ′ . (C.30)

Without loss of generality, we assume that ξ21 > ξ22 > · · · > ξ2n. On the one hand, by the definition of m2(z)
and (B.9), we have

m2 =
ξ21G11

n
+

1

n

n∑

i=2

ξ2i

−z(1 + ξ2im
(i)
1 + Zi)

.
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Together with Lemma A.12, we see that

1

ξ21G11
= −z(1 + ξ21m

(1)
1 + Z1). (C.31)

Denote
z±0 = z0 ± n−1/2+3ǫd .

Recall (3.13) that 1+ ξ21 Rem1n(E0 + iη0) = 0. Using Theorem A.8, (A.25) and (A.13), together with (C.23)
and Remark B.9, we conclude that for some constant C > 0

1

ξ21G11(z
−
0 )

> Cn−1/2+3ǫd , and
1

ξ21G11(z
+
0 )

6 −Cn−1/2+3ǫd .

Consequently, by continuity, we find that there exists z1 = E1+iη0 with E1 ∈ (E0−n−1/2+3ǫd , E0+n−1/2+3ǫd)
that ReG11(z1) = 0. For the choice of z1, together with (C.31), we find that

| Im(z1ξ
2
1G11(z1))| =

1

| Imm
(1)
1 (z1) + ImZ1|

≥ n1/2−ǫd/2, (C.32)

where we used (C.30) with the assumption ǫ′ < ǫd/2 and (C.23). On the other hand, following lines of the
proof of [62, Lemma 5.15], by a decomposition similar to (B.21) and a discussion similar to (C.26), using
Lemma C.5, we find that

Imm1(z1) ≍ η0 +
Im(ξ21z1G11(z1))

n
.

Together with (C.32), we conclude that
Imm1(z1) ≫ η0.

The discussion for mQ is similar and we omit the details. This completes our proof.

Finally, armed with Lemma C.4, we proceed to the proof of Lemma C.3. Since the details are similar to
those of Proposition 4.6 of [62] or Proposition 4.7 of [60], we only provide the key ingredients.

Proof of Lemma C.3. We first prove (C.19). Using the spectral decomposition of Q, for mQ(z) in (2.14),
we find that

ImmQ(E + iη0) =
1

n

n∑

i=1

η0
(λi − E)2 + η20

. (C.33)

This yields that
ImmQ(λ1 + iη0) ≥ (nη0)

−1 ≫ η0,

where we used the definition of η0 in (3.12). It is clear that λ1 = OP(1). First, if λ1 ∈ D′
b, then the proof

follows directly from (C.22). Second, if λ1 /∈ D′
b, on the other hand, for the upper bound, by (3) of Lemma

C.4 and (A.15), using the definition of D′
b in (A.7), with an argument similar to Proposition 4.7 of [62],

we have that on Ω, λ1 < E0 + n−1/2+3ǫd holds with 1 − o(1) probability. On the other hand, for the lower
bound, we prove by contradiction. We assume that λ1 < E0(1)− n−1/2+3ǫd . Then we see from (C.33) that
ImmQ(E + iη0) is a decreasing function of E on the interval (E0 − n−1/2+3ǫd , E0 + n−1/2+3ǫd). However,
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from Lemma C.4 and its proof (recall that z−0 = E0 − n−1/2+3ǫd), we have seen that, ImmQ(z0) ≫ η0,
ImmQ(z

−
0 ) ∼ η0, which is a contradiction. It implies that λ1 ≥ E0(1)− n−1/2+3ǫd and completes the proof

of (C.19).
Then we prove (C.20). By (A.13), (A.15) and (A.16), we find that

Rem1n(λ1 + iη0) = Rem1n(z0) + OP(n
−1/2+3ǫd) = − 1

ξ2(1)
+OP(n

−1/2+3ǫd),

where in the last step we used (3.13). This completes our proof.

C.3 Proof of main results of Section 3

In this section, we prove Theorems 3.1 and 3.3 using the results in Sections C.1 and C.2.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. For the first part, according to (C.7), by Lemma A.11, when n is sufficiently large,

µ1 = (ξ2(1) + d1) (φσ̄ +OP(e)) .

Together with Proposition C.1, we find that

λ1 = (ξ2(1) + d1) (φσ̄ +OP(e)) + OP

(
n−1/2+2ǫd1

)
.

Using (A.21) and (A.22) and the definition of d1 in (3.15), we can complete the proof for the first part.
For the second part, it follows directly from the results in Lemma A.15, (A.21) and (A.22). This completes

our proof.

Proof of Theorem 3.3. Due to similarity, we focus our discussion on the separable covariance i.i.d. data
as in case (2) of Assumption 2.1. The elliptical case can be handled similarly. For part (1), (3.7) has been
proved in (II) of Lemma A.4. For (3.8), the proofs follow from Proposition C.2, II of Lemma A.4 with the
fact d > 1 and (A.23). Then (3.9) follows from (3.8) and Lemma A.15.

Then we proceed to the proof of parts (2) and (3). Following [28, Lemma 2.5], we see that conditional

on Ω in Lemma A.11, (L̂+,m1n(L̂+)) should satisfy the following systems of equations

m1n(L̂+) =
1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

−L̂+ + σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j

1+ξ2jm1n(L̂+)

, 1 =
1

n

p∑

i=1

σ2
i

n

∑
j

ξ4j

|1+ξ2jm1n(L̂+)|2
∣∣∣∣L̂+ − σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j

1+ξ2jm1n(L̂+)

∣∣∣∣
2 . (C.34)

Similarly, (L+,m1n,c(L+)) should satisfy the following equations

m1n,c(L+) =
1

n

∑

i

σi

−L+ + σi

∫
s

1+sm1n,c(L+)dF (s)
, 1 =

1

n

∑

i

σ2
i

∫
s2

|1+sm1n,c(L+)|2dF (s)

|L+ − σi

∫
s

1+sm1n,c(L+)dF (s)|2 . (C.35)

Using the definitions of ςk and ς̂k, 1 6 k 6 3, by (A.23) and an argument similar to II of Lemma A.4, when
n is sufficiently large, we see that our assumption φ−1 < ς3 implies φ−1 < ς̂3 on Ω. This yields that for some
constant δ > 0

1

n

∑

i

σ2
i ς̂1

(L̂+ − σi ς̂2)2
> 1 + δ,

1

n

∑

i

σ2
i ς1

(L+ − σiς2)2
> 1 + δ. (C.36)
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where the first inequality is restricted on the event Ω. From now on, for notional simplicity, we always
restrict ourselves on Ω so that the discussion is purely deterministic. Recall (3.5) and (A.6). Combining the
second equations in (C.34) and (C.35) with (C.36), we readily obtain that

m1n(L̂+) > −l−1, m1n,c(L+) > −l−1. (C.37)

Together with (A.23), we have that for all 1 6 j 6 n and some constant δ′ > 0

1∣∣∣1 + ξ2jm1n(L̂+)
∣∣∣
> δ′,

1

|1 + sm1n,c(L+)|
> δ′ for any 0 < s 6 l. (C.38)

We now proceed to the proof. The proof consists of two steps. In the first step, we prove the results assuming
that ∣∣∣m1n,c(L+)−m1n(L̂+)

∣∣∣ = OP(n
−1/2), |L+ − L̂+| = OP(n

−1/2). (C.39)

In the second step, we justify (C.39). We start with step one.

Step one: Under the assumption C.39, the key component of the proof is the following lemma. Denote

C1 :=
1

n

p∑

i=1

σi(
L+ − σi

∫
s

1+sm1n,c
dF (s)

)2 ,

and

X :=
1

n

n∑

j=1

(
ξ2j

1 + ξ2jm1n,c(L+)
−
∫

s

1 + sm1n,c(L+)
dF (s)

)
.

According to Assumption 2.10, we have that
C1 ≍ 1.

Lemma C.6. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.3 and (C.39), we have that

C1(L̂+ − L+) = C1X +OP(n
−1).

Armed with Lemma C.6, we can easily prove parts (2) and (3). Recall (3.6). It is clear from (A.23)
X = OP(n

−1/2), and from central limit theorem that X is asymptotically Gaussian with variance n−1ϑ. We
decompose that

λ1 − L+ = λ1 − L̂+ + L̂+ − L+.

According to [25, 29] and Lemma A.4, we find that on Ω, |λ1 − L̂+| ≺ n−2/3 and n2/3γ(λ1 − L̂+) follows
type-1 Tracy-Widom law. This concludes the general results in part (3). Moreover, for part (2), it is easy
to see that when d > 1, by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, ϑ is bounded from blow so that the Gaussian part
dominates the Tracy-Widom part and we hence conclude the proof.

To complete Step one, we now prove Lemma C.6.

Proof of Lemma C.6. Using the first parts in equations (C.34) and (C.35), we see that

m1n,c(L+)−m1n(L̂+) =
1

n

∑

i

σi

L̂+ − σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j

1+ξ2jm1n(L̂+)

− 1

n

∑

i

σi

L+ − σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n,c(L+)
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+
1

n

∑

i

−σi

∫
s

1+sm1n,c(L+)dF (s) + σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n,c(L+)

(L+ − σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n,c(L+)

)(L+ − σi

∫
s

1+sm1n,c(L+)dF (s))

=
1

n

∑

i

σi(L+ − L̂+)

(L̂+ − σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n,c(L+)

)(L+ − σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n,c(L+)

)

+
1

n

∑

i

σi

L̂+ − σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j

1+ξ2jm1n(L̂+)

− 1

n

∑

i

σi

L̂+ − σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n,c(L+)

+
1

n

∑

i

σi

∫
s

1+sm1n,c(L+)dF (s)− σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n,c(L+)

(L+ − σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n,c(L+)

)(L+ − σi

∫
s

1+sm1n,c(L+)dF (s))

=
1

n

∑

i

σi(L+ − L̂+)

(L̂+ − σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n,c(L+)

)(L+ − σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n,c(L+)

)

+
1

n

∑

i

−σ2
i

n

∑
j

ξ4j (m1n(L̂+)−m1n,c(L+))

(1+ξ2jm1n(L̂+))(1+ξ2jm1n,c(L+))

(L̂+ − σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j

1+ξ2jm1n(L̂+)
)(L̂+ − σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n,c(L+)

)

+
1

n

∑

i

−σi

∫
s

1+sm1n,c(L+)dF (s) + σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n,c(L+)

(L+ − σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n,c(L+)

)(L+ − σi

∫
s

1+sm1n,c(L+)dF (s))

:= T1 + T2 + T3. (C.40)

For the term T1, by (C.39), Assumption 2.10 and (A.23), we can see that

T1 = C1(L+ − L̂+) + OP(n
−1). (C.41)

For the term T2, we see that

T2 =
1

n

∑

i

−σ2
i

n

∑
j

ξ4j (m1n(L̂+)−m1n,c(L+))

(1+ξ2jm1n(L̂+))(1+ξ2jm1n,c(L+))

(L̂+ − σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j

1+ξ2jm1n(L̂+)
)2

+
1

n

∑

i

(σ2
i

n

∑
j

ξ4j

(1+ξ2jm1n(L̂+))(1+ξ2jm1n,c(L+))

)2
(m1n(L̂+)−m1n,c(L+))

2

(L̂+ − σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j

1+ξ2jm1n(L̂+)
)2(L̂+ − σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n,c(L+)

)

=
1

n

∑

i

−σ2
i

n

∑
j

ξ4j (m1n(L̂+)−m1n,c(L+))

(1+ξ2jm1n(L̂+))2

(L̂+ − σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j

1+ξ2jm1n(L̂+)
)2

+
1

n

∑

i

−σ2
i

n

∑
j

ξ4j (m1n(L̂+)−m1n,c(L+))2

(1+ξ2jm1n(L̂+))2(1+ξ2jm1n,c(L+))

(L̂+ − σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n,c(L+)

)2

+
1

n

∑

i

(σ2
i

n

∑
j

ξ4j

(1+ξ2jm1n(L̂+))(1+ξ2jm1n,c(L+))

)2
(m1n(L̂+)−m1n,c(L+))

2

(L̂+ − σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j

1+ξ2jm1n(L̂+)
)(L̂+ − σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n,c(L+)

)2
(C.42)
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= −(m1n(L̂+)−m1n,c(L+)) + OP(n
−1),

where in the last step we used the second equation of (C.34) for the first term of (C.42), and (C.39), Theorem
A.8, (A.23) and Assumption 2.10 for the second and third terms. Similarly, for T3, we have that

T3 = C1X +OP(n
−1). (C.43)

Insert (C.41), (C.42) and (C.43) into (C.40), we can conclude the proof.

Then we prove (C.39) to complete step two and the proof of the theorem.

Step two: To prove (C.39), we first rewrite (C.34) and (C.35) a little bit. Recall (2.21). We find that (C.34)
can be rewritten as

Fn(m1n(L̂+), L̂+) = 0,
∂Fn

∂x
(m1n(L̂+), L̂+) = 0,

where we denote

Fn(x, y) =
1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

−y + σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
1+xξ2j

− x. (C.44)

Similarly, (C.35) can be rewritten as

Fn,c(m1n,c(L+), L+) = 0,
∂Fn,c

∂x
(m1n,c(L+), L+) = 0,

where we denote

Fn,c(x, y) =
1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

−y + σi

∫
s

1+xsdF (s)
− x.

For pair (x̃, ỹ) so that x̃ > −l−1 (recall (C.37)), as long as they satisfy Assumption 2.10 in the sense that
min16i6p |ỹ − σi

∫
s

1+x̃sdF (s)| > τ, by (A.23), we find that

|Fn,c(x̃, ỹ)− Fn(x̃, ỹ)|+
∣∣∣∣
∂Fn,c

∂x
(x̃, ỹ)− ∂Fn

∂x
(x̃, ỹ)

∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣
∂Fn,c

∂y
(x̃, ỹ)− ∂Fn

∂y
(x̃, ỹ)

∣∣∣∣ = OP(n
−1/2). (C.45)

Set (x0, y0) = (m1n,c(L+), L+). Then we have that

Fn,c(x0, y0) = 0,
∂Fn,c

∂x
(x0, y0) = 0, 0 <

∂Fn,c

∂y
(x0, y0) < ∞,

∂2Fn

∂y2
(x0, y0) < 0. (C.46)

It suffices to prove the following lemma.

Lemma C.7. There exists a pair (x1, y1) with condition |x1 − x0| + |y1 − y0| = OP(n
−1/2) such that with

probability 1− o(1)

Fn(x1, y1) = 0,
∂Fn

∂x
(x1, y1) = 0. (C.47)

63



With Lemma C.7, according to (C.34) and Theorem 2.8, we see that (C.39) holds. In the rest, we prove
Lemma C.7 using (C.45).

Proof of Lemma C.7. For some small ǫ > 0, we consider the probability event Ξ so that (A.23) holds and
(C.45) reads as

|Fn,c(x̃, ỹ)− Fn(x̃, ỹ)|+
∣∣∣∣
∂Fn,c

∂x
(x̃, ỹ)− ∂Fn

∂x
(x̃, ỹ)

∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣
∂Fn,c

∂y
(x̃, ỹ)− ∂Fn

∂y
(x̃, ỹ)

∣∣∣∣ = O(n−1/2+ǫ). (C.48)

We have seen that P(Ξ) = 1 − o(1). Now we fix a realization {ξ2i } ∈ Ξ so that the discussions below are
purely deterministic.

For the above fixed constant ǫ > 0, we set the region

N (x, y) := {(x, y) : |x− x0|+ |y − y0| 6 n−1/2+ǫ},

To prove the first part of (C.47), it suffices to prove that there exists a solution of Fn(x, y) = 0 in the
region N (x, y). By Bolzano’s theorem, we see that for sufficiently large n, we can find two points (x11, y11)
and (x12, y12) on N (x, y) so that Fn,c(x11, y11) < 0, Fn,c(x12, y12) > 0. Together with (C.48), we see
that Fn(x11, y11) < 0, Fn(x12, y12) > 0. Therefore, by continuity, we can find some point (x′, y′) so that
Fn(x

′, y′) = 0. Repeating the above procedure, by implicit function theorem, we find that there exists a curve
x ≡ x(y) on N (x, y) so that Fn(x, y) = 0. Similarly, we can show that there exists another curve x̂ ≡ x̂(ŷ)
on N (x̂, ŷ) so that the second part of (C.47) holds in the sense that ∂Fn(x̂, ŷ)/∂x̂ = 0.

In order to show (C.47), we need to prove that the curves (x, y) and (x̂, ŷ) must have at least one
intersection in the region N (x, y). We prove by contradiction. Otherwise, the curve (x, y) will lie in one of
the areas separated by (x̂, ŷ) with strictly ∂Fn(x, y)/∂x < 0 or ∂Fn(x, y)/∂x > 0. By (C.46), we see that
N (x, y), ∂Fn(x, y)/∂y > 0. Without loss of generality, we assume ∂Fn(x, y)/∂x < 0. On the one hand, as
Fn(x, y) = 0, one may conclude that for small neighbor around the points on (x, y), it holds that dx/dy > 0.
On the other hand, taking the derivative Fn(x, y) with respect to y, we obtain that

dx

dy
×




1

n

p∑

i=1

σ2
i

n

∑
j

ξ4j
(1+xξ2j )

2

(−y + σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+xξ2j

)2
− 1


 = 0,

which implies ∂Fn(x, y)/∂x = 0 and gives the contradiction. This concludes our proof.

C.4 Proof of the results of Section 4

In this section, we prove the results of Section 4 which are related to our statistical applications.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. We start with the proof of part (1). For the data matrix Ỹ defined using (4.2)

around (4.3), we denote Q̃ := Ỹ Ỹ ∗ and Q̃ := Ỹ ∗Ỹ . Since these two matrices have the same non-zero
eigenvalues, we focus on the later one for convenience. For the spiked covariance matrix model in (4.1), we
decompose it as follows

Σ̃ := Σs +Σo,
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where we denote the two p× p matrices as

Σs :=

r∑

i=1

σ̃iviv
∗
i ≡ V1ΛsV

∗
1 , Σo :=

p∑

i=r+1

σiviv
∗
i ≡ V2ΛoV

∗
2 . (C.49)

Consequently, we can decompose Q̃ as follows

Q̃ = DX∗Σ̃XD = DX∗ΣsXD+DX∗ΣoXD.

Note that with high probability

‖DX∗ΣoXD‖ = ‖D2X∗Σ0X‖ 6 ‖D2‖‖X∗Σ0X‖ ≤ σrξ
2
(1)‖X∗X‖ ∼ ξ2(1),

where in the last step we used [90] that ‖X∗X‖ is bounded from above with high probability. Using (A.21)
and (A.22) as well as Weyl’s inequality, we see that from the assumption of (4.6) that, for 1 6 i 6 r,

µi − λi(DX∗ΣsXD)

σ̃i
= oP(1). (C.50)

Then we consider the first few largest eigenvalues of DX∗ΣsXD, or equivalently those of Σ
1/2
s XD2X∗Σ1/2

s .

By a discussion similar to Lemma D.1 of [28], we find that if λ is an eigenvalues of Σ
1/2
s XD2X∗Σ1/2

s , recalling
(C.49), we have that

det(V ∗
1 XD2X∗V1 − λΛ−1

s ) = 0. (C.51)

Moreover, due to the rotational invariant property of X , without loss of generality, we can assume the
columns of V1 are standard basis in R

p. Consequently, we observe that

V ∗
1 XD2X∗V1 =




∑
i ξ

2
i u

2
i1

∑
i ξ

2
i ui1ui2 · · · ∑

i ξ
2
i ui1uir∑

i ξ
2
i ui2ui1

∑
i ξ

2
i u

2
i2 · · · ∑

i ξ
2
i ui2uir

...
...

. . .
...∑

i ξ
2
i uirui1

∑
i ξ

2
i uirui2 · · · ∑

i ξ
2
i u

2
ir




r×r

,

where we used the fact that the i-th column of X is ui = (ui1, ui2, · · · , uip)
∗. Recall that ui1 has the same

distribution as the self-normalized random variable gi1 := gi1/
√∑p

j=1 g
2
ij , where {gij} are i.i.d. standard

Gaussian random variables. Let Kol be the Kolmogorov distance. According to the discussions in [81,
Section 4.2.1], we find that for some standard Gaussian random variable g independent of ui1, we have that

Kol(g,
√
pui1) = O(p−1). (C.52)

Since r is finite and {ξ2i } and X are independent, using the assumptions in (i) of Assumption 2.4, by
straightforward calculations using Markov inequality, we conclude that

V ∗
1 XD2X∗V1 = φ−1

Eξ2Ir + oP(1),

where Ir is a r × r identity matrix. Together with (C.51), we conclude that for 1 6 i 6 r

λi(DX∗ΣsXD)

σ̃i
= φ−1

Eξ2 + oP(1). (C.53)

65



Combining (C.50), we have completed the proof of part (1).
Then we proceed with part (2). The proof follows closely from a discussion similar to the proof of [28,

Theorem 3.7], or [57, Theorem 2.7], or [15, Theorem 2.7], or [24, Theorem 3.6]. Due to similarity, we only
sketch the proof strategies, provide the key ingredients and point out the main differences. In fact, our proof
will be easier since the spikes are much larger than the edges and we only consider the first few extremal
non-outlier eigenvalues. As discussed in [28, Appendix D], or [57, Section 6], or [15, Section 4], the proof
consists of the following three steps.

(i). We first find the permissible regions in which contain the eigenvalues of Q̃ with high probability.

(ii). Then we apply a counting argument to a special case (where all the spikes are well-separate), and show
that the results hold under this special case.

(iii). Finally we use a continuity argument to extend the results in (ii) to the general case using the gaps in
the permissible regions.

In what follows, we choose a realization {ξ2i } ∈ Ω so that (A.23) holds with 1 − o(1) probability as in
Lemma A.11. With this restriction, m1n and µ1 in (3.14) are purely deterministic. Recall d1 in (3.15) and
the ǫ used therein. Due to similarity, we focus on the polynomial decay setting (2.5). The exponential decay
case can be handled similarly.

For Step (i), to find the permissible region, for some large constant C > 0, we denote the set for
1 6 i 6 k

Γi :=
{
x ∈ [λi, µ1 + n−1/2+2ǫd1] : dist(x, spec(Q)) > Cn−1/2+2ǫd1

}
, (C.54)

where spec(Q̃) stands for the spectrum of Q. The results of Step (i) can be summarized as follows.

Lemma C.8. There exists some constant C > 0 so that the set ∪iΓi contains no eigenvalue of Q̃.

Proof. The proof is similar to that of Lemma D.4 of [28] or Lemma 5.4 of [24] and we only sketch the key

points here. Due to the rational invariance of X, we can without of generality assume that Σ̃ is diagonal and
decompose that Σ̃ = Σ1 +Σ with Σ1 = Σ̃− Σ = U∗DU , where we recall that Σ̃ is constructed based on Σ.
Here D is an r × r matrix containing the nonzero eigenvalues of Σ1 and U∗ is the p × r matrix containing
the first r standard basis in Rp. Under the assumption of (4.6) and (2.12), we see that D is invertible when

n is sufficiently large. By a discussion similar to (C.51), we see that x is an eigenvalue of Q̃ but not Q if and
only if

det(I −D1/2U∗XD(xI −DX∗ΣXD)−1DX∗UD1/2) = 0. (C.55)

Moreover, for x ∈ Γi, 1 6 i 6 k and η := n−1/2, we define zx = x + iη. According to Proposition B.1, we
have that with high probability

∥∥(DX∗ΣXD − zxI)
−1 + z−1(I +m1n(zx)D

2)−1
∥∥
∞ = O(n−1/2−1/α+ǫ).

Together with the arguments around (C.52), using the fact r is finite, U contains the standard basis and the
definition of m2n(z) in (2.15), we find that

∥∥z−1U∗XD(I +m1n(zx)D
2)−1DX∗U −m2n(zx)I

∥∥
∞ = OP(n

−1/2−1/α+2ǫ),
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where we used the fact that |zx| ≍ µ1 and (B.6). According to a discussion similar to equation (D.29) of [28]
and Lemma A.1, we see that for t = 1, 2,

mtn(zx)−mtn(x) ≍ Immtn(z) = O(n−1/2−1/α+ǫ).

Combining all the above controls, we find that for some constant C > 0

∥∥∥I −D1/2U∗XD(xI −DX∗ΣXD)−1DX∗UD1/2
∥∥∥
∞

= C max
16j6r

|m2n(zx) + σ̃−1
j |+OP

(
n−1/2−1/α+ǫ

)
.

Since x ∈ Γi, together with Lemma A.1, we see that |m2n(zx) + σ̃−1
j | ≫ n−1/2−1/α+ǫ. This implies that x is

not an eigenvalue of Q̃ and completes the proof.

As mentioned in the proof of Theorem 2.7 of [15], once Step (i) is done, Steps (ii) and (iii) are more
standard. For Step (ii), together with the interlacing results as in Lemma C.3 of [28], we perform the
counting argument to prove (4.7) for a special case assuming σ̃1 > σ̃2 > · · · > σ̃r. The details can be found
in Lemma D.5 of [28] or Lemma 5.5 of [24]. For Step (iii), we use a continuity argument for all possible
configurations {σ̃i}16i6r. The details can be found in the proof of Theorem 3.7 of [28]. Since most of the
arguments can be made verbatim following lines of the counterparts of [28] or [24] or [15] or [57], we omit
further details. This completes the proof.

Proof of Corollary 4.3. (4.11) follows directly from (4.7), Theorem 3.1, and the discussions in Remark
4.2. On the other hand, when Ha and the assumption that r∗ > r hold, we have that

T >
µr − µr+1

µr+1 − µr+2
.

Moreover, according to part (2) of Theorem 4.1 and (A.21) or (A.22), we see that with 1− o(1) probability,
for some constant C > 0

(µr+1 − µr+2)
−1 > CT−1.

In addition, according to part (1) of Theorem 4.1, we see from the assumption of (4.6) and (A.21) or (A.22)
that

µr − µr+1 > Cσ̃r.

Combining the above two controls, we can prove (4.12) and (4.13) for the statistic T. The other two equations
can be proved similarly for the statistic Tr0 . This completes our proof.

Proof of Theorem 4.5. The proof follows from strategies similar to Theorem 2.4 of [16] or Theorem 3.5
of [96]. We focus on explaining the main ideas and omit the details. The core of the proof is to introduce
the auxiliary quantities θi, 1 6 i 6 r, where for each 1 6 i 6 r, θi satisfies the equation

θi
σ̃i

=
(
1− 1

nθi

p∑

j=r+1

σj

1− σ̃−1
i σj

)−1

.

With the restriction that θi ∈ [σ̃i, 2σ̃i], the existence of uniqueness of θi have been justified in [16, 96].
Furthermore, under the assumption of (4.6), we can conclude from equation (2.10) of [16] that

θi/σ̃i = 1 + o(1), 1 6 i 6 r. (C.56)
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Moreover, following lines of the proof of Theorem 2.2 of [16] or Lemma 3.4 of [96], we can conclude that for
1 6 i 6 r, we can obtain that

λ̂i

θi
= 1 + k∗

i (V
∗
1 XX∗V1 − Ir)ki + oP(

1√
n
),

where we recall (C.49) for the definition of V1 and ki, 1 6 i 6 r, are the standard basis in Rr. Together with
Lemma A.14, we see that

µi

λ̂i

=
µi

θi

(
1 + OP(n

−1/2)
)
. (C.57)

The rest of the proof leaves to establish the asymptotics of µi/θi. In the actual proof, it is more convenient

to work with random quantities θ̂i, 1 6 i 6 r, defined according to

θ̂i
σ̃i

=


1− 1

nθ̂i

p∑

j=r+1

σj

1− σ̃−1
i σj

+
1

nθ̂i

p∑

k=r+1

σk

1− σk

nθ̂i

∑n
j=1 ξ

2
j /Eξ

2




−1

. (C.58)

Similar to θi, with the restriction θ̂i ∈ [σ̃i, 2σ̃i], we can obtain the uniqueness and existence of the solutions
with high probability.

We first summarize some important properties of θ̂i. On the one hand, it is easy to use the definitions of
θi, θ̂i, the assumption of (4.6) and (C.56), we can obtain that

θi

θ̂i
= 1 + oP(1).

In light of (C.57), we find that it suffices to work with µi/θ̂i. On the other hand, using the above controls
with (C.58) and (A.21) or (A.22), we find that

1

n

n∑

j=1

ξ2j
Eξ2

− θ̂i
σ̃i

=
θ̂i
σ̃i

×




1

n

n∑

j=1

ξ2j − Eξ2 − ξ2j

nθ̂i

∑p
k=r+1

σk

1−σ̃−1
1 σk

+
ξ2i
nθ̂i

∑p
k=r+1

σk

1− σk
nθ̂i

∑
n
j=1 ξ2j /Eξ

2

Eξ2




=
1

n

n∑

j=1

ξ2j − Eξ2

Eξ2
−

1
n

∑n
j=1 ξ

2
j /Eξ

2 − θ̂i
σ̃i

σ̃i
× oP(1) + oP(n

−1/2),

which implies that

θ̂i
σ̃i

= 1 + oP(n
−1/2). (C.59)

Now we proceed to complete the proof following that of Theorem 2.4 of [16]. For notational convenience,
we now work with the rescaled matrix

Q̌ := ĎX∗Σ̃XĎ, Ď2 := (Eξ2)−1D2,

whose eigenvalues are denoted as λ̌1 > λ̌2 > · · · > λ̌{p∧n} > 0. Note that µi = Eξ2λ̌i. By a discussion similar

to (C.51) and (C.55), using (C.49), we find that λ̌i, 1 6 i 6 r satisfy the equation

det(Λ−1
s − V ∗

1 XĎ(λ̌iI − ĎX∗ΣoXĎ)−1ĎX∗V1) = 0.
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Denote B(x) := xI − ĎX∗ΣoXĎ and δi = (λ̌i − θ̂i)/θ̂i, the above determinant can be rewritten into

det(θ̂iΛ
−1
s − θ̂iV

∗
1 XĎB−1(θ̂i)ĎX∗V1 + δiθ̂

2
i V

∗
1 XĎB−1(λ̌i)B

−1(θ̂i)ĎX∗V1) = 0. (C.60)

Following the procedure in Section 7.1 of [16] or Lemma C.5 of [96], we find that for 1 6 i, l 6 r (recall that

Σ̃ is assumed to be diagonal)

θ̂ie
∗
i V

∗
1 XĎB−1(θ̂i)ĎX∗V1el = 1(l = i)

n∑

j=1

x2
kjξ

2
j /Eξ

2 + oP(n
−1/2).

Similarly, by a discussion similar to Lemma C.6 of [96], we conclude that

δiθ̂
2
i [V

∗
1 XĎB−1(λ̌i)B

−1(θ̂i)ĎX∗V1]il = δi(1(l = i) + oP(1)).

Inserting the above two controls into (C.60), by the assumption of (4.17), using Leibniz’s formula for deter-
minant, one has that

δi(1 + oP(1)) =

n∑

j=1

x2
ijξ

2
j /Eξ

2 − θ̂i
σ̃i

+ oP(n
−1/2). (C.61)

Combining (C.59), we conclude that

λ̌i − θ̂i

θ̂i
=

n∑

j=1

x2
ijξ

2
j /Eξ

2 − 1 + oP(n
−1/2).

Together with (C.57) and (C.59), using central limit theorem, we can conclude the proof.

D Proof of some auxiliary lemmas

D.1 Preliminary estimates: Proof of Lemmas A.1 and A.4

D.1.1 Proof of Lemma A.1

Due to similarity, we only prove the results for the separable covariance i.i.d. data model when ξ2 decays
polynomially, i.e., when (2.21) and (2.5) hold. The other cases can be proved analogously and we omit the
details.

Proof. We start with the first statement. We now abbreviate Fn(m1n(z)) ≡ Fn(m1n(z), z) throughout the
proof. For the real part, it suffices to prove that with high probability for some 0 < C2 < 1 < C1

Rem1n(z) ∈
[
−C1

φσ̄E

E2 + η2
,−C2

φσ̄E

E2 + η2

]
. (D.1)

Moreover, by continuity and Theorem 2.8, it suffices to prove the following inequalities

ReFn(−C2φσ̄E(E2 + η2)−1 + i Imm1n(z)) < 0, ReFn(−C1φσ̄E(E2 + η2)−1 + i Imm1n(z)) > 0. (D.2)
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We only focus on the first part. By definition, we have that

ReFn(m1n(z)) = −Rem1n(z) (D.3)

− 1

n

p∑

i=1

σiRe(z − σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
1+m1n(z)ξ2j

)

Re2(z − σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
1+m1n(z)ξ2j

) + Im2(z − σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
1+m1n(z)ξ2j

)
.

Note that

Re


z − σi

n

n∑

j=1

ξ2j
1 +m1nξ2j


 = E − σi

n

n∑

j=1

ξ2j (1 + ξ2j Rem1n)

(1 + ξ2j Rem1n)2 + ξ4j Im
2 m1n

,

Im


z − σi

n

n∑

j=1

ξ2j
1 +m1nξ2j


 = η +

σi

n

n∑

j=1

ξ4j Imm1n

(1 + ξ2j Rem1n)2 + ξ4j Im
2 m1n

.

By a discussion similar to (C.6), if Rem1n = −C2(φσ̄E)/(E2 + η2), we have that

Re


z − σi

n

n∑

j=1

ξ2j
1 +m1nξ2j


 ≥ E(1 − o(1)),

Im


z − σi

n

n∑

j=1

ξ2j
1 +m1nξ2j


 ≤ η + E × o(1).

(D.4)

Therefore, together with (D.3), we see that

ReFn(−C2φσ̄E(E2 + η2)−1 + i Imm1n(z)) ≤ C2φσ̄
E

(E2 + η2)
− 1

n

p∑

i=1

σi × E(1 − o(1))

E2 + (η + E × o(1))2

≤ (C2 − 1 + o(1))
φσ̄E

(E2 + η2)
< 0,

(D.5)

for sufficient large n. This completes the discussion for the real part. For the complex part, the idea is
similar and it suffices to prove that when z ∈ Du, for some constants C1, C2 > 0

Imm1n(z) ∈
[
C1

ηφσ̄

E2 + η2
, C2η |Rem1n(z)|

]
. (D.6)

Equivalently, it suffices to prove that

ImFn(Rem1n(z) + iC2η |Rem1n(z)|) < 0, ImFn

(
Rem1n(z) + iC1

ηφσ̄

E2 + η2

)
> 0,

where by definition

ImFn(m1n, z) = − Imm1n +
1

n

p∑

i=1

σi Im(z − σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
1+m1nξ2j

)

Re2(z − σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
1+m1nξ2j

) + Im2(z − σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
1+m1nξ2j

)
.
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The proof of the above inequalities is similar to (D.2) using (D.1). We briefly discuss the proof of the first
inequality in which case by a discussion similar to (D.4)

ImFn(m1n, z) = ηRem1n +
φσ̄η(1 + E)

E2 + η2(1 + E × o(1))2

≤ −C2
φσ̄ηE

(E2 + η2)
+

φσ̄η(1 + E)

E2(1 + η2 × o(1)) + η2(1 + 2E × o(1))
< 0.

This completes our proof.
For the second statement, from the first statement, we see that it is valid to write m1n(E). Since µ1 ≫ d1

holds with high probability (see (B.6)), it suffices to prove that for some constants 0 < C2 < 1 < C1, when
|E − µ1| 6 Cd1,

m1n(E) ∈
[
−C1

φσ̄

E
,−C2

φσ̄

E

]
. (D.7)

Due to simplicity, we again only focus on the proof of the upper bound. According to Theorem 2.8 and
(2.19), we shall have that Fn(m1n(E)) = 0. Moreover, since Fn(m1n(µ1)) = 0, to prove (D.7), it suffices to
prove

Fn(−C2φσ̄/E) < 0, Fn(−C1φσ̄/E) > 0. (D.8)

Due to similarity, we focus our discussion on the first inequality. By definition, we have that

Fn(−C2φσ̄/E) = C2
φσ̄

E
− 1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

E − σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j

1−ξ2j (C2
φσ̄
E )

= C2
φσ̄

E
− 1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

E(1− σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
E−C2ξ2jφσ̄

)
.

By a discussion similar to (C.6), we further have that

Fn(−C2φσ̄/E) = C2
φσ̄

E
− 1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

E(1− o(1))
= (C2 − 1 + o(1))

φσ̄

E
< 0. (D.9)

This completes the proof of the first statement.
Finally, we prove the third statement using the first two statements. For z ∈ Du, by definition, we have

that

m2n(z) =
1

n

n∑

j=1

ξ2j
−E − iη − (E + iη)ξ2j (Rem1n + i Imm1n)

=
1

n

n∑

j=1

ξ2j
[
(−E − ξ2j (E Rem1n − η Imm1n) + iη + iξ2j (E Imm1n + ηRem1n))

]

(−E − ξ2j (E Rem1n − η Imm1n))2 + (−η − ξ2j (E Imm1n + ηRem1n))2
.

(D.10)

According to the results in the first two statements, the definition of Du in (A.1) and the elementary relation
that |m1n(z)| = O(1), we find that for some constants C1, C2 > 0, when n is sufficiently large

|(−E − ξ2j (E Rem1n − η Imm1n) + iη + iξ2j (E Imm1n + ηRem1n))| 6 C1E,

71



and
(−E − ξ2j (E Rem1n − η Imm1n))

2 + (−η − ξ2j (E Imm1n + ηRem1n))
2 > C2(E + ξ2j )

2.

Together with a discussion similar to (C.6), we readily see that for some large constant C > 0

|m2n(z)| ≤
C

n

n∑

j=1

Eξ2j
(E + ξ2j )

2
≤ C

n

n∑

j=1

ξ2j
E − ξ2j

= O(e2). (D.11)

Then together with the definition of mn(z), we see that

|mn(z)| ≤
1

p|z|

p∑

i=1

1

|1 + σim2n(z)|
≤ 1

p|z|

p∑

i=1

1

1 + σi|m2n(z)|
≤ 1

|z| = O(E−1).

To control the imaginary part, by (D.10), we can write

Imm2n(z) =
1

n

n∑

j=1

ξ2j (η + ξ2j (E Imm1n + ηRem1n))

(−E − ξ2j (E Rem1n − η Imm1n))2 + (−η − ξ2j (E Imm1n + ηRem1n))2
.

Combining with (D.1) and (D.6), we see that for some constant C > 0

Imm2n(z) 6
C

n

n∑

j=1

ξ2j (η + ξ2j η)

(E + ξ2j (O(1) + η2 ×O(E−1)))2 + (η + ξ2j ×O(1) + η ×O(E−1))2

= O


 1

n

n∑

j=1

ηξ4j
O(E2)


 = O

( η

E

)
,

(D.12)

where in the last step we used (A.21). Moreover, using the definition of mn(z) in (2.16), we can write

Immn(z) =
1

p

p∑

i=1

η + σiηRem2n + σiE Imm2n

(E + σiE Rem2n − σiη Imm2n)2 + (η + σiηRem2n + σiE Imm2n)2
.

Together with (D.11) and (D.12), we can easily see that

Immn(z) = O
( η

E2

)
.

This completes our proof.

Remark D.1. We may observe from the proof of Lemma A.1 that in many cases we can directly write
m1n(µ1) without considering its imaginary part. For example, when (2.5) holds, for z0 = µ1 + iη, using
(2.21) and (3.14), we see that

lim
η↓0

Imm1n(z0) = lim
η↓0

1

n

∑

i

σi(η + σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ4j Imm1n(z0)

|1+ξ2jm1n(z0)|2 )

|z0 − σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n(z0)

|2

= lim
η↓0

1

n

∑

i

σ2
i

n

∑n
j=1

ξ4j Imm1n(z0)

|1+ξ2jm1n(z0)|2

|µ1 − σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n(z0)

|2
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=
( 1
n

∑

i

σ2
i

n

∑n
j=1

(ξ2(1)+d2)
2ξ4j

|ξ2
(1)

+d2−ξ2j |2

|µ1 − σi

n

∑n
j=1

(ξ2
(1)

+d2)ξ2j
ξ2
(1)

+d2−ξ2j
|2

)
× lim

η↓0
Imm1n(z0).

Then by a discussion similar to (D.12), using the fact that α > 2, we find that for any µ1 & ξ2(1)

lim
η↓0

Imm1n(z0) = o(1)× lim
η↓0

Imm1n(z0),

which holds true if and only if limη↓0 Imm1n(z0) = 0. This shows that m1n(µ1) is well-defined for µ1 & ξ2(1).

D.1.2 Proof of Lemma A.4

Due to similarity, we focus our discussion on the separable covariance i.i.d. data model. The elliptical data
model can be handled analogously using (2.20) instead of (2.21) whenever it is necessary. We omit the details
due to similarity.

Proof. We first prove the results when conditionally. Let Ω be the event satisfying (c) of Definition A.9.
According to Lemma A.11, we find that P(Ω) = 1− o(1). Now we choose a realization {ξ2i } ∈ Ω so that the
proofs of parts (a) and (b) are purely deterministic.

Proof of (a). We start with (A.9). According to (2.16), we have that

m1n(z) =
1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

−z + σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n(z)

.

To characterize the bulk of the spectrum, we take the imaginary part on the both sides of the above equation
and let η ↓ 0 to obtain that

Imm1n(z) =
1

n

p∑

i=1

σ2
i

(
1
n

∑
j

ξ4j Im(m1n)

Re2(1+ξ2jm1n)+ξ4j Im2(m1n)

)

(E − Re(σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n

))2 + Im2(σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n

)
. (D.13)

The above equation can be further rewritten as

0 = Imm1n(z)(1− g(m1n, E)), (D.14)

where g(m1n, E) is denoted as

g(m1n, E) :=
1

n

p∑

i=1

σ2
i

(
1
n

∑
j

ξ4j
Re2(1+ξ2jm1n)+ξ4j Im2(m1n)

)

(E − Re(σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n

))2 + Im2(σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n

)
.

Similar to the arguments used in [60, 62], it is easy to see that for any fixed Rem1n < −l−1 and E,
g(m1n, E) → 0 when | Imm1n| → ∞, and g(m1n, E) → +∞ in order to satisfy (D.14) when | Imm1n| → 0.
Therefore, by monotonicity, there exists a unique Imm1n > 0 such that (D.14) holds, which corresponds to
the bulk of the spectrum.
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Furthermore, for any fixed Rem1n > −l−1 and fixed E so that Theorem 2.8 holds, we have that g(m1n, E)
is monotone decreasing in terms of | Imm1n|. Let E+ be defined according to m1n(E+) = −l−1. In view of
(2.21) and (2.19), we have that

l−1 =
1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

E+ − σi ς̂2
.

Let ς̃3 be defined similarly as ς̂3 in (A.6) by replacing L̂+ with E+. Based on the above arguments and
definitions, it is easy to see that

sup
Rem1n∈(−l−1,∞)

g(m1n, E) = g(−l−1, E+) = φς̃3.

Assuming that φς̃3 < 1, we conclude that (D.14) holds only if Imm1n(z) = 0 which corresponds to the
outside part of the spectrum. This shows that m1n = −l−1 is at the right edge of the spectrum and gives
the expression of the end point L̂+ as in (A.9). Therefore, L̂+ = E+ and ς̂3 = ς̃3. This completes the proof.

Second, the proof of (A.10) follows from an argument similar to Lemma 8.4 of [62] utilizing the estimate
(2.7), we omit the details.

Third, we prove (A.11). The closeness of ςk and ς̂k, k = 1, 2, 3, 4, follows from arguments similar to
the last equation of (A.23). Now we proceed to the proof of the second equation. According to the proof of

(A.9) and an analogous argument, we found that m1n(L̂+) = −l−1 and m1n,c(L+) = −l−1. Together with
the definitions of ς2, ς̂2, m2n and m2n,c, we find that

ς2 = −m2n,c(L+)L+, ς̂2 = −m2n(L̂+)L̂+. (D.15)

Next, by (A.9) and an analogous argument for L+ (see (3.7) and the proof of part II below), we have that

0 =
1

n

p∑

i=1

−lσi

(−L+ + σiς2)
+

1

n

p∑

i=1

lσi

(−L̂+ + σi ς̂2)

=
1

n

∑

i

−lσi

(−L+ + σiς2)
+

1

n

∑

i

lσi

(−L+ + σi ς̂2)
+

1

n

∑

i

lσi(L̂+ − L+)

(−L̂+ + σi ς̂2)(−L+ + σi ς̂2)
.

(D.16)

By first equation of (A.11), (D.15) and Assumption 2.10, we can conclude our proof.
Fourth, we work with (A.12) and (A.13). Due to similarity, we only prove (A.12). According to (2.8),

we have that

m1n(z) =
1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

−z + σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n(z)

.

Consequently, it is easy to see that for z = L̂+ − κ+ iη ∈ Db,

m1n(L̂+)−m1n(z) = R1(L̂+ − z) +R2(m1n(L̂+)−m1n(z)), (D.17)

where we denote

R1 :=
1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

(−L̂+ + σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j

1+ξ2jm1n(L̂+)
)(−z + σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n(z)

)
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R2 :=
1

n

p∑

i=1

σ2
i

n

∑
j

ξ4j

(1+ξ2jm1n(L̂+))(1+ξ2jm1n(z))

(−L̂+ + σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j

1+ξ2jm1n(L̂+)
)(−z + σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n(z)

)
.

To study the terms R1 and R2, we will need the following control whose proof follows from equations
(4.24)-(4.28) of [62]

1

n

n∑

j=1

ξ4j
(1− ξ2j l

−1)(1 + ξ2jm1n(z))
=

{
O(logn) , d > 2;

O
(
|l−1 +m1n(z)|d−2 logn

)
, 1 < d 6 2.

(D.18)

For the denominator of R1, since z ∈ Db, by a discussion similar to (D.16), we find they are bounded from

below so that R1 = O(1). Furthermore, since m1n(L̂+) = −l−1, by a straightforward calculation, using the
definition of ς̂2 in (A.6) and the control (D.18), we observe that

R1 = ς̂4 −
1

n

p∑

i=1

σi(z − L̂+) +
σ2
i

n

∑
j

ξ4j (m1n(z)+l−1)

(1−ξ2j l
−1)(1+ξ2jm1n(s))

(−L̂+ + σi ς̂2)2(−z + σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n(z)

)

= ς̂4 +O(|z − L̂+|) + O(|m1n(z) + l−1|min{d−1,1} logn),

(D.19)

where in the second step we again used an argument similar to (D.16). Similarly, for R2, we find that

R2 = φς̂3 +O(|z − L̂+|) + O(|m1n(z) + l−1|min{d−1,1} logn). (D.20)

We next provide a useful deterministic control. Using a discussion similar to [60, Lemma A.4], we find from
(2.16) that

1

n

p∑

i=1

σ2
i
1
n

∑n
j=1

ξ4j
(1+ξ2jm1n(z))2

| − z + σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n(z)

|2
= 1− 1

n

∑

i

σiη/ Imm1n(z)

| − z + σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n(z)

|2
= 1− η

|m1n(z)|2
Imm1n(z)

. (D.21)

Since Imm1n(z) > 0, this implies that

0 6 1− 1

n

∑

i

σiη/ Imm1n(z)

|(−z + σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n(z)

)|2
6 1.

Together with Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we see that

|R2| 6 (φς̂3)
1/2


1− 1

n

∑

i

σiη/ Imm1n(z)

|(−z + σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n(z)

)|2




1/2

< 1,

where we used the fact Imm1n(z) > 0 and η > 0. Using (D.17), we find that m1n(L̂+)−m1n(z) ≍ L̂+ − z.
Then we can conclude our proof using (D.17), (D.19) and (D.20).
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Finally, we prove the controls for the imaginary parts. For (A.14), the discussion is similar to that of
Lemma 4.5 of [60]. According to (2.19), we find see that

−m1n(z) =
1

n

σ1

z − σ1

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n(z)

+
1

n

p∑

i=2

σi

z − σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n(z)

= O(
1

nη
) +

1

n

p∑

i=2

σi

z − σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n(z)

,

(D.22)

where in the step we the fact that Imm1n(z) > 0 and the trivial bound that

1

n

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣


z − σ1

n

n∑

j=1

ξ2j
1 + ξ2jm1n(z)




−1
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
6 n−1


η +

σ1

n

n∑

j=1

ξ4j Imm1n(z)

|1 + ξ2jm1n(z)|2




−1

6 (nη)−1. (D.23)

Taking the imaginary part on both sides of (D.22), we see that for some constant 0 < c < 1,

Imm1n(z) =
1

n

p∑

i=2

σi(η + σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ4j Imm1n(z)

|1+ξ2jm1n(z)|)

|z − σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n(z)

|2
+O(

1

nη
)

=
1

n

p∑

i=2

σiη

|z − σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n(z)

|2
+

1

n

p∑

i=2

σ2
i

n

∑n
j=1

ξ4j Imm1n(z)

|1+ξ2jm1n(z)|

|z − σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n(z)

|2
+O(

1

nη
)

= O(η) + O(
1

nη
) + c Imm1n(z),

where in the last step we used discussions similar to (D.25) and (D.28) below. This concludes the proof.
Then we prove (A.16) and (A.15) following [62, Lemma 5.2]. Due to similarity, we focus our analysis on
m1n(z) and discuss mn(z) briefly in the end. In what follows, for notational simplicity, without loss of
generality, we assume that on Ω, ξ2(i) = ξ2i . In what follows, we identify η ≡ η0 till the end of the proof of

the lemma. According to (2.16), we find that

Imm1n(z) =
1

n

p∑

i=1

σi(η + σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ4j Imm1n(z)

|1+ξ2jm1n(z)|2 )

|z − σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n(z)

|2

=
1

n

p∑

i=1

σiη

|z − σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n(z)

|2
+

1

n

p∑

i=1

σ2
i

n
ξ41 Imm1n(z)

|1+ξ21m1n(z)|2

|z − σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n(z)

|2
+

1

n

p∑

i=1

σ2
i

n

∑n
j=2

ξ4j Imm1n(z)

|1+ξ2jm1n(z)|2

|z − σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n(z)

|2

= L1 + L2 + L3. (D.24)

For the denominator, by the results and arguments in Section B.2.1, we observe that when z ∈ D′
b

z − σi

n

n∑

j=1

ξ2j
1 + ξ2jm1n(z)

= z − σi

n

n∑

j=2

ξ2j
1 + ξ2jm1n(z)

+
σi

n

ξ21
1 + ξ21m1n(z)
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= z − σi

n

n∑

j=2

ξ2j
1 + ξ2jm1n,c(z)

+ O((nη)−1 + n−1/2−1/(d+1)).

Together with Assumption 2.10 and (A.23), we find that for some small constant c′ > 0, when n is sufficiently
large, ∣∣∣∣∣∣

z − σi

n

n∑

j=1

ξ2j
1 + ξ2jm1n(z)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
> c′.

This implies that

L1 ≍ η. (D.25)

For L2, on the one hand, when |z−z0| > Cn−1/2+3ǫd , by (A.13), we conclude that on Ω, for some constant
C > 0

|L2| 6 n−1/2−3ǫd Imm1n(z). (D.26)

On the other hand, when z = z0 so that Rem1n(z) = −ξ21 , we can rewrite L2 as

L2 =
1

n

p∑

i=1

σi

n Imm1n(z)

|z − σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n(z)

|2
. (D.27)

Next, for L3, by (B.44), (A.23) and the results and arguments in Section B.2.1, using the trivial bound
for L2 that |L2| = O((nη)−1), we conclude that when z ∈ D′

b, for some constant 0 < c < 1

|L3| 6 c Imm1n(z). (D.28)

Consequently, we find that (A.16) follows from (D.24), (D.25), (D.26) and (D.28). Moreover, (A.15)
follows from (D.24), (D.25), (D.27) and (D.28) by solving the associated quadratic equation. Finally, we
mention that the results for Immn(z) essentially follows from (2.16) that

Immn(z) =
1

n

p∑

i=1

η

|z − σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n(z)

|2
+

1

n

p∑

i=1

1
n

∑
j

ξ4j Imm1n(z)

|1+ξ2jm1n(z)|2

|z − σi

n

∑
j

ξ2j
1+ξ2jm1n(z)

|2
,

with the results for Imm1n(z). This completes our proof.

Proof of Part (b). For (A.17), on the one hand, when when d > 1 and φ−1 < ς̂3, the result has been
proved in (C.37). On the other hand, when −1 < d 6 1, we employ the proof idea as in the proof of Lemma
A.3 of [61] using a continuity argument. Recall (C.44). Denote

g(x, y) ≡ ∂Fn(x, y)

∂x
+ 1 =

1

n

p∑

i=1

σ2
i

n

∑n
j=1

ξ4j
(1+xξ2j )

2

(−y + σi

n

∑n
j=1

ξ2j
1+xξ2j

)2
.

From our assumption that −1 < d 6 1 and (2.7), we find that there exist constants C,C0 > 0 such
that dF (x) ≥ C(l − x)d ≥ C0(l − x) for x ∈ (0, l). Let D be a sufficiently large constant and choose
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a sufficiently small constant 0 < ǫ < D−1, we have that when n is sufficiently large, there exists some
constants C1, C2, C3 > 0

g(−(l+ ǫ)−1, L̂+) =
1

n

p∑

i=1

σ2
i

n

∑n
j=1

(l+ǫ)2ξ4j
(l+ǫ−ξ2j )

2

(
L̂+ − σi

n

∑n
j=1

(l+ǫ)ξ2j
l+ǫ−ξ2j

)2

≥ C1

n

p∑

i=1

σ2
i

∫ l

l−(D−1)ǫ
(l+ǫ)2x2

(l+ǫ−x)2dF (x)

(L̂+ − σiO(1))2
≥ 1

n

p∑

i=1

C2

∫ l

l−(D−1)ǫ
(l−x)

(l+ǫ−x)2dx

(L̂+ − σiO(1))2

=
1

n

p∑

i=1

C2

∫Dǫ

ǫ
(t−ǫ)
t2 dt

(L̂+ − σiO(1))2
> C3(logD − 1 +

1

D
) > 1,

for sufficiently large D > 0. Similar arguments apply to g(−(l − ǫ), L̂+). Consequently, by the continuity

of g(x, y), we obtain that ∂Fn(−l−1, L̂+)/∂x > 0. Since ∂Fn(m1n(L̂+), L̂+)/∂x = 0, we can conclude that

(C.37) still holds. That is, m1n(L̂+) > −l−1. This finishes the proof of (A.17).
For (A.18) and (A.19), using (A.17), by a discussion similar to (C.46), we see that

∂2Fn(m1n(L̂+), L̂+)

∂x2
≍ 1. (D.29)

Armed with this input, the square root behavior of ρ at L̂+ can be obtained in the same way as Lemma A.1
of [61]. Due to similarity, we omit the details. This completes our proof of Part (b).

Finally, it is easy to check that we can follow lines of the proofs of parts (a) and (b) to prove the unconditional
results by replacing the related quantities verbatim. We omit further details.

D.2 Control of some bad probability events: proof of Lemma A.11

In this subsection, we prove Lemma A.11 case by case. We first prove Case (a) in Definition A.9.

Proof of Case (a). First, the last statement of (A.21) follows directly from strong law of large number. In
fact, the result holds almost surely.

Then, we prove the second statement of (A.21). For the upper bound, since {ξ2i } are independent, we
readily see that when n is sufficiently large, for some constant C′ > 0,

P(ξ2(1) 6 Cn1/α logn) =
(
1− P(ξ2 > Cn1/α logn)

)n
≥
(
1− L(Cn1/α logn)

(Cn1/α logn)α

)n

≥ (1− C′n−1 log−α n)n ≍ exp (−1/(C′ logα n)) ≍ 1−O(log−α n).

where in the second step we used the assumption (2.5) and in the third step we used the assumption that
L(·) is a slowly varying function. This proves the upper bound. Similarly, for the lower bound, we can show
that for some large constant C > 0

P(ξ2(1) ≤ n1/α log−1 n) = O(logn/nC). (D.30)

This concludes the proof of the second statement.
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Next, we prove the first statement using the second one. Note that

P(ξ2(1) − ξ2(2) < n1/α log−1 n) = P(ξ2(1) < n1/α log−1 n+ ξ2(2)) = P(ξ2(1) < Cn1/α log−1 n) = O(logn/nC),

where the second and third steps we used the results of the second statement.
Then we justify the fourth statement. In what follows, without loss of generality, we assume that nb is

an integer. For c > 1 and b > 1/2, we notice that for some large constant C > 0

P(ξ2(1) − ξ2(nb) < c−1n1/α log−1 n) ≤ P(ξ2(nb) ≥ (1− c−1)n1/α log−1 n)

=

n∑

k=nb

(
n

k

)[
P(ξ2 ≥ (1− c−1)n1/α log−1 n)

]k [
P(ξ2 ≤ (1− c−1)n1/α log−1 n)

]n−k

=

n∑

k=nb

(
n

k

)(
logα n

n

)k (
1− logα n

n

)n−k

≤
n∑

k=nb

(en
k

)k ( logα n

n

)k (
1− logα n

n

)n−k

≤
n∑

k=nb

( e
k

)k
logαk ne− logα n(1−k/n) = O(logn/nC),

(D.31)

where in the first step we used (D.30), in the third step we used (2.5) and in the fourth step we used Stirling’s
formula. This concludes the proof.

Finally, we proceed to the proof of the third statement. Define a sequence of intervals Ik := {Cn1/α log−1 n+
knǫ, Cn1/α log−1 n+(k+1)nǫ}, k = [[1, n1/α−ǫ]]. It is easy to see that if ξ2(i)−ξ2(i+1) < nǫ when ξ2(i), ξ

2
(i+1) ∈ Ik

for some k. Setting pk := P(ξ2 ∈ Ik), we see that

P(|j ∈ [[1, n]] : ξ2j ∈ Ik| = 0) = (1− pk)
n, P(|j ∈ [[1, n]] : ξ2j ∈ Ik| = 1) = npk(1− pk)

n−1.

We now provide an estimate for pk using (2.5). Note that

pk = P(Cn1/α log−1 n+ knǫ ≤ ξ2 ≤ Cn1/α log−1 n+ (k + 1)nǫ)

≤ 1

(Cn1/α log−1 n+ knǫ)α
− 1

(Cn1/α log−1 n+ (k + 1)nǫ)α

≤ Cn−1 logα n
(1 + (k + 1)n−1/α+ǫ logn)α − (1 + kn−1/α+ǫ logn)α

(1 + kn−1/α+ǫ logn)α

≤ Cn−1 logα n−1/α+ǫ log n = Cn−(1+1/α)+ǫ logα n. (D.32)

Armed with the above estimate, we see that when n is sufficiently large,

P(ξ2(i), ξ
2
(i+1) ∈ Ik) ≤ P(|j ∈ [[1, n]] : ξ2j ∈ Ik| ≥ 2) = 1− (1− pk)

n − npk(1 − pk)
n−1 ≤ n2p2k.

Consequently, together with (D.32), we have that for some constant C1 > 0

P(ξ2(i) − ξ2(i+1) ≤ nǫ) ≤
n1/α−ǫ∑

k=1

n2p2k ≤ Cn1/α+2−ǫn−(2+2/α)+2ǫ logα n = n−1/α+ǫ logα n = o(1), (D.33)

as long as ǫ < 1/α. This finishes the proof of the third statement.
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Then we prove Case (b) of Definition A.9.

Proof of Case (b). Due to similarity and for notational simplicity, we focus on the case β = 1. The general
setting can be proved analogously and we omit the details.

We start with the second statement of (A.22). For the upper bound, for any C > 1, following Markov
inequality, we have that for some universal constant C′ > 0 when n is sufficiently large, by (2.6),

P(ξ2(1) < C logn) = (1− P(ξ2 ≥ C logn))n ≥
(
1− Eetξ

2

etC log n

)n

=

(
1− C′

ntC

)n

≍ exp(−1/ntC−1) ≍ 1−O(n−(tC−1)).

We can therefore conclude our proof using t = 1. Similarly, we can prove the lower bound that for some large
constant C1 > 1

P(ξ2(1) 6 C−1 logn) = O(n−C1).

This completes the proof of the first statement.
For the first statement, the discussion is similar to (D.32). The main difference is that the sequence

of intervals are defined as Ik := {C−1 logn + k × C−1 logn,C−1 logn + (k + 1) × C−1 logn}, k ∈ [[1, (C −
C−1)/C−1]]. By Chernoff bound, we can control pk := P(ξ2 ∈ Ik) as follows

pk = P(C−1 logn+ k × C−1 log n ≤ ξ2 ≤ C−1 logn+ (k + 1)× C−1 logn)

= P(ξ2 ≥ C−1 logn+ k × C−1 logn)− P(ξ2 ≥ C−1 logn+ (k + 1)× C−1 logn)

≤ C′(n−t(k+1)C−1 − inf
t′>0

n−t′(k+2)C−1))

≤ C′n−tC−1

,

where C′ > 0 is some universal constant and in the third step we used (2.6). Now we choose t so that
tC−1 > 2. Then by a discussion similar to (D.33), we have

P(ξ2(1) − ξ2(2) ≤ C−1 logn) ≤ n2p2k ≤ C′n2−tC−1

.

This completes the proof of the first statement.
Finally, the last statement follows directly from the strong law of large number. In fact, the result holds

almost surely.

Finally we prove Case (c) of Definition A.9.

Proof of Case (c). Note that the fourth statement holds trivially and surely.
For the first statement, under the assumption of (2.7), we see that the lower bound follows from that

P(l − ξ2(1) > n−1/(d+1)−ǫd) =
(
1− P(l − ξ2(1) < n−1/(d+1)−ǫd)

)n

≥ (1− Cn−ǫd(d+1)−1)n

≥ 1− Cn−ǫd(d+1).
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Similarly, for the upper bound, we find that when n is sufficiently large, for some constant C′ > 0

P(l− ξ2(1) > n−1/(d+1) logn) ≤ n
(
1− P(l − ξ2 ≤ n−1/(d+1) logn)

)n−1

≤ n
(
1− C−1n−1 logd+1 n

)n−1

≤ ne−C−1 logd+1 n 6 n−C′

.

This completes the proof of the first statement.
For the third statement, we prove by contradiction, i.e., there exists some sequence an = o(1), l− ξ⌊bn⌋ 6

an holds with high probability. In fact, by a discussion similar to (D.31) using (2.7), we have that as long
as c ≡ cn > n/an,

P(l − ξ2(c) 6 an) = P(ξ2(c) > l − an)

=

n∑

k=c+1

(
n

k

)
P(ξ2 > l − an)

k
P(ξ2 ≤ l − an)

n−k = O(n−C),

for some constant C > 0 when n is sufficiently large. This completes our proof for the third statement.
For the second statement, its discussion is similar to (D.32). In this case, we will define the partition

of the intervals as Ik = [l − (k + 1)n−1/(d+1)−ǫd, l − kn−1/(d+1)−ǫd ] for k = [[1, nǫd logn]]. Analogous to the
arguments of (D.32), we have that

pk = P(ξ2 ∈ Ik) ≤ Cn−ǫdn−1/(d+1)(n−1/(d+1) logn)d = Cn−1−ǫd logd n.

Using the above control with (D.33), we readily obtain that

P(ξ2(1) − ξ2(2) ≤ n−1/(d+1)−ǫd) ≤ n2p2k ≤ Cn−2ǫd log2d n.

This completes the proof of the second statement.
Finally, we proceed to the proof of the last statement. Denote the random variable τξi as follows

τξ2i :=
ξ2i

1 + ξ2im1n,c(z)
−
∫

t

1 + tm1n,c(z)
dF (t).

By definition Eτξ2i = 0. On the one hand, according to the discussion around (B.44), we find that

1

n

p∑

i=1

σ2
i

∫
t2

|1+tm1n,c(z)|2dF (t)

|z − σi

∫
t

1+tm1n,c(z)
dF (t)|2 < 1.

Together with Assumption 2.10 and the continuity ofm2n,c, we can therefore conclude that for some constant
C0 > 0,

∫
t2

|1 + tm1n,c(z)|2
dF (t) < C0.

As a consequence, by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we find that for some constants C1, C2 > 0

E|τξ2 |2 ≤ C1

∫
t2

|1 + tm1n,c(z)|2
dF (t) < C2 < ∞.

Since τξ2i , 1 6 i 6 n, are independent, we can conclude our proof using Markov inequality.
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D.3 Fluctuation averaging arguments: Proof of Lemma C.5

In this section, we prove the fluctuation averaging results in Lemma C.5 following the strategies of Section
6 of [62]. Fluctuation averaging is a common step in the proof of local laws for random matrix models,
especially when the LSD has a square root decay behavior near the edge so that the entries of the resolvents
can be controlled under some ansatz; see the monograph [38] for a review. However, in our setting, due to
the lack of square root decay as in (A.10), many entries of the resovelents, even the off-diagonal ones can
be large when η ∼ n−1/2. To address this issue, we will follow the strategies of [62] to focus on the resolvent
fractions instead of the entries themselves; see the discussion above Sections 6.1 of [60, 62]. In what follows,
due to similarity, we focus on the parts which deviate from [62, Section 6] the most.

Proof of Lemma C.5. In what follows, with loss of generality, we assume that ξ21 > ξ22 > · · · > ξ2n.
We start with part (1). Recall (B.9). Using Theorem A.8 and Remark B.9, we have that

|m2 −m
(1)
2 | ≤

∣∣∣∣
1

n

ξ21
z(1 + ξ21m1n +O≺((nη0)−1))

∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣∣
1

n

p∑

i=2

O≺((nη0)−1)

z(1 + ξ2im1n +O≺((nη0)−1))(1 + ξ2i m1n +O≺((nη0)−1))

∣∣∣∣∣ .

For the first term on the right-hand side of the equation, it can be trivially bounded by (nη0)
−1 by a discussion

similar to (D.23) using (A.14). The second term can also be controlled by (nη0)
−1 using a discussion similar

to (D.25). The proves the first equation in (C.25). For the second equation, due to similarity, we focus on

|m2 −m
(i)
2 |. Using (B.19), we have that

|m2 −m
(i)
2 | ≤ |Gii|

n
+

1

n

∑

j 6=i

|Gjj − G(i)
jj |. (D.34)

For Gii, by Lemma A.12, Theorem A.8 and the assumption that z ∈ D′
b in (A.7), we conclude that with high

probability, for some constant C > 0

|Gii| =
1

|z(1 + ξ2i m
(i)
1 + Zi)|

≤ Cn1/(d+1)+ǫd . (D.35)

For Gjj − G(i)
jj , by Lemma A.12, (A.24) and Lemma A.14,

|Gjj − G(i)
jj | = |GijGji

Gii
| ≺ |Gii||G(i)

jj |2
Imm

(ij)
1

nη0
≺ n2ǫd

n
|Gii||G(i)

jj |2,

where in the last step we used (A.14) and Theorem A.8. Inserting all the above bounds back to (D.34) and

use the trivial bound that |G(i)
jj | 6 η0, we can conclude the proof. This completes the proof of part (1).

We now proceed to the proof of parts (2) and (3). Due to similarity, we focus on the details of part (2)
and briefly mention how to prove (3) in the end. For simplicity, following the conventions in [60, 62], we
denote the operator

Pi := 1− Ei,

where Ei is the conditional expectation with respect to yi. Using Lemma A.12, we see that on Ω

1

n

n∑

i=2

Pi(
1

Gii
) =

1

n

n∑

i=2

Pi(−z − zy∗
iG

(i)(z)yi) = − z

n

n∑

i=2

Zi. (D.36)
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Consequently, it suffices to show that

∣∣∣∣∣
1

n

∑

i

Pi(
1

Gii
)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≺ n−1/2− 1
2 (

1
2− 1

d+1 )+2ǫd .

By Chebyshev’s inequality, it suffices to prove the following lemma.

Lemma D.2. Under the assumptions of Lemma C.5, for any z ∈ D′
b and fixed even number M ∈ N, we

have

E
X

∣∣∣∣∣
1

n

n∑

i=2

Pi(
1

Gii(z)
)

∣∣∣∣∣

M

≺ nM(−1/2− 1
2 (

1
2− 1

d+1 )+2ǫd).

Proof. The proof strategy and technique follows closely from Section 6 of [62]. In what follows, we adopt
the way how [60, Section 6.3] generalizes [62, Section 6.2] and only check the core estimates that have been
used in [62]. We first provide some notations following the conventions of [62, Section 6.1]. For any subset
T , T ′ ⊂ {1, . . . , n} with i, j /∈ T and j /∈ T ′, we set

F
(T ,T ′)
ij ≡ F

(T ,T ′)
ij (z) :=

G(T )
ij (z)

G(T ′)
jj (z)

.

In case T = T ′ = ∅, we simply write Fij = F
(T ,T ′)
ij . With Lemma A.12, according to [62, Lemma 6.1], we

have that for any subset T , T ′ ⊂ {1, . . . , p} with i, j /∈ T and j /∈ T ′, and γ /∈ T ⋃ T ′

F
(T ,T ′)
ij = F

(T γ,T ′)
ij + F

(T ,T ′)
iγ F

(T ,T ′)
γj ,

and
F

(T ,T ′)
ij = F

(T ,T ′γ)
ij − F

(T ,T ′γ)
ij F

(T ,T ′)
jγ F

(T ,T ′)
γj .

Moreover, we have that for γ /∈ T
1

G(T )
ii

=
1

G(T γ)
ii

(
1− F

(T ,T )
iγ F

(T ,T )
γi

)
.

In order to apply the techniques of [62, Section 6.2], we need to prove the following estimates

|m1(z)−m1n(z)| ≺ (nη0)
−1, Imm1(z) ≺ (nη0)

−1,

∣∣∣∣Pi(
1

Gii
)

∣∣∣∣ ≺ (nη0)
−1, i 6= 1,

max
i6=j

|Fij(z)| ≺ n−(1/2−1/(d+1))/2+ǫd , i, j 6= 1,

max
i6=j

∣∣∣∣∣
F

(∅,i)
ij (z)

Gii(z)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≺ (nη0)
−1, i, j 6= 1,

(D.37)

First, the first part of (D.37) follows from Theorem A.8, Lemma B.8 and Remark B.9 (recall (D.36)). Second,
for the second part of (D.37), by a discussion similar to (D.35), for i 6= j and i, j 6= 1, we have that for some
constant C > 0, with high probability

|G(j)
ii | 6 Cn1/(d+1)+ǫd . (D.38)
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Together with Lemma A.12, we see that for some constant C > 0

|Fij | = |zG(j)
ii y∗

iG
(ij)yj | ≺

∣∣∣∣zG
(j)
ii

1

n
‖G(ij)Σ‖F

∣∣∣∣ ≤ C

∣∣∣∣∣∣
G(j)
ii

(
Imm

(ij)
1

nη

)1/2
∣∣∣∣∣∣

≺ n1/(d+1)+ǫd
1

nη0
= n1/(d+1)−1/2+2ǫd ,

where in the second step we used (A.24) and in the third step we used (D.38) and the fact z ∈ D′
b. Finally,

for the third part of (D.37), using Lemma A.12, Lemma A.14 and (A.24), we see that

∣∣∣∣∣
F

(∅,i)
ij

Gii

∣∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣∣

Gij

G(i)
jj Gii

∣∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣zy∗

iG
(ij)yj

∣∣∣ ≺

√
Imm

(ij)
1 (z)

nη
.

We can therefore conclude our proof using Lemma B.8, Remark B.9 and (A.25).
Using (D.37) and Assumption 2.1, we can follow the proof of Corollary 6.4 of [62] verbatim and conclude

that for any T , T ′, T ′′ ∈ {2, . . . , n} with |T |, |T ′|, |T ′′| ≤ M, where M is some large positive even integer,
and for z ∈ D′

b, we have that when i 6= j, i, j 6= 1,

|F (T ,T ′)
ij (z)| ≺ n−(1/2−1/(d+1))/2+ǫd ,
∣∣∣∣∣
F

(T ′,T ′′)
ij (z)

G
(T )
ii (z)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≺ (nη0)
−1,

∣∣∣∣∣Pi

(
1

G(T )
ii

)∣∣∣∣∣ ≺ (nη0)
−1.

(D.39)

Once the key ingredients (D.37) and (D.39) have been proved, we can follow lines of [62, Lemma 6.6] or [60,
Lemma 6.11] to conclude the proof. Due to similarity, we omit the details.

This completes the proof of part (2). The proof of part (3) is similar except we need to following the proof
of Lemma D.2 and [62, Lemma 6.12] to show

E
X

∣∣∣∣∣
1

n

n∑

i=2

1

(1 + ξ2im1n(z))2
Pi(

1

Gii(z)
)

∣∣∣∣∣

M

≺ nM(−1/2− 1
2 (

1
2− 1

d+1 )+2ǫd).

We omit the proof and refer the readers to the proof of [62, Lemma 6.12] for more details. This completes
the proof of Lemma C.5.
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